ST. GEORGE MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

APPENDIX R
COMMENTS/RESPONSES

The comments received by the FAA on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
document are presented in this appendix. The comment period started on
October 19, 2005 (Public Hearing date) and continued for 60 days through
November 8, 2005. To assist the reader, each comment has been scanned and is
presented with the corresponding FAA response to the comment presented next to
it. Below is a table showing the number of the comment and the submitting
person/agency for reference.

Table R.1
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS DOCUMENT

Number Comment Submitted by Person/Agency
1 Jim Matheson, Congress of the United States House of Representative
2 Meghan Holbrook, Utah Air Travel Commission
3 Kirk Nielson, PE; Utah Division of Aeronautics
4 D. Larry Anderson, P.E.; State of Utah Department of Natural Resources
5 Lowell ElImer, Dixie Metropolitan Planning Organization
6 John Williams, Five County Association of Governments
7 James Eardley, Alan Gardner, Jay Ence; Washington County Commission
8 Larry Gardner, St. George City Council
9 Gerald Schiefer
10 Daniel Smith & Micheline Smith
11 Mark Ahrenholtz
12 Voin Campbell
13 Scott Lee
14 George Linden
15 Kenneth Mackay
16 Paul "West" Martin
17 Bill Hudson
18 Dr. Sheldon & Mrs. LaVerna Johnson
19 R. Paul & Geniel Thompson
20 Troy & Kerrie Bowler
21 Gilbert Jennings, P.E.; Fort Pierce Business Park
22 Royce Jones
23 Don Shelline, Shelline Studios
24 Mary Thompson
25 Royden Wittwer
26 Bruce VanderWeff, Springdale Town Council
27 Donald Falvey
28 Lin Alder, Alder Photo & Writing
29 Wayne Staab, Ph.D.; Dr. Wayne Staab & Associates
30 Thomas Bailey

Landrum and Brown
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ST. GEORGE MUNICIPAL AIRPORT FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Table R.1, Continued
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS DOCUMENT

Number Comment Submitted by Person/Agency
31 Jim McGuire; Washington City Community Development
32 Richard Pratt & Ed Burgess; Desert Canyons Group
33 Jeff Klein
34 John Brems; Parsons Kinghorn Harris, P.C.
35 William Black, M.D.
36 Lois Graham
37 Chaitna Sinha, Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance
38 Tom Thompson
39 Richard Spotts
40 Scott Marshall
41 Larry Svoboda, USEPA
42 Hal Hilburn
43 Zack Russell
44 Wanda Magleby
45 Scott Florence, Bureau of Land Management
46 Jock Whitworth, National Park Service
47 Dick Hingson, Grand Canyon Trust; Steve Bosak, National Parks Conservation Association
48 Dan McGuire, Town of Rockville
49 Jim Case
50 John Singleton
51 Lisa Zumpft
52 Candida Bush
53 Megan & Bob Orton
54 Terry Swanson
55 Kathleen Corr
56 Barry Sochat
57 Leonard (Leo) Gallia
58 Steven Parker, UNLV
59 Jane Whalen
60 Marcel Rodriguez
61 Lisa & Alan Rutherford
62 Paul Bevan
63 Cornelia Kallerud
64 Jay Rich
65 Mike McClure, transcript
66 Roxie Sherwin, transcript
67 Voin Campbell, transcript
68 Eric DeVita, transcript
69 Scott Hirschi, Washington County Economic Development Council; transcript
70 Roene Wilkinson, transcript
Landrum and Brown Appendix R
May 2006 Additional Page R-2




JIM MATHESON

2np DisTaict, UTAK

wwhouse.aovimatheson

TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE

FINANCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

Congress of the United States
House of Wepresentatibves
THashington, DE 205154402

November 8, 2005

SCIENCE COMMITTEE

The Honorable Marion Blakey, Administrator
Federal Aviation Administration
%00 Independence Avenue, SW, Room 1022

Washington, D.C. 20591

Dear Administrator Blakey:

I am pleased to offer these comments in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the proposed St. George replacement airport. As southern Utah’s Congressman, [ am very
interested in moving this project forward.

I have had the opportunity to work closely with many stakeholders who have advocated for the new
airport. 1 share their interest in this important issue because it is clear that a new airport is a eritical
component of meeting the needs of this booming community. St. George City has already undergone
an unnecessarily long process because it was initially advised that an Environmental Assessment
would be adequate. The courts said that this assessment was not enough and the city found itself once
again embarking on a lengthy and costly process to ensure that the environmental consequences of this
project were fully considered.

This draft Environmental Impact Statement carefully analyzes the likely effects of a new replacement
airport on the surrounding community and nearby natural resources such as Zion National Park.
Stakeholders should be able to agree that the Federal Aviation Administration and the National Park
Service have assisted in the preparation of analysis that finds that the new airport will not adversely
impact Zion, which is an important resource for St. George City and the Washington County area.

I recognize that there remain several important issues regarding the impact of the growth of the St.
George area on Zion National Park which have not yet been resolved, but these issues are beyond the
scope of this draft EIS. While these issues arc significant, I do not believe that outside concerns or
agency turf battles should affect this EIS process. The City of St. George has fully considered the
effects of the replacement airport and only the relevant issues should be considered at this time.

1 encourage the participants in this process to work cooperatively and swiftly to bring this EIS to

conclusion.

WASHINGTON DEFILE
1222 LonaworTH Houst OFRce Busome
WasningTon, DC 205154402
PreonE: (202} 225-3011
Fioc (202} 225-5838

=

Sincerely,

ATHESON
ber OE’ ;ongress

SOUTHERN UTAH OFRCE:
331 NORTH MALL DRIVE $E1010
SainT Geonse, LT 84780
Pugne: {435) 627-0880
Feoe: (435| 8271473

SALT LAKE CFFICE
240 EasT Monsis Avenue (2430 SouTh) 1235
SouTh SaLT Laxe, UT BA1IS
PHONE: (801) 486-1236
Fas: (B01) 4B5-1417

PAINTED N RECYELED FAPER

EASTERH UTAH OFAICE
120 Easy Man STREET
PRICE, UIT 84501
PHOME: |435) B36-3722
Fau: (436) B13-1838

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.
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Meghan 2. Halbrook
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Lol Conngl

Monts B Yaoger
Exsessiva Osérdinacer

State of Utah

THE UTAH AIR TRAVEL COMMISSION
138 Marth 2400 Weat . OSUATC Support for St. George Replaement Airport

Gt Laka Clty, Litah 54119
B0y Ti5-2880
1801} T15-2478 Fa

Meévtmber 2, 2005

DAVID FIELD

Menager, Planming/Prog ing Branch
itport Divisi

FAA, Northwest Mountaln Region
1601 Lind Avenue, S.W. , Swite 315

Re: U&Tcmmhstﬁwltﬂwsnpm
Dear Mr. Field:
NUMA&TmﬂCmﬁsﬁmﬂmTC}isﬂwuﬁdﬂbndydwwmmﬂ

mmsmmmy.cwmmmmmmmymofc@nmm
I , d rep Utab's interest for tmproved air sorvice.

This commission has actively s the new St, inge i
. h&mid—lmvfyw new 5t. George Replacement Airport since its

Furth , this josi pports the tusions of Landmrm & Brown as identificd
in the E: ive 9 of the fly pleted Draft Bnvi 1 Impact St:
Nemely:

“The: proposed replacenont alrport would provide for an airport configuration that
aﬂnwaﬁrqmd]mmmmmumhmdnm
eccommodats existing and futurs nirport demand in a safe and cfficlent alr traffi

The I amak ducted as part of this Draft

Envires Impact Sten (D¥IS) have shoom that the constuction and
operation. of the proposed replasement sirport at St. Gearge would result ia no
significant envl i Therefire, the jon. of the

replacement airport wonld meet the neods identified by the sponsor and the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) withost ray significant envisanmental impact o the
built or natural environment ™ See Page ES-10, ES. 6, Conclusions,
Tha study conchuded that “ncise g d by aircraft operations for eifher the existing or
replacement airport made very small ontribations to the total aviation noiso lovels alrcady
present with the joitial area of investigation (TAT)" Sce page ES-7, F5.5.2, Noise Analysis.

TO FROMOTE AND SUPPOET AIR SERVICES AVAILARLE TO UTAH

Stute of Utsh Ealt Laks Olty Corporation Salt Lake Args Chamber of Commeres

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.



DAVID FIELD
November 2, 2005
Page two

Also, regarding Zion National Pack, the new St. George replacement airpart would have litle
effect on ounmiative aircraft noise above ambient noise levels. In fact: “The cunmlative
amonat of time that aviation noise wonld be above the existing or nataral ambient levels
would be by one percent, oaloulated gs the differenice between operating the existing airpont
&nd operating the replacenent attport i futore years. In 2010, the change would be an
inoreaso of less than one mingte a day and ju 2026, the vhango would be spproximataly two
miivtutes a day. None of these increnses would result in a substantial incremental change in
airoraft-relited nolse jmpact to Zion Netion Puck and would not be considered a substaatizl
Inpatonent to any resburce of the park * See page ES-8, E8.5.2.1, Zion Natlord Park,

The Utah Alr Travel Cammission believes the new St. George replacement airport will
provide o mnch needed safe, and effioiont favility to accommmodste fitire air service rieads,
including the operations of fon: operators and SkyWest Airfines commarcial zagional jets.
Also, thenew facility will become an essential hink within the Utah air transportation system.

Sincerely,

Mecintn

Meghan Holbrook
UATC Chajrwoman

[ v
Dan MoArtimr, Mayor of St. George
Jerry Atkin, President & CEQ, SkyWest Air Lines
Jon Huntsman, Governor of the State of Utaky
Rob Bishop, .S, Congressman, Distriot 1
Jim Mafheson, U.S. Congressman, District 2. .
Chris Camnon, U.S. Congressmean, District 3
Robert Bennett, 17.8. Senator, Utah
Orrin Hatch, U.S. Senator, Utalx
John L. Valentine, Senate Pregident
Thomas Hateh, State Senstor
John W. “Bill” Hickman, State Senavor
David Clark, State Representative
Mike Noel, State Representefive
Stephen Unqubiert, State Representative
Ross “Rocky” Anderson, Mayor of SLC
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SOHN R. NJGRD, P.E,
Zxecuriva Direator

Y

State f Utah

CARLOS M, BRACERAS, F.B.
Daputy Direcior '

JON M. HUNTSMAN, JR,
Fovarnor

GARY R HERBERT
Liewzanamt Gavaror

October 27, 2005
Mr. David Field '

v = ees - Maseger, PlanningProgramming Branch-- o= o

Adrports Division
FAA, Northwest Mountain Region
Renton, Washington 98055-4056

Dear Mr. Field,

The replacement airport for St. George, Utah {3 important Jocally and nationally.
Ems;‘m?;nm&;“;ifﬁzéxeg %‘;o“f;?m ;ﬁhnﬁno;: f’;t:‘l" ;’fgif:ﬁfl 1. Thank you for your interest in aviation. Your comment has been noted.
needs, The current airport cannot expand to meet the demands of moder alreraft, and
thersfore can no longer be wtilized as an integral part of the local, state or national -
transportation system. It is imperative to have an alrport in the St. George area that can
Tneet current and finre transportation domands. .

There are many basic facts that have been, clouded by the expanded scope of the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). First, the St. George area is going (o continue to
grow placing more demands on an inadequate piece of trangportation infrastructure. Ka
replacement airport is not bullt, more flights in and out of the existing afrport will be
nseded. ts s noise! The use of Larger Aircraft will make it
possible for the airlires to reduge the frequency of commercial flights. In this respect we
<an compare airports to highways, In essextco those who oppose the replacement airport, 1

Tt T alsorOppose busses and mess transit, “Tirey areessentially snying “we-rather have 20 cars
on the road than one bus™. The new afrport will accommodate larger ajveraft such as the
50 or 70 passenger (busses) replacing the smaller 30 seat Brasilia turboprop airplanes
{cars). :

In the last few years the usage of corporate aireraft has been growing et an
unprecedented rate. All eirports ere seelng these aircraft, As the population grows so
doss the economy in the Southesn Utah. The number of corporate afrcraft utilizing the
St. George airport is also growing. The corporate atrcrafts are going to use the airport
tegardless of the location. The replacement airport will offer a much safer environment
Tor them to operate,

The scope of the noise stady conducted as paut of the EIS for the replacement
airport has been excessive. Nolse measurements and noise modeling that are inaudible
are unnecessary! If you can't hear it how can it be an impact? Modeling all the over
flights from all aircraft, not just the aircraft utilizing the St. George Adrport is costly and v

Aczouautical Operatbops Divisian, 138 North 2400 Woay, Sait Laks City, Utk 61162931
téleghonc ¥01-715-2260 + Scsimiio B01-715-2276 » wviw. udot utahgov
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

JOHN R, NJORD, P.E.
Exscutive Dirocior

State of Utah Sy DILRRACERAS, 7.,

JON M. HUNTSMAN, JR.
Gaverigr

GARY R. HERBERT
Lizwtenant Gaverior

in my opindon ridicules. The St. George replacement sirport should focus on the
replacement airport not the national airways, adrspace or national parks,
The basic facts for the replecement airport should be the only considerations, The
= == - ‘“besic facts have'been over tvoked end dilored by those ‘opposed to thie teplacment
airport, Baslc facts remain the same. )

Bagic facis

1. The population in Southern Utah is going to continue to grow.

2. Growth in population increases the demand on transportation
infrestructure. .

3. Growth in population will increase the nofse in the local national parks,
People, autamohiles, and aircrafis will all contribute to ths increase in
noise in the parks.

4. Noise impacts from aircrafts affecting the park are small. Much of the
time these impacts are under 1 mimute of impacts in a 24 hr period and at
times this noise may be inaudible. Noise from streams and people exceed
the noise generated by aircrafis in many areas of the park.

3. If a replacement aitpout is not built, more flights in and out of the existing
airport will be needed, More flights equals more noise!

Geographically Utah Is a large state, The State has only a handfel of commercial
service airports the setve the entire population of the state, A Commercial Seryice
eirports’ primary rol¢ is to provide airline service to the waveling public. In terms of
importance to the state air transportation infrastructure, the St. George airport is second,

= onlybehind Salt Lake Iiteitiational. - Tt 1 vEry idptit to the state to have d safe and
efficient airport in the St. George area to meet the transportation needs of the population
and Southern Utah’s economy

Thank you for taking my comuments into consideration.

Sincerely,

pe <M

Kirk Nielsen, PE

Utah Divisjon of Acronautics - State Aeronautical Flanner

Aeropevtical Operetions Division, 135 Noah 2400 Wegt, Salt Lake Clty, Utdh 84116-2931
velcphone BOl-7L5-2260 « facalmuilo 801-715-2276 » www.dotutsh, gov




JON M. HUNTSMAN, JR.
Govarnor
QARY R. HERBERT
Lieutengn; Governor
State of Utah
Department of
Natural Res BS
a sources September 28, 2005
MICHAEL R STYLER
Direcior
Division of
‘Water Resources .
O LARRY AMDEEON - David Field . s .
IAREY " Manager, Planning/Programming Branch
Derecor Airports Division
Federsl Aviation Administration
Nortirerest Mountain Region

1601 Lind Ave., $.W., Ste. 315
Renton, Washington 98055-4056

M. Field:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the St. George Municipel
Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement, The Utah Division of Water
Resouroes finds nothing in this document of coticern to us. 1. The FAA has noted that your office does not need to see any further
‘We do not teed to see any further comrespondence or documents 1 documentation on this project.
regarding this proposal, If you have further questions, please contact Eric
Millis, Assistant Director, at 801-538-7294..

Thank you,
D %dmon, P.E.
Ditector

1594 Wiasz Nori Tample, Suite 310, PQ Box 146201, Salt Lake Giry, UT §4114-5201
telephone (201) 338<7230 » facatmlly (80 1) $35-727% « wiww.walerarch.gov

N



Suzanne Allen

Chair, Transportation Executive Couneil
Michael Shaw

Chalr, Transportation Advisory Committes
Lowell Elmer

Director, Transportation Planning Office

DIXTE ™
mnoroum
G ORGANTZATION

November 7, 2005

Mr. David Field, Manager
Planning/Programming Branch, Airports Divison
FAA, Northwest Mountain Region

1601 Lind Ave., SW, Suite 315

Renton, WA 98055-4056

Re: St. George , Utah  Municipal Adrport
Subj: Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Field:

The Dixie Metropolitan Planning Organization (DMPO) conduets long range transportation planning for the
urbanizing arez of southwestern Washington County. One of our high priority projects is the completion of
the ‘sowthern corridor’ expressway which will access the proposed site of this replacement airport. The
purpose and need statement of this highway corridor includes providing access to land use, including this
airport in a timely way, if not concurrently. The goal of the area partners in developing viable transportation
systems linking land use and supporting social and economic viability and livability is very important. This
airport is a critical element in meeting community and regional goals.

The scope and detail of this DEIS add each envire tal issue and concern more than adequately. The
process that this project has pone through has delayed the schedule of completion as previously hoped for.
Any additional delay will only add to the costs of the facility and the land still needing to be purchased. Qur
growth models suggest that St. George may be the largest city in Utah by thc year 2050, consequently the
need for this airport as outlined in the purpose and need is enhanced.

We encourage FAA to move this DEIS through the decision making phase'to a record of decision as soon as
possible without further indirect or incidental delay. The increased capability and air travel capacity is needed
now-1o keep up with the impressive growth occurring in Washington County and surrounding areas, '
Our MPO members thanik you for the opportunity to make comment on this draft environmental document.

Sincerely,

well Elmer, Director
Dixie Metropolitan Planning Organization
St. George, Utah UZA ’

Dixie Transportation Planning Office
Five County Association of Governments
1070 'W. 1600 §., Bldg. B
P.O. Box 1550, St. George, UT 84771
(435) 673-3548

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.



Five County Association of Governments

1070 West 1600 South, Building B Post Office Box 1550

St. George, Utah 84770 . St. George, Utah 84771

Fax (435) 673-3540 — Office (435) 673-3548
SOUTHWEST UTAH

Novernber 1, 2005

Mr. David Field, Manager

Planning/Programming Branch, Airports Division

Federal Aviation Administration, Northwest Mountain Region
1601 Lind Avenue, SW, Suite 315 o - =
Renton, WA 98055-4056

Dear Mr. Field:

The Five County Association of Governments supports the development of the St.

3 Re| nt Airport and wishes to submil followi nts relati . . .
g‘icn? Smﬁ‘i’;ﬁm"n‘;":ﬁ“; irnplyr;?st:tr;m‘::t(DEIST‘ it the flloving comments relatve 1. Thank you for your interest in air travel. Your comment has been noted.

The scape and detail of the DEIS shows a commitment to address each environmental
concern that has been raised. | understand that this DEIS far exceeds any other relative
to the noise analysis. Along with that analysis, all others from topography to Cultural 1
Resources have provided a detailed response and have answered each and every issue
that can be foreseen. Additionally, selection of the preferred alternative was reached
through a very comprehensive process.

| encourage any efforts that can be made to help bring this project to the construction
stage quickly as the need for an increase in air travel capability in our area is upon us
now.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

A AR

John 8. Williams
Executive Director

BEAVER GARFIELD IRON ) KANE WASHINGTON



WASHINGTON COUNTY  comgssion

197 East Tabemacle ¢ St Ge Utsh 84770
 Telephansr (435) 634-5700 ¢ mu(?s?;aamﬁ , J. EARDLEY
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November 3, 2005

- My, David Field, Mamager . __
Planning/Programming Branch, Airports Division
Federa] Aviation Administration, Morthwest Mountain Region
1601 Lind Avenve, 8. W, Soite 315
Renton, Washington 980554056

Subject: St. George Mumicipal Adrport Draft Enviropmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr, Ficld:

The Washington County Commission strongly Sipports the congirnetion of the replacement 1. Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comments have been
airport in'the South-east arca of the St. George valley. We have had the opptrumity to review the noted.

St wmww«nm&wwmmmm
anﬁmnmunaiinmamofamplacmahmfwﬂn&.&ugchiuniﬁpalmm currently
located in the “dowmtown" area of the City of St. George, Utah. The original airpart was
constructed at a time when the population of Washington County was nearing 9,000 residents,
%ﬂathbakponhshmammdadammbwdfﬁnmomﬁnywxnhmmmdhmaﬁmm
mmmmbﬁvmhmmmmmmMMmmmmmmcm.

o e al cmaln e et o e

. mm%mmm&w Cﬂ)'hshnreasagwom?s,ﬂﬂﬂmidms.j?ur
urben atea in the United States. During the same time period, Washington County has increased
Yo the present popuiation m excess of 135,000 residents, The eed for ioreased airport facilities
in this County is obvious. Totakenoan&unon‘ﬂlemqueaufthu&yﬁ)rrn-locaﬁmofthe
airport is unAcceptable to the County. Becanse a new aitport must be constructed in this County,
we strongly support the Jocation proposed by St, George City,

The Cousty has had the appartunity to be involved during the development of the EIS aud the
plan for developméntt of the airport and the area surconnding it. While it is intended to be located
hmmﬁm.&mmﬁmmmmhmmmmmmeamﬁ
Washingtort County. The County not only supports the airport re-location site for the airport, but
m%wmpmhrmmm&mwmmmﬂtmmm it.
It is anticipated that the land cuirently in the usincorporated arca will be anmiexed to St. George




M. Dzvis Fields - page two

City. The County s in favor of this anticipated annexation, ‘With the contimued growth and
development of Washington C , the location of an airport of sufficient siza to support the
needs of the County is imperative.

TheCotmtysubmiﬂedaresnluﬁonmpporﬁngtheoﬂghmlDEAﬁkdbyﬂwCity. This DEA was
approved by the Federal Aviation Adwinistration only to be stopped by the decision of a judge in
the U.S. Court of Appeals for Washington 1., This delay bas cost some five years of time
duringwmhthzﬁirportcouldhwabeenconstmctedandpluedimom :

Because the complaint filed by the Grand Canyon Trust with the Court of Appeals complained

. ~thatsufficient consideration had nat been given to.the impact of the-proposed.aiport an Zi
National Park, soma 20 miles distant from the airport, we would ke to comment somewhat
regarding that complaing.

We have been impressed by the thoroughness of the current consulant, I abrutr and Brown, and
we commgend them for their detailed and complete study of this fssue, alovg with all other aspects
of the report that they have taken info consideration, It is not a noxmal requirement to spend this
quantity of time and effort relative to the noise effects of an airport locatlon or expansion. The
various studies that they have completed and the resulting favorable results from thefr tests is
admirable,

- fmm

We recognize that it is the stated gorl of varicus envirormental organizations to eliminete any
aitplae flight over any National Park at any altitude. The St. Qeorge sairport proposal simply
provided the entvironmental groups an oppartunity to se if they covld realize this goal. St.
George nor Washington County has any control over trans-continental flights across thie VUnited

departure from this airport. Bocause the primary commercial use of this facility is anticipated to
be Sky West Airlines, headquartered in St. George, the ability to train and inform pilots yelative to
accepted flight paths is certainly achieyable. The majority of commercial flights originating from
the current airport dé passenger flights (see Tabld 7.1 of the EIS) The next highest use is for
business flights (Table 7.1). The pilots of those business flights coming to the airport may
likewise be lnstructed.

The only overflight of airplanes originating from the $t. George replacement airport might be
adjacent to the area of the National Park known as the Kolob Canyon arca located immediately
adjacent to the Interstate [5 Frecway. Many Sky West flights heading to or from Salt Lake City
follow the Imerstate Freeway around the Pine Valley Mountain area. This small part of Zion
National Park is open for vehicular acoess from the Freeway and is not intended as an area of
solitode or seclusion in the Park. According to exhibits 7.10 through 7.14 of the EIS, the munber
of projected events over the Pagk in the dBA range where sound might create a disturbanee to
nature, is relatively non-existent.




Mr. David Field - page three

Keophﬁﬁndthatumofﬁmnmtqdetmmhlaﬁphmmwmmwrdingto
information fox Sky West Airlines, istheCumdaA&RngiumlJﬂofMSlwWeptﬂhnﬁa
RIS0 ang RI70. nmplmﬂmmtpmssmbrmpmmgersmmfomthe&. George
ahpodhcmoftheﬁnﬁlatbnofﬁeﬂmmiairpom Once completed, these planes will replace
theBmziﬂiaTurbmmpﬁmmprwentb'mingthcai:port. Actual sound levels from the RT
planes will be lesg than the current fevel of the Brazillia’s,

AsqumyComﬁssbmmayweomagdncmphmimthemadﬁr:haahpoﬂmmaﬂof
rapidly growing Washington County. Alsg g caroful study of the EIS will certainly pravide
suﬁdxmh&mﬁunmdeummmmbsms'@niﬁomtmﬁmmlhnpmﬁomme
moving the airport fom the cemtral part of the City. Through the use of newer aircraft it is
mﬁmm&:mmmmmwomummcomwmbemmmm
ZionNatiomlParkwinonlymtalybeaﬁmdby&dsmposal.

The County Commission strongly supports the construction of the replacement aitport to serve afl
of Washington County. We appreciate your prompt attention to, and favorable approval of, the
EIS that is currently befng submitted for raview. ‘We are confident that it will result in the
approvel end subsequent construction of this badly needed airport Eacility.

The Washington, County Commission



- Submitted Via E-mail —
From: "Larry Gardner", St. George City Council <jmilarry@infowest.com>
Sent: 11/08/2005 11:15 AM
To: David Field
Subject: St. George City Airport

To Whom It May Concern:

| was appointed to the St. George City Council in 1993 and have been
involved in the airport project since that time. City staff and elected officials have
worked in earnest since 1996 to accomplish this task. It has almost been
unbelievable to me to watch the ridiculous hoops that we have been forced to go
through as a city trying to move this project forward. Frivolous lawsuits, endless
studies, impractical and unnecessary requirements have caused years of delay
and astronomical cost increases. Its too bad that the horrendous cost of the
bureaucracy and red tape eventually comes back to the local tax payer who
already is taxed beyond the breaking point when we could have expeditiously
moved forward to the blessing of all.

We have studied environmental and noise issues ad nauseum. The I's have
been dotted and the T's have been crossed and the studies continue to validate
what we knew nine years ago. It's time to move forward.

Recent statistics now show that St. George is the second fastest growing
community in the nation. The immediate county is @125,000 strong and growing
at over 1000 per month. Projections take us to over 600,000 in the future. It is
indeed time to get our replacement airport approved and built. Our citizens
deserve to have the appropriate air transportation available to them. With Sky
West phasing out the Brazilia, in favor of the Canadian jet that cannot fly out of
the exiting airport because of length, the citizens of Washington County are left at
a tremendous disadvantage.

| urge you to approve this study that has found favor with the FAA and the
Park Service. It's time to lock arms and go forward.

Sincerely,

Larry H. Gardner

St. George City Council
753 S. Lexington Dr.
St. George, Utah 84770

1.

Your comments have been noted.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: Gerald Schiefer <gschief@earthlink.net>
Sent: October 19, 2005, 12:03 PM

To: David Field

Subject: St. George Utah Proposed Airport

David, | am writing in strong support for the new St. George Airport. It is an absolute
necessity. We should not let a few emotional isolationists prevent what is needed for the
masses. We are suffering from that with our current gasoline prices. The possible increase
in noise and some possible additional particles in the sky does not counter the need.

The present airport was fine when St. George and Washington County had a population of
under 10,000. But it cannot handle present requirements let alone those in the future.
Popluation increase for the County goes anywhere from 200,000 to 300,000. We must
have this new airport. Itis in a very favorable location.

| have backpacked in the Sierras for much of my life. The military used much of the sky (
R2508 and the MOAs) for testing and training. There was some noise and there was some
particulate matter but it did not bother my enjoyment at all. | think we have let a verbose
few unduly affect our decisions and we have made bad decisions as a result. It is time we
do the right thing regardless of the emotional outcry from a few.

| was born and raised in Zion National Park. My father was a National Park Ranger there
for 38 years. | worked there on a fire tower for three seasons. We know and love the Park
and its environs. However, even though | am an environmentalist by nature, | am a
scientist and a practical one. | do not have respect for environmental emotion and those
who run around crying the "sky is falling" like Chicken Little did. I think this Zion Park
Environmental outcry is a red herrring and really should have no pre-eminent place in our
decision making. Don't let the radical group undermine your EIS.

My father would say "we protect our heritage where possible but we balance it with other
needs." | agree with his position. | was born where the Park Administration / Museum now
stands. | was raised where the major campgrounds and the visitor center are. | have more
of Zion National park in me than any other involved with this. | plead with you to press
forward and build this proposed airport at St. George and let us bring proper transportation
to this beautiful area.

Gerald R. Schiefer

45 South 100 West

Pine Valley, Utah 84781
435 574-3751

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.



Cotober 24, 2005

Denial E, Smifh

1410 Hopi Circls

8t, George, UT 84790
(435) 229 3975

Mer. David Field, Manager, Planning/Programming Branch, Ajrports Divisi
Fedaral Aviation Administration, Nmammkegitf o
1601 Lind Avenue, S.W., Suite 315, Renton, WA, 98055-4056

Telephone: (425) 227-2600,
Fax: (425) 227-1500

Email: David.Field@ g oy
Deaar David:

As part of the Pablic Comment section of the St, Greorge Municipal Atrport Relocation, [ am
voiclng.sgu_:w concemns which I have prblicly stated at the first two mestings at the St. George
City Buildipg and subsequent monthly airpozt mestings.

‘Who am 1:

President - (JSA Filghinet, In¢. - Tenant St. George Mudicipal Alrport
Former Director of Flight Trainlag & Faculty member - Dixie State Collsge of Utsh
Uﬂl}mg St. George Municipal Arport
FAA. l;ussxgnémd Pilot Examiner based at §t. George Municlpal airport NMO7 Salt Lake
F_A.A. Aviation Safety Counselor NMO7 Salt Lake F.S.D.0.
F.A.A, Part 145 Repair Station owner
Former Flipht Systerns, Specialist for Pacific Southwest Airlioes - San Di
__ BAc 146 zircnaft, ieg0 B727, MD-80,
Certificates & Ratings; ATP, CFII MEI, A&P mechanic, 1A, AGT 1GI

Our majn concern i5 10 ges that the alrport iz properly built for all intengded opamations.

A major problem with the existing airport is that it i nat sconemically feasible to operate with
aftemnoon prevailing winds at 250 degrees at 20 to 45 knots perpendicilar to the tmway, With
thousands of hours of training experience n this area I know that the prevailing wind also is the
same at the proposed new airport site as we have used that sfte for emergency landmg approach
practice, I voiced these concerns again last year at the public airport mectings and was asgored by
Larry Bullock and David [lane thet fhe new runway would be situated 4-22, Recently it was

. ennounced after the September meeting that it was back to 1-19. This presents a safsty issne
which needs to be addressed prior to the start of constmction.

OoT

Thank you for your comments. As stated in Chapter 3,

Section 3.2.3.3, Runway Orientation Deficiencies, in the Draft EIS,
the typical design objective for a runway system is to be able to provide
wind coverage for conditions that would apply at least 95 percent of the
time. A range of acceptable runway orientations were identified in the
1998 Master Plan to satisfy the recommended 95 percent wind
coverage requirements for the crosswind component at the proposed
replacement airport, utilizing the existing wind data for St. George
Municipal Airport. Through an analysis of wind data, collected by the
Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) at the proposed
replacement airport site, it was determined that a Runway 01/19
alignment (oriented to magnetic headings of approximately 10 degrees
and 190 degrees, which was erroneously shown on early airport layout
drawings as 04/22) would provide 94.1 percent wind coverage for the
10.5-knot crosswind component and 96.7 percent wind coverage for the
13-knot crosswind component. It would further provide 99 percent wind
coverage for the 16-knot crosswind component. The orientation of the
runway at the proposed replacement airport would thereby provide
improved crosswind availability as compared to the existing airport.

Furthermore, due to the topography of the area surrounding the
proposed replacement airport site, the alignment of 01/19 was
determined to be the best alignment to minimize obstructions to
approach and departure surfaces, in particular, potential obstructions
created by the proximity of Warner Ridge which lies approximately
10,000 feet to the east of the proposed replacement airport site and
runs generally in a north-south orientation. Runway orientations which
would align the runway in a more east-west orientation (i.e., 04/22 or
07/25) would have a greater potential for having obstructions to
approach and departure surfaces due to Warner Ridge to the east and
an un-named ridge immediately west of the proposed replacement
airport site. Therefore, the runway orientation of 01/19 was determined
to best meet the topographic challenges while meeting the objective of
improving the crosswind availability as compared to the existing airport.



It is recognized that terrein is an jssue with the west side of the site and the northenst side of the
aitport. Construction of runway 7-25 from the center of the proposed nunway eastward should be
considered with alteration of the terrain west of the airport. This wouvld also direct straight-in,
traffic away from the Zion Nationa! Park. Eazst raffic would be completely over unpopulated
areas,

My position with PSA airline included qualifying airports as suitable for airline use including
noise abatement at John Wiyne Omngs Countty airport, Yalima Washington, Arcate Californla,
Buchanan Field Walnut Creek Califormla and others. Considerations such as engine failure after
takeoff /oircle to land capability were wajor factors. The new sits would Rot qualify with

- economic payload capability.

) Many accidents and incidents over several decades are directly attributable to the crosswind
situation at the present site, This problem cam be completely elingmated at the new site,

My verbsl appeals, along with other qualified spoknsman, at public meetings have been shrugged
off, possibly dus to City of St George personal agendas with property ownership issues. I hope
that this forpal written statement will get serions attention.

Respectfully,

pRvoa

Aicbiding B Syrifl,

Micheline Smith - Aviation Safety Connselor - Flight School Dispatcher

OT



. Tuesday, November 01, 2005

Pl

David Filed
Planning/Programming Branch
Airports Division

Federal Avlation Administration
Northwest Mountain Region .
1601 LInd Avenue 8. W. Suite 315
Renton, Washington 98055-4056

Dear Mr. Filed:

1 wish to express my suppoart for the approval of the new and expanded airport on the 1
drawing board for St, George, Utah, As a frequent fller, | know the importance of this '
endeavar ta the traveling public. The expanded runway will also allow larger alreraft
and more frequent service that will greatly enhance the viability of Industry in this 1
rapidly-growing area.

Thank you for your interest in air travel. Your comment has been noted.

Please know of the strong support the expanded airport hag among the communities in
Washington County, .

Thank you,

- Mark-Ahrenholt- -- - - = - - e T T
466 Homestead Drive West
Dammeron Valley, Utah 84783
435-574-2661

TT



Voin R, Campbell
708 Pictureseue Dr
St. Georgs, UT 84770

November 1, 2005

David Field

Manager, Plonning/Frogramming Branch
Alrports Division

FAA, Northwest Mountain Division

1601 Lipd Avenue, S.W., Suite 315
Benton, WA 98055-4036

Re_:_Rzplammem Alrport — §t Georas, Utah
. -erm'ﬂew' —— - ey ) - . e A .- —— T — e e —— — —— CE———— eyt —

On October 19, 2005, I attended and participated in a public hearing as part of the proce=s of completing
the Environtnenta] Iompact Statement for the proposed St. George, Utah Replacemsnt Airport, As per the
instructions at that hearing, 1 submit for your records the following comments.

The enrrent sirport, loceted on top of & smell mesa In the heart of the city, operated by the City of St.
Georgs for many years, 19 now ingdequate for the city™y current needs. Because of its location, any further
upgrades to the airport are jimpossible. In view of the steady population and economio growth in the
Immadiate erea and the cbvious Limitations of'the current site, thers is a major concern by almost everyone
involved in planning for the vity’s immediate and futurs transportation needs,

Thore ara three conchusions that are generally sccepted by thosa best qualified to draw such wn:luslons
Oue, the need for a raplacement afrport at A more suitabls location 15 critical, Two, sonstruction must begin
now, without delay. Three, to meximize the passenger service end economic bensfits, the location of the
replecement airport must be near the center of the ctirysnt and anticipated concentrations of population and
economic activity.

For over ten years, the staff and clty council of City of St. George and the staff and county commissioners
of Washingten County have carefully studied all of the reasenable possibitities permining to the best
location of such an aitport. Almost all who partieipated have concluded that the looatlon now proposed by
the City of St. George was the only sensibls cholee.

As along time resident of St George, Khave followed with interest the efforts of the City of St. George and
Washington Comnty to upgrade the airpost facllitles of the City. T have nover ceased to be amazed by the
cify's reletitless determination to obtain the mecessary approvals and funding necéssary to effect i
desperately needed improvement to the areas trimeportation system, in the face of seemingly endless and
generally unressonzbis obatacles thrown up by saall groups, with narow environmental interests. Al of
these issueg have now been satisfactorily addressed. Thers has been more than encugh time, atrention and
rasources devoted fo all of the issuss raised, Tt {s long past the time 1 complete the approval of this process.

I strongly urge you to move: forward as quiokly as possible and to actively assist the City of St. George in

constructing its well conceived replacement airport. Your efforts to that end will be appreciated, If 1 can be
of essistance in that sffort, T would be pleassd to do so.

VomR. { } (

cl

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.



November 2, 2005

David Field, Project Mansger

For St. George Replacemment Airport
EISFAA, Northwest Mountain Region
1601 Lind Averme, SW/Ste 315
Ratiton WA, 98055-4056

Deax Mr. Field:

g, L epshe.St. Georse, Utnh replacement sirport can bo spproved with os itte
delay as possible. This airport is critical to ommnt:grunﬁue situation of no Taiiroad
anexces&ivanumbcrofmultiartiwlatetucksduing comuerce in and through this fast
growing area. The plamving shonld have started much earlier to construet this naw
airport,

I spent 20 ywsasasupewisoryroseamhphysicalscienﬁstmnagingtheﬁeld
accident studies for both injiry assessment and aceident causation at the National

ighway Traffic Administration, We supported the National Transportation Board

mgardhgthemechanimofiniurym&rphmaccidenm. Prior to that, I was a Utah State
Trooper and then Director of Field Accident Studies at Cornell University’s Aeranantical
Laboratory. I also sarved as Deputy Highway Sefoty Coordinator for the State of
Arizons. Subsequemtouwretﬁ'ementlsawdasaFederaloomultanttuthuSanDiego
Police Department on injury analyses and reconstrusted accidents for CALTRAN.

All of this is to say that between 1950 and 1992 1 have had some experience in
transportation issnes.

The attached letter to you signed by Paul and Gemiel Thompson clearly expresses
oy coneerns as well. 'We ask for yourr support to move this project forward,

Sincerely

M‘Kw T T T T e

i

v ScoftN. & Jeyoa J: Lea
2847 Calle Las Casitag
5t. Georgs, UT 84790

€T

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: George Linden <gnlinden@allvantage.com>
Sent: 11/01/2005, 05:42 PM

To: David Field

Subject: airport

David,

When will we know if we get a new airport? Very sorry to see that it has taken so| q ] ] . ]

long for such a necessary project. 1. Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.

George Linden
831c E. vermillion Ave.
St George, UT
435-652-8141

T



November 1, 2005

David Filed

Federal Aviation Administration
1601 :L'!nd Amue, S-Wv

Suite 315

Renton, WA 98055-4056

Re: Proposed St George Utsh Airport
Dear David,

I would Hike to express my sapport for the new adtpert that ray be built soon near St ; ; ot
Geotge, Utah. I've siways kept up to dste in locs] aixport matters, as my fither recently 1. Thar&k you for your interest in local aviation. Your comment has been
retired after 36 years with the FAA. Washington county out grew itz existing afrport noted.

location probably 10 or 15 years ago. There aro several reasons the new alrport should ba
built in its proposed Jocation. Some of these ate:

. The location will give Lag Veges and other eross country flights an improved
emergency diversion fleld. ¥t will be closer to Veges and could eventually be 1
larger than the ragional airpert in Cedar City, Utah.

) Tt is about the only suitable place in the county to build 2 laxge airport, and the
lund should be utilized for thet purpose instead of lost 10 something less
econamieally valusble,

. There seemns to be nothing stopping the incredible growth in this area. A better
airport will cnsure the benefit of keeping e healthy diversity in filure economic
growth, .

Sincersly,
441 E. Stmland Dr. #11
St George, UT 34790

ST



Paul W MarinlUT/USB To David Fleld@fan.gov/
11/01/2005 09:32 AM oo
beo

Subject St Giaetge, Uteh Replacement Alrport

Dear Mr. Field,

1 would llka to take a mament to exprass my feslings that we need to go farward this the propesed airport
here in 5L Georga, Utah,

! have been a Commerglal Loan Supervisor In the St. George area for since the falt'of 1996, § have
wiinessed tha extensive growth of the Chy, 87ea and County. | do not stand alone in my frustratien that |
cannol oktain access to flights that would assist me on both a business and personal baals. | have aiso
witnessed first hand what the lack of a quallly alrport hag done to the business growth of the area,

Please accept my letter In SURFORT of the preposed alrport shte,

Sincerely,

Paul "West* Martin
3176 Canyon View Dr.
Sapta Clara, UT 84765
Ph: 435-086-5520

Fx: 435-628-3308

oT

1.

Thank you for your interest in local aviation. Your comment has been
noted.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: Bill Hudson <bhud@infowest.com>
Sent: 11/04/2005 11:57 AM

To: David Field

Subject: Proposed St. George Airport

1 am writing in regard to the St. George replacement airport.

1 am speaking out in favor for the area being considered for the new airport. I am a
resident of nearby Washington City and have lived here for more than 12 years.
The need for a larger airport, that will allow our community to grow and offer
affordable air travel options, is extremely high. I feel like the area that is being
considered is the best option available and should be accepted.

Thanks you for allowing me to voice my opinion on this matter.

Bill Hudson

PO Box 98

344 N. 100 W.
Washington, UT 84780
435-656-9228

LT

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: LaVerna B. Johnson [bwt@infowest.com]
Sent: 11/04/2005, 07:50 PM

To: David Field

Subject: St. George UT Airport

Dear Mr. Field,

This is a letter of support and an affirmation of the facts as reported by Mr. Paul
Thompson who is highly credible. The proposed regional airport for the 5t. George
area is badly needed and we hope that the process of finalization will move forward
with speed. Thanks for your good work on this vital project.

Sincerely,
Dr. Sheldon & Mrs. LaVerna B. Johnson

259 South 2020 East Circle
St. George, UT 84790

8T

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comments have been
noted.



David Field, Project Manager

For St. George Replacement Airport
EIS FAA, Northwest Mountain Region
1601 Lind Ave., SW/ Ste 315
‘Renton, WA 98055-4056

We are very concerned citizens of the St. George Metropolitan Area. We fully
support the approval of the Proposed Replacement Airport for St. George, Utah.
We feel it critical that recegnition be fully given to the environmental assessment
and approval from the Federal Aviation Administration in January 2001, and the
following four years and $3 milllon expended by the city to support that approval.
We feel it is critical and urgent that full approval be now granted for the
construction of the replacement airport for the following reasans:

1. The St. George Metropolitan Area was ranked by the U.S. Census Bureau,
September 22, 2005, as the second fastest growing metropolitan area in the
nation. Its current population exceeds 100,000 with an expected increase to
200,000 within a five-ten year period. It Is critical that safe and suitable air
transportation be established to meet the needs of this citizenry, relieving them
from the hazards of the present unsafe and limited airstrip airport.

2. The St. George Metropolitan Area does not have railroad facilities. It is almost
entirely dependant upon trucking services for meeting the food, furniture, and other
needs of the citizens. The area is also largely dependant upon trucking services for
shipment of supplies to maintain the financially successful production of business
and industrial products. Improved air transportation services must be added to
supplement the presently over-taxed trucking services.

3. The St. George Metropolitan Area has a responsibility to improve the availability
and safety of tourists wishing to experience the magnificence and beauty of our
national treasures: Zion's National Park and the Grand Canyon. Having the safe
and suitable provisions of the proposed replacement airport will help the citizens of
this city share the beauties of this area with more of the nation’s worthy citizens.

We have been residents over the past 40 years in the St. Louis, Tacoma, Seattle,
New York City, and Washington DC areas where both heavy concentrations of
people and industrial developments exist and where naticnal monuments, histarical
sites and natural settings cof grandeur and beauty exist unimpaired ALONG WITH
THE ADVANTAGES of significant, regulated air transportation services. As a family,
we have never felt an infringement upon our personal needs or family rights by the
occasional passing overhead of others.

Sincerely,
R. Paul and Geniel P. Thompson

750 W. Mariposa Dr.
Washington, UT 84780

61

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comments have been
noted.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: "Troy Bowler" <t_bowler@msn.com>

Sent: 11/06/2005, 09:49 PM

To: David Field

Subject: Public comment on St. George replacement airport

Mr. Fieid,

I have seen a copy of the DEIS for the St. George Replacement Airport and am glad
to see that the conclusion states that there will not be a negative impact on the
environment if the new airport is built. My husband, Troy and I are very much in
favor of having a new airport as are a majority of the people we have talked to
about it. There is a great need in this area for a bigger, more modern, and safer
airport. Southern Utah is rapidly growing and this need is actually overdue, so we
ask that you help expedite this decision and get our airport built as soon as
possible. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Troy and Kerrie Bowler

1312 North 1280 West

St. George, Utah 84770
(435) 673-5718

oc

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: Gilbert Jennings [jmigilbert@infowest.com]
Sent: Monday, November 07, 2005, 10:53 AM
To: David Field

Subject: New Airport, St. George, Utah

Dear Mr. Field:

1 am manager of the Ft. Pierce Industrial Park located in the southeast part of St.
George, Utah. we [sic] have been working on the economic development of the
area for many years now, and the development of this new airport is critical to the
viability of our Economic Development Program.

Every time that we meet with representatives of larger "National" companies, they
ask for and make a priority, the transportation capabilities of our area. Without
exception, the requirement named is for access to a Regional airport with the
capacity to handle larger jet aircraft.

Our ability to respond to the need to create job opportunities with companies that
will pay appropriate wages and offer opportunities for our area to grow in the
manufacturing sector, hinges on the "New Airport"! We must have this added
capability to improve and extend our air services to attract the companies that will
enhance outr community.

Please accept my recommendation that the airport plan be approved. We need this
project as soon as possible. the [sic] site is close to the Business Park and will
enhace [sic] our ability to service the existing businesses that are now located in
the Park as well.

Thanks for receiving these comments relative to the proposed airport,
Sincerely,

Gilbert M. Jennings, Manager

Fort Pierce Business Park

(1200 acre Industrial park located just to the west of the proposed airport
site.)

Gilbert M. Jennings, P.E.

Manager, Fort Pierce Business Park
335 E. St. George Blvd. #301

St. George, Utah 84770

Office (435) 688-9740

Fax (435) 688-9741

email: imigilbert@infowest.com

e

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: Royce Jones <royce_derca@yahoo.com>
Sent: 11/08/2005 04:11 PM

To: David Field

Subject: St. George Replacement Airport

I am fully supportive of the replacement airport as presented.

I do not believe there will be negative impacts felt by neighboring communities or
federally controlled land that outweigh the enormous benefits of an expanded
airport, one that is more able to adequately handle the transportation needs of
residents and visitors alike.

Royce Jones

2923 Jacob Hamblin Drive
St. George, UT 84790
435-673-6070

cc

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: Royce Jones <royce_derca@yahoo.com>
Sent: 11/08/2005 04:11 PM

To: David Field

Subject: St. George Replacement Airport

I am fully supportive of the replacement airport as presented.

I do not believe there will be negative impacts felt by neighboring communities or
federally controlled land that outweigh the enormous benefits of an expanded
airport, one that is more able to adequately handle the transportation needs of
residents and visitors alike.

Royce Jones

2923 Jacob Hamblin Drive
St. George, UT 84790
435-673-6070

cc

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: "Shelline Advertising" <shelline@infowest.com>>
Sent: 11/08/2005 11:02 AM

To: David Field

Subject: St. George Replacement Airport

Dear Mr. Field,

I just wanted to write 8 express my support for the plan to put a new, larger
airport here in Washington County.

I have lived here for about 15 years. My family and [ have loved this area and have
seen it grow tremendously since we moved here in the early 90's.

We also love our trips to area National Parks & recreation areas. So I can
understand the desire to proceed with caution as we consider possible noise issues
with larger aircraft coming into the area.

At the same time, [ own a business here and I depend upen the continued vitality
of our area for my livelihood. I also do some travel and have clients travel to St.
George, and I am concerned that our existing little airport with its rather
uncomfartable small twin prop airplanes can't handle the demands that our growing
business economy will place on them.

So please do what you can to expedite the approval and construction of this
replacement airport.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,

Don Shelline

Owner, Shelline Studios

557 S. Woodsview Circle

St. George, UT 84770

p - 435.652.1801 f - 435.652.0655
shelline@infowest.com

Shelline Studios
We Help You Tell Your Story

Shel-line

STUDIOS LLC

ec

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.



David Field, Project Manager

For 5t. George Replacement Airport
ELS FAA, Northwest Mountain Region
1601 Lind Ave. SY Ste 315

Renton, WA. 98055-4056

RE: ST. GEORGE.UTAH, REPLACEMENT
AIRPGRT

Dear Sirs
Please be advised that I fully support tha approval of the Pro-
posed Replacement Airport for 5t. George, Utah. It is WAY PAST
TIME for such an improvement!

My city has expended §3 million te support the approval of the

Federal Aviation Administration, and the enviromental assessmwnt
of danuary 2001.

I propose that there be no further "hang-ups"!

The St, George metropoljtan area wWas recently rated as the second
fastest-growing metropolitan area in the nation. OQur pPresent afr
faciTities are not keeping up with this growth, nor will 1t take
care of the projectad future growth of 200,000..,.within a five-
tep year perios.

The over-taxed trucking industry does not meet the needs of our
city, nor will it as the c¢ity continues to grow and expand, and
45 .We encourage further: tndustey,. . b e e
Our tourist industry, which brings muech revenus into our community,
would be further enhanced 1f we had an upgraded air service to
and from our area, and the beauty of this area could, and could
be enjoyed by so many more.

Sincerely,

L3 & 2d0; Agh 5

%""3 gerr’  OF George, AT 84T70-
’{{7 7 2319

ve

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.



1834 E. 680 S, Cir.
St. George, Utah 84790

David Field, Project Mananger, St. George Airport
EIS FAA

Northwest Mountain Region

1601 Lind Ave. SW Ste. 315

Renton, Wa. 98055-4056

Dear Mr. Field:

I am writing regarding the draft environmental impact statement for the proposed airport
for St. George, Uteh. The itapact statement has béen Sompieted, so Bow it is time to
move forward with the project.

The Grand Canyon Trust has had en additional 4 years plus required the government to
spend 53 million on this impact stady. It is time that they except the study and quit there
stall tactics. However, being such diehard envitonmentalist, they will never glve up the
fight. They need to join their co-hearts that want to drain Lake Powell, aad take up
residency in the Nevads desert, and live off the land not enjoying the benefits of
¢lectricity, clean water, airplane and car travel.

They claim that we need to preserve the tranquillty of the Zion National Park, which I
agree. However, an airplane flying over the park is not damaging to the park or It's
guests. It will not affect the visitors to the park. They will hardly even know that an
airoraft is flying over the park. Most airoraft can be routed around the park if need be.

St. George is one of the fastest growing communities in the nation and we need a much

larger airport that will handle the larger aircrafts. The existing airport is dangerous and

too small for the future. Being a former pilot, I am very much aware of the cross winds
.at the exdstipg airpot that make landing an aiteraft sometimes very difficult,

Let’s get moving forward and build this airport. Tt is needed today.

oo Jliitle

Roy

! ’ YVIE UM, W Losa - B

Sc

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comments have been
noted.
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TOWN OF SPRINGDALE

November 7, 2005

David Field, Project Manager St. George Replacement Airport EIS
FAA Northwest Mounfain Region :
1601 Line Ave., SW, Ste. 315

Renton, WA 98055-4056

Decar Mr. Field,

In April of 2001, the Towns of Springdale and Rockville passed a resolution (see
attached) recognizing their dependence on the long-term protection of the natural features
in Zion National Park. This resolution was written in support of the position taken by the
Grand Canyon Trust regarding noise impacts on the Park. This position, among others,
has lead to the development of the draft EIS currently being considered by the FAA.

We would like to first say that the Town of Springdale does not question the need for the
replacement airport. The replacement aitport offers great opporiunities for St. George
and the other communities in the region, including Springdale and Zion National Park.
The citizens of Springdale and visitors to Springdale and the Park stand to gain from the
advantages of an improved, modern air transportation system. However, we do not
believe that these advantages should overshadow the need to protect in perpetuity the
natural quiet of Zion National Park.

We are concerned that the draft EIS does not adequately recognize or mitigate the
impacts of noise from all aircraft from all airports over Zion National Park. The Draft
EIS does not appear to analyze future impacts to the Park with larger planes or more
flights in and out of the replacement airport. Mitigation of all aircraft noise over the
Park, from whatever origin, should be analyzed in the EIS.

We are concerned that flights directly over the Park will greatly diminish the experience
of the milllons of people who ¢come to the Park seeking to experience natural sounds in an
unimpaired condition. In order to protect the natural quiet of the Park, the FAA should
revise the proposed flight route to Denver from the replacement airport to an area north
of the Park. We understand that rerouting of flight paths is a common practice for
dealing with military special use areas. The northern route could follow the route now
being used by SkyWest for flights between St. George and Salt Lake City.

(435) 772-3434
(435) 772-3952 fax

118 Lion Boulevard
P.O.Box 187

Springdale, UT 84767-0187
www_springdaletown.com

N
o
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Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, and Appendix X, Monitored
Noise Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS.
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Protecting the natural quiet of the Park benefits all parties, the citizens of Springdale and
Rockville, the residents of the region who will utilize the new airport, the visitors to Zion
National Park and the FAA.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS. We hope that this process
will facilitate the completion of a final EIS that addresses the issues of all concerned
parties.

Sincerely,

Bruce VipnderWeff] Mayor
Springdale Town Council
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Resolution # 01-0416

The Towns of Rockville and Springdale, Utah recognizing their dependence
upon the leng-tertn protection of natural features in Zion National Park hereby
resolve as follows:

WHEREAS: Natural quiet and solitude are important resources of Zion National Park and
it’s neighboring communiries and tourists to the area, especially visitors to backcountry
wilderness areas, should be able to experience natural quiet, undisturbed by the sound of
man-made noise, including that made by aircraft,

WHEREAS: Zion National Park is a critical natural feature that contributes significantly to
the economic welfare of the Towns of Rockville, Springdale and Washington County,

WHEREAS: The citizens of St. George and Washington County have a recognized need to
replace the current airport in order to accomimodate jet aircraft while meeting federally
mandated safety standards and the Towns of Springdale and Rockville support their efforts
vo build the new airport,

WHEREAS: A new airport with a longer runway is also anticipated to create an opportunity
for additional air traffic and that the take-off and landing patterns of these routes may
adversely affect the natural quiet resource of Zion National Park and the neighboring
communities,

WHEREAS: The Environmental Assessment completed by the Federal Aviation
Administration does not satisfy our concerns about the potential of a new airport to
negatively impact the natural quiet resource of Zion National Park and the neighboring
comrunities,

WHEREAS: The Towns of Rockville and Springdale hereby support the position raken by
the Grand Canyon Trust in asking the FAA to address, in a satisfactory manner, in its
environmental assessment, the issue of the potential impact of the proposed new airport on
the natural quiet resource of Zion National Park and the neighboring communities,

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that; the Towns of Rockville and Springdale
strongly urge the Federal Aviation Administration to collaborate with the affected parties,
especially the National Park Service and Zion National Park.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that, the Towns of Rockville and Springdale call upon
all responsible and affected federal, state, county and local governments to work together for
a beneficial resolution of chese issues.
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that, the Towns of Rockville and Springdale ask the
FAA along with all responsible agencies 1o work to fully and accurately assesses the potential
impact of the proposed airport on the natural quiet resource of Zion National Park and ro
develop a mutually satisfactory solution that allows the airport to advance while assuring the
protection of the natural quiet resource in Zion National Park in perpetuity.

Approved this 16* day of April, 2001

Town of Rockville

Town of Springdale

David M. Haffield

Mayor
Attest: Axtest:
\_jmm AGlrre 271/ S
Tert vonRentzell  Elaine M. Harris
Town Clerk Town Clerk




- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: Donald Falvey <donfalvey@yahoo.com>

Sent: 10/31/2005, 08:59 AM

To: David Field

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
St. George, Utah Replacement Airport

Attached are my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the replacement airport at St. George, Utah. [ have also attached a copy of an
article dated April 20, 2001 from The Spectrum reporting on a joint resolution from
the Towns of Springdale and Rockville in which they express their concern of the
impacts of aircraft flying over the park and their communities and their desire to
reroute air traffic around the park.

I request this resolution be included as part of your review process.

I served as the superintendent of Zion National Park from 1991 -2000 and provided
oversight in preparation of the park's general management plan.

That plan provides a framework for the preservation of the park's resources and
identifies the desired experiences for visitors of the park - among them the ability
of visitors to experience natural guiet.
I hope you will seriously consider the impacts of aircraft noise on the ability of the
park to provide this experience for visitors. Providing this type of visitor experience
is key to many of the other programs and management activites within the park.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Copies of my comments are being provided to:

Senator Robert F. Bennett

Senator Orrin G. Hatch

Representative James D. Matheson

Zion National Park

The Grand Canyon Trust

Mavyors of Springdale and Rockville

The Coalition of National Park Service Retirees

The Salt Lake Tribune

lc



The Spectrum

Donald A. Falvey

P. O. Box 55
Marysvale, UT 84750
{435) 326-4268

{See attached file: Comments on the St George Airport - 10.29.05.doc)
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Comments on the Draft EIS for the replacement St George Airport
Submitted by Donald A. Falvey

P.O. Box 55

Marysvale UT 84750

(Superintendent, Zion National Park, 1991-2000)

Construction of a replacement airport in St. George offers great
opportunities — for St George and the nearby communities within the region,
for Zion National Park and for the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).

The citizens of St. George and the local communities gain from the
advantages of an improved, modern air transportation system. Zion National
Park and the FAA gain by having the opportunity of achieving their
responsibilities as defined by the United States Congress.

The park was established to preserve and protect within its boundaries the
unique geologic resources, the dynamic process of canyon formation, the
resulting scenic beauty of vegetation and the brilliantly colored strata, and
the archaeological features pertaining to ancestral Indian tribes while
providing a range of experiences - from solitude to high use - to assist
visitors in learning about and enjoying these resources.

The park’s general management plan includes a provision that visitors have
the opportunity to experience natural sounds in an unimpaired condition
with the sounds of civilization generally confined to developed areas.

The concept of natural quiet was defined in the 1925 Report on Effects of
Airerafi Overflights on the National Park System:

What is natural quiet? Parks and wilderness areas offer a variety of unique,
pristine sounds not found in most urban or suburban environments. They
also offer a complete absence of such sounds that are found in such
environments. Together, these two conditions provide a very special
dimension to a park experience — quiet itself. In the absence of any
discernible source of sound (especially manmade), quiet is an important
element of feeling solitude. ...the ability to clearly hear the delicate and
quieter intermittent sounds of nature, the ability to experience interludes of
extreme quiet their own sake, and the opportunity to do so for extended
periods of time is what natural quiet is all about.

YA

The effect of aircraft activity associated with the proposed replacement
airport on natural quiet has been addressed through the analysis of L50
natural ambient noise levels and a supplemental audibility analysis in
Appendix T in this Final EIS. Regarding natural quiet, the identification
of the best metric for evaluating aircraft overflight noise over quiet
settings in national parks and the prospects for assigning a numerical
threshold of significance are topics currently under consideration within
the FAA and National Park Service. These are complex issues on
which there are divergent opinions and very limited studies, and they
will not be resolved before this EIS is completed. For the L50 natural
ambient noise levels, both time and number of events have been
computed for areas within Zion National Park. Additionally, the
audibility of aircraft above ambient noise levels has been assessed and
is presented in Appendix T in the Final EIS. The results for both
analyses reflect minimal impacts from St. George. A detailed
assessment of L50 for natural ambient conditions is presented in
Chapter 6, Section 6.6.1, and Chapter 7, Section 7.2.3 in the Draft
EIS. Additionally, a supplemental assessment of the time aircraft noise
is audible within Zion National Park has been conducted and its results
are presented in Appendix T in the Final EIS.



The FAA conducts a variety of activities relating to air transportation
including: regulating civil aviation, developing and operating a system of
air traffic control for civil and military aircraft, and developing and carrying
out programs to control noise and other environmental effects of civil
aviation {see FAA Home Page, Summary of Activities). As noted in the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the replacement airport, the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires the FAA” to identify
possible conflicts between the replacement airport and the objectives of
Federal, regional, state, tribal, and local land use plans, policies and controls
for the area concerned and the extent to which the FAA would reconcile its
proposed action with the plan or law™,

In assessing the noise impacts of additional aircraft, soon to include jets,
flying over the park, the emphasis in the DEIS is on determining how loud
and how long aircraft noise will be heard. The point that is missed is that the
park’s objective of providing visitors the ability to experience natural quiet
as described in the park’s general management plan (its local use plan) has
not been addressed. Imagine attending a symphony orchestra performance
and hearing someone’s cell phone ringing. The experience of enjoying the
music would be destroyed even though the measureable sound levels may
not be great.

The FAA can meet its obligation of reconciling the negative effects on the
park caused by airplanes using the relocated airport by revising the air
routes, rerouting that traffic around the park. For example the northern route
could follow that now being used by SkyWest for flights between St George
and Salt Lake City. This would also allow the FAA to accommodate the
concerns of the park’s neighbors — the towns of Springdale and Rockville —
wha have passed resolutions (as reported in the April 20, 2001 edition of
The Spectrum) expressing their concerns with protection of their
communities from the noise of low flying aircraft.

Now is the time for FAA to fulfill its responsibilities of helping Zion
National Park tulfill its obligations to manage the park’s resources as
defined by the U.S. Congess and identified in its general management plan.
By protecting the soundscape of the park, everyone gains - the citizens of St
George, the local communities, the visitors to Zion National Park, and the
FAA, too.

lc

The issue of mitigation is addressed in Appendix W, Issues Relating
to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, in the
Final EIS. Please also see Appendix X, Monitored Noise Abatement
Initiatives in the Final EIS.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: "Lin Alder" <alder@infowest.com>
Sent: 11/08/2005 11:04 PM

To: David Field

Subject: St. George airport EIS comments

Hi David,

As a resident of southern Utah--and Zion Canyon--I am deeply grateful to live in a
place where it is possible to escape from the noise of our fast-paced society. I also
appreciate having close access to the conveniences of our fast paced world that the
new St. George airport will provide. Ultimately, 1 feel that future generations of
southern Utahans will be better served by preserving the characteristics that
caused my pioneer ancestors to name this place Zion--a place of refuge.

The EIS needs to be corrected in a few key ways in order to keep Zion quiet.
These carrections include...

1) mitigation of future impacts caused by increased number of flights over Zion
whether they originate in 5t. George or not

2) the noise analysis needs to focus on peak days and hours, not day averages
3) ensuring the flight path to/from Denver stay well north of Zion National Park

4) reporting "Current Conditions" for noise over Zion, based on 2000 or
2003 baseline year.

5) reporting "Audibility” data that was promised in the Scope of Work.

I recognize the challenge we all face in balancing the many conflicting values in our
modern society. I applaud your efforts to address this issue. With a few key
changes, I believe the EIS can be an even better tool for decision makers as we
move forward.

Best wishes,

Lin Alder

Alder Photo & Writing
140 Juniper Lane
Springdale, Utah 84767
435-772-4279
www.alderphoto.com
lin@alderphoto.com

8¢2

Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.

The FAA's Integrated Noise Model, INM, is unable to compute the peak
characteristics requested by the commenter. In addition, the underlying
input data required for such an analysis is unavailable.

Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, and Appendix X, Monitored
Noise Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS.

Appendix S, Noise Levels for 2003 Conditions, of the Final EIS,
provides current noise level information for all noise metrics, except
audibility, at all identified 4(f)/303(c) locations (including Zion National
Park) within the study area.

As of the completion date of the Draft EIS, a version of the INM capable
of producing audibility information had not been released for public use.
In the Final EIS, the FAA used the new INM model, INM v6.2b, (which
has not been released for public use at this time) to calculate the
requested audibility information. The results of this additional analysis
are presented in the Final EIS in Appendix T, Audibility Evaluation
for Zion National Park.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: "Wayne Staab" <WSTAAB@aol.com>

Sent: 10/28/2005 08:38 PM

To: David Field

Subject: St. George, Utah EIS on Proposed Airport

Dear Mr. Field:

I am fairly new to the St. George area and have not been involved with the new
airport proposal for this area. However, an article in the local newspaper this week
indicated that after what seems forever, the deadline is approaching for airport
comments,

1 realize there is probably a formal way to make comments and I am not following
them, but my dial-up Internet service would take forever (assuming that it does not
crash) to download the information from the website.

1 am an audiologist/hearing scientist. As a result, [ noticed that much concern and
effort seems to have been expended at logking at ambient noise levels. What I am
most concerned is how this information will be used - in other words, the use and
interpretation of it. My concern is that there may, and most likely have been,
attempts to suggest that in some way the noise produced by such an airport is in
some way damaging to the environment, or at least to the esthetic sensitivity of
certain individuals who look for whatever way they can to make assumptions about
how severe the impact will be.

From a hearing point of view, the airplane sounds will be heard with varying
degrees of loudness, depending on at least {actually many more) three different
issues: 1) the distance from the source, including the factoring in of wind direction
{which according to my neighbor's weather station is mostly from the southeast in
our area). 2) The second issue relates to the hearing sensitivity of individuals
within the area. There are many who would have a difficult time hearing airplanes
even if they were fairly close to them. This is especially true with those of
advancing age (over about 35 years of age from a hearing point of view) or with
those who spend much of the early or current life listening to very loud sounds via
their music listening devices. I would hope that these issues have been factored
into consideration, but doubt that they have been. They may be too logical and
practical, and support realistic experiences and expectations.

3) Another issue relates to noise sensitivity - I am referring to both physical and
psychological sensitivity. The levels heard will be less than what individuals
experience in their own homes when their homes are quiet - and I doubt that most
would call home sounds in quiet as being overly excessive. In other words,
individuals are unwiliing to tolerate sounds related to the airport that they tolerate
daily in their homes, even when their homes are quiet.
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The FAA agrees with the commenter that sound levels are indeed a
function of the distance between the source and the receiver. For point
sources such as an aircraft engine, noise will be reduced by about

6 decibels (dB) per doubling of the distance between the source and the
receiver. For example, if the noise source is 65 dB at 1,000 feet from a
jet, then someone standing 2,000 feet from the same source would be
exposed to a sound level of approximately 59 dB.

Sound is measured using the logarithmic dB scale. This is because the
range of sound pressures detectable by the human ear can vary from

1 to 100 trillion units. A logarithmic scale allows us to discuss and
analyze noise using more manageable numbers. The range of audible
sound ranges from approximately 1 to 140 dB, although everyday
sounds rarely rise above about 120 dB.

A logarithmic scale requires different mathematics than used with linear
scales. The sound pressures of two separate sounds, expressed in dB,
are not arithmetically additive. For example, if a sound of 80 dB is
added to another sound of 74 dB, the total is a 1 dB increase in the
louder sound (81 dB), not the arithmetic sum of 154 dB. If two equally
loud noise events occur simultaneously, the sound pressure level from
the combined events is 3 dB higher than the level produced by either
event alone.

Human perceptions of changes in sound pressure are less sensitive
than a sound level meter. People typically perceive a tenfold increase
in sound pressure, a 10 dB increase, as a doubling of loudness.
Conversely, a 10 dB decrease in sound pressure is normally perceived
as half as loud. In community settings most people perceive a 3 dB
increase in sound pressure (a doubling of the sound pressure or
energy) as just noticeable. (In laboratory settings, people with good
hearing are able to detect changes in sounds of as little as 1 dB.)

Please refer to Appendix T in the Final EIS, Audibility Evaluations
For Zion National Park, for details regarding the additional noise
analysis done for this project since the Draft EIS.



Again, my concern relates to who will interpret these noise levels and under what
agenda. I suspect that the FAA has appropriate counsel on the issues related to
noise and does not follow unsupported and irrational expectations.

Sincerely,

Wayne J. Staab, Ph.D.

Dr. Wayne 1. Staab & Associates
352 Sundial Ridge Circle
Dammeron Valley, UT 84783-5196
435-574-0061 - Phone
435-574-0063 - FAX
wstaab@aol.com
www.waynestaab.com

Google: Wayne Staab
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E‘ Project manager David Fleld From
H 10/26/2005 at 8:07:34 AM

Subject : St George Replacemant Ajrporl Formal Comment

Thomas Balley
Pagas: 1 (inoluding Cover)

Mr. Fleld, Ladies and Genflemen:

requirements, local takeoffs and landings wil subside briefly and then begin Increasing steadi
present serious problems of many types for local residents and taxpayere. Suraly ﬂ\:r.; must'geu:tmnslb!e
and elfective way to male this ssue an embedded part of the new, replacement alrport ptan,

Thank-you for this opportunity to comment,

Thomas F Bailey
1460 Geronimo Rd.

St George, UT 84790
UsA

o€

1

Upon obtaining approval of the replacement airport project from the
FAA, the City of St. George plans to redevelop the existing St. George
airport property into a mix of residential, commercial, administrative and
professional, light industry, and/or campus land uses. The existing
airport would remain intact and active until the replacement airport site
is completed and the runway is operational. At that time, the City would
initiate redevelopment of the existing airport site. The existing runway
and taxiway would then be removed; therefore, no aviation activity
would occur from the existing airport site after the replacement airport is
completed and in operation.
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The location of the airport access road and the intersection with the
Southern Corridor was coordinated by the City of St. George throughout
the continuous planning efforts conducted for both the airport and the
Southern Corridor, which involved the Dixie Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO), Washington County, Washington City, the Five
County Association of Governments, the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT), and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA). The corridor for the airport access road and the proposed
location of the intersection and future interchange with the Southern
Corridor are consistent with the airport development and transportation
plan components of the St. George General Plan. Much of the area to
the north of the proposed airport access road is located within the
corporate limits of Washington City, making the development and
management of access to the replacement airport by the City of

St. George difficult. According to the Washington City General Plan,
approved and published on March 9, 2005, Washington City recognizes
the influence of the proposed replacement airport location on future
development and has planned development patterns that appear
compatible with the recommendations in the Draft Airport Vicinity Land
Use Plan. Continued coordination between the City of St. George and
Washington City will be essential to providing access to the
development area between the airport and the Southern Corridor.

The impacts associated with the airport access road corridor depicted in
the EIS and on the proposed Airport Layout Plan (ALP) (Exhibit 4.3, in
the Draft EIS) were evaluated in this EIS. The proposed alignment of
the airport access road crosses one tributary of the Fort Pearce Wash.
As described within the Draft EIS in Chapter 6, Section 6.8 Impacts to
Wetlands and Water Resources, Section 6.9 Floodplains and
Floodways, and Appendix P (in the Draft EIS), this crossing will have
minimal impact on this tributary and will have no impacts to the main
channel of the Fort Pearce Wash, the floodplain, or habitat immediately
adjacent to the Wash. Although areas of rough terrain exist near the
proposed intersection of the airport access road and the Southern
Corridor, the location of the access road provides for a larger, more
contiguous land area north of the access road, east of the airport, and
west of the Southern Corridor for future compatible development.
[continued V]
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[Acontinued] As stated previously, the interconnection of the airport
access road and the Southern Corridor will be achieved through the
construction of an at-grade intersection. As described in the Record
Decision (ROD) issued by the FHWA for the Southern Corridor on
October 17, 2005, (Federal) funding has been identified for the first
phase of construction only, which includes the Atkinville interchange at
I-15. The Southern Corridor would be initially constructed as a limited-
access facility with at-grade intersections and, when increased traffic
volumes and decreased roadway capacity warrant, upgraded to a four-
lane divided highway with grade-separated interchanges. The UDOT
has reserved the right to modify the location of intersections /
interchanges along the Southern Corridor as development occurs. The
City of St. George will continue coordination with the UDOT as design
plans for the airport access road and Southern Corridor are completed.
The final precise location of the access road and other future
intersections and interchanges proposed by other developments along
the Southern Corridor will be determined through continued
coordination among the City of St. George, Washington City,
Washington County, the Dixie MPO, the UDOT, and the FHWA.

In the event that location of the intersection/interchange connecting the
airport access road and Southern Corridor is moved from what is
depicted in either the Southern Corridor EIS or the airport EIS, a
separate environmental analysis would be conducted by either the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) or the FAA to obtain the
necessary approvals for the improvement. The appropriate permits and
approvals will be obtained from the state and Federal agencies having
jurisdiction prior to the construction of the airport access road and
intersection/interchange with the Southern Corridor, regardless of the
final location.
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Land use designations were not available for the whole area
surrounding the proposed replacement airport when the Draft EIS was
released to the public in August 2005. Therefore, Exhibit 5.9, Future
Land Use Designations from Existing General Plans (from the Draft
EIS), denotes certain land areas around the proposed replacement
airport as “No Designation.” Exhibit 5.9 is revised in the Final EIS to
include the future land use recommendations that were agreed upon by
the Airport Vicinity land Use Planning committee.

Your comment regarding impacts to properties within Washington City
is noted.



Desert Canyons Group

¢/o Quality Development
113 East 200 North #3
St. George, UT 84770
November 7, 2005
Mr. David Field
Manager

Planning/Programming Branch, Airpotts Division
Federal Aviation Administration

Northwest Mountain Region

1601 Lind Avenue, SW, Suite 315

Renton, WA 98055-4056

Via Email
Dear Mr. Feld:

This letter is sent in response to your request for public comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (“DEIS”) for the St. George Replacement Airport. We are Ed Burgess and Richard Pratt and
we represent all the owners of the property previously known as the Leucadia property. For identification
purposes we have designated the property as “Desert Canyons.”

We have reviewed the proposed replacement airport and its effect on our adjacent property. We support
the general plan that has been previously approved by the St. George City Council both in airport hearings
and in a general plan update approval process. Exhibit 5.9 referenced in this DEIS reflects our
understanding of the proposed land use of our property. We recognize that there will be refined changes
as development occurs in the future, but for the purpose of our response to the approval of this
replacement airport as presented, we approve. We do feel that the restrictions suggested on safety and
noise are at best very conservative, and we reserve the right to demonstrate this issue as our property is
developed in future years.

While we approve of the broad concepts and conclusions drawn in the draft EIS, the document provides
only a high level view of the effects of the airport, and the decisions which are yet to be made by the
numerous governmental entities having jurisdiction. Land owners have varied interests and expectations
as to the detail of zoning and land use allocations. As major land owners adjoining the airport we expect
to provide input as this process continues.

The access to the airport located on our property was a part of the consideration with St. George City in
making the exchange for our eventual ownership of this property. The easements for the Southem
Corridor were given as consideration for the airport entrance road to be located in the approximate
location as shown on every exhibit and land plan in the E[S approval process for both the airport and the
Southern Corridor. Additional exits will need to be studied as the road design for the Southern Corridor
is finalized.

We expect to be a positive and constructive force in the further planning of the St. George Replacement
Airport and the Southern Corridor and look forward to working with the FAA and other public authorities
as the airport development proceeds.

Sincerely, )

ﬂ(/Z?L [ 6«'--(-‘-' 2 |
A 7T i
Richard T. Pratt Ed Burgess

ce

As documented in the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Record
of Decision (ROD) for the Southern Corridor on October 17, 2005, the
EIS prepared for the Southern Corridor was a ‘planning-level’ study. The
location of the airport access road and the intersection with the Southern
Corridor was coordinated by the City of St. George throughout the
continuous planning efforts conducted for both the airport and the
Southern Corridor, which involved the Dixie Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO), Washington County, Washington City, the Five
County Association of Governments, the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT), and the FHWA. The corridor for the airport
access road and the proposed location of the intersection and future
interchange with the Southern Corridor are consistent with the airport
development and transportation plan components of the St. George
General Plan. Much of the area to the north of the proposed airport
access road is located within the corporate limits of Washington City,
making the development and management of access to the replacement
airport by the City of St. George difficult. According to the Washington
City General Plan, approved and published on March 9, 2005,
Washington City recognizes the influence of the proposed replacement
airport location on future development and has planned development
patterns that appear compatible with the Airport Vicinity Land Use Plan.
Continued coordination between the City of St. George and Washington
City will be essential to providing access to the development area
between the airport and the Southern Corridor.

The impacts associated with the airport access road corridor depicted in
the EIS and on the proposed Airport Layout Plan (ALP) (Exhibit 4.3, in
the Draft EIS) were evaluated in this EIS. The proposed alignment of the
airport access road crosses one tributary of the Fort Pearce Wash. As
described within the Draft EIS in Chapter 6, Section 6.8 Impacts to
Wetlands and Water Resources, Section 6.9 Floodplains and
Floodways, and Appendix P (in the Draft EIS), this crossing will have
minimal impact on this tributary and will have no impacts to the main
channel of the Fort Pearce Wash, the floodplain, or habitat immediately
adjacent to the Wash. Although areas of rough terrain exist near the
proposed intersection of the airport access road and the Southern
Corridor, the location of the access road provides for a larger, more
contiguous land area north of the access road, east of the airport, and
west of the Southern Corridor for future compatible development.
[continued V]
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[ A continued] As stated previously, the interconnection of the airport
access road and the Southern Corridor will be achieved through the
construction of an at-grade intersection. As described in the ROD issued
by the FHWA for the Southern Corridor on October 17, 2005, (Federal)
funding has been identified for the first phase of construction only, which
includes the Atkinville interchange at I-15. The Southern Corridor would
be initially constructed as a limited-access facility with at-grade
intersections and, when increased traffic volumes and decreased
roadway capacity warrant, upgraded to a four-lane divided highway with
grade-separated interchanges. The UDOT has reserved the right to
modify the location of intersections/interchanges along the Southern
Corridor as development occurs. The City of St. George will continue
coordination with the UDQOT as design plans for the airport access road
and Southern Corridor are completed. The final precise location of the
access road and other future intersections and interchanges proposed by
other developments along the Southern Corridor will be determined
through continued coordination among the City of St. George,
Washington City, Washington County, the Dixie MPO, the UDOT, and
the FHWA.

In the event that location of the intersection/interchange connecting the
airport access road and Southern Corridor is moved from what is
depicted in either the Southern Corridor EIS or the airport EIS, a
separate environmental analysis would be conducted by either the
FHWA or the FAA to obtain the necessary approvals for the
improvement. The appropriate permits and approvals will be obtained
from the state and Federal agencies having jurisdiction prior to the
construction of the airport access road and intersection/interchange with
the Southern Corridor, regardless of the final location.

Your comment regarding planning involvement has been noted.



P.O. BOX 1268

ST. GEORGE, UTAH 84771
Phone: 435.574.2627

Fax: 435.574.3948

November 8, 2005

Sent Via Email: david.field@faa.gov

MR. DAVID FIELD

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
1601 LIND AVENUE, S.W_, SUITE 315
RENTON, WA 98055-4056 '

Re.: Draft Environmental Impact Statement Si. George Replacement Airport Public
Comments for the following enlities owning property in the replacement airport vicinity:
Calpeva L.1.C., Grand Circle Enterprises L.L.C. Organic IFarms L.C.. Southwest

Airways L.C.

Dear Mr. Field:

On behalf of the before listed companies, we would like to express our appreciation and
gratitude for the numerous hours of hard work, analysis, and conclusions provided in
Landrum & Browns professional and comprehensive EIS.

Our main issue of concern that warrants serious comment relates to the airport’s access
from the proposed Southern Corridor. 1t is our understanding that the EIS takes into
consideration the social, economic, and environmental impacts of the proposed airport.

Approvals for the property located directly south of the replacement airport (commonly
referred to as the Leucadia parcel) primarily supports a master planned residential golf
course community. [t is further noted that the location of the proposed corridor exit in
this area is situated on adulating or topographically challenged property not suitable for
commercial development,

This is strongly evidenced in Exhibit ES .2 of the Executive Summary. Attached is the
Exhibit with an overlay highlighting the two topographical and geographical locations.
The area surrounded in Red depicts St. George City’s desired location for the airport
access from the Southern Corridor. This area is inclusive of the region’s most

W
w

The location of the airport access road and the intersection with the
Southern Corridor was coordinated by the City of St. George throughout
the continuous planning efforts conducted for both the airport and the
Southern Corridor, which involved the Dixie Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO), Washington County, Washington City, the Five
County Association of Governments, the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT), and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA). The corridor for the airport access road and the proposed
location of the intersection and future interchange with the Southern
Corridor are consistent with the airport development and transportation
plan components of the St. George General Plan. Much of the area to
the north of the proposed airport access road is located within the
corporate limits of Washington City, making the development and
management of access to the replacement airport by the City of St.
George difficult. According to the Washington City General Plan,
approved and published on March 9, 2005, Washington City recognizes
the influence of the proposed replacement airport location on future
development and has planned development patterns that appear
compatible with the Airport Vicinity Land Use Plan. Continued
coordination between the City of St. George and Washington City will
be essential to providing access to the development area between the
airport and the Southern Corridor.

The impacts associated with the airport access road corridor depicted in
the EIS and on the proposed Airport Layout Plan (ALP) (Exhibit 4.3, in
the Draft EIS) were evaluated in this EIS. The proposed alignment of
the airport access road crosses one tributary of the Fort Pearce Wash.
As described within the Draft EIS in Chapter 6, Section 6.8 Impacts to
Wetlands and Water Resources, Section 6.9 Floodplains and
Floodways, and Appendix P (in the Draft EIS), this crossing will have
minimal impact on this tributary and will have no impacts to the main
channel of the Fort Pearce Wash, the floodplain, or habitat immediately
adjacent to the Wash. Although areas of rough terrain exist near the
proposed intersection of the airport access road and the Southern
Corridor, the location of the access road provides for a larger, more
contiguous land area north of the access road, east of the airport, and
west of the Southern Corridor for future compatible development.
[continued ¥ ]
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extreme grades and drainages of the Fort Pierce Wash. Poorly, located on these intense
grades is the airport’s future interchange access, which is situated on the most undesirable
site possible with respect to the airport’s future economic development (see green
topographic contour lines depicted in Exhibit ES.2).

In contrast the area shown in Green embodies the airports most flat prime developable
acreages. Attached is Landrum & Brown’s map titled Study Area and Safety Zones
taken from the recently published Airport Vicinity Land Use Plan for the proposed St.
George City replacement airport. As you can see in Landrum & Brown’s attached Land
Use Plan, this area has clearly received designation as Mixed Use Commercial and
Airport Supporting Business Park Lands. These are the airport’s most prime flat
developable acreages.

It is further noted that the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) will determine the
access from the Southern Corridor. The Southern Corridor’s Record of Decision clearly
indicates that no decision has been made with regards to this or any other access.

We kindly ask that the proposed accesses be omitted from the final EIS, so not to imply
or prejudice the eventual location as determined by UDOT. This will insure an objective
and fair approach for maximizing economic benefits to the community derived from the
airport and surrounding lands.

Again, on behalf of the before listed companies, we appreciate the FAA’s and Landrum
& Brown’s fair and equitable approach to this crucial project.

Sincerely,
-
Jeff Klein

Managing Member of listed Entities

Enclosure

ee
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[Acontinued] As stated previously, the interconnection of the airport
access road and the Southern Corridor will be achieved through the
construction of an at-grade intersection. As described in the Record
Decision (ROD) issued by the FHWA for the Southern Corridor on
October 17, 2005, (Federal) funding has been identified for the first
phase of construction only, which includes the Atkinville interchange at
[-15. The Southern Corridor would be initially constructed as a limited-
access facility with at-grade intersections and, when increased traffic
volumes and decreased roadway capacity warrant, upgraded to a four-
lane divided highway with grade-separated interchanges. The UDOT
has reserved the right to modify the location of intersections /
interchanges along the Southern Corridor as development occurs. The
City of St. George will continue coordination with the UDOT as design
plans for the airport access road and Southern Corridor are completed.
The final precise location of the access road and other future
intersections and interchanges proposed by other developments along
the Southern Corridor will be determined through continued
coordination among the City of St. George, Washington City,
Washington County, the Dixie MPO, the UDOT, and the FHWA.

In the event that location of the intersection/interchange connecting the
airport access road and Southern Corridor is moved from what is
depicted in either the Southern Corridor EIS or the airport EIS, a
separate environmental analysis would be conducted by either the
FHWA or the FAA to obtain the necessary approvals for the
improvement. The appropriate permits and approvals will be obtained
from the state and Federal agencies having jurisdiction prior to the
construction of the airport access road and intersection/interchange with
the Southern Corridor, regardless of the final location.
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November 8, 2005

VIA FACSIMILE, EMAIL AND
FIRST CLASS MAIL

Mr. David Field

Manager, Planning/Programming Branch, Airports Division,
Federal Aviation Administration, Northwest Mountain Region
1601 Lind Avenue, S.W., Suite 315

Renton, WA 98055-4056

Telephone: (425) 227-2600

Fax: (425) 227-1600

Email: David.Field@faa.gov

Re:  Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Statement St. George Replacement Airport
Dear Mr. Field:

This firm represents the following entities and/or persons who own property in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed St. George Replacement Airport: Pinnacle Investment Properties, L.L.C.,
Cohen Holdings, LLC, Global Jet Holdings, Utah 40, L.L.C., Scott Peterson, S&A Peterson 1997 Trust
Dated 10-21-97, S&A Peterson 1987 Trust, Peterson 1981 Trust, Mohler 1973 Trust, Robert Bickel,
Patricia Bickel, Lisa Ann-Miller Ferguson, Joan L. Miller 1993 Trust Dated January 22, 1993, Paula
Boardman Irrevocable Trust, Cooper Family Trust dated December 29, 1995, Alan Zellhoefer, Terega
Zellhoefer, Kravetz Family U/A/D 11/24/86, Gifford 1973 Trust, Penelope L. Stirling, Byron and Dale
Todd Living Trust dated Oct. 21, 2004, Tracy G. Hoyt, Landing Zone, L.L.C., Richard W. and Lynn R.
Oehmann Family Trust Dated April 2, 1996, Pleasant Grove, L.L.C., Mesquite Investment Irrevocable
Trust Dated 11/14/91, Rebecca R. Bunker and R. Christopher Bunker {collectively “Adjacent Property
Owners”"). On behalf of the Adjacent Propetty Owners, the following are comments and/or objections
to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement {"Draft EIS”) for the St. George Replacement Airport
(“Replacement Airport”).

In general, the Adjacent Property Owners support the Replacement Airport and the findings
contained in the Draft EIS. However, it is not clear whether the Draft ELS considets the environmental
impacts of the proposed southeastern access fram the Southern Corridor Highway for the Replacement
Airpott. For example, exhibit 1.2 of Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS shows that the currently-depicted
southeastern access location and road will be airport property. This could lead to the conclusion that
the findings contained in the Draft EIS are dependant on the access road being located in the
approximate location as shown on exhibit 1.2.

ve

The location of the airport access road and the intersection with the
Southern Corridor was coordinated by the City of St. George throughout
the continuous planning efforts conducted for both the airport and the
Southern Corridor, which involved the Dixie Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO), Washington County, Washington City, the Five
County Association of Governments, the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT), and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA). The corridor for the airport access road and the proposed
location of the intersection and future interchange with the Southern
Corridor are consistent with the airport development and transportation
plan components of the St. George General Plan. Much of the area to
the north of the proposed airport access road is located within the
corporate limits of Washington City, making the development and
management of access to the replacement airport by the City of

St. George difficult. According to the Washington City General Plan,
approved and published on March 9, 2005, Washington City recognizes
the influence of the proposed replacement airport location on future
development and has planned development patterns that appear
compatible with the Airport Vicinity Land Use Plan. Continued
coordination between the City of St. George and Washington City will
be essential to providing access to the development area between the
airport and the Southern Corridor. [continued V]
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As you are likely aware, the location of access to and from the Southern Corridor for the
Replacement Airport is controlled by the Utah Department of Transportation (“UDOT™). In the Record
of Decision for the Southern Corridor, UDOT specifically stated that the location of the interchange
that would serve as access to and from the Replacement Airport and the Southern Corridor has not yet
been determined. See Southern Corridor Record of Decision, October 17, 20035, at page 20, Comment
Number P-006-01, stating: “The final decision regarding access locations on the Southern Corridor will
be made during final design of each phase of the project as funding is identified.”

In addition, the City of St. George, Washington City, Washington County, Mohave County and
UDOT are still in the process of finalizing the Airport Vicinity Land Use Plan prepared by Landrun &
Brown ("Plan”) for the areas surrounding the Replacement Airport, and no final decision has been made
regarding Replacement Airport access from the Southern Corridor. The Plan specifically says that:
“Washington City, St. George and the Utah Department of Transportation will meet to coordinate final
decisions regarding the exact alignments and interchanges prior to approval of the Airport Vicinity
Land Use Plan."' Based upon this uncertainty as to the exact location of the Replacement Airport
access on the Southern Corridor, the Adjacent Property Owners request that the EIS specifically state
that the alignment and location of the Replacement Airport access from the Southern Corridor has not
been finalized and could be altered without affecting the findings contained in the EIS.2

In the alternative, if the alignment of the Replacement Airport access on the South Corridor is
part of the EIS, the Adjacent Property Owners object to the Draft EIS on the basis that the Draft EIS
fails to consider whether the environmental impacts of the airport entrance road could be mitigated by
moving the interchange and alignment of the road to the North, as shown on the maps attached hereto
as Exhibit “A” and Exhibit “B” (the “Alternative Alignment"). The current depiction of the proposed
southeastern access shows the access to be located on a tract of land commonly referred to as the
Leucadia parcel. This portion of the Leucadia parcel is not ideal for access from the Southern Corridor
due to the topography and uneven nature of the surrounding prcperty.3 The development of the type of
commetrcial property which would be ideally located around an interchange may also adversely impact

! See Airport Vicinity and Land Use Plan for the Proposed Replacement Airport at St. George, Utah -
Working Paper 6 Revised Draft Land Use Plan, Section 6.4, page 14.
% For instance, a sentence could be added after the second sentence of Section 1.3.2, Airport Facilities at
Proposed Site, which would slate: "Though depicied on certain maps, the location of Replacement Airport access on
the Southern Corridor has not yet been determined.”

* The location of the depicted southeast interchange was apparently chosen based upon a 1998 agreement
belween Leucadia and the City of St. George whereby St. George agreed to place the access road intersection at its
depicted location. Annotating the EIS 1o clarity that the depicted southeast entrance is not a mandatery alignment
would allow numerous other concerns to be considered by UDOT in its analysis of the most beneficial placement of
the interchange.

ve
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[Acontinued] The impacts associated with the airport access road
corridor depicted in the EIS and on the proposed Airport Layout Plan
(ALP) (Exhibit 4.3, in the Draft EIS) were evaluated in this EIS. The
proposed alignment of the airport access road crosses one tributary of
the Fort Pearce Wash. As described within the Draft EIS in Chapter 6,
Section 6.8 Impacts to Wetlands and Water Resources, Section 6.9
Floodplains and Floodways, and Appendix P (in the Draft EIS), this
crossing will have minimal impact on this tributary and will have no
impacts to the main channel of the Fort Pearce Wash, the floodplain, or
habitat immediately adjacent to the Wash. Although areas of rough
terrain exist near the proposed intersection of the airport access road
and the Southern Corridor, the location of the access road provides for
a larger, more contiguous land area north of the access road, east of
the airport, and west of the Southern Corridor for future compatible
development.

As stated previously, the interconnection of the airport access road and
the Southern Corridor will be achieved through the construction of an at-
grade intersection. As described in the Record Decision (ROD) issued
by the FHWA for the Southern Corridor on October 17, 2005, (Federal)
funding has been identified for the first phase of construction only,
which includes the Atkinville interchange at I-15. The Southern Corridor
would be initially constructed as a limited-access facility with at-grade
intersections and, when increased traffic volumes and decreased
roadway capacity warrant, upgraded to a four-lane divided highway with
grade-separated interchanges. The UDOT has reserved the right to
modify the location of intersections/interchanges along the Southern
Corridor as development occurs. The City of St. George will continue
coordination with the UDOT as design plans for the airport access road
and Southern Corridor are completed. The final precise location of the
access road and other future intersections and interchanges proposed
by other developments along the Southern Corridor will be determined
through continued coordination among the City of St. George,
Washington City, Washington County, the Dixie MPO, the UDOT, and
the FHWA.

In the event that location of the intersection/interchange connecting the
airport access road and Southern Corridor is moved from what is
depicted in either the Southern Corridor EIS or the airport EIS, a
separate environmental analysis would be conducted by either the
FHWA or the FAA to obtain the necessary approvals for the
improvement. The appropriate permits and approvals will be obtained
from the state and Federal agencies having jurisdiction prior to the
construction of the airport access road and intersection/interchange with
the Southern Corridor, regardless of the final location.
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the Fort Pierce Wash and the Little Black Mountain Petroglyph Site. In contrast, the placement of
access at the Alternative Alignment would be an ideal location for development of businesses that are
dependent on traffic volume. The Plan recognizes that the areas surrounding the Alternative Alignment
are conducive to the following land uses: airport supporting business park, airport vicinity industrial,
and mixed use commercial-residential — which includes hotels and motels.

In conclusion, the Adjacent Property Owners request that the final ELS note that the alignment
of the proposed southeast entrance road has not been determined and alterations in such alignment will
not impact the viability of the EIS or the Record of Decision. In the alternative, the Adjacent Property
Owners obiject to the Draft EIS to the extent that it fails to adequately consider whether an alternative
alignment of the access road would mitigate the environmental impacts of the Replacement Airport,
and request that the EIS consider whether, based upon the comparative merits of each road alignment
and interchange location, the interchange and access road for the southeast entrance, as detailed on
Exhibit “A" and Exhibit “B,” would be the preferred alternative to the interchange and alignment
depicted in the Draft EIS.

Very truly yours,

PARSONS KINGHORN HARRIS, P.C.

John N. Brems

FADATAVWohn Brems\Letlersi2219.doc
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- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: Bill Black [wtblack@sunrivertoday.com]
Sent: 10/27/2005 12:14 PM

To: David Field

Subject: St. George, UT Replacement Airport

My question is concerning the freeway interchange. About 3 miles north of the
projected interchange is a round-a-bout exit and entry on either side of the
freeway. We have had many accidents and problems with drivers not knowing how
to use the round-a-baouts.

Recently a freeway interchange was completed in Washington, Utah, which
everyone seems to negotiate without problems. This newer type of freeway exit-
entry was also used for the winter olympics in Salt Lake City.

Since there is an airport and much traffic, is this also being used for the new
interchange? Hopefully, it is not a round-a-bout technology.

Thank you,
William T. Black, M.D.

4583 S. Sandscape Dr.
St. George, UT 84790

Ge

At this time, no final interchange design has been selected. The
alignment of the airport access road and location of the proposed
intersection/interchange with the Southern Corridor were provided by
the City of St. George. This location is also consistent with the

St. George General Plan. The impacts resulting from construction of
the airport access road with an at-grade intersection at the Southern
Corridor were evaluated in the replacement airport EIS. Based on the
findings included in the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Southern
Corridor, the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) may reserve
the right to modify the location of the intersection/interchange of the
airport access road and the Southern Corridor. The final location of this
and other future interchanges along the Southern Corridor will be
determined through continued coordination among the City of

St. George, Washington City, Washington County, the UDOT, and the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). If the location of the airport
access road and/or the intersection/interchange is modified, additional
environmental studies may be prepared by either the FHWA or the FAA
to obtain the necessary approvals for construction of the roadway and
the future interchange.



November 1, 2005

Telophone tesponse to the Draft Enviropmental Statement in the Federpl Regjster

LOIS GRAHAM
2231 Engelrzenn Place
St. George, UT 84790

Telephone Number: 435-674-0721

COMMENTS: As to the proposed new airport, ! prefer that it never be built, But, if the ' in thi ' Specifically, please note that

e . . X ? 1. Thank you for your interest in this project. Specifically, p .
prolect 1s going forward, at least bave it far away from Bloomington Hills, Bloomington, and | 1 th royosed rﬁ lacement airport is located approximately 2.1 miles
other already established residential areas, so ne impact of flight patterns and nolse would € prop P

southeast of the area known as Bloomington Hills, which is outside the
65 DNL contours.

impact these existing tesidential areas,

Statergent taken by Naney I. Royal;
November 1, 2005
12:30 pm.
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David Field

Manager, Planning/Programming Branch, Airports Division, Federal Aviation Administration,
Notthwest Mountain Region, 1601 Lind Avenue, S.W., Suite 315,

Renton, WA 980355-4056

E-mailed to David.Field@faa.gov and Faxed (425) 227-1600

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement and DOT Section 4(f)/303(c) Evaluation for a
Proposed Replacement Airport for the City of St. George, Utah

Dear Mr. Field,

The Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance (SUWA) appreciates the opportunity to submit
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and DOT Section 4(f)/303(c)
Evaluation for a Proposed Replacement Airport for the City of ST. George, Utah (hereinafter,
“DEIS"). SUWA’s comments do not address issues regarding Zion National Park, but rather
focus on the surrounding wilderness study areas and proposed wilderness areas managed by the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The Grand Canyon Trust (GCT) has submitted extensive
comments addressing the implications of the proposed project on Zion National Park. SUWA
has read these comments and hereby incorporates the GCT comments in addition to submitting
the following comments. We look forward to having our concerns addressed in the final EIS and
the Record of Decision.

A. Failure to Assess Impacis to Wilderness Resources on Public Lands

As you may know, several areas near Zion National Park have been proposed for wilderness
designation by the Utah Wilderness Coalition (UWC). See Citizen’s Proposal for Wilderness In
Utah — Greater Zion/Hot Desert Regional Summary available at
http://www.uwcoalition.org/proposal/index.html (last visited Nov. 2, 2005). A bill is currently
pending in both houses of Congress that would designate all the areas in the UWC proposal as
wilderness.

394 S. State Street #2
La Verkin, UT. 84745
435.635.3901 (P)
435.635.5524 (F)
WWW.SUWa.org
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FAA National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) policies normally define
the parameters of a noise analysis study area based upon the location
of noise-sensitive areas incompatible with airport operations (as likely to
experience significant noise impacts). Following this general policy,
these areas are generally located within or adjacent to 65 DNL (day-
night average sound level) contours. For this EIS, those areas so
impacted are all in the immediate vicinity of the proposed replacement
airport, and all such areas received a traditional NEPA noise analysis in
this EIS.

FAA NEPA policy also recognizes, however, that special consideration
of supplemental noise compatibility criteria may be needed to evaluate
the impacts of aircraft overflights on properties of unique significance,
such as national parks and other areas protected by Section 4(f)/303(c).
For this reason, in this EIS, the FAA defined a greatly expanded noise
study are, using a noise screening analysis to identify the location of all
Section 4(f)/303(c) properties which had any reasonable potential to be
significantly impacted by the replacement airport project. This
expanded study area, centered on the proposed replacement airport
site, ultimately encompassed some 9,200 square miles. With this
expanded study area, properties protected by Section 4(f)/303(c)
received an enhanced noise analysis using both NEPA and

Section 4(f)/303(c) noise criteria. Other properties, not so protected,
were not subject to a similar enhanced noise analysis.

Section 4(f) allows the approval of a transportation program or project
requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation
areas, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or land of an historic site of
national, State, or local significance only if there is no prudent or
feasible alternative or all possible planning for minimization of harm is
included. The land must be ‘designated or administered, formally or
informally’ for one of these purposes identified under Section 4(f).
Mullin v. Skinner, 756 F. Supp. 904, 924 (E.D.N.C. 1990)(quoting
National Wildlife Federation v. Coleman, 529 F.2d 359, 370 (5th Cir.
1976))). [continued V]
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SUWA Comments
St. George Airport EIS

America’s Redrock Wilderness Act in the 109th Congress, available at

http://www suwa.org/page.php?page_name=arwa_hotne# 107 (last visited Nov. 2, 2005). The
UWC proposal includes all of the Wilderness Study Areas (WSAY) in the Zion Mojave region,
and also includes areas outside of the WSA boundaries. The UWC proposed wilderness areas
possess wilderness resources that provide significant opportunities for scenic enjoyment,
solitude, recreation, and contain important cultural resources. Keeping these areas free of noise
pollution is particularly important because they are remote, and people wheo visit them often do
so with the specific intent of experiencing solitude, quite, and other values associated with
wilderness.

The DEIS completely fails to disclose that these wilderness quality areas outside of the WSAs
will ba impacted, or to discuss what the impacts of the proposed project will be on these areas.
“Under NEPA, when a federal agency undertakes a major Federal action[ ] significantly
affecting the quality of the human environment," it must prepare an environmental impact
statement ("EIS") that details, among other things, the environmental impacts of the proposed
action, any adverse environmental effects that would occur as a result, and altetnatives to the
proposed action.” Greater Yellowstone Coalition v. Flowers, 259 F.3d 1257, 1274 (10th Cir.
2004) (emphasis added); 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C). The agency has failed to evaluate or disclose the
adverse impacts to UWC proposed wilderness areas.

Preparation of an impact statement serves two primary purposes: (1) "to inject environmental
considerations into the federal agency's decisionmaking process," and (2) "to inform the public
that the agency has considered environmental concerns in its decisionmaking process."
Weinberger v. Catholic Action of Hawaii, 454 U.S. 139, 143 (1981); see also Sierra Club v.
Hodel, 848 F.2d 1068, 1088 {10th Cir. 1988). The failure to adequately assess and disclose the
impacts of the proposed project on proposed wilderness areas violates these dual purposes of
NEPA. As a result of this omission, both the general public and decision makers are left with an
incomplete assessment of the full impacts of the project. In reality, the proposed project is likely
to impact more resource areas used for recreation and solitude than reflected in the DEIS.
SUWA urges the agency to assess the impacts of the proposed project on proposed wilderness.
In addition to NEPA the agency may have an obligation under 49 U.S.C. § 303 to evaluate the
impact of the proposed project on UWC proposed wilderness areas. Under 49 U.S.C, § 303 the
agency must determine whether the development of the airport would require the use of publicly
owned land of a public park, recreational area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or land of an historic
site of national state, or local significance. It is likely the UWC proposed wilderness areas fall
within one or more of these categories. In the final FEIS the agency must address whether
proposed wilderness is a 4(f) 303 property, and provide an explanation if the agency determines
it is not.

B. The Modeling Data Relies on Averages and Therefore does not Provide Information about the
Concentration of Enviroanmental Impacts.

SUWA is concerned about the use of averaging to assess noise impacts in the EIS.
Specifically, SUWA is concerned about the use of averaging to calculate Time Above (TA). TA
refers io the number of minules or percentage of time of the average 24-hour day of operation
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[Acontinued] FAA Order 1050.1E states that [n]ational wilderness areas
may serve similar [4(f)] purposes and shall be considered subject to
Section 4(f) unless the controlling agency specifically determines that
for Section 4(f) purposes the lands are not being used” Appendix A,
Analysis of Environmental Impact Categories, pp. A19-20. No specific
reference is made to Wilderness Study Areas. However, in light of the
fact that Wilderness Study Areas are areas designated by a Federal
land-management agency as having wilderness characteristics and that
such agencies must manage these areas as though they are wilderness
until Congress makes a determination as to whether this designation
should be official, the FAA has included Wilderness Study Areas into its
official Study Area. There is no guidance or law that dictates the
inclusion of any other lands not officially designated a Wilderness Area
or Wilderness Study Area.

With the exception of Little Black Mountain Petroglyph Site, for which
mitigation is addressed in the EIS, Appendix B (in the Draft EIS),
Page B-155, Cumulative Results, the flight routes and aircraft altitudes
over the many designated wilderness areas within the initial area of
investigation change little between the existing conditions at the current
airport and the baseline conditions at the replacement airport site. The
designated 4(f) areas west of St. George (Gunlock State Park, Snow
Canyon State Park, Joshua Tree Instant Study Area, and Cougar
Canyon Wilderness Study Area) are generally exposed to less aircraft
noise while areas to the southeast (Canaan Mountain, Cottonwood
Point and The Watchman Wilderness Study Areas, and Coral Pink
Sand Dunes State Park) may be exposed to slightly increased noise
levels.

Most aircraft flights occur during daytime hours as described in the EIS,
Chapter 6, Environmental Consequences, Table 6.2, Day/Night
Traffic Distribution — 2003 Conditions (in the Draft EIS). Table 6.1,
Average Day and Annual Operations — 2003 Current (in the Draft
EIS), discloses the 24-hour average noise levels. The metrics used in
the noise analysis are described in Appendix A in the Draft EIS. The
computation of standard deviation assumes the use of a range of
values. Data for individual days is not available to provide such a range
for analysis. The average day is computed by dividing the annual total
activity by 365. [continued V]
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that a location will be exposed to aircraft noise above a threshold selected by the evaluator.
DEIS, at Appendix A-5 (emnphasis added). This reliance on averages is misleading and creates
an inaccurate understanding of the impacts of the project. When measuring environmental
impacts, a key concern is concentration of impacts. Averages result in measurements that
disperse impacts and make it impossible to assess whether impacts are concentrated. As an
example, assume that during a 24 hour period there was absolute silence for 20 hours and for 4
hours there was a continuous noise of 100 db. If you reflect this information as a percentage or
number of minutes you would find that there would be 240 minutes TA or 1/6th of the time.
However, what is not reflected is the concentrated nature of this impact and the fact that the
actual impact took place for 4 continuous hours, as opposed to dispersed minutes. Information
about concentration of impacts is vitally important to understand how the noise will actually
impact the average visitor’s experience in WSAs and other areas with wilderness characteristics.
At least one court has expressed similar concerns about the scientific appropriateness of
averaging. Oregon Natural Resources Council v. Brong, 2004 WL 255474 (D. Or Nov. 8, 2004)
(Court found no scientific justification for Forest Service averaging cut units with uncut uvnits to
meet standards for retaining standing dead trees).

Adding to SUWA’s concerns about the use of averages is the fact that the agency’s own data
indicate that the vast majority of the flights would take place during daytime hours. DEIS, at 6-
12, Further, there are many visitors to WSAs and other areas with wilderness character who do
not camp overnight, but rather use these areas only during the daytime hours. Landscape
contemplation is the predominant aclivity engaged in by wilderness users and is a unique
daytime activity. Averaging does not accurately reflect the impact of the proposed project on
landscape contemplation.

Finally both TA and Events Above Ambient are expressed in terms of the “‘average day™. This
raises significant questions.

® For purposes of TA and Events Above Ambient what is the average 24 hour day?

e What is the standard deviation? The agency should list the standard deviation for the TA
calculations and Events Above Ambient calculations for each WSA and proposed wilderness
area.

* What was the process used to establish the noise level for the average 24 hour day for WSAs?
#ls the average 24 hour day specific to each WSA or is it one constant? If so, how was the
constant calculated?

e Will non average days be concentrated during times of high travel such as July and August? If
50, how many non average days are expected during this heavy travel time?

#Finally, to properly assess whether the impacts will be concentrated, the agency should provide
data about TA and events above ambient for each hour during daytime hours for each month.
This is the only way that the public and decision makers can assess whether impacts will be
concentrated.

For the above stated reasons, twenty-four hour averaging and use of the “average day™ is
unacceptabie.
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[ A continued] Unlike vehicular traffic, aircraft traffic does not experience
the degree of concentration based on seasons. Throughout the year,
the distribution of the great majority of the air traffic over the initial area
of investigation is dependent upon national travel demand trends and
varies little from month to month. Non-average days were not
individually assessed as part of the EIS analysis. The noise analysis for
Zion National Park used the average measured (L50) existing and
natural ambient levels for the park. The seasonal ambient
measurements for Zion National Park were relatively consistent year-
round.

FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, outlines the FAA’s policy requirement
of averaging to assess noise impacts. The extensive noise analysis in
the EIS, which includes the addition of an audibility analysis in the Final
EIS in Appendix T, Audibility Evaluations for Zion National Park,
and a 15-Hour Sensitivity Study (Appendix U), is sufficient to
constitute the “hard look” required under NEPA.
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C. The EIS Fails 1o Adequately Assess the Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed Project on
Wilderness Study Areas and Other Proposed Wilderness Areas.

The EIS fails to adequately assess the cumulative impacts of the proposed project on WSAs
and other 404(F)(3) areas. Essentially, the agency has provided hundreds of sheets of data with
no analysis. A mere listing of comulative impacts is not suffictent to inform the public and
decision makers, nor does it constitute the “hard look” required by NEPA. The EIS "must
include a 'useful analysis of the cumulative impacts of past, present and fulure projects.”
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest Service, 177 F. 3d 800, 810 (9th Cir. 1999). This
means a discussion and an analysis in sufficient detail to assist "the decisionmaker in deciding
whether, or how, to alter the program to lessen cumulative impacts." Id. The agency cannot put
the burden of analyzing the metrics data on the public or decision makers. Rather, in the Final
EIS the agency itself must analyze the cumulative impacts in some type of narrative form. While
the metric data is useful and necessary, it simply is not a substitute for analysis.

D. The Agency Fails to Analyze a Reasonably Foresezable Future Action.

The EIS states that the southern portion of the proposed site would be reserved for future
runway lengthening, as necessary. DEIS 1-5. The St. George City Council considered it
imperative to acquire sufficient property to allow expansion of the proposed runway to the south
for an ultimate length of 11,500 feet, if that should ever become necessary. Id. The EIS only
evaluates the impacts of development of a 9,300- foot runway. Id. NEPA requires cumulative
impacts be analyzed in an EIS. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25. Specifically, the agency must evaluate
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable impacts. 40 C.F.R. 1508.8. In this case, the city has
insisted on purchasing space with the potential to develop an 11,500 foot runway. The City
Council’s insistence on purchasing sufficient property to allow development of an 11,560 foot
runway is strong ¢vidence that the runway will be developed in the future, The development of
the southern section is a reasonably foreseeable future impact, which NEPA requires the agency
to evaluate. The agency should evaluate both the direct impacts from development, and the
impacts resulting from the increased air activity of the 11,500 foot runway.

F. The DEIS Fails to Provide Information About Existing Conditions.

Both FAA direction and NEPA require that the EIS assess existing conditions. FAA Order
1050.1¢E), Sec. 14.4 (e) specifically requires that existing conditions be assessed as part of the
noise analysis. 69 Fed. Reg. 33819 (June 16, 2004) further clarifies that current conditions
should reasonably portray the existing environment that may be impacted by the proposed
project. Additionally, NEPA requires the analysis of cumulative impacts which are defined as
the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. 40 CFR § 1508.7
(emphasis add). BLM is required to “succinctly describe the environment of the area(s) to be
affected or created by the alternatives under consideration.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.15. Although the
establishment of baseline conditions is not an independent legal requirement of NEPA, the
establishment of the baseline conditions of the affected environment is a practical and necessary
requirement of the NEPA process. “The concept of a baseline against which to compare
predictions of the effects of the proposed action and reasonable alternatives is critical to the
NEPA process.” Council on Environmental Quality, *“Considering Cumulative Effects under the
National Environmental Policy Act” (May 11, 1999).
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Narrative, tabular, and graphic descriptions of the noise-related effects
of the project and the cumulative noise with and without the project are
provided in Chapter 6, Chapter 7, and Chapter 8, as well as
Appendices B and T of the EIS. There are currently no specific
quantitative criteria for assessing the significance of aircraft noise
impacts on park-like or wilderness-like resources. The FAA, however,
has utilized qualitative guidance in its analysis of noise. The Counsel of
Environmental Quality, in its regulations implementing NEPA, defines
the term “significantly” both in terms of context and intensity (40 C.F.R.
§ 1508.27). For this project, context required consideration of both
short and long-term effects on the resource’s values while intensity
required consideration of the severity of impacts on those values. This
consideration can be seen in the afore-mentioned chapters and
appendices.

The proposed land envelope for the replacement airport will be able to
accommodate a future extension of the runway to a length of

11,500 feet. The additional runway length is not reasonably
foreseeable, but is shown on the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) for future
planning purposes only. Since the future extension is not reasonably
foreseeable, the impacts of that extension were not evaluated within the
EIS. If, in the future, an extension is warranted and then proposed, a
separate environmental study would be conducted to disclose and
evaluate the impacts. A need must be demonstrated based on demand
for a longer runway. We do not know if that would occur or not in the
future.

Existing condition information was provided in the Draft EIS for the area
surrounding the replacement airport within the area of significant impact
as defined by FAA standards. Existing condition information was not
provided in the Draft EIS for areas beyond the immediate environs of
the replacement airport. Under NEPA, information must be provided to
compare conditions with and without the proposed action — this was
accomplished by providing projected noise level information for 2010
and 2020 for the airport in its existing and replacement location, both
independently and combined (cumulatively) with other aviation noise
sources throughout the region.

In addition, the terms “baseline” and “current conditions” are not
equivalent for NEPA purposes. “Baseline” refers to a no-action
alternative (the existing airport in a future year), while “current
conditions” refers to conditions (including activity at the existing airport)
in a present or recent year. [continued ¥]
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The EIS fails to provide any information about the current noise levels in WSAs or other areas
with wilderness characteristics. This is particularly troubling because it also seems to pointto a
serious flaw in the EIS analysis of cumulative effects. Without any data about the existing noise
conditions, how can the agency adequately assess the cumulative impacts? It seems unlikely that
the agency can adequately assess the cumulative impacts of the proposed project without
assessing the existing level of noise pollution in WSAs and other areas with wilderness
characteristics. This is particularly true given that the agency used data from Zion’s to garner the
current ambient levels.

G. The DEIS [nappropriately Assessed Time Above Ambient for 4(f) 303(c) locations outside of
Zion.

To compute the TAA for 4(f) 303(c) locations outside of Zion the agency used the L50
{existing) average noise measured at sites in Zion National Park and used this as an estimated
ambient leve! for other areas. DEIS 7-75. The agency has an obligation to insure the
professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in
environmental impact statements. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.24 The agency has failed to provide any
scientific or mathematic data to indicate that measurements from Zion National Park may
appropriately be used for calculations of ambient noise in WSAs, It seemns inappropriate to use
data from Zion National Park to establish the ambient noise level for WSAs or other areas that
receive far less use, and are thus, much quieter places. The agency’s own data indicate that there
can be a significant difference in ambient noise between areas in Zion National Park and areas
outside. The average ambient noise in Little Black Moutntain was 20 dba in comparison to 29
dba in Zion National Park. DEIS 7-75. The agency needs to explain and support its use of the
Zion National Park ambient noise data for WSAs. For purposes of calculating ambient noise
levels in WSAs and proposed wilderness areas it would be more appropriate for the agency to
measure the ambient noise level In an actual WSA, or at the very least use the 20 dba figure from
Little Black Mountain. Failure to justify the use of the Zion data or make one of the suggested
changes in the FEIS is a violation of the agency’s obligation to ensure scientific integrity of the
EIS analysis.

H. The Agency has Failed to Seriously Evaluate Mitigation

The agency is mandated by FAA Order 1050.1(E) Sec. 6.4 to discuss mitigation in the EIS,
which states the EIS should thoroughly analyze and document prudent and feasible alternatives
that would avoid the use of section 4(f) property and provide detailed measures to minimize
harm. Additionally, even if mitigation is not mandated under FAA Order 1050.1(E) the agency
still has the authority to preserve, protect, and enhance the environment my minimizing,
mitigating, and preventing the adverse effects of aircraft overflights on public.... lands.” P.L.
106-181, Sec. 802(2). Instead of considering mitigation to protect these areas from increasing
noise pollution, the agency simply insists that there will be no significant change from the
proposed project and uses this as a rationale for not evaluating mitigation. The protection of
WSAs and other areas with wilderness characteristics is an issue of national importance. The
agency should seriously discuss the possibilities of mitigating impacts to the proposed areas.
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[Acontinued] Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation
of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion National Park (in the Final EIS),
which contains a discussion of this issue.

Nevertheless, the FAA has included additional current condition
information for each 4(f)/303(c) property evaluated in the EIS in
Appendix S, Noise Levels for 2003 Conditions, in the Final EIS.

The FAA considers the average of measured ambient L50 levels in Zion
National Park at 13 separate locations to be more representative of
average ambient noise levels throughout the initial area of investigation
because the measurements were recorded over several seasons, cover
a longer sampling period, and reflect a variety of topographic and
surface cover conditions found throughout the region. The Little Black
Mountain Petroglyph Site measurements, which were made in winter
during a period of less local overflight activity, were sited to record noise
on one property, and consequently reflect limited topographic and
surface vegetation conditions specific only to that property. Therefore,
the considerably greater quantity of measurement data available from
Zion National Park is considered to be more representative of the
average conditions in the region. That data has been accepted by the
National Park Service (NPS) as representative of conditions throughout
Zion National Park and other NPS properties in the area. Owing to the
similarity of natural conditions in Zion National Park (weather,
vegetation, topography, soils, etc.) to the natural conditions present in
other 4(f)/303(c) locations throughout the region, the FAA has
concluded that these NPS properties have similar characteristics to
those managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). In addition,
land use managers of the other 4(f)/303(c) properties were provided
with several opportunities in the early stages of the Draft EIS to
comment or object to the FAA’s use of the Zion ambient for their
properties. Despite receiving comments from some on various issues,
none objected to the use of the Zion ambient data. There is currently
no need to change the analytical approach taken.

Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, Appendix X, Monitored Noise
Abatement Initiatives, and Table 6.334 in the Final EIS. Please note
that the FAA considers BLM lands in this area to be similar in
characteristics to NPS lands in this area.
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I. Use of'the L50 Standard

SUWA has serious reservations about whether the L50 standard is appropriate for the measuring
the ambient noise level in WSAs and other areas with wilderness characteristics. In these areas
quite is one of the single most important resources. It therefore seems particularly appropriate to
use the L90 standard for analysis of impacts in these areas. SUWA would be very interested in
seeing the differences in the impacts of the proposed project using the L90 standard as compared
to the L50 standard, and sincerely hopes that this information will be made available in the final
EIS.

Once again thank you for the opportunity to comment. SUWA looks forward to reviewing the
final EIS. Should you have any questions about the actual boundaries of the UWC proposal
please contact our field inventory specialist, Ray Bloxham, at (801) 428-3982. Please send me a
hard copy of the final EIS.

Sincerely,

Chaitna Sinha
Southwest Representative
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As discussed in the EIS, the FAA has found and the NPS has concurred
that the L50 noise descriptor is appropriate for use in this analysis. A
comparative analysis of the L50 and L90 noise descriptors was
conducted to see how well each descriptor matched ambient noise
levels in the wilderness environments. The analysis showed that the
L50 median represented a better average of natural ambient noise
levels than the L90 because most of the noise in backcountry areas is
from natural sources. Therefore, L90 was not computed for the various
locations within the initial area of investigation. Please also see the
paper in Appendix N, Attachment N-4, Explanation for Not using Lgg
in the St. George EIS Noise Analysis, in the Final EIS, which
discusses this issue.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: Tom Thompson <tomt@ramcompany.com:>
(Forwarded to David Field by Ralph Thompson, FAA)
Sent: 11/03/2005, 10:12 AM

To: David Field

Subject: St. George, Utah airport

From: Ralph Thompson, FAA

Sent: 11/03/2005 08:30 AM

To: Tom Thompson <tomt@ramcompany.com>

Cc: David Field, FAA

Subject: Re: St. George, Utah airport (Document link: David Field)

Mr. Thompson,

Thank you for your comment. You communication is being forwarded to Mr.
David Field, Manager, Planning/Programming Branch, Airports Division, Northwest
Maountain Region, FAA. Mr. Field is the FAA official responsible for the preparation
and management of the environmental impact statement for the proposed St.
George project.

Ralph C. Thompson, Manager

FAA, Community 8 Environmental Needs Division (APP-600)
800 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20591

Phone: 202-267-8772

Fax: 202-267-8821

ralph.thompson@faa.gov

From: Tom Thompson <tomt@ramcompany.com:>
Sent: 11/03/2005, 10:12 AM

To: Ralph Thompseon, FAA

Subject: St. George, Utah airport

Ralph,

I'm writing you to let you know that I'm opposed to building a new airport in
Southern Utah. In my line of work I fly out to customers facilities nearly every
month, and I would rather drive to Las Vegas than see the beautiful area that I live
in impacted by an Airport. With three National parks surrounding the area, I
believe an airport is the last thing we need.
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Thank you for interest in this project. Your comment has been noted.



If this email should be directed to another individual or department, please forward
it to the appropriate person or let me know so that [ can redirect this
correspondence.

Thanks,

Tom P. Thompson

Chief Engineer

RAM Company

"Your Design Soclution™

3172 East Deseret Drive South
5t. George, UT 84790

Ph: 435-673-4603

Fx: 435-673-8239

Thomas Paul Thompson
489 North 2140 East Circle
St. George, UT. 84790

"PLEASE NOTE: The preceding information may be confidential or privileged. It only
should be used or disseminated for the purpose of conducting business with RAM
Company. If you are not an intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying
to this message and then delete the information from your system. Thank you for
your coaperation.”
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- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: "Richard Spotts" <spotts@infowest.com>

Sent: 11/07/2005, 08:11 PM

To: David Field

Subject: My comment letter on St. George Replacement Airport DEIS

November 7, 2005

Mr. David Field, Manager
Planning/Programming Branch
Airperts Division

Federal Aviation Administration
Northwest Mountain Region

1601 Lind Avenue, 5.W., Suite 315
Renton, WA 9B055-4056

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement and DOT Section 4(f)/303(c)
Evaluation for a Proposed Replacement Airport for the City of St. George, Utah

Dear Mr, Field:

Please accept this letter with my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) and DOT Section 4(f)/303(c) evaluation for the proposed St.
George replacement airport.

1 appreciate the detailed information and analysis provided in these documents.
Indeed, I believe that these documents are generally very thorough and
professional.

As a concerned Utah citizen and resident of Washington County, I am concerned
about the protection of Section 4(f)/303 noise sensitive areas as Identified in the
DEIS. I believe that maintaining solitude and natural soundscapes in these areas is
very important to the environmental, economic, social, and recreational health of
this region. This region is undergoing explosive human population and
development growth. The irony is that most of these new residents come here to
escape problems associated with growth elsewhere. Besides new residents, the
other major growth in the economy is from tourism. A significant part of this
tourism is people who live in urban areas coming here to escape and enjoy solitude
and nature. As such, it is clear that the beautiful scenery, high quality of life, and
opportunities to find and enjoy solitude are big factors in what makes this region
attractive, and what increasingly sustains its economic growth.

With this background in mind, I believe that the FAA improperly, even if
inadvertently, segmented its cumulative impacts analysis in this DEIS with respect
to how reasonably foreseeable changes in commercial air tours may affect both
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Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comments regarding
the protection of Section 4(f)/303 noise-sensitive areas have been noted
for the record.

Extensive evaluations have been provided in Chapter 7 and
Appendices B and T regarding the cumulative noise levels that would
be present within Zion National Park. [continued V]



National Park Service (NPS) units and Bureau of Land Management {BLM) units
{especially national monuments and statutorily designated wilderness areas).

The DEIS admittedly provides data and analysis based on the current commercial
air tours over some NPS units. It also makes projections for future use based on
interviews with the commercial air tour operators. However, while acknowledging
the Air Tour Management Act that will lead to interim and then final limits on
commercial air tours over specific NPS units (and a related law for Grand Canyon
National Park), it does not address how these limits - combined with a likely
continuing increase in demand - may shift commercial air tour patterns. These
shifts or changes could mean more tours over both NPS and BLM noise sensitive
areas.

This is the obvious equation of adding up all of the proposed new and expanded
airports in this region, the projected exponential increase in human population in
this region, the commensurate increase in aviation uses, and, specifically, the likely
continued growth in demand for cornmercial air tours over beautiful scenery and
natural landmarks. As limits are properly placed over more NPS units (such as the
Grand Canyon, Zion, and Bryce Canyon National Parks) to restore their natural
soundscapes, and if the market demand remains the same or increases, other noise
sensitive areas may suffer.

The existing commercial air tour routes shown in the DEIS do not reflect these
foreseeable changes. And the air tour operator interviews would not reflect these
changes because operators may resist these changes, and they do not know the
outcome on these future limits over NPS units.

1f the FAA response is that this DEIS is not the appropriate or ripe tool to analyze
this issue, then the FAA should at least identify in the FEIS what future NEPA
analysis will be done which will address it. NEPA requires an adequate curnulative
effects analysis, and Section 4(f)}/303 protects all noise sensitive areas, regardless
of whether they are administered by NPS or BLM. No one should accept the risk
that as natural soundscapes are restored in some NPS units, other NPS or BLM
units will suffer increased soundscape degradation.

Another concern is the DEIS methods for assessing how the proposed replacement
airport may affect the existing soundscapes in these noise sensitive areas. For
example, it uses some 24-hour assessments that may be misleading because most
of the overflights occur during about a 15 hour period of daylight. This approach
may then skew the results, by relatively underestimating the frequency of noise
events.

In addition, the noise measurements are difficult to understand in the abstract,
because sounds that are normal in more urban settings may stand out in remote,
primitive settings. Indeed, I don't mind hearing or seeing airplanes where they are
normally expected to occur. But I do mind them, especially lower-elevation flights,
if they occur in noise sensitive areas where ! have a reasonable, and legally
protected, expectation of solitude and natural guiet.
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[Acontinued] The changes in future commercial air tours alleged by the
commenter are not reasonably foreseeable. It is difficult to reliably
predict the location of future air tour traffic because air tour operators
have not identified future routes and it is not yet known where air tour
traffic may be permitted to fly. Regarding the relationship between
population growth in St. George and the future demand for air tour
operations, the interviews conducted during this study indicate very little
relationship between population growth and demand for air tour
operations. St. George is used primarily as a refueling or lunch stop for
air tours and is not currently, nor expected to be, an originating location
of much air tour activity. The EIS takes into account the forecast air
tour operations for the initial area of investigation, however it is not
possible to predict where additional flights might occur if the areas
currently open to air tours are prohibited to air tours in the future.

Information regarding noise effects during the 15-hour day (Leg-day) is
presented in Table 6.24A, Table 6.24B, Table 6.27, and Table 6.28 of
the EIS for average annual conditions for Zion National Park. Please
see Appendix U, 15-Hour Sensitivity Analysis, in the Final EIS.

The commenter points out the crux of the difficulty in conducting noise
analyses in low-level sound environments where there are sensitive
land uses. There are no currently-accepted standards to help define an
“impact” or various levels of adverse impact. The FAA and National
Part Service (NPS) are working cooperatively on a national basis to
perform needed scientific research and development for improving
assessment methodology and for building appropriate noise criteria for
park-related evaluations. Noise evaluations are not an easy topic for
many people to understand because they use high order mathematics
and integrated calculus in developing the results. Adequate information
is provided in Appendices A, B, and T, as well as Chapter 6 and
Chapter 7, to allow an interested reader to better understand the
content of the study process and the import of the various reported
levels of noise information for the study.
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In this regard, the DEIS concludes that the potential increase in aviation noise is
minimal in most of these noise sensitive areas based on the analysis, but does not
address at what point a noise increase would result in a substantial enough
degradation to constitute an impermissible constructive use. In other words, the
DEIS tells us what Is not enough noise to worry about, but not what would or could
be enough noise to worry about in these noise sensitive areas.

I respectfully request that the FAA address the preceding concerns in the FEIS, and
strive in good faith to effectively mitigate aviation noises —-especially from lower-
elevation commercial air tours — in &ll noise sensitive areas subiect to Section
4(f)/303(c)protection.

Please send me a copy of the FEIS (on CD would be sufficient) when it is released.
Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Richard Spotts

1125 W, Emerald Drive

St. George UT 84770-6026
spotts@infowest.com

6€

Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, Appendix X, Monitored Noise
Abatement Initiatives, and Chapter 8 in the Final EIS. The FAA
considers 4(f) lands managed by Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
as similar in characteristics to 4(f) lands managed by NPS.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: Scott M [scottm@ramcompany.com]

Sent: Monday, November 07, 2005 5:26 PM

To: Sara Hassert

Cc: zz David Field

Subject: Written Comments regarding St. George, UT proposed replacement
airport

Dear Ms, Hassert,

I'm writing you to let you know that I'm opposed to building a new airport in
Southern Utah. In my position I travel by air frequently to customer facilities. In
fact, the business I've worked in for the past 25 years directly supports the
aerospace industry. With that noted; I gladly drive to Las Vegas or use the
connection services currently offered by the existing airport. I would much rather
do this than see the beautiful area that I live in impacted by a larger airport. One
of the reasons I moved to St. George was to enjoy the three National Parks
surrounding the area, as well as to be free of the noise, traffic and congestion of
the “big city”. Sometimes the drive from a major airport or the slight
inconvenience of a connecting flight is a small price to pay for the quality of life that
brought me to this area. I am the locai air traveler and I ask you to not spoil one
of the most magnificent areas in this great nation.

I appreciate your time.
Sincerely,

Scott 1. Marshall
2176 Panorama Parkway
St. George, Utah 84790

AKA

Scott J. Marshall

Manager, Sales / Marketing / Contracts
RAM Company

"Your Design Solution™

3172 East Deseret Dr, South

St. George, Utah 84790
Ph:435-673-4603

Fx:435-673-8239

(0) 4

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comments have been
noted.
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NOV 7 2005

Ref: 8EPR-N

Mr. David Field

Manager, Planning/Programming Branch
Federal Aviation Administration
Northwest Mountain Region

1601 Lind Avenue, S.W., Suite 315
Renton, WA 98055-4056

Re: Comments on DEIS ‘
Proposed St. George Airport, St. George, UT
CEQ # 20055037 :

Dear Mr. Field:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Region 8 office is providing comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
the proposed replacement airport in St. George, Utah.

Backeround

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) released an Environmental Assessment and
- Finding of No Significant Impacts on this project on January 30, 2001. The Grand Canyon Trust
filed suit against FAA in December, 2001 on the basis of insufficient analysis of several issues,
particularly the noise impacts of the proposed airport on Zion National Patk, On May 24, 2002,
the court issued its decision, remanding the case to the FAA. The court stated that the record was
insufficient to determine whether an EIS is required. The FAA published an EIS for the
proposed airport in August, 2005.

h
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Based on EPA’s procedures for evaluating potential environmeéntal impacts of proposed actions
and the adequacy of information presented, EPA. is rating the preferred alterantiveEC-2. . The
“EC” (environmental concerns) portion of the rating means that EPA’s review has identified
environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment. In this
case, air quality, specifically particulate matter from construction, and reasonably foreseeable
cumulative impacts are of concem. The “2” portion of this rating means that the DEIS does not
contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the environment. In this case, air toxics and particulate matter
were not sufficiently addressed. A summary of our ratings definitions is enclosed.

Our detailed comments.on the environmental impacts of future development and
cumulative impacts in this area, as well as comments on air and water quality, follow. Thank you
for your consideration of our comments on this project in the past. The analysis provided in this
EIS is much improved from the original EA. Please contact Deborah Lebow of my staff at 303
312-6223 if you have any questions on these comments. We look forward to working with you
on any of these or other issues in which EPA may have expertise.

Sincerely,

Zﬂdm Director
NEPA Program

B Office of Ecosystem Protection and Remediation
Enclosures (2)

1A%



EPA’s Detailed Comments
St. George Airpo IS

Air Quali

Section 6.4: The section lacks analysis of air toxics. It also lacks analysis of particulate matter
less than 2.5 microns (PM 2.5). These pollutants have been identified by EPA as having
significant public health and environmental issues. The emissions of these pollutants may be
minimal for this project, but they have to be addressed and analyzed in the EIS.

In addition, further discussion and analysis should be included that considers the reasonably
foreseeable growth emissions in the air shed surrounding St. George. While St. George is
currently small and the air quality is currently good, the growth that is expected in the next 15
years will have an impact on air quality. The emissions from the airport in addition to the rapid

. urban growth could have a significant impact on the local and regional air quality and on the
visibility within the nearby Class 1 designated Zion National Park.

Section 6.4.2.9: Emissions Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS) Modeling Parameters: This
section discusses the use of EDMS for estimating the air quality impacts of the St. George
Airport project. This section also discusses “temperature inversions.” Only the total emissions
are presented in the document; no concentrations are presented or analyzed. It is unclear from
the material presented whether the St. George area is subject to frequent temperature inversions
or what impact this type of metecrology has on the air quality in the project area. Please include
. information in the FEIS on the impact of the EDMS modeling on future air quality in the region.

Section 6.4 and 7.5: Construction Emissions: Construction emissions from this project in
combination with the Southern Corridor and other nearby development are likely to cause
significant particulate matter pollution given the dry conditions prevalent in the St. George area.
EPA suggests that mitigation of dust during the temporary but relatively long (likely several
years) construction period be a top priority. While the DEIS does list the standard state-
requirements noted in section 6.4.2.1, EPA recommends that all of the dust control practices
listed be required to the maximum extent possible and additional measures be employed to
reduce particulate emissions from the diesel equipment such as the use of particulate trap exhaust
filters, B20 biodiesel fuel, on-road highway grade ultra low sulfur diesel, and oxidation catalysts
as well as requirements for reducing the idling of diesel engines.

Section 7.5 Cumulative Impacts on Air Quality: The Prevention of Significant Deterioration

- (PSD) provisions of the CAA require measures “to preserve, protect, and enhance the air quality
in national parks, national wilderness areas, national monuroents, national seashores, and other
areas of special national or regional natural, recreation, scenic, or historic value.” Zion National
Park (ZNP) is considered a Class 1 area requiring stringent protection of the air quality. This
issue is briefly noted in a qualitative sense in section 7.5, The DEIS notes that the State of Utah
is or has developed a Regional Haze Rule. The DEIS should assess whether the airport and
associated emissions have been accounted for in the haze rule. In addition, it is noted that some
monitoring of air quality has been done or is ongoing within ZNP. Any monitoring data that is

- 3.
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An analysis of particulate matter (PM, ) was not included in the

Draft EIS air quality assessment for SGU because at the time the
analysis was prepared, insufficient data was available to evaluate PM, 5
emissions. In the intervening time, the computer model used to
evaluate emissions from airport-specific sources, the FAA Emissions
and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS), has been updated to include
PM, 5 emissions factors for aircraft and other emission sources.
Therefore, a PM; s analysis has been included in Section 6.4 of the
Final EIS.

The scope of an air quality assessment for a proposed airport project is
driven by the provisions of NEPA, the Clean Air Act, including the 1990
Amendments (CAA), and any state regulations relevant to air quality
assessments of Federal actions at airports. The methodology and
procedure for assessing impacts to air quality due to FAA actions are
provided in the guidelines published by the FAA and U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and are influenced by
comments received during public scoping meetings.

An air toxics analysis, or a hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) evaluation,
was not included in the air quality assessment in the Draft EIS for
several reasons, including the fact that the St. George area is in
complete attainment with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) for criteria pollutants. This is a clear indicator that HAPs, like
the criteria pollutants, would not be potential issues. Other pertinent
factors are the relative lack of urban density and industrialization that
would contribute to higher background levels and population exposure.

In addition, due to the lack of comments on HAPs during the scoping
period from either the public or government agencies, a HAPs
evaluation was not conducted for this EIS. Furthermore, the FAA is not
aware of any state or local regulations that require a HAPs analysis as
part of an airport EIS.

The text has been revised to elaborate on the status of Zion National
Park as a Class 1 area. As the air quality analysis shows, the proposed
replacement airport would not adversely affect air quality in Zion
National Park and its status as a Class | Federal Area under the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) provisions of the CAA.

While an increase in urban growth in the St. George area may be
reasonably foreseeable, it is outside the control of the FAA to direct or
manage local land use and transportation planning policy. Furthermore,
a local-area air quality assessment such as the one conducted as part
of this EIS, limits the evaluation of indirect emissions to those that are
defined as both reasonably foreseeable and caused by the construction,
implementation, and operation of the Federal action. [continued V]
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[Acontinued] Therefore, it is neither reasonable nor feasible for the FAA
to conduct the requested level of long-term regional air quality analysis.

However, specific project-related direct and indirect emissions
associated with the anticipated growth of the St. George metropolitan
area have been accounted for in the 2010 and 2020 Final EIS air quality
analysis. The analysis considered the anticipated increase in the
number of annual aircraft operations at St. George and other
reasonably foreseeable emission sources relating to the airport project
that could also be adequately identified and quantified. The air quality
assessment demonstrated that there will be no adverse air quality
impacts from the construction, implementation, or construction of the
proposed replacement airport. St. George is currently in attainment for
all criteria pollutants regulated under the CAA and none of the Federal
air quality standards are being exceeded at the time of the preparation
of this Final EIS. Notably, the Utah State Implementation Plan (SIP)
does not indicate any past exceedance or future anticipated significant
deterioration of the air quality in Washington County.

The methodology and assumptions used to perform the aircraft
emissions inventory are considered conservative and reflective of worst-
case conditions. The results of the analysis show that there would be
no impact on the future air quality of the local area. The air quality
assessment for an EIS is prepared for the evaluation of local conditions
not for regional modeling and evaluation.

A dispersion analysis is not needed because the region is in attainment
for all criteria pollutants and the air quality analysis shows that project
emissions are de minimis. General conformity de minimis thresholds
are conservative and well-below levels that would cause an issue with
the NAAQS. Therefore, the combination of low regional background
levels and low project levels indicate virtually no possibility that project
emissions would cause or contribute to new violations of the NAAQS.
Regional air quality monitoring data was not included in the air quality
assessment because the assessment did not include dispersion
modeling.

The discussion of temperature inversions was included in the
discussion of air quality impacts only to fully and thoroughly explain and
describe how aircraft emissions are calculated. A temperature inversion
implies the existence of a mixing layer. The identification of the base of
the mixing layer (the mixing height) is important to the calculation of
aircraft emissions. [continued ¥]
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[ A continued] The higher the mixing height the longer an aircraft is
considered to contribute to the local emissions on approach and
climbout. For this reason a conservative mixing height was calculated
based on upper-air data assumed to reasonably reflect the
meteorological conditions at SGU. Notably, the analysis assumed a
conservative temperature inversion existed for every aircraft arrival and
departure, every hour of every day of the year — an extremely unlikely
occurrence.

FAA Order 1050.1E requires the FAA to consider construction
emissions to the extent that they are reasonably foreseeable. A
construction emissions inventory was prepared and the results are
reported in Chapter 6, Section 6.4.3, Table 6.19 of the Final EIS. Your
recommendation for additional measures to be employed to reduce
particulate emissions has been incorporated in Section 6.4.2.1 of the
Final EIS. The methodology used to prepare the inventory, including
the assumptions, are described further in Section 6.4.2.1 and all the
calculations are given in Appendix H, Air Quality, Attachment H-1 of
the Final EIS.

Zion National Park is located more than 20 miles from the site of the
proposed airport. The air quality assessment showed no significant air
quality impacts at the site of the proposed replacement airport;
therefore, it is unlikely the same sources would cause significant air
quality impacts more than 20 miles away. Consequently, it can be
concluded that the lack of air emissions impacts resulting from the
construction and implementation of the proposed replacement airport
would not adversely affect regional haze conditions.

While air quality monitoring data are available through the USEPA from
monitors within Zion National Park, the primary issue with air quality
monitoring is the difficulty in differentiating contributions from multiple
sources. No effective method exists for identifying the specific portions
of measured emissions that are attributable to the numerous individual
sources detected by the monitors, both natural and human including
aviation as a whole or specific SGU flights.



available for the park should be included. The Southern Corridor FEIS includes some visibility
and monitoring data and notes an ongoing monitoring program in ZNP. This data, and any other
available data, should also be included in this DEIS, Further assessment of how the PSD
requirements are being met should be added to the FEIS.

We recognize that the proposed St. George airport is not a large airport by industry
standards, and at a project level this is a difficult issuc to address. However, the impacts of air
travel to climate change should be disclosed in this document. An analysis of CO2 emission
trends associated with this project would be approptiate. FAA may have some language already
developed that can be placed in this document on this issue. '

As noted in the Future Land Use and Zoning section this letter, the development of the
existing airport property is 2 connected action associated with the construction of the replacement
airport. The emissions associated with this new development should be included in the EIS. Use
of the Smart Growth principles seen in the Southem Corridor FEIS will help reduce the aix '
emissions associated with the new development.

Water Queality

Run-off from the new replacement airport washes into the Virgin River, which has TDS
(total dissolved solids) issues, through the Fort Pearce Wash. We have the following comments
designed to reduce water quality impacts to the Virgin River from this project, and to ensure high
quality ground water.

- Given that ground water will be the primary source of drinking water for the airport and
surrounding areas, secondary containment should be employed at all bulk fueling and
‘storage areas. In order to ensure adequate containment at the airport’s fuel storage areas,
it is recommended that stormwater flows from impervious surfaces up-gradient of the
airport’s fuel farms be diverted. :

+  Ethylene glycol from deicing operations have the potential to contribute to the TDS
impairment in the Fort Pearce Wash and the Virgin River The stoxmwater pollution
prevention plan for the operation of the facility should contain measures which address
how and where deicing operations may oceur to prevent transport of ethylene glycol off
site. Please refer to this plan in the Final EIS. "

Detention and/or retention of stormwater should be employed both duxing the
construction process and during the post-constriiction operation of the airport in an effort
to mimic pre-development hydrologic conditions, This is of particular importance at the
site given the erosive nature of soils and steep slopes present at the site as erosion has
been noted as the primary source of dissolved and suspended solids in the Fort Pearce

‘- ‘Wash and Virgin River, . _ . - oo

During the construction proce_s':i, uialaﬁd flows 'sho_uld. be. d.wenecl around exposed soils, .
vegetation buffers should be retained and phasing the construction process should be
_4-
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New stationary sources of emissions that exceed major source thresh-
olds (usually 100 to 250 tons per year) in attainment counties require a
PSD permit review. Emissions from stationary sources at the proposed
airport were around 2.5 tons per year, which would be 0.25 ton per year
more than under the existing airport conditions. As such, the PSD regu-
lations would not apply to the airport. Furthermore, as shown, the com-
bined direct and indirect emissions from stationary sources related to
the airport project were estimated to be far below the threshold that the
USEPA considers potentially harmful in an area designated as Class |
under the PSD program. Therefore, the proposed replacement airport
will not adversely affect air quality in Zion National Park, as defined
under the PSD requirements for a Class | area, and a PSD permit is not
required. The text has been revised to include a detailed explanation of
the PSD permit requirements in Section 6.4.4 in the Final EIS.

Research on the potential climate effects of aircraft emissions is
currently underway through the FAA Center of Excellence, which is co-
sponsored by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA) and Transport Canada. University participants in this research
include Stanford and MIT. This research at the national and
international level is designed to assess the state of knowledge on
contrail formation and the possible atmospheric impacts of commercial
and other aircraft operating at cruise altitudes. The effort includes
methods for characterizing particles and condensable gases and how
these and other factors can be represented in global models used to
evaluate global impacts.

On a project level basis, an evaluation of the impact of airport
operations on CO,, a greenhouse gas, or climate change would be
meaningless without an inventory of the total contribution of the varied
emission sources across a large area, possibly larger than the regional
level. Itis not reasonable or within the requirements of NEPA for a
project-specific EIS of this nature to undertake such an analysis of
climate change as a result of air travel.

Appendix D in the Final EIS contains the City’s proposed Airport
Redevelopment Plan for the existing airport site. Appendix A of this
report contains the Plan’s environmental analysis. It is the most
detailed environmental analysis that can be performed at this time
because the Plan is a generalized concept plan that was developed for
the purposes of determining the potential land value, for which
implementation would be dependent on independent developers and
market forces as they exist several years in the future. The Plan states
that 240 of the site’s 280 acres would be developable for [continued ¥]
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[ A continued] residential and commercial uses depending upon which
development alternative is chosen. The residential development would
be divided into planned unit development, condominiums, and
apartments. The commercial uses would be typical urban uses, such
as “hotels, a shopping center, quality restaurants, gas stations, general
offices, medical offices, a business park and specialty retail buildings.”

The site is already substantially disturbed by development as a result of
more than 75 years of use as an airport. The Plan includes the
necessary infrastructure to insure that environmental impacts would be
managed in accordance with applicable environmental protection laws.

The Plan notes that the site is in a rapidly developing area, and also
notes that “many of the surrounding open land areas of St. George are
environmentally sensitive to growth and development, forcing continued
growth and escalating land values within this particular area of

St. George City for some time to come.” In the absence of this site,
however, it is likely that some or all of this development would in fact
occur on or near available environmentally sensitive areas. Market
forces would cause this activity to occur in the St. George area. Itis
environmentally preferable to contain it within this already developed
area in the region. Additionally, the Plan embodies the principles of
smart growth and greyfield reuse to ensure project sustainability.

At this point in time, any definitive redevelopment of the existing airport
site remains speculative in nature. In order for an analysis of any
redevelopment to occur, specific construction and planning details
would be needed. An emissions inventory can only be prepared when
assessing a “known” project that can be sufficiently defined. At this
time, redevelopment plans for the existing airport site have not been
defined in the sufficient detail required for further air quality analysis.

Additionally, because the existing airport is subject to grant assurances
as a result of the City receiving Federal grant-in-aid funding and that a
portion of the original airport site was previously Federal land, any land
release of the existing airport site for other non-aviation development by
the City would be subject to a formal Federal land release process and
further analysis under NEPA. Since these additional Federal actions /
decisions are not likely to take place until the replacement airport is
operational (beyond the 2010 timeframe), it is likely that the
redevelopment plans will be much more refined by that time, permitting
a much more detailed NEPA analysis than is currently permitted based
on the somewhat speculative plan that has currently been developed by
the City. In any case, a land release process and NEPA analysis would
be conducted at the appropriate time once sufficient detail is available
and prior to any release of the land.”



considered to meet the MEP (Maximum Extént Practicable) standard for preventing
erosion associated with the Utah DEQ construction stormwater permit.

Future Land Use Plans and Zoning

Section 5.6.1 states that “If the proposed replacement aitport is approved, the City of St.
George plans to redevelop the existing airport site for a mix of residential, commercial,
administrative and professional, light industry, and/or campus land uses after the proposed
replacemnent airport becomes fully operational,” Section 6.18.2 also discusses the potential for
the development of other land uses that would support the airport around the replacement airport,
as well as redevelopment of the existing airport property with a planned multi-use development.
These developments will occur because the replacement airport is being developed, and are
therefore connected actions or indirect impacts due to the airport, Appendix D does discuss
some of the environmental issues associated with the planning of these two areas, but it does not
do 50 in detail, The largest impacts we can assume from the development around the
replacement airport are habitat fragmentation and stormwater runoff. The environmental impacts
of both these developments should be analyzed in this document. Some of the analysis in the
Southern Corridor EIS may be referenced here. Please refer to Chapter 6 if the Southern
Corridor EIS on Smart Growth, and in particular, Table 6.5-1 on the difference in impacts
between a sustainable development scenario and a growth as usual scenario on land usefland
area consumed; water consumpuon infrastructure costs reﬂdenua.l energy consumed and vehicle
miles traveled. .

These developments should be planned to minimize environmental impacts and take
advantage of sustainable development principles, such as reducing driving distances; addressing
stormwater runoff and optimizing infrastructure, open space, and habitat conservation. As done
on the Southem Corridor EIS, EPA is interested in assisting in any such planning efforts to
reduce impacts to air and water quality, habitat and other resources at these early stages of
planning.

Sustainable Design and Development

Section 6,22 states that all federal agencies have been directed by Executive Order 12873
to develop and adopt principles of Sustainable Design and Development. Principles include
pollution prevention, waste minimization, and resource conservation during project planning and
implementation. Section 6.22.2 states that the construction and operation of the proposed
replacement airport would not have a significant effect on the availability of natural resources
and energy and explains why. This, in our opinion, does not appear responsive to the
requirements of Executive Order 12873.

The Clean Airport Partnership is a non-profit organization, to our knowledge the only one
in the nation, devoted to working with airports to improve environmental quality, The Clean
Airport Partoership has developed The Green Airport Initiative that identifies near-term
strategies for improving environmental quality and energy efficiency while simultaneously
reducing operating costs. Working with this organization or some similar entity, would be

-5
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The suggested methods to reduce water quality impacts on the Virgin
River have been considered by the FAA and included in Section 6.7.4
as deemed appropriate, in the EIS. Additional details regarding
mitigation of potential water quality impacts will be considered and
incorporated into the design of the airport as the project moves into
those stages of development.

The direct impacts resulting from construction of the replacement airport
on natural habitat and stormwater runoff are relatively small compared
to overall availability of habitat and water resources within the study
area. At this time, appropriate detail on the specific type, size, location,
and timeframe of development related to the airport but not included in
this proposal is unknown, and therefore, cannot be effectively analyzed
in conjunction with the direct and indirect effects of the replacement
airport. Future land use planning will need to take into consideration the
cumulative effect of the airport on habitat and water quality with the
direct effects of that development.

Although specific development plans are not available for the area on
and near the new airport, the FAA is familiar with development typical of
airports similar in size and use to the St. George airport. Such
development normally includes services for travelers and other airport
users, and may include motels, automobile service facilities, package
delivery, etc. To the extent that these activities relate to operations and
passengers at the new airport, their impact is already included in the
environmental analysis in this EIS. The forecasts are unconstrained
and reflect the market demand for air services. Facilities on or near the
airport would service that activity, but in the FAA’s judgment would not
stimulate activity that is not already accounted for in the unconstrained
forecasts. Furthermore, the forecast of passengers at SGU are not
sufficient to be the driving force in the development of resorts or other
similar major urban projects. [See response to Comment #9 above for
further detail regarding the redevelopment of existing airport.]

Your comment regarding planning strategy has been noted and
provided to local planning and zoning authorities for consideration in
future land use plans.
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FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures
(June 8, 2004) and FAA Order 5050.4A, Airport Environmental
Handbook (October 8, 1985), do not require that an EIS be responsive
to Executive Order 12873, Federal Acquisition, Recycling, and Waste
Prevention. Instead, the two FAA Orders require an EIS to address
potential impacts of a proposed action in the categories of hazardous
materials, pollution prevention, solid waste, energy supply and natural
resources, and construction impacts; impact categories that are in line
with those required by Executive Order 12873. Please refer to
Chapter 6, Environmental Consequences, of the EIS where we
provide full disclosure of the potential impacts of the no action and
proposed replacement airport alternatives for impact categories of
hazardous materials, pollution prevention, solid waste, energy supply
and natural resources, and construction impacts.

Your comment regarding the Clean Airport Partnership has been noted.



appropriate to at least determine what measures can be adopted to comply with the Executive
Order. The contact for The Clean Airport Partnership is Steven Howards at
www.cleanairports.com or 303 462-1647.

Cuinulative Impacts

Except for the noise analysis, the Cumulative Impacts Section of this EIS is extremely
qualitative. For example, section 7.7 on cumulative iimpacts on water quality suggests that with
the growth expected in the St. George area, impervious surface will increase which may have an
impact on water quality. No numbers or estimates of impacts are given. Area of impervions
surface could be estimated based on average housing and retail trends in the area, and that
number could be added to the present amount of impervious surface to determine whether local
governments should he addressing impervious surface cover in planning development to avoid
future water quality issues. Section 7.9 on cumulative impacts of biological resources and
threatened and endangered species states that the constant struggle to balance development and
transportation needs will most likely cause long-term cumulative impacts on natural habitats and
the species they support. No information is given on amount of habitat impacted and what can
be done about it. )

While we recognize that construction of the replacement airport and Southern Corridor
highway represent less than 1% of the loss of habitat in this area, that is not insignificant and is
perhaps an irrelevant number given the total loss of habitat and habitat fragmentation. If the
total loss is significant, any additional loss is significant, We snggest the local governments form
an entity thar addresses these cumulative environmental impacts before development of the
replacement airport is approved, Again, EPA would be happy to lend assistance in the form of
information, and perhaps grant monies in the future for this type of activity.

1A%
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The magnitude of direct impact of the project when added to the
reasonable and foreseeable impacts of the Southern Corridor and other
projects is relatively small compared to the availability of resources
within the study area and the region. Development proposals for areas
near the proposed replacement airport have not been developed in
sufficient detail to allow for a realistic and reasonable determination of
impacts to be considered.

As described in Chapter 6, Smart Growth, of the Final EIS for the
Southern Corridor, issued in April 2005 by the Utah Department of
Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration, the City of

St. George and Washington County have adopted city and county land
use planning initiatives being adopted in Southern Utah to protect the
environment while accommodating growth. St. George’s land use plan
is being updated to implement growth strategies over the next five years
that include smart growth principles and land use controls which include
mixed-use zoning, encouraging compact development, development of
interspersed open space, and xeriscape principles. Implementation of
these measures, along with the adoption of sustainable design
principles, would ensure that available land is used efficiently and that
cumulative impacts to natural habitats, water quality and supply, and air
quality are minimized. Implementation of the replacement airport would
include many of these same development principles to further minimize
impacts to the surrounding environment.

As discussed in Section 6.7, Water Quality, of the Draft EIS,
construction of the replacement airport will be conducted in accordance
with the procedures outlined in FAA AC 150/5370-10, Standards for
Specifying Construction of Airports, to ensure that there are no long-
term impacts to surface and groundwater systems. Although
construction of the airport involves the clearing and recontouring of
most of the 1,306 acres of undeveloped land within its proposed
perimeter, the proposed impervious surface area created should occupy
less than 12 percent of the total site. The FAA and the City recognize
the importance of water quality to the area and the construction and
operational practices of the airport would be designed to address
stormwater management and runoff issues. [continued V]
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[continued A] Determining the accumulation of impervious surface areas
within the study areas evaluated for this project would be extremely
difficult. As described in Section 5.1 Study Areas, there were three
study areas established for evaluation — an initial area of investigation
covering 9,200 square miles (an area three times the size of
Washington County), the existing airport site, and the proposed
replacement airport site. Quantifying the change in impervious area or
the change in natural cover for the two airport sites could be
accomplished fairly reasonably, but determining the percent impervious
area or change in natural cover over 9,200 square miles would be
difficult and inaccurate.

The information included in this response has been included in
Chapter 7, Cumulative Impacts, of the Final EIS.



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for Draft Environmental Impact
Statements

Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO - - Lack of Objections: The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential
environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal, The review may have disclosed opportunities
for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC -+ Environmental Concerns: The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in
order to fully protect the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or
application of mitigation measures that can reduce these impacts.

EO - - Environmental Objections: The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial
changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project altarnative (including the no-action
alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU - - Envir tally Unsatisfactory: The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of
sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoiiit of public health or welfare or environmental
quality. EPA intends to work with (he Jead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts
are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on -
Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adequacy of the ct Statement

Category 1 - - Adequate: EPA believes the draft BIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the

preferred alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis of
data collection is necegsary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information,

Category 2 - - Insufficient Information: The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA 1o fully
assess environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer
has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft
EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data,
analyses or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3 - - Inadequate: EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant
environmental impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that
are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the
potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data,
analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does
not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act and or Section
309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised
draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral
to the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Pederal Actions Impacting the Environment. February,
1987.
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- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: Hal Hilburn <hilburn@infowest.com>
Sent: 11/08/2005, 08:57 PM

To: David Field

Subject: over looked safety concerns

Sirs;

The proposed site for the new St George Airport has a few over looked safety
concerns that will result in dangerous conditions.

Leading the list is the runway alignment. As proposed it is 01/19. The cross wind
studies conducted by the state of Utah may have not been in accord with the Cross
wind Component limits placed on General Aviation Aircraft. Most light Aircraft
manufacturers limit the demonstrated cross components to 13 knots. My
experience reflects that the prevailing south west winds exceeding 15 kts cross
winds are from 220 to 260 degrees. The fact that the difference of 30 degrees in
wind direction and runway alignment represents 50% of the total cross wind
component.

Such as a wind from 240 degrees at 20 kts in reference to a runway alignment of
190 degrees, only 50 degrees difference, would yield a cross wind component of
more than15 kts. Furthermore if wind direction continues to swing further to the
west, additional crosswind component become larger. In personal experience 1
note that the local prevailing winds come from the southwest, along with other
collaborating flight instructors in the St George area.

The winds above the demonstrated components is the issue of aviation safety
concerns that over shadows the present alignment. The total number of general
aviation operations far exceed and will continue to exceed the aircraft falling in the
larger commercial category that the proposed airport is striving to support.

The air movement over the surface is also affected by the bluffs to the east and
west of the proposed runway. Again causing a vortex effect, similar to the current
St George Airport. ’

The proposed location and alignment offer no possible crosswind airstrip, such as
the old crosswind strip previously located at the proposed new site previously called
the CAA site. The new site will not be using a crosswind runway.

The proposed location is alighed with a geological fault line, overlaying a sediments
of expansive clay soil.

The issues listed above represent grave safety concerns, that should be reviewed
before any further development is continued.

(A%

As stated in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.3.3, Runway Orientation
Deficiencies, in the Draft EIS, the typical design objective for a runway
system is to provide wind coverage for conditions that would apply at
least 95 percent of the time. A range of acceptable runway orientations
were identified in the 1998 Master Plan to satisfy the recommended

95 percent wind coverage requirements for the crosswind component at
the proposed replacement airport, utilizing the existing wind data for

St. George Municipal Airport. Through analysis of wind data collected
by the UDOT at the proposed replacement airport site, it was
determined that a Runway 01/19 alignment (oriented to magnetic
headings of approximately 10 degrees and 190 degrees) would provide
94.1 percent wind coverage for the 10.5-knot crosswind component and
96.7 percent wind coverage for the 13-knot crosswind component. It
would further provide 99 percent wind coverage for the 16-knot
crosswind component. The new runway orientation at the proposed
replacement airport would thereby provide improved crosswind
availability as compared to the existing airport. Thus, there is no need
for a crosswind runway at the proposed replacement airport.

Your comments regarding the fault line and clay soil have been noted.
Soil borings and appropriate materials testing will be conducted as part
of the construction process. The City of St. George and the FAA will
work with the contractor to develop and implement the most effective
methods to deal with less than desirable conditions, if they are
identified. Based on review of the Interim Geologic Map of the

St. George Quadrangle, St. George, Utah; dated 1995, the proposed
replacement airport site lies approximately two miles southeast of and
parallel to the Bloomington Dome/Virgin Anticline and approximately
three miles southeast of the southern end of the St. George Fault. The
soil deposits on the site, described in Section 5.2.2 Topography in
Proposed Replacement Airport Study, in the Final EIS, are underlain
by Older Eolian and Alluvial Deposits clay, silt, sand, and gravel and
may be up to 15 feet thick.
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Hal Hilburn

Background

FAA Safety Councilor

Certified Flight Instructor
Commercial Pilot

St George Airport Board Member

Hal Hilburn

P. 0. Box 172

St George, UT 84771
435-632-2808
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While the facilities at the existing airport can support smaller aircraft, it
cannot safely accommodate larger regional jet and propeller aircraft that

are in the commercial air carrier fleet projected for future use at
St. George.

The majority of the traffic to and from the airport will be accommodated
on the Southern Corridor and the Airport Access Roadway that have not
yet been constructed. Local roadways within the City of St. George
should not see an influx of traffic from the replacement airport; but
actually a small decrease in congestion could occur along roadways

that currently carry traffic to the existing airport once the existing airport
is closed.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: "Wanda Magleby" <wmagleby@infowest.com>
Sent: 10/30/2005 09:25 PM

To: David Field

Subject: St. George Replacement Airport

It is my personal opinion that St. George does not need a larger airport. We are
only 120 miles from Las Vegas. The St. George Airport on the Black Hill is part of
what makes St. George a charming place to visit and to live. I have never had a
problem getting to any destination by flying out of the 5t. George Airport.

Airfares have gotten so high in the past year that even flying out of Las Vegas is
expensive. If airfares continue to climb, I doubt very many people can afford to
travel very often.

Currently it costs $10 to take a taxi from downtown St. George (less than 1/2 mile)
up the Black Hill to the Airport. If the Airport is relocated 5 miles out of town, it will
probably cost $25 or more to take a taxi to the Airport. The shuttle to Las Vegas is
only $55 round-trip.

Please do not approve the St. George Replacement Airport. I live in downtown St.
George and I very much enjoy watching the airplanes fly in and out.

Thank you for the opportunity to share my opinicn.

Wanda Magleby

550 South 200 East #9

Saint George, UT 84770-3976
435-673-3803

144
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Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.
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United States Department of the Interior (=

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Arizona Strip Field Office TAMERR
345 East Riverside Drive
St. George, Utah 84790
www,az.blm.gov

In Reply Refer To:
1790

November 8, 2005

Mr. David Field, Manager

Planming/Prograrmming Branch

Alrports Division

Federal Aviation Administration

Northwest Mountain Region

1601 Lind Avenue, S.W., Suite 315

Renton, Washington 98055-4056

Fax: (425) 227-1600 VIA FAX AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement and DOT Section 4(f)/303(c) Evaluation t‘or
a Proposed Replacement Airport for the Cily of St, George, Utah

Dear Mr. Ficld:

The Arizona Strip District Office (ASDOQ) of the U.S. Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) appreciates this opportunity to provide comments on the asbove-referenced Draft
Environmental Tmpact Statement (DEIS) and DOT Section 4(£)/303(c) Eveluation for the
proposed St. George replacement airport.

At the outset, we wish to commend the Federal Aviation Administration. (FAA), Landrum
& Brown, and National Park Scrvica (NPS) staff who worked so diligently to prepare this
DEIS and DOT Section 4(£)/303(c) Evaluation, Indeed, this is one of the most thorough
and comprchensive environmental analyses that we have reviewed. We also recognize
the obvious constraints posed by the current St. George airport, and we support the need
tor this replacement airport.

On the speci(ic matters of intercst to the ASDO, we appreciate the detailed information
and analysis provided with respect to the noise sensitive areas that we identified as part of
the DOT Section 4(£)/303(c) Evaluation. We generally concur with this information and
analysls, 'We also support the “Fly Friendly” practicc described on DEIS page 8-18
whereby airport signage and notices to airmen would discourage direct over-flights of the
Little Black Mountain Petroglyph Sitc.

Of course, in matters of such overall complexity, there may be a few inadvertent errors or
omissions that should be addressed to improve the analysis provided in the final EIS.
With this constructive purpose in mind, we wish to offer the following five suggestions.



First, in our December 6, 2002, scoping letter on preparation of this DEIS, we stated:
“The EIS should . . . address the eflects of existing and projected increased air tour
traffic,” We went on to cxplain thar, while we werc not gencrally concerncd about
higher-clevation commereial flights, we were very concemed about the future potential
for lower-clevation commercisl air tours over BLM ASDO noise sensitive areas. We
pointed out that virtually all of the airports in this xegion were proposed for replacement
or expansion. The DEIS provides data and analysis based on the current tours over some
WNPS units, and makes projections for fiturce usc based on interviews with the commercial
air tour operators. We appreciate this data and analysis, but we remain somewhat
concerned because one reasonably foreseeable scenario was apparently not addressed,

This sccnario is the combination of overall increases in regional populations and aviation
uses, greater market demand for scenic commercial ait tours, combined with potential
new limits or restictions on commercial air tours over NPS units, especially Grand
Canyon, Zion, and Bryce Canyon National Parks, We believe that thc market demand for
commercial alr tours may continue (6 grow and that a5 limits go into effect over NPS
units they may gencrate new or inercased air tours over some BT.M noise sensitive areas,
Some of these aveas have scenic qualities comparable to those found in the NPS units.
The existing tour routes would not xeflect these changes, nor would the projected future
uses of these existing routes. In addition, the operator interviews would not because they
do not yet know what any future limits would be, where they would occur, and when they
would take effect.

We also do not know what level of NEPA analysis will be done in connection with these
future commercial ait tour decisions, nor what solc the BLM ASDQ may play in that
analysis. Whilc we recognixze that this may be a very difficult scenario to analyze, we
nevertheless request that the FAA do s0 to the best of its abjlity in the final EIS. For
example, a key question to be addressed would be: How could regional population and
aviation use increases. new or expanded rcgional airports, preater market demand for
commercial air tours, and future Yimits on commercial air tours over NPS units potentially
cause indirect or cumulative eflects on BLM noise sensitive areas subject lo Section
4(f)/303(c)? A related question would be: To the extent that such indirect or cumulative
effects are possible, how could the FAA mitigate these effects?

As you know, implementation of Section 4(f)/303(c) occurs through a relationship
between the Sceretaries of Transportation and Interior, and the statute does not
distinguish between NPS or BLM managed areas. Natural soundscapes in noise sensitive
areas subject to Section 4(£)/303(c) should be treated the same repardless of which
Intcrior depar(ment agency administers them. In sammury, we request that the FAA
include in the final EIS an analysis of whether future limits on commercial air tours over
these NPS areas may affect these BLM areas, and, if so, how the FAA may mitigate thosi
offcets. The final EIS should also explain what objective, scicntific standard would be
used 1o determine when commereial air tout noise over noise sensitive arcas becomes
loud or disruptive enough to warrant limits and what ongoing raonitoring would occur to
determine when that standard may be reached or exceeded and limits are necessary.

Sy

The changes in future commercial air tours mentioned by the
commenter are not reasonably foreseeable. It is difficult to reliably
predict the location of future air tour traffic because air tour operators
have not identified future routes and it is not yet known where air tour
traffic may be permitted to fly. Regarding the relationship between
population growth in St. George and the future demand for air tour
operations, the interviews conducted during this study indicate very little
relationship between population growth and demand for air tour
operations. St. George is used primarily as a refueling or lunch stop for
air tours and is not currently, nor expected to be, an originating location
of much air tour activity. The EIS takes into account the forecast air
tour operations for the initial area of investigation, however, the future
location of air tours is too speculative to allow the FAA to predict where
additional flights might occur if the areas currently open to air tours are
prohibited to air tours in the future.

There is some difficulty in conducting noise analyses in low-level sound
environments where there are sensitive land uses. There are no
currently accepted standards to help define an “impact” or various levels
of adverse impact. The FAA and National Park Service (NPS) are
working cooperatively on a national basis to perform needed scientific
research and development for improving assessment methodology and
for building appropriate noise criteria for park-related evaluations. The
FAA recognizes the similarity between NPS and the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) noise-sensitive areas subject to Section 4(f)/303(c).



Second, on DEIS page 5-12, In Table 5,2, we notc the error where the NPS Pipe Spring
National Monument is ligted across from the “State Parks™ heading. This refcrence
should be moved to the National Monumecnts section of the table.

Third, on DEIS page 5-19, under the Paiute Wilderness heading, the scction says that this
area “, , . was designated as a wilderness area by the BLM in 1984.” The BLM cannot
desigmate wilderncss areas; only Congress can pass such designation legislation that the
President may then sign into law. To correot this emor, we suggest deleting the phrase
“by the BLM.”

Fourth, on DEIS page 5-29, in Table 5.3, we note the references to some BLM WSAs in
Nevada, such as Clover Mountains WSA. and Mormon Mountains WSA. We also know
that there are many other references to these Nevada BLM WSAs in the DEIS. While we
are not familiar with the detalls, we understand that Congress passed and the President
signed into law about a year ago comprehensive public lands legislation for Lincoln
County, Nevada. Based on news reports, we understand that this new law changed some
of these WSAs into designated wilderncss areas, For example, we understand that some
or all of the Clover Mountains WSA and Mormon Mountains WSA were so designated.
We recommend that you contact Nevada BLM officials to ensure that appropriate
changes arc made in the final EIS vis-d-vis the titles or descriptions of these areas in
Lincoln, County.

Fifth, on DEIS page 5-38, under the 5.4.4.2 Wild and Scenic Rivers heading, the
discussion talks about the Verde River in central Arizona well outside this region, but
omits. the Virgin River within the FAA’s study arca for this DEIS. Arizona BLM
completed a Legislative EIS (LEIS) on river segments entitled: Final Arizona Statewide
‘Wild and Scenic Rivers Legislative Environmental Impact Statement, The Record of
Decision (ROD) for the LEIS included determinations that portions of the Virgin River
were eligible and suitable for consideration under the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act. Based on these determinations, Arizona BLM has recommended to Congress that
these segments of the Virgin River be designated as study segments to receive interim
protection and further consideration. We reconumend that this DEIS section be revised to
reflect this information.

We hope that these comments arc helpful, and we look forward to receiving the final EIS
when it becomes available. Please lct us know if we can provide any further information
or assistance,

Sincerely,

ALolh B AHoume—

Scott R. Florence
District Manager

Sy

Your comment has been noted. The text has been revised.

Your comment has been noted. The text has been revised.

As noted by the Arizona Strip Field Office of the BLM, three of the lands
listed in Table 5.3, Wilderness Study Areas and Instant Study Areas
in the Initial Area of Investigation (in the Draft EIS), were designated
Wilderness Areas by the Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and
Development Act of 2004. These three lands are the Clover Mountains
Wilderness, Mormon Mountains Wilderness, and Tunnel Spring
Wilderness. In the Final EIS these three lands are removed from
Table 5.3 and are added to the “Wilderness Areas” section of

Table 5.2, Public Lands in Initial Area of Investigation. The
designations of these three lands have also been updated on

Exhibit 5.1, Initial Area of Investigation, in the Final EIS. These
former Wilderness Study Areas - the Clover Mountains Wilderness, the
Mormon Mountains Wilderness, and the Tunnel Spring Wilderness —
were evaluated in the same manner as designated wilderness areas in
the Draft EIS. To simplify production of this Final EIS, the names of
these areas have not been changed from “Wilderness Study Area” to
“Wilderness” in the remainder of the document because the change in
name does not change the level of analysis conducted for this project.

Your comment has been noted. Please see the response to #4 above.



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Zion National Park
Springdale, Utah 34767

L7617 (ZI00-FM&ER)

November 8, 2003

Lowell H. Jobmson, Manaper
Aurparts Diviston

Federal Aviation Administraton
Morthwest Mountain Raplon
1601 Lind Averuie, 5W

Fenton, Washington 98055-24054

Diear M. Johnson:

Parsuant fo the FAA's request for comments on the Draft Eovironmental Impact Statement (DELS) for the St
George Feplacement Airport, the Wational Park Service (WPS) respectfully offars the following conmments in o
capadty as copperating azency for the EIS. We appreciate the opportansty to prowvide mformation within our
area of agency expertise that mipht be useful to or assist the Federal Aviation Admmisration (FAA) in its
examination of the environmental effects, if any, of the proposed replacement aiTport. Appreciatng that every
fedatal agency comdncts National Envirenmental Policy Act (WEPA) analyses differendy, the INPS dafars to the
FAA’s role as lead agency as well as the FAA"s sole jurisdiction owver airspace and air safety isswes and
consequently, lmst our comments fo those relative to ad within our area of apency experntise. Please note that
this letter and attachment are provided oo behalf of the various NP'S units within the Initial Area of Investization
(TAD.

The NPS contimues to recogmize the nesd for 2 replacement airport facility for 5t George md Washington
Coumty, Utzh. Our aim in participating &5 a cooperating agency s o suppodt and facilitate that end, while
working dilipently to protect the resources of the Televant umits of the NP5 for present and fahare penerations

Percent Time Aundible

The TETS uses Integrated Moise Modzl (TWM) versior 4.1 to model aircraft nedse mipacts associated with the St
George Peplacement Alrport which does wot have the ability to caloulate Percent Time Auvdible. “Audibilin” is
the ability of mimals, and humaps, with nermal beanng to hear a given sound. This ability is affected by both
frequency comtent (different species of animals and homans hear some frequencies better than others) and
amplineda (zpacies differ m their sensitivity to amplimde). It is importams to note that umans and waldlfe otk
can hear a wide range of frequencies, winch means that several sounds can be heard at the same tme . For
exammle. a motorcycle producing soumd at a low frequency, a coyote howl at 2 mid-range fiequency, and a bad
call at a bigh frequency can all be heard siomitanecusly. Andibility analyses ane considered to mare closely
represent how humans distinguish sound in their emironment. Given that humans bear many sounds at one time,
it is imporfant to collect Tequency datn when conducting acoustic measurements in parks. Frequency datais
callacied for the 31 one-thind octave bands between 30 and 20,000 Hz which is the andible frequency range for
humars and most animal species. While Time Above Ambient and other metmics are importms to chamcterzing
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As of the completion date of the Draft EIS, a version of the Integrated
Noise Model (INM) capable of producing audibility information had not
been released for public use. The Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) agreed to use the new version of the INM model, V6.2b to
calculate the requested audibility information. The results of this
additional analysis are presented in Appendix T, Audibility
Evaluations for Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.

In brief, the audibility analysis indicates that at all points within Zion
National Park (Zion), the cumulative condition with the replacement
airport resulted in a decrease in the minutes of audibility over a 24-hour
day.

When the differences in contributions to audibility were compared for
the existing and replacement airports alone, the replacement airport
resulted in a decrease in the minutes audible at every point within Zion.
The percent time audible was calculated to decrease at all points within
the park except one, where the analysis shows no change. The percent
time audible for airport only conditions ranged from 0.5 percent to 12.5
percent of the day across the airport only cases, with average
exposures ranging from 3.5 percent to 6.1 percent of the day among the
three separate years that were evaluated.

For a full discussion of the audibility results, please see Appendix T,
Audibility Evaluations for Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.



the soumdscape. andibility is imporiant to park service mamagement objectives becazse it can show bow peaple
hear noise at dacibel levels relatrve to the ambrent somd environment and can discern soumds at varying decrbel
lewels (lowdness) ar different frequencies

Cumnlative Analysic and Baselme Conditions

Althongh examination of the meremental chargs analyses presented in the DETY suggests it is vnlely that the
:L.:ue-::\. PS umits will be siguidcantly adversely impacted Fom the direct operation of the replacement airport
mdf u:'mn@es i the aircraft noise em; FTeer] from a bas el.1r.e1.em Of present co:ld_u.ou cammied i I"mlgﬁ the

TesOUTCES Of visior 1se and er__'|:1 yment The Etform.’ fiom Televant to amy tl‘.ﬂ:l“e:f‘cﬂ].'l‘l‘_ﬁ baseline condizions is
needed berause based oo the growth mte informarion provided, the park urits will in fact experience increasing
impacts from aircraf? operations over the forecast period presentad m the DEIS and, howeser, the determmation
of whether there are significant adverss impacts on the park units will be based on the cumudatnve mpacts of that
increased noise that is asseciated with the construction of the propesed atrport. The WPS would like to assist the
FAA in ascentaiming whether or ot such cummilatve mmpacts can be mitipated through the routing of aircraf
operatons to and fom the propesed amrport, through the ublizaton of quister aircraf, or throngh redinced
frequency of operation in and et of the proposed adrpon by employing larger aircradt

Given the proximity of Zion National Park (ZI0I) 1o the proposed airport. coupled with the specific flizht wack
informarion presentad m the DEIS, the NP5 would 1ke to wark with the FAA to resolve remaming questans
about potental mpacts that might result from the addition of conmlatve nodse. Information presented m Tables
7.11A and B helps characterize nodse impacts m ZION marasement zones. Howewver withouat frst establishing
baseline conditions it is difficult to assess the cummdative change i noise over tme and the relative significance
of impacts to resources and visthor enjoyment.

In Light of the above, in ander to provide meanineful input to the FAA with respect to potential impacts 1o park
TesOUICes oF visitor use, it would be maost nsefial to NP5 fo see a cummlative effects companison, acconnting for
all owerflight activity beginning with baselie conditions {including existng airport) and extending to 2010 and
2020 (mecloding replacement airport) for the following metmics, detailed further in our atached comments:

= Perrent Time Above Amibient (Natural) for both a 24- and 15-hour day
= Ciummlative Mumber of Events per 24- and 13-bour Dy Above LAmay Threshalds
= Hmoly Time Above selecied nodse thresholds

Management Actions

In Section §.65.1.5, the DEIS idenfifies spacific actions that the 5t George Anport owner can ke o reduce ooise
effects over ZION and other notse-sensitive areas. The MPS appreciates the effors by the City of 5t. George and
FAA tw develap these concepts for the DEIS. Thess actions would be veluntary for both the airport owner and
pilods. In the final EI5, it would be helpfil in terms of mforming the public to provide more details about the
proposed mitization sratezy to help reduce impacts fiom the 5t. (Georpe airpot.

In 1987, Congress passed the MNational Farks Overflizhes Act (Pulic Law 100-81) which mardated several
=r|d_== and a report on the impacts of overflizghts and remediation peeded to salve these problens. As reported 1o
Comzress in Report an Effecrs of Aircraft Overflighes on the Netional Park Syctem (1093, ZI0 was identified
specifcally 25 “m mumediate prioriy fc-:n.'naiu'.?jr_il:g of restoring amural quist”. The MBS has taken mimetous
steps 10 reduce notse o ZI00 park operations, inchuding development of 2 317-milllon shuttle-bus system, but

NES 15 umable o deal with amroraft overflizht poise without assistance fom FAA and others.
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An extensive evaluation of the cumulative impact of noise within Zion as
well as other public lands (4(f)/303(c) properties) within the initial area of
investigation is described in Chapter 7 and Appendices B and T of the
EIS. The EIS discloses that the noise levels contributed by operations
associated with the proposed replacement airport will not differ
significantly from those contributed by the existing airport. Moreover as
explained in Appendix T in the Final EIS, the proposed replacement
airport would result in a decrease in the minutes of audible aircraft
noise.

Existing condition information was provided in the Draft EIS for the area
surrounding the replacement airport within the area of significant impact
as defined by FAA standards (i.e., within the 65 DNL contour). Existing
condition information was not provided in the Draft EIS for areas beyond
the immediate environs of the replacement airport. Under National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), information must be provided
to compare conditions with and without the proposed action — this was
accomplished by providing projected noise level information for 2010
and 2020 for the airport in its existing and replacement location, both
independently and combined (cumulatively) with other aviation noise
sources throughout the region.

The terms “baseline” and “current conditions” are not equivalent for
NEPA purposes. “Baseline” refers to a no-action alternative (the
existing airport in a future year), while “current conditions” refers to
conditions (including activity at the existing airport) in a present or
recent year.

Please see Appendix W (in the Final EIS), Issues Relating to
Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, which
contains a discussion of this issue.

Nevertheless, the FAA has included additional current condition
information for each 4(f)/303(c) property evaluated in the EIS in
Appendix S, Noise Levels for 2003 Conditions, in the Final EIS.

Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, and Appendix X, Monitored
Noise Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS. The City of St. George
intends to work with the commercial carriers at SGU to mitigate aircraft
noise generated from the replacement airport through the development
of voluntary agreements to fly to the north or to the south of Zion.
[continued V]



Should you have any guestions regarding our comments, plaase contact me or Jeff Bradybangh, Chisf of

Besource Management and Fesearch, at 435-772-0208 or jeff_bradybaughiimps.ov. Azain, we aporediate the
oppormnity to work throngh these mportant issues with you and your staff

Sincerely,
=/ Jock F. Whitwarth

Jock F. Whitworth
Supermtendent

Enclosare

o
Feziomal Director, IVE.O

Manager, Nanral Sounds Program Office, WASO
Ervironmental Compliance Officer, IMBOD

GIS Team Leader/Overflishts Coordmator, IR0
Superintendert, BRCA

Superintendent, CEBR.

Superintendsnt, GRCA

Superintendent, LAME

Supenntender:, PAFA

Supermtendert, PISE
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[ Acontinued] In addition, the FAA would establish an approach
procedure for the replacement airport designed to keep aircraft as high
as possible and west of Zion without negatively affecting final approach
minimums. This approach procedure is shown in Exhibit 1.3 in the
Draft EIS and reproduced as an attachment to Appendix X in the Final
EIS. Finally, Appendix X, Monitored Noise Abatement Initiatives, in
the Final EIS, provides more detail on voluntary measures for reducing
aircraft noise impacts on Zion and the Little Black Mountain Petroglyph
site.

In accordance with the National Parks Air Tour Management Act of
2000 (NPATMA), the FAA, in cooperation with the National Park
Services (NPS), will establish an Air Tour Management Plan for Zion
that will include acceptable and effective measures to mitigate or
prevent the significant adverse impacts, if any, of commercial air tours
on the natural and cultural resources and visitor experiences at the
park.



NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
DETAILED COMMENTS
DEAFT EXVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FROPOSED REEFLACEMENT AIRFORT 5T. GEORCGE, UTAH

The National Park Service (NPS) appreciates the Federal Aviaton Administration’s (FAA) thareagh information
sathering for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DELS). The infonmation provides 2 window into the
erowth of aviaton overflizhts to be expected over the Inital Area of Investization (TAT) from the year 2010
through 2020, Information relatng o these mends serve as a preface to NPS conments.

Comibining the daia presented m DEIS Tables 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3 to examyine the tofal ar traffic load acoss the
stady area illusmates sigmificant commlative increasss.

TABLE A
TEAR | ANNUAL Increpsein# | % Increase DALY Icreasem# | %% Increass
OVERFLIGHTS | from 2003 from 2003 OVERFLIGHTS fram 2003 from 2003
2003 | 535043 1. 450
20010 | 621352 04,009 183 1702 25 174
2020 | 845808 320,655 £1.0 2317 BE7 508

Examining the cirrent and projected fight tracks presented in the DETS, it is clear that increased overflizhes will
yield increased moise events m Zion Natonal Park (ZIOM) and other 4{f) areas in the LAT  Flight macks mdicate
a further concenraton of nodse mpacts as opposad to a vmiform or mndom distributon. Further, as pointed ot
an DIETS page 7-21, only 3.8% of overflizhts ocomr between 10-00pm and 7-0(0am. azain concenirating the naise
effeces mbo a 15-hour day. This growth will mean that a greater percentage of the day will be noise impacted,
resultng in reduced nodse-free intervals in MPS and other 4{f) properties.

IMPORTANCE OF PERSISTENT EVENTS AND 15-HOUR VERSUS M-HOUR DAY

The informartion presented m DELS Takle 74 is helpfal rezarding the notse effects oo the 4f) locations samplad
Recopnizing that this data does not melade 52 (George amport contrintions, it doas present the mmiber of events
above 25dBA for most other air raffic contmibutions (Jess idperant fom local airports and military overflighes).
Twenty-five dBA 5 a reasonable approximaton of ambient spund conditions (namral smmdscape) in these £(f)
areas. This i, then, a more explicit documentation of the effects of the growth m overfliphis up o 2020, tough
ni baseline data for 2003 is provided. It is also a conservative sstimate, as the 5t George airport conribution is
not included

T make this information moere regresentaiive to aircraft activity durmg the day. we took the pamber of events
awer 25dBA, which are presented for a 24-hour period m D/ELS Tahle 7.4, and adjnsted these events toa 15-hour
dary in accordance with the imformation presented in Section 7.2.1.3, that only 3.8% of airraft operrtons ocor
in the night-ime hours. This allows for display of the temporally-compressad aircraft activity ooourming bemween
Tam and 10pm oo the “average” day.

TAELEE
Site Number of Event: above | Number of Event: above Average Number of
25dBA (24-hryday 25dBA (15-hr)day Event: per hour
Zion-Chinls Trad 348 133 1.1
Zuon-Crazy Gl 325 113 0.8
Zion-East Bim Masa EQI 280 19.3
Zuon-Hop Valley 21 35 15.7
Z1om-FArLmIwean 358 347 128
Zion-Lava Bomt 231 3 14.8
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Your comments regarding aviation overflights have been noted.

The Draft EIS presented the standard average annual day analysis and
the Final EIS also includes a sensitivity analysis for daytime hours to
provide additional reference and comparison of daytime and nighttime
levels. For a full discussion regarding this analysis, please see
Appendix U, 15-Hour Sensitivity Analysis, in the Final EIS.

The data regarding noise effects during a 15-hour day (Leg-day) are
presented in Chapter 6, Tables 6.24A, 6.24B, 6.27, and 6.28 of the
Draft EIS for average annual conditions for Zion. In response to the
NPS’ comment, the FAA prepared Appendix U, 15-Hour Sensitivity
Analysis, for inclusion in the Final EIS. Appendix U (in the Final EIS)
discloses the relationship between 24-hour and 15-hour noise levels
and event data and concludes that the two periods do not significantly
differ in their noise characteristics. Therefore, the FAA has determined
that additional analysis of 15-hour operational characteristics is not
justified.



TABLEE

Site Number of Events above | Number of Event: above Average Number of
25dBA (24-hriday 25dBA (15-briday Event: per hour
Cedar Breaks MM 370 355 43
| Littls Black M 315 303 0.3
Pafutz Wildamess 07 1ag 133
| Pie Valley Wildsmess [ 252 pXN 16.1
Pipe Sprinz 2 ] 7 192

The above fbls uses only a subset of sites selacted fom DEIS Table 7.4, representing sites most, least and
maderately mpacted in terms of pamber of events above 23dBA in 2020 in ZION, and mclndes the other 4{f)
sites depicted in DEIS Table 74. From the above table it is apparent that aircraft nodse mpacts, independent of
the proposed airport project. ooour at significant rates during the day. Assumption m the table: Events are
averaged on an hourly basis throughout the 1 5-hour day.

This assumpiion nommalizes the overflight actvity through av Era!i.ug, In actuality, there are penk haars, peak
periods and varymg lenzths of exposare to aircradt overflizht nodse, which mizht make simpls averagimg sesm
duhious. However, whils paak perieds ane very imporant, Foch {2002) found that persiseent evenrs (avemage
mumher af events per hour) constinvted the most mimtes of noise impact throughous the day. This information,
recorded for jet aitcradt ower ZE0, supports the concept dat event averazing may b usaful, in the absence of
mare specific data, for demonstrating the mpact of aircratt noise to the natural guiet. Also, data from ZION
(Wyle 2001) shows that overdliphts do ecour thronghout the 1 5-hour day at their varions sampling sites, with
activify mest hours, not ealy at peak periods durmg the day.

Observatons of overflighes whils hiking wrails in ZTOW were conducted as part of the Wyle stady. Fesults show
that everflights were recorded af rates from & to 14 per hour, dependins oo the specidc gail hiked, in 2000-2001.
Given the air raffic growth predicted by 2020, and using these observations Som the Wyle stady, events per
hour demonstrated in the Table B above are probable.

IMPORTANCE OF FEAK PERIODS

A mamber of attended logging sessions by techmiciams were condncted dunme the Wle (2001) smdy to
specifically note audible aircraft overflights. Dunng three 30-primufe periods at the ZION-Crazy Cuilt sampling
site, a subset of mamual observations (selected for 2 related analysis) showed that during 2 of the sample periods,
4§ and 9 owerflizhts were recorded in the 30-mimmte period and during the third sample. overflights dominated the
nanral soundscape leaving only ¥ seconds where natral sound could be observed. For this example, the third
sapple could be considerad a pask perid for overflights, whils the other two pariods ware representtive of
persistent of average mumbers nﬂm‘nh EVRLls.

Mo pezk peried analysis is provided m the DEIS, theugh the informaton likaly exists fom te extensive FAA
data collection effort. The twble above, bowever, provides msight to the issue, in that peak hours would therefore
hiave reduced notse-free mirates 2ach hour and shorered noiss fee intervals when compared to “avemgad”
conditions. Omn average durmg the day in 2020, these sies may bave approwimately half o a third of sach hour
free of discernible aircraft nose.

AL this serves to demonsirate that aircraf noise is substantial md will be mereasmg at ZIOW with or withous the
proposed airport replacement project at St. George.

o




ANALYSES IMPORTANT TO A CUMULATIVE EFFECTS DETERMINATION [N THE FINAL EIS

The fnal EIS would benefit from a cummlative effects companison usme data from a baselins year, o allow
managers 1o determine the significance, if any, of cummulatve effects. Ideally, this analyses would account for all
owerflight activity bezimmimg with baseline conditions (ncluding existne airport) and extending to 2010 and
2020 (mecloding replacement airport) for the following metmics

= Percent Time Above Amibient (Namral) for botha 24- and 15-howr day
o Display data in tabular format for each zrid point, for each of the 3 year-points, side by side;
nsing smmilar format and color coding as DEIS Table 7.11A
o Using pnd point maps, display points where =23% of the 24- and 1 5-hour days excead Natural
Arabient and provide the percentaze in the prid point circle.

»  Cimmlative Mumber of Events per 24- and 15-hour Dy Above LAma Thresholds
= Display data in saular format for each zrid pednt, for each of the year-potnts, side by side
o Usng prd point maps, display average mumber of events per hour for both “da; i
sama prid potots Som resalts above for Percent Time Above Ambient (TAA)

= Hmoly Time Above — defined as the averape oumber of mirates in each bour of the average 24-bour day
that aircraft overflights exceed 25, 35 and 45 dBA for each of the year-points at the same zrid points
from results above for Percent Tims Above Ambient For the same grid points above or a representative
subset dismbuted geographically and by Percent Time Andible, display the data in a histogram of the 24-
hiur dary or similar technique.

ADDMTIONAL COMMENTS
CHAFTERE 5

Page 519, section 5.3.4, paragraph 1
The NP5 Orgamic Act is misquoted: = _and historic objects and the wildlife therein. ..” is incomect.
Wild life i3 o words in the Act

Section 5.6 Fuoture Land Use Plans and Zoning

CE() repulations and FAA s NEPA muidelines [§500a(1]) require an identification of “possible conflics
lretweasn the proposed action and the ojectives of Fadaral, regiomal. Stte. Tribal and local land vse plans,
policias, and conmols for the area concemed [40 CFRL 51302 14(c)], and the extent to which the agancy woald
reconcile its proposed acton with the plan or law [40 CFE. §1306.2{d)]. Cusrently, there is o mention of
Matiomal Park Service plans and whether or net thus project is comsistent with the goals identified in those plans
in the DEIS. On September 16, 2004, NPS provided FAA with detailed mformation for each affected NP5 unit's
eoals from appropriate plans.  This informaton, the potential conflicts, and the extent to which FAA will
reconcile these conflicts should be addressed in the Snal EIS in terms of secton 4(f)/303(c) determinations, as
well as a basts for potential aircraft marazement m relation o these areas.

CHAPTER. 6

Page 6-85, secton §.6.1, last sentence

The DEIS states that “Time Above the nafural ambient level {L50ua) i5 considered comparable to Time
Awdible, a metric which is in development by the FAA and the NP3, ut vmavailable fior this stady.” We sugeest
this sentence be remeoved fom the dooument NP acoustic experts do pof consider Time Above and Time
Audible az “comparable” metrics, and have copmwnicated this opmion to FAA  The Time Above metmic is
stmply presemted 23 a bast technology available for the DEIS developmen:
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As noted in response to comment #2 above, existing condition
information was provided in the Draft EIS for the area surrounding the
replacement airport within the area of significant impact as defined by
FAA standards (i.e., within the 65 DNL contour). Existing condition
information was not provided in the Draft EIS for areas beyond the
immediate environs of the replacement airport. Under NEPA,
information must be provided to compare conditions with and without
the proposed action — this was accomplished by providing projected
noise level information for 2010 and 2020 for the airport in its existing
and replacement location, both independently and combined
(cumulatively) with other aviation noise sources throughout the region.

The terms “baseline” and “current conditions” are not equivalent for
NEPA purposes. “Baseline” refers to a no-action alternative (the
existing airport in a future year), while “current conditions” refers to
conditions (including activity at the existing airport) in a present or
recent year.

Please see Appendix W (in the Final EIS), Issues Relating to
Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, which
contains a discussion of this issue.

Nevertheless, the FAA has included additional current condition
information for each 4(f)/303(c) property evaluated in the EIS in
Appendix S, Noise Levels for 2003 Conditions, in the Final EIS.

The text has been changed to address the comment in the Final EIS.

The descriptions of the NPS units located within the Initial Area of
Investigation, located in Section 5.3, Public Lands, Sub-Section 5.3.4
National Parks, Monuments, and Recreation Areas in the Final EIS,
are revised in the Final EIS to reflect the management goals outlined in
your correspondence of September 16, 2004. A reference to
consistency of the proposed action with the management goals of the
NPS areas within the initial area of investigation has been added to
Section 6.3 in the Final EIS. The 4(f)/303(c) determination coordinated
between the FAA and the NPS for Zion is included in Chapter 8 in the
Final EIS.

The text has been changed to address the comment in the Final EIS.



CHAFTERY

Page 7-8, 7-9

As pomted out om pages 7-8 and 7-8, nodse impacts were not modelad for military aircraft and imerant
operations from other airports in the snudy area, becauss of lack of adequate data. However, it should be noted
that this lack of data leads 1o a conservatve estimate of noise impacts throughout the DELS apalyses.

Page 7-61, last line

It appears that maybe the “Peroent Time Above Ambisnt-Weightsd " actually be Percent Tims Abave
Arbient-Towe: glied? The following setence goes oo o disouss %o TAA-Urweighted so it Sollows logically that
it may have been a ypographical emor

CHAFTER

Comyments on Chapeer 5. Section 5.6, apply to this Chapter as well
Paze §-3, paragraph 1

“The TAA metmic is considered comparable to tme andible, a metric which is m development by FAA
and MNPS, bat npavailable for this study.” We suggest FAA remove this sentence from the document. See
comments oo Chapier 6

Page §-6, paragraph 1

As noted in the text, Cadar Breaks MNattonal Mooument ©. . is noted 25 one of the top ten locations in the
UL5. for viewing the might sky. Partofits aftraction is the nanmwal quist which is generally free from low altiede
adrcraft.” In additon, T8% of the land area (4830 acres) ts recommendad for wildemess des: ﬂ:u ion. Feviewing
data presented in Appendiz B the omx tlasive TAA, using an ambient of 20dBA. ranges from 34 mimites per day
i 2010 1o 483 mimmes in 2020, a modsled incr=ass of approvimatehy 13 mimnes par day ovar the period. While
this is a relanvely minor merease, no Cament year of baseline conditions dafa is present =d from which to zauge
the relattve effect from the present to the modalad out-years

Page §-8, paragraph 3

Likewise, as noted m the text for Pipe Sprng National Momument, maintenance of the isolation md
serenaty of this setdng, in ight of the historical comtext of the padk is of prima Eamm:ce in the MBS,
F.erleml:g data presented in Apperdiz B, the cumdative TAA using an ambéent of 20dBA, rmnges fom 120.9
mimisies per day in 2010 to 173 8 pximmtes in 20240, a modeled increase of approximately £8 mimyes per day over
the period. This represents an increase from 8% in 2010 o 12% of the average 24-haur dey when noise
condidons will be above the existing ambiant sound levals (nanmal quisd) in 3020, The mcremental increass dus
specifically to the proposed 5t George replacemsnt airpart between 2010 and 2020 is approximaraly |1 mimie.
While the mcremental incTease is insiprificant, the oumulatve effect of ammoraf nodse rangins up to 127 of the
average day mepacted af a site which depends on conditions reflecting the histomc sefting. may be consmued by
oM 35 3 moderate impact. With mo curment year or basalme year dafa presented from which to gauge the
groath in moise Jevels and consequent effect fom the presect to the modelad ous-years, we cannot desemmine the
relative mipact to the sound emironment ai PISP between pow and 2020 associated with the proposed project

Section 8.5, Tion National Park Notse Effects Analyss

Tahble 8.1 presents the trend of increasing aircraft nodse mpacts to ZI0N. The summary presented fior
TAA, Peplacement Airport shows a copmlative increase of up to 110 mirutes per day between 2010 and 20270 ar
nearly 2 addrional heurs of the 24-hour day mpacted by noizes above f_.epa[k amfient leval already affectsd.
From data presented in Appendix B for an NPS massuremen site where the 110 additional TAA mimites was
caloulated berween 2010 and 2020, the site will experience noise levels above the ambient nahmral sounds level
far greater than 28% of the average 24-hour day. Azain. no baselins for the present siniation is reporied, so it is
impossibia to determine the mrrease from existing conditions associxted with the proposed project
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As noted in the EIS, military aircraft operating in the enroute
environment and aircraft operating between St. George and other study
area airports were included in the noise analyses. A few other military
flights (training exercises) operate within the study area, but at many
different altitudes and across numerous routes of Visual Flight Rules
free flight. Location and altitude data are not available for these
operations that occur less than once per average day. They approach
no closer than three miles from Zion. Consequently it is not possible to
estimate the contribution of these flights to the noise environment within
the study area.

While estimates are made of the number of operations that occur at
various other general aviation airports within the study area, the
destinations or origins of these flights are not recorded. Only in the Las
Vegas vicinity is information available that allows an estimation of the
direction of flight and mix of aircraft that fly over study area locations.
Consequently it is not possible to determine the locations of flights or
the type of aircraft (other than to be nearly certain that they are smaller
propeller aircraft) that operate to or from other general aviation airports
in the study area.

The net effect of these few military operations and undocumented
general aviation flights is believed to be inconsequential to the
cumulative noise levels to which sensitive locations throughout the
study area are exposed.

Based on experience at numerous other airports throughout the U.S., it
is likely that the noise energy associated with these “unmodeled” aircraft
will be inconsequential on the cumulative noise level. However, the
infrequent single event by these aircraft may have temporary effects on
underlying land uses that are noticeable to those on the ground that are
not reflected in cumulative noise levels.

The commenter is correct. The text has been changed in the Final EIS.

The sentence has been removed from the Final EIS. Audibility
evaluations for Zion are presented in the Final EIS in Appendix T.

Information regarding noise at Cedar Breaks National Monument in
2003 for all noise metrics except audibility is presented in Appendix S,
Noise Levels for 2003 Conditions, in the Final EIS.

Information regarding noise at Pipe Springs National Monument in 2003
for all noise metrics except audibility is presented in Appendix S, Noise
Levels for 2003 Conditions, in the Final EIS. Growth of the
cumulative TAA noise condition associated with the project action is

0.1 minute between 2010 and 2020. There is no project related effect in
2003.



Averaging the total TAA mimutes over a 24-hour day i3 not repreasenmtive of the temporal density of mpacted
fime or impacting events, which if caloalated om a 15-hour day would ebvicusly result in 2 higher %:TAA.
Therefore, a5 suggested above. it woald be nsefid to calculate metmic m both 15- and 24-hear “days”, including
baseline year conditions.

Takle 8.1 also dlustrates the prowth in aircraft nodse events betwesn 2010 and 2020. Mo baseline (omrent
sin@tion) data for oumber of events over specified notse levels is provided  The overall mumber of events above
the nanural ambient level (L30) will increase, depending on locaton, from approximately §5 to 124 additional
events, rangmg from 168 to 365 events per avemge 24-hour day or 7 to 15 events per hour. The caloulations
suzgested above would be useful wo fimther elucidate the dagree of impact fom contimued prowth in air taffic
ower the park asseciated with the proposed project

Paze §-10, section 8.5, last paragraph

In this semtence the DELS states that ™. . there would be no difference berwesn cummilative aviation moise
lewels with the existing and with the replacement airport in the two fizure year scemarzos (2010 and 2020,
Oither sections of the DELS, too oumerous to ciie m this comment, guantify the small, bat quantitatvely apparent
cnemlative impact differences. Copsequently, it would be more accimate to either remove the septence ar
reword it to state that there 13 mdeed a cumulative mipact difference, althoush incrementally small, when the
proposad replacement airport is considered

Page §-11, Time Above Ambient

For the average reader or member of the public. pmch of this data is difficult to visualize in terms of the
land base of the park. TAA maps in chapter 7 are helpful, but plot the geperalized, averaged incremental changes
in TAA at grid points across the park. These maps in Chapter 7 (Exhibits 7.7 and 7.8) could be enhanced by
priotmg the acnal mimates TAA in the grid circles, while lsaving the calor-coded circles representmsz the
incrememtal changes. Likewise a map displayicg the L3 (nammal) valoes for each grid point would be nsefl,
perhaps adding such data to Exhibits 7.22 thmough 7.25.

Page §-14, paragraph 1, Tiom National Park - Section 4(£)/'303{c) Defermination

The first sentence states that “The FAA has concluded, using amy reasonable measire, the above-
referenced quantifative data, reflecting, at most, de minimis mereases in coemlative noise, do oot approach a
suhstantial ippaimment of the values of this 4(£)/303(c) property.” 40 CFF. Part 1500 § 15300.1(k) states “WWEPA
procedures must insure that enviroomental information 1= availsble to public officials and dtizens before
decisions are made and action 15 taken ™ The sentence referenced above from the DETS could be seen as
poientally pre-decisional and therefore could be re-written fo 2void amy problems

The paragraph states in the last e that ©. . the FAA finds po substantial impaimment of any activity, feanme, or
atmbuie of Zion Matonal Park that contribuses to the park’s significance or enjoyment.” The statement would
Teter inform the reader if it were substandated relative to the changes atinuted w the replacement aiport
specifically. As mentoned in comments above, cupmiative impacts fom the projected growth in aircraft
overflights and the comiution of 5t. George airport can not be adequately assessed without comparisons to
baselice conditions
Page §-18, paragraph 1

The document references the *. ._average existing L30 level measured m Zion Matiomal Park. .. without

specifying the value. To save the reader having to sift thmough volumes of information to 2gain find that valoe
(20 dBA. page §-113), tf could be convenently prasented hara
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Noise metric information for the year 2003 at Zion National Park is
presented in Appendix S, Noise Levels for 2003 Conditions, in the
Final EIS. That information indicates that the noise levels and effects
from aircraft not related to the project will increase between 2003 and
2010, similarly to the increase noted between 2010 and 2020.

Information regarding noise effects during the 15-hour day (Leqg-day) is
presented in Table 6.24A, Table 6.24B, Table 6.27, and Table 6.28 of
the EIS for average annual conditions for Zion. As explained in the
response to comment #5 above, the FAA has determined that additional
analysis of 15-hour day is not justified.

The text of the Final EIS has been revised to reflect that there is
“incrementally small change” rather than “no change” in the noise
levels.

The information requested by the commenter is total Time Above
Ambient data and differs from the information presented on Exhibit 7.7
and Exhibit 7.8 in the Final EIS, which reflect change in Time Above
Ambient levels. Therefore, the change is not appropriate. However, the
commenter is directed to Appendix B, Tables B.42 and B.43, which
provide the information requested.

FAA NEPA analyses evaluate the degree of change between “no
project” or “baseline” conditions and the “with project” condition. Every
exhibit and table in the EIS provides this information, as well as the
information necessary to determine the degree of change. The
inclusion of total Time Above Ambient level mapping could lead to
confusion regarding the effects of this project.

The sentence referred to is the FAA’s 4(f)/303(c) determination
regarding the proposed replacement airport and Zion, a determination
that must be made by law prior to a decision to proceed with the project.
It is unclear what component of this would be pre-decisional.

Please see Appendix B for a thorough description of the relationships
between cumulative and project-related noise and the considerations
leading to the determination that the project does not create a
substantial impairment of the area 4(f)/303(c) sites. This appendix
shows the environmental information on the replacement airport project
that is available to both public officials and citizens now before any final
decisions have been made. In addition, please see Appendix W,
Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion
National Park, in the Final EIS, which addresses the absence of any
necessity to mitigate overflights that are not a part of the project-related
action. [continued V]
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[ A continued] As noted in response to comment #2 above, the FAA has
included current noise level information for all noise metrics, except
audibility, at all identified 4(f)/303(c) locations within the initial area of
investigation. This information is found in Appendix S, Noise Levels
for 2003 Conditions, in the Final EIS

The text has been revised with the inclusion of the average L50
measured noise level in Zion in the Final EIS.



VA

Navember 7, 2005

David Field, Manager

Planning/Program Branch

FAA Northwest Mountain Region, Airports Division
1601 Lind Avenue, SW, Ste. 615

Renton, WA 98-55-4056

Re: Comments re St. George Replacement Airport EIS
Dear Mr. Field:

The Grand Canyon Trust and National Parks and Conservation Association appreciate
this opportunity to respond to the Draft EIS for the construction of a replacement airport
in St. George, Utah (please see attached comments).

The Grand Canyon Trust challenged the initial EA because of concern about the potential
noise impacts such a replacement aitport could generate upon the natural soundscape of
Zion National Park.

Resulting from the subsequent court decision, the present DEIS was generaled. We
immediately would state, again, that we do not, and have not, been opposed to the idea of
replacing St. George’s existing airport. Our sole concem has been, and continues to be,
the rapidly growing, cumulative noise impacts of commercial aviation on Zion National
Park, which the Mational Park Service has identified as a high priority park for the
protection of its natural soundscape. The St. George airport is an essential part of the
national aviation transportation system, which is our main focus in these comments.

In our scoping letter of November 27, 2002, we asked for a number of cumulative noise
analyses and considerations regarding Zion. Somne of these have been thoroughly
accomplished, others in a rushed or “masked” way, and some not at all. We do respect
the precedenl-setting nature of this extraordinary depth of analysis, and the detailed work
thal went into it. .

We are still not convinced, after examining this document, that the noise analysis has met
certain, qualitilative preciseness required to protect natural quiet in Zion National Park.
This lack of analysis standard masks the enormity of the cumuliative aviation noise
burden on Zion National Park. We see from the cumulative noise analysis, however,
enough unsettling documentation to cause us to renew our expectation: that FAA
immediately proceed further, in cooperative concert with the NPS. This work would be
to (1) flesh out certain underdeveloped portions of the Zion noise analysis, for the FEIS;
and (2) to develop in the FEIS more substantially significant mitigation measures for
Zion.
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Thank you for your ongoing interest in this project. Your comments
regarding the Zion National Park (Zion) noise analysis and mitigation
measures are addressed later in response to your attached comments.



We appreciate your careful attention, and anticipate responsiveness as to our requests.
Please don’t hesitate to contact us if you have questions. Herewith follow our detailed
concems.

We would like to be included in any “Route Design Workshop” which could be
developed in the near foture, to begin the much-needed mitigation. Please don't hesitate
to contact us with any questions.

Sincerely yours,

Dick Hingson ) Steve Bosak

Overflights Specialist * National Parks Legacy Program Director

Grand Canyon Trust National Parks Conservation Association
‘Washington, D.C.

Cc:  Jock Whitworth, National Park Service, Superintendent, Zion National Park
Teff Bradybaugh, National Park Service (Resources), Zion National Park
Karen Trevino, NPS Natural Sounds Program
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Comments to the St. George Airport Draft Envir tal Impact Stat

Submitted by the Grand Canyon Trust and National Parks and Conservation
Association
November 8, 2005

Noise jmpacts on Zipn: The DEIS Summary Page contains a brief and inadequate

lative impact acknowledg, tin its final & y Table 6.28, “Summary of
Environmental Impacts and Benefits Associated with the Proposed Replacement
Airport.” (Page 6-523).

“Overflights of . . . Section 4({)/303(c) propert(ies). . . including Zion National Park . ..
“will continue to occur with relocation of the airport.”

RN NN NN AN NSNS NN AR

The FAA has presented no significant noise mitigation for Zion, within this DEIS, that
can be reliably assured, in spite of an extensive, and regionally unsettling, cumulative
DOT Sec. 4{f)/303¢ noise impacts analysis. We therefore re-emphasize the urgent need
for significant mitigation for noise.

1. Rapidiy growing aumbers of noisy en route overflights above Zion,
regardless of source, are increasingly creating gubstantial impairment on
the Park, a Section 4(f) 303(c) property of national signiflcance.

The hard reality, confirmed by the cumulative noise impacts analysis, is this:
Owver the last several decades, the FAA has allowed and facilitated ever more
noise-producing, en route aireraft traffic over Zion, as with many surrounding,
noise-sensitive parts of the West. The impetus for a sufficient capacity, and
efficient national air transportation system is understandable. However, this
has resulted in an exponentially growing number of intrusive noise evenls,
substantially impacting large portions of even prime, historic national park
units such as Zion. Its fragile soundscape daily becomes significantly
fragmented, heading towards its imminent obliteration in the Park’s quietest
backecountry.

The Park Service, within this DEIS, had noted the current noise burden there
quite simply: “At Chinle and Kolob, human-caused sounds™ (here meaning
airerait) “are audible 25 to 30 per cent of time {mean for all hours); some
hours exceed 55%." (emphasis supplied)

2601 N. Fort Valley Rd. Flagstaff, Arlzong 86001 (928} 774-7488 FAX (928) 774-7570 1
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The comment discusses the “rapidly growing numbers of noisy en route
overflights above Zion, regardless of source, [which] are increasingly
creating substantial impairment on the Park.” This “substantial
impairment” language relates to constructive use under Section 4(f).
Under Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) environmental procedures,
the FAA uses as guidance the regulation defining “constructive use” at
23 CFR §771.135(p). Under this regulation, a pre-existing substantial
impairment is not relevant in determining whether a proposed action
would itself result in substantial impairment. See Federal Register,
Volume 55, page 3600 (1990). Moreover, the extensive analysis of
cumulative noise in the EIS does not indicate that the additional noise
from the proposed replacement airport would cause significant impacts
on Zion or would be the “straw that breaks the back of the
environmental camel.” See Chapters 6, 7, and 8 and Appendices B
and T. Indeed, the audibility analysis in Appendix T of the Final EIS
shows that the audibility of aircraft noise in Zion would decrease with
the proposed replacement airport.

For greater discussion regarding mitigation, please see Appendix W,
Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion
National Park, in the Final EIS.
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Exhibits 7.23 and 7.25, and Tables 7.11A and 7.11B in the DEIS plainly
concur. The audibility trend is that for the same sites (and at most others
within the Park), intrusive sound will be heard between 50 and 80 percent of
peak daylight hours quite regularly, by the year 2020.

A particularly revealing way to comprehend the longstanding, growing degree
of soundscape impairment is seen in the analysis of the NA35 (*Number of
Events Above 35 dBA") data. NA35 is a good measure of the “on/off”,
“motor-revving” ground effects from the parade of endless overflights
impacting the core of the Park. The Park, in turn, is at the core of the
controversy. Any given one of these noise events — if considered int isolation,
or if widely spaced - might not interfere much with wildemess character, or
with backcountry visitor experience. But it is the cumulative effect over time,
especially for repeat visitors, which undeniably and unacceptably interferes
with the very reasons the backcountry visitor seeks out those zones, or other
special gettings, within the Park. These more noticeable noise events, i.e., 10-
15 decibels — at minimum, to as much as 50 decibels above the natural
ambient, are compellingly capiuted by the NA35 noise metric.

“A ‘Ringing’ that Never Stops”

As former Zion Superintendent Don Falvey has pointed out, in his most recent
comment' on this DEIS, “Imagine attending a symphony orchestra
performance, and hearing someone’s cell phone ringing. The experience of
enjoying the music would be destroved even though the measurable sound
levels may not be great.”

Unfortunately, the DEIS confirms that, on average, there will ocour in Zion, at -

each grid-point, between five and nine aviation noise events -- each likewise
noticeable and extended -- during each daytime hour, in 2010. Ten ycars
later, the DEIS discloses that this same figure -- on average — will have risen
to between seven and thirteen. Such numbers will become doubly warse on
peak days and peak hours, with noticeable noise events —each lasting about
two minutes —becoming as frequent as yet “another one™ every three minutes
(i.e., 20 per hour.)

In our view, such noise impacts increasingly approach and/or exceed both
FAA substantial impaimment and NPS major adverse impact thresholds for
Zion National Park’s backcountry.

Substantial aircraft noise mitigation?, therefore, is immediately required
for Zion, beginning with this decision, and with similar decisions for
regional airports in the future.

! See also the NPCA Scoping Letter (#21, at page 3, dated 12/9/02) for a sirnilar conceptualization.
? From National Park Service Scoping Letter (#12, at page 3, dated 12/3/02), “. .for alternatives in the EIS
that demonstrate potential adverse impacts on (Zion), FAA will need 1o consider how and to what extent
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As the FAA understands this comment, it is the commenter’s position
that Section 4(f)/303(c) and FAA Order 1050.1E, App. A, Sec. 6.4,
require the FAA to mitigate the “substantial impairment” to Zion alleged
in Comment #1 above. As explained in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS, the
proposed replacement airport at St. George would not result in a “use”
of Zion. Therefore, no mitigation is required under Section 4(f)/303(c).
For additional information regarding mitigation, please see

Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise
Impacts on Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.

Nonetheless, measures to minimize impacts from this project are
described in Appendix X, Monitored Noise Abatement Initiatives, in
the Final EIS.



This mitigation is suggested by not only DOT Section 4(f)/303(c). It is also
mandated by FAA Order 10150.1E, Sec. 6.4: “The EIS should . . .provide
detailed measures to minimize harm.” Equivalent context is also evident in
the Wilderness Act of 1964 and the National Parks Organic Act of 1916, as
amended in 1978 and subsequently interpreted by the National Park Service’s
management and other policies. FAA’s authority to respond appears implicit
in DEIS Sec. 5.14 (page 5-95) on “Airspace Structure’: “The categories and
types of airspace are dictated by the complexity or density of aircraft
movements, the nature of the operations conducted within the airspace, the
level of safety required, and national or public interest.” (emphasis supplied)
The national or public interest includes environmental protection for premier
national parks, which was reasserted as one of the FAA’s foundational 2
authorities by the National Parks Air Tour Management of 2000 (as a
Congressional Finding®.)

It is “national or public interest” that, for example, recently has enabled the
FAA to temporarily, intermittently, or permanently, clear or alter airspace
over relatively circumscribed areas, such as Disney theme parks, sporting
venues, or certain vulnerable urban areas. The “national or public interest”
should likewise encourage a similar-scale effort regarding Zion National Park
— being a monumental, national landmark®, where the quiet natural
soundscape is designated as worthy of extraordinary respect.

3 The NPS “Desired Conditions” noise thresholds® by Zion management
zone should, correspondingly, be presented succinctly, consistently, and
coherently in the main body of the FEIS. They should alse appear within | 3
its Executive Summary.

the impacts can be mitigated. The clearest and most obvicus mitigation would consist of an altemative

routing of all flights into areas that do not contain national parks or monuments, while providing sufficient v

horizontal buffers around those units in closest proximity. Miligation in other alternatives could consist of
limiting the number of flights over such areas, scheduling flights so they do not occur over the park during
critical times of day, and prescribing a flight path . . .which can be judged as having an acceptable impact”

3 P.L. 106-181, Sec. 802(2): “the FAA has the authority to preserve, protect, and enhance the environment
by minimizing, mitigating, and preventing the adverse effects of aircraft overflights on public . . Jands.”

* Spatial route mitigation could be referenced to a renowned Park “special landmark” as the focus for noise
abatement. In this regard, we again suggest Zion's “Great White Throne”, rising above the heart of the
Park, as a symbolic, defining Park leature for centering this effort.

* These important noise standards have evidently been set forth obscurely and inconsistently, scattered, or
virtually unlocatable (i.e., left out!) deep within the Consultations Appendix.
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Information is provided in Chapter 7 of the EIS and Appendix T,
Audibility Evaluation for Zion National Park, in the Final EIS,
regarding the noise levels associated with the National Park Services
(NPS) desired conditions within its various soundscape management
zones. The NPS letters detailing these desired conditions are available
in Appendix N, Coordination with the National Park Service, in the
Final EIS.
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The marked, increasing disparity between these Desired Conditions and the
Existing Condition and (especialty) Forecast Condition, underscores the
increasing NPS concern regarding Zion National Park. The Grand Canyon
Trust and other environmental organizations have continually commented to
FAA on this issue.

4, NPS-determined “Desired Conditions” incorporating NA35 (“Number of
Events above 35 dBA per unit time”) are critical for the various Zion
National Park Management Zones. This means adding NA35 as a fourth
sound metric for pivotal “Desired Conditions” noise thrésholds.

“Noticeabiliry-Free Intervals” (which correspond to the selected NA35
thresholds) should be correspondingly determined. The “Noise-Free
Intervals” (which correspond closely to NA20 impact thresholds) should
likewise be cornputed.

KEY POINT: For purposes of “substantial impairment” discussion,
related to FAA Order 1050.1E, Sec. 6.2¢-f, one might reasnnably (for
Zion) consider NA3S thresholds for noise impact asscssment® in back-
country primitive, pristine, or research zones, as accelerating along the
following, illustrative scale:

“NAS” (“Number of Events Above 35 dBA™), for any given hour

Minor Adverse: >1.0
Moderate Adverse: >2.0
Major Adverse: > 4,0

Substantial Impairment’: > 8.0

(The above scale is illustrative only. Corresponding scales would be
appropriate for longer intervals than an hour, The thresholds might be
appropriately modified to account for the fact that a proportion of the visitors
are experiencing several or many hours (even days) in these backcountry
zones. The thresholds might be modified also for the more developed Park
management zones.)

% The level of a minimal, audibility-based “Noise-Free Interval” of 60 minutes has been suggested as a
“desired conditions” cetling for nou-adverse, Zion backcountry noise impacts; see NPCA’s Scoping letter
of Dec, 9, 2002. The Park Service, in any event, may advise the FAA as to its thresholds in this regard,

7 See DOT Sec. 45/303c, as interpreted in FAA Order 1050.1E, Sec. 6.2¢-f

The FAA cannot accept this suggestion to use number of events above
35 dBA (“NA35”) as a noise threshold of significance for purposes of
determining “substantial impairment” under Section 4(f)/303(c). First,
NA35 does not represent Department of Transportation or Department
of Interior policy, or the policy of any Federal agency, for a National
Environmental Policy of 1969 (NEPA) standard of significance in
evaluating aircraft overflight noise for NPS units. Second, the FAA is
not aware of any scientific studies or empirical research suggesting that
this type of threshold is appropriate for adoption by the FAA in making
its determinations of constructive use under Section 4(f)/303(c) or
significance under NEPA. The extensive noise analysis in the Final
EIS, which includes an audibility analysis using Integrated Noise Model
(INM) v6.2b is sufficient to demonstrate that the proposed replacement
airport would not result in significant noise impacts or a substantial
impairment of Zion.
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Adverse noise impacts, especially in the pristine or primitive (wilderness
managed) portions of Zion, increasingly disrupt at NA35 frequencies
exceeding one or two per given hour, whete they cause increasing dissipation
of aesthetic value.

Recent laboratory and field research findings confirm this point, as reported to
the FAA in Scoping Comment #13, from Britton L. Mace, Ph.D., dated Dec.
6, 2002: “My colleagues and I have found statistically significant effects {in
national parks) on aesthetic, affective, and cognitive scale ratings when
helicopter noise is present at 40 A-weighted decibels , . . “Resuits suggest
that (such) noise, even at a relatively quiet 40 dB{A), interferes with many
attributes considered to be important to the visitor experience, and even
affects the perceived aesthetic quality of landscapes.” (emphases added)

NA35 data particularly well conveys such cumulative impacts (beiter than
Lmax or even Per Cent Time Audible) because the frequency of noticeable
events, incessantly coming back into consciousness, has more impact than
either many very low or very sporadic, very high magnitude events. That is
why NA35 data and thresholds appear singularly appropriate for the Zion
noise and DOT 4{f)/303(c) analysis.

(a) Audibility Data needs to be presented in the FEIS (and actually
mapped) for all Zion National Park grid-points, modeled with INM 6.2

(b) Observer-attended Audibility Data should be presented for all Zion
sites where recently obtained, (i.e., the 1995 — 2003 studies.)

INM 6.2 modeling data is tequired in order to allow the NPS the ability to
apply its selected quantitative impacts criteria re noise to its management
goals (i.e., “Desired Conditions™) as set forth by Park management zones.

The DEIS has not, however, produced INM 6.2 data modeling results, as
promised by its original Statement of Work. As per FICAN's January 27,
2005 meeting, “INM 6.2 is the best practices modeling methodology currently
available to evaluate aircraft noise in national parks.” Its omission in this
instance is strongly noted, now almost a year later.

Therefore, (1} Will the FEIS show INM 6.2 modeling results, at least for each
grid paint and observer-based site in Zion National Park? (2) Will the FEIS
present previously obtained audibility data, from 1995, 1998, and 20027 (3)
Will such data be adequately presented, for each of the observer-attended
noise-modeling sites within Zion Natjonal Park?

Re Lmax: This, of NPS’ “desired conditions” three criteria, s the only one
that has been quantitatively assessed by the FAA. In that regard, we ask, are

As of the completion date of the Draft EIS, a version of the INM capable
of producing audibility information had not been released for public use.
The FAA agreed to use the new version of the INM model, v6.2b, to
calculate the requested audibility information. The results of this
additional analysis are presented in Appendix T, Audibility
Evaluations for Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.

The data reported in the 1995-2003 measurement studies at Zion is the
basis of the audibility analysis presented in the Final EIS. These data
were used to develop 1/3 octave band characteristics for multiple
locations within Zion and then processed using the INM to produce
Percent Time Audible maps of aircraft noise in Zion.

In brief, the audibility analysis indicates that at all points within Zion, the
cumulative condition with the replacement airport resulted in a decrease
in the minutes of audibility over a 24-hour day.

When the differences in contributions to audibility were compared for
the existing and replacement airports alone, the replacement airport
resulted in a decrease in the minutes audible at every point within Zion.
The percent audibility for airport-only conditions ranged from 0.5
percent to 12.5 percent of the day across the airport-only cases, with
average exposures ranging from 3.5 percent to 6.1 percent of the day
among the three separate years that were evaluated.

For a full discussion of the audibility results, please see Appendix T,
Audibility Evaluations for Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.

Regarding your comment on Lmayx, the EIS provides Lmax information
on each grid point in Zion, regardless of its level. Further, Appendix B
presents information regarding the amount of time the 45 dBA level is
exceeded at each grid point within Zion.



Lmax “desired limits” now somehow set at 60 dBA, in the three most
protected park zones, rather than 45 dBA, as shown in the DEIS? (See NPS
Letter to Lowell Johnson, dated 2/4/05, from Jock Whitworth.) Without
adequate rationale, any elevation of limits from 45 dBA to 60 dBA (not even
reported, let alone explained, in this DEIS) could be viewed as arbitrary and
capricious.

In our view, the published Lmax threshold of 45 dBA for non-human noise,
(being more than 20 dBA above typical back-country Zion natural ambient),
remains more appropriate,

The indiscriminate, repeated reliance on only the broadest of averaging
parameters for Zion National Park noise analysis is not sufficient, and in
some cases, simply not appropriate.

The concern for Zion National Park’s special natural quiet is at the heart of
this multi-million dollar environmental impact analysis. Its noise analysis
thus has to be appropriate to the needs of various classes of Zion park visitor,
by zone, by time, by time of day.

Critical aspects of noise assessment, focusing on more precise periods
{“daytime hours”, “12-hour day”, *15 hour day”, “peak day”’, “peak hour”,
particular “segments” of days, the “night” etc) have all been anreasonahly
ignored. This is especially true for “Time Above” and “Number of Events
Above Analyses.

The typical backcauniry user is not necessarily there for 24 full hours, or even
as an overnight camper. Some do camp there one or more nights. The typical
park visitor may not camp, or, only in established, vehicular campgrounds.
Yet both classes of visitors do use the backcountry zones. Both classes seek
out contemplative time or solitude there during a particular hour they may
have available, or period of any given day, or particularly upon reaching
certain special settings/vistas.

In general, the guality of visitor experience in Zion — oriented as it is toward
landscape appreciation — is most impacted or affected by daytime noise
intrusions, in contrast to much more sporadic night-time, noise events, Night
hours coincide mainly with sleeping, social, eating, or otherwise less attentive
activities, and landscape contemplation is less central (except perhaps during
certain portions of moonlit periods.) Twenty-four hour averaging for NA, and
Time Above, or for Time Audible, is therefore unacceptable, if not augmented
with analysis for more precise periods, like “Peak Hour”, and “Peak Day.”

The Draft EIS presented the standard average annual day analysis and
the Final EIS also includes a sensitivity analysis for daytime hours to
provide additional reference and comparison of daytime and nighttime
levels. For a full discussion regarding this analysis, please see
Appendix U, 15-Hour Sensitivity Analysis, in the Final EIS.

Most aircraft flights occur during daytime hours as described in the EIS
Chapter 6, Table 6.2, Day/Night Traffic Distribution — 2003
Conditions, which may be compared to the 24-hour average noise
levels disclosed in Table 6.1, Average Day and Annual Operations —
2003 Current. The metrics used in the noise analysis are described in
Appendix A of the EIS. An average day value is computed by dividing
the annual total activity by 365. The process used to establish the noise
level for the 24-hour day involves noise modeling of average daytime
activity coupled with an assumed average ambient level representative
of the average measured L50 existing ambient level within Zion.

Unlike vehicular traffic, aircraft traffic does not experience the degree of
concentration based on seasons. Throughout the year, the distribution
of the great majority of the air traffic over the initial area of investigation
is dependent upon national travel demand trends and varies little from
month to month. Non-average days were not individually assessed as
part of the EIS analysis. Hourly data is not currently available. The
extensive noise analysis in the EIS, which includes the addition of an
audibility analysis in Appendix T, Audibility Evaluation for Zion
National Park, in the Final EIS, is sufficient to constitute the “hard look”
required under NEPA.
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¥ See DEIS, at page B-284: “The majority of the Park visitor activity takes place in the morning, aftemoon,
and early evening hours.”



“Peak Hour" was used for certain noise analyses (TA35, TA45) in the
original EA’s supplemental noise analysis and should be included in the
DEIS.

Broad Regional Context, particulacly regarding aircraft fiight routes, is
key to understanding potential mitigations for Zion.

We request that a wider-scope selection of Regional “Flight Density" and/or
cumulative, typical-day “Flight Tracks” maps be also provided in the FEIS.
Even for the limited Potential Area of Effect, the DEIS maps tended to be
smaller-scope, segmented, to show type of aircraft or route track. They were
not cumulative operations density depictions. (The types of wider-scope maps
we suggest can be seen in the two final graphics presentations” of “What Is A
Natural Soundscape”, 2 January, 2005 technical paper, at
http://www.hmmh.com - see at *“Publications™.)

‘What we particularly request are examples of cumulative flight density,
graphically mapped for a typical day (or representative parts of days), out to
500 miles, perhaps 750 miles, from Zion and the St. George Airport. These
should be presented and discussed, particularly with reference to the most
major airports of origin and destination, and with emphasis on consistently
uneven patterns of daily density. We are interested in how any patterns may
typicaily fluctuate by time of day, or by days of the week, or by seasons of the
year, or how they could be modified to better treat Zion.

Quantified contour maps of daily, or hourly, flight density would additionally
be helpful in the analysis and understanding of the broad regional sound
environment, iraffic patterns, and options for long distance traffic
routing/mitigation. FAA and interested parties could then be able to
commence the “Route Design Workshop”, called for in NPCA’s Scoping
Letter of December 9, 2002.

‘Without mapped Flight Density and/or Flight Tracks — on widened regional
scales — it is pearly impossible for the interested public to conceptualize what
ultimate mitigation, for long distance routes, could or could not be
accomplished for Zion.

“ExistingConditions” (2003 or 2000 baseline data) needs to be presented,
assessing current aircraft nolse over Zion.

We note the presence of 2003 operations data, as supplementing similar data
presented in the original EA. This is the type of data which would underlie a
“base line” year” or “present conditions” analysis, yet there does not appear to

The initial area of investigation surrounding the St. George airport
vicinity is based on the area of potential effect at the existing or
replacement airport at St. George. The cumulative effects of aviation
noise within the area affected by St. George airport activity was then
added to the initial area of investigation to demonstrate the cumulative
condition. The study area for the St. George EIS now extends
approximately 100 miles by 120 miles, covering over approximately
12,000 square miles. The noise analysis conducted in this EIS
indicates that the replacement airport at St. George would not have
significant impacts within the selected study area and therefore
expanding the study area would not further contribute to the
understanding of impacts associated with the proposed project.

The issue of mitigation for “long distance routes” is addressed in
Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise
Impacts on Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.

Existing condition information was provided in the Draft EIS for the area
surrounding the replacement airport within the area of significant impact
as defined by FAA standards (i.e., within the 65 DNL contour). Existing
condition information was not provided in the Draft EIS for areas beyond
the immediate environs of the replacement airport. Under NEPA,
information must be provided to compare conditions with and without
the proposed action — this was accomplished by providing projected
noise level information for 2010 and 2020 for the airport in its existing
and replacement location, both independently and combined
(cumulatively) with other aviation noise sources throughout the region.

The terms “baseline” and “current conditions” are not equivalent for
NEPA purposes. “Baseline” refers to a no-action alternative (the
existing airport in a future year), while “current conditions” refers to
conditions (including activity at the existing airport) in a present or
recent year.

Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, which contains a discussion of
this issue.

Nevertheless, the FAA has included additional current condition
information for each 4(f)/303(c) property evaluated in the EIS in
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* Referring to this HMMH study’s two maps, titled “Issues to Resolve”, sub- titled “Jet Departures over
Grand Canyon National Park, Arizona: October 17, 2000”. One covers 180 x 120 miles; the other 800 x
520 mules. v

Appendix S, Noise Levels for 2003 Conditions, in the Final EIS.
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be an “Existing Conditions™ Noise Analysis, praduced from this data, for
Zion. We also note the July 27, 2005 Consultation Letter from the Park
Service at Zion to Lowell H. Johnson, asserting that “baseline year” or
“present conditions™ noise data should be included as part of the prerequisite
cumulative impact assessment.

Without such data, we conclude that a complete cumulative impact analysis is
lacking, one that takes into account the “contributions past and present, as
well as reasonably foreseeable future actions, even if not directly atiributable
to the proposed project, but when related and taken together, may constitute a
potential impact to sensitive resources.” Existing Conditions Noise Analysis is
explicitly called for by FAA Order 1050.1E, Sec. 14.4 (¢). This responsibility
is further clarified by the FAA direction concerning Sec. 14.4 (e), in Federal
Register 69 (115) 33819.

We look forward to seeing comprehensive “Existing Conditions™ Noise Data
(particularly as to Zion Nationa! Park) being presented in the Final EIS, with
application of the additionally precise meirics and assessment thresholds cited
in the above sections.

Jet Contrails over Zion are a major aesthetic, visnal impact from
cumnlatively growing aviation over the Park. This impact needs to be
assessed.

Organizational (NPCA), Agency (EPA), and individual (Comment #17}
scoping letters -- the latter even presenting representative photographs —
pointed, directly or implicitly, to the need for a visual impacts or other
analysis for jet aircrafl contrails over Zion Natiopal Park. Visual and aesthetic
impacts are part of customary NEPA analysis and we look forward to the
FEIS assessment addressing the impacts of jet contrails over Zion National
Park.

RE: FAA L90 “White Paper” re Zion Noise Assessment: We do not
support the FAA “Explanation for Not Using 1.90 in the St. George EIS
Noise Analysis.”

Cur original position remains constant; and respects the bedrock consiancy of
L90, The L9 is the most appropriate indicator of the natural ambient sound
levels in national parks, particularly parks such as Zion.

We here simply recite from the James D. Foch, Ph.D. Affidavit to the U.S.
Court of Appeals, D.C. Circuit in our 2002 case briefs, for Grand Canyon
Trust vs. FAA. Dr. Foch’s credentials are presented there, and are well known
to NPS and FAA. The second cite is from the National Park Service itself.
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The assertion in the comment that jet contrails are a major visual impact
is not supported by evidence. Contrails are line-shaped “condensation
trails” that are sometimes produced by aircraft engine exhaust, typically
at aircraft cruise altitudes several miles above the Earth’s surface.
Contrails have been a normal effect of jet aviation since its earliest
days. They are composed primarily of water (in the form of ice crystals)
and do not pose health risks to humans. For a contrail to form, suitable
conditions must occur immediately behind a jet engine in the expanding
engine exhaust plume. Depending on the temperature and amount of
moisture in the air at the aircraft altitude, contrails evaporate quickly (if
the humidity is low) or persist (if the humidity is high). Atmospheric
temperature and humidity at any given location undergo natural daily
and seasonal variations and hence, are not always suitable for the
formation of contrails.’

FAA Order 1050.1E addresses visual impacts in Appendix A,

Section 12. It instructs that the visual sight of aircraft, aircraft contrails,
or aircraft lights at night, particularly at a distance that is not normally
intrusive, should not be assumed to constitute an adverse impact.
Information gathered by NPS and the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) has
indicated that visual effects of aircraft or aircraft contrails are minor.
Visitor survey information compiled by NPS from 39 different units of the
national park system reported that 18.8 percent of visitors reported
seeing aircraft and that three percent of visitors were annoyed by
seeing aircraft.? The USFS study on Potential Impacts of Aircraft
Overflights of National Forest System Wilderness (1992) found that
annoyance of wilderness visitors was associated more strongly with
noise exposure than with the visibility of aircraft or the condensation
trail, and that aircraft were rarely noticed for visual effects alone.

1

Aircraft Contrails Factsheet, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, EPA430-F-00-
005, September 2000, www.epa.gov

Report on Effects of Aircraft Overflights on the National Park System, U.S.
Department of the Interior/National Park Service, July 1995.

As discussed in the EIS and in Appendix N, Attachment N-4,
Explanation for Not Using L90 in the St. George EIS Noise Analysis
(in the Final EIS), the FAA and the NPS have agreed that the L50
metric is appropriate for use in this analysis. Further, an assessment of
the appropriateness of L50 and L90 as representative of ambient noise
levels in wilderness environments was conducted with the conclusion
that the L50 median represented a better average ambient noise level
because virtually all noise in such environments is from ambient
sources. Therefore, L90 was not computed for the various locations
within the initial area of investigation.
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“The significance of L90 is simple: it is the approximately constant sound
level, a resultant of many distant natural sounds, uponr which nearby natural
sounds (and intruding human noise) are superposed.

L90 is the most appropriate indicator for gauging Roise impact to the natural
soundscape. Noise levels appreciably greater than L90 will obliterate or
destroy the natural soundscape.” — James L. Foch, Ph.D.

Qur organizations believe that merely recognizing the abstract median, or the
mean, of the natural sound level is not the same as appropriately embracing
also the particularly striking, phenomenal low-end of the natural ambient.
The LSO addresses the most critical “lulls”, “interludes”, or “intervals”
needing protection; as the National Park Service states in its 1994 Report to
Congress, with emphases added:

an

“Lulls in the wind or interlydes between animal sounds create intervals where
the quiet of a sylvan setting is quite striking. In considering natural quiet as a
resource, the ability to hear clearly the delicate and quieter intermittent
sounds of nature, the ability to experience interludes of extreme quie! for their
own sake, and the opportunity lo de so for extended periods of time is what
natural quiet is all abour.”

-- Sec. 3.2.1 “Qualitative Assessment of Natural Quiet”, from the National
Park Service 1994 Report to Congress, “Effects of Overflights on Units of
the National Park System™

Therefore, we respectfully disagree with the selection of the L50 naturat
ambient as somehow agreed earlier this year between the FAA and the NPS,
in lieu of L90. The “luils”, “interludes,” “intervals”, and “(striking) or
(extreme) quiet” -- as in fine music -- are entirely depending upon maintaining
L90 as their fundamental baseline of ambient preservation.

Our disagreement with L50 becomes all the sharper for a parficular, small
number, of national park units where a phenomenal degree of extended quiet
(what is essentially “silent”) is recognized as being an essential part of their
aura, their “power of place.” Zion is certifiably among that smail number of

VA
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national parks which have been thus recognized, and deserves L90 as the
recognized and protected natural ambient, wherever possible. The difference
between these two exceedence levels at Zion is apparently near 4-5 dB. To
some that is only a number. These numbers, however, are atnong the most
important decibels of value in Zion. To devalue them, with any version of
L50, is to unduly devalue one of the Park’s most defining characteristics.

Request for “User-Friendly” Graphics and Certain Cumulative Noise
Analyses .

We appreciate the many elaborate, user-friendly graphic depictions and
colored tabular information presented in comparing Zion noise and other area
impacts. These mainly focus on the present St. George airport versus the
proposed St. George replacement airport. At this point, we seek likewise
“user-friendly” graphics and detail in the FEIS for facilitating analysis of
other, equally important acoustic measurements and overall cumulative
impact analyses for en ronte overflights, affecting Zion National Park.

Here are examples we request, to impro\-fe the FEIS:

s (Contextual Exhibits: As context for interpreting the above, the FEIS
should provide certain temporal data about aircraft operations: -
** Hlustrate the typical, daily, and nightly, cycle—by hour—of en
route Zion flyovers from all aircraft, irrespective of airport of origin.
Histograms by hour would cogently and simply present the number of
overflights typical, throughout the typical 24-hour day.
** Nllustrate, similarly, seasonal and day-of-the week fluctuations in
overflights of Zion.

e Exhibit 7.7: Each grid-point for Zion should show its own, unique
column and row numbet, within its own circle, on such templates. The
reader should not have to laboriously decipher and transfer the
information from elaborate tables, while depending on a “bare bones”
intreductory scheme such as that shown in Exhibit B.55.

Exhibit B.55: The above principle applies here also.

Reguested Exhibit: The L350 Natural Ambient (plotted to the nearest
decimal) should appear on each one of the 95 mapped grid-points for
Zion.

* Reguested Exhibit: The NA3S should be plotted similarly onto each
Zion grid-point and observing site, for the 24 hour-day, but also after
being serially corrected for particular more active and/or precise “‘per
unit time” intervals, such as specified under Point “6.” above. These
should be also done, to the nearest decimal, for
** Baseline Year (2003)

** Y2010
Y2020

10
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The extensive noise analysis in the EIS is complex in nature but the
agency believes that the existing documentation, including additions
made to the Final EIS, are reasonable and accessible. Graphics of
information not available (peaking characteristics and hourly data) are
not provided. Audibility mapping is provided in Appendix T, Audibility
Evaluation for Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.

FAA policy requires the preparation of the DNL assessment in
environmental documents.
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Exhibit 7.23, and Exhibit 7.25: The cumulative “Per Cent of Time

Above Natural Ambient™ with the Replacement Airport should
likewise be comprehensively plotted (for 24-hour day, for also for 15-
hour day, for 9-hour night, and for other useful, precise time .
parameters we have requested, and as NPS may also deem appropriate.
Requested Exhibits: Mapped exhibits similar to the above, but
according to the following specifications.

1.

2.

3.

INM 6.2 audibility data, with similar time parameters as

requested above

Observer-attended audibility data from the Wyle and

HMMH work.

“Peak Hour” and “Peak Day" modeled audibility data in

addition to “*Average Hour” and “Average Day” data.

An Exhibit comparing INM 6.2 audibility data for at least

selected Zion National Park grid points, versus:

(a) observer-attended audibility-logged data from the Park;

(b) TA20 and NA20; and TA25 and NA2S5 data, as derived
fiom INM 6.1

These data and grid-points could be somewhat selective,
but should cover enough data points o adequately validate
the DEIS” application of INM 6.1 over DOT 4(f) and
neighboring arcas, since INM 6.2 analysis for them might
seem infeasible at this point. (If feasible, it should be
done.)

Requested Exhibits:

1.

“Noise-Free Interval” in minutes, mapped onto the 95 Zion
grid points (derived from INM 6.2, or else TA20, for units
of daytime hours or segments)

Noticeability-Free Intervals” in minutes, mapped likewise
(these to be derived from TA35 and NA35 data)

Requested Exhibits

1.

A “template” Zion topographical map, which more clearly
shows underlying trails, roads, creeks, named points of
interest, and with grid-point (or encircled grid-point)
overlays which do not obscure these features, useful for
persons knowledgeable/interested in Zion Park land
features (this would better allow relating data numbers
from tables to specific landscapes and topography).

Show representative “time-sound histories”, to illustrate the

succession of typical single event aireraft noise events. The

Wyle and HMMH studies are replete with them as raw
data.

11
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3. Show representative “single-event” instantaneous noise
contours from selected types of commercial aircraft, for
individual overflight of Zion.

4, Show “Indicative NA35, Average 15-Hour Day or “Fer
Hour” color contour graphic illusiration for Zion, in years
2010 and 2020 (analogous with the NA70 plot in Fig. 4.3 in
“Discussion Paper: Expanding Ways to Describe and
Assess Aircraft Noise™ {Australian Commonwealth
Department of Transport and Regional Services, March
2000; available at http://www.dotrs.gov.ay, or through
david.southgate{@dotrs.gov.an.) ‘

For this exercise, usefitl color categories would roughly
correspond to the “number of events” intervals keyed on
the Australian graphic.

» IfFEIS space becomes at issue, we suggest the FAA
consider adding the above-requested exhibits, while
simultaneously deleting the DNL data analysis for DOT
Sec 4(f)/303c properties cwrently shown.

FAA Order 1050.1E, Sec. 14.3, informs that “The DNL 65
dB threshold does not adequately address the effects of
noise on visitors to areas within a national park. . where
other noise is very low and a quiel setting is a generally.
recognized purpose and attribute. The Park Service itself
has repeatedly explained the DNL is not especially helpful
or appropriate in national park noise assessment, though it
may be for other purposes. The NPCA Scoping Letter of
12/9/02, at Page 5, explains much the same point, and
requested FAA to not include or rely on DNL data as an
useful metric for national park noise analysis.

Unless FAA has some demonstrably useful, or appropriate,
need for the DNL analysis for DOT 4(f)/303¢ properties, re
Zion in particnlar, DNL could reasonably be discarded for
the FEIS. By improving focus, the FEIS would thus
become a much more user-friendly documnent..

Forecasting

The predicted St. George Airport operations numbers, and Zion cumulative
“gverflights” numbers from all airports, seem very high for 2010 and 2020.
This is based on current conditions and world events, especially regarding
current oil prices and recent trends in air travel, and airline route restructuring
and solvency. FAA's 2005 Aerospace Forecasts (March, 2005), fot example,

12
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The past history of fuel fluctuations (i.e., oil embargo, economic
downturns, bankruptcies, etc.) does not indicate any significant
reduction in the rate of growth in passenger demand or aviation activity
except in the general aviation sector. What general aviation activity
remains is largely non-discretionary and takes place in support of
business activities. Airlines are, as a group, generally unaffected by
these factors because they pass the additional costs through to the
passenger. The forecasts, as developed for the St. George evaluation
are developed from the bottom up with the participation of the users of
the facility, the air carriers and the general aviation operators, and
consequently, are likely to be more accurately representative of future
conditions than forecasts drawn from national totals down to local
conditions.

In early 2006, the FAA published their annual Terminal Area Forecast
(TAF) of aviation activity for airports throughout the U.S. Upon review
of the 2006 TAF and the forecast used for this EIS, the FAA has
determined that the EIS forecast remains consistent with and within the
criteria of acceptability (10 percent for the 5-year time horizon and

15 percent for the 10-year time horizon) with the newly published TAF.
Furthermore, the EIS forecast of operations and the 2006 TAF
operations numbers are within one percent of one another.
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16,

derive from its contained, faulty economic assumption that the price of jet fuel
would be at 75-80 cents per gallon, between 2005 and 2010. Presently, these
prices remain sustained in the $2.50 to $2.80 range (at least triple the forecast
assumption.) Experienced observers do not expect significant long-term
reductions to anywhere near the originally forecast fuel price levels.

Regquest: Even if not incorporated into the detailed noise analyses, please
update the best available forecast data, from the soon-to-be released 2006
FAA Acrospace Forecast, in Cumnlative Analysis Table 7.1, “Current and
Forecast Operations” (Page 7-7). (One might prudently anticipate at least a
possible acknowledgement at that point, by the FAA, that it'no longer
anticipates so high a sustained (3.6%) annual growth rate in U.S. operations.)
Any revised, cumulative growth rate percentage should be presented as new
information, in the FEIS.

Psychological Imﬁacts Assessment

Please list and qualify aciual or potential psychological impacts on Zion
backcountry users exposed to hours and/or days of unmitigated,
proiracted, cnmulative frequencies of overflight noise events, particularly
at highly noticeable Lmax levels near or exceeding 40 dBA.

This request is consistent with comnments and references provided in the
12/9/02 NPCA Scoping letter, at Page 5, also with scoping comments
simultaneously received from Britton L. Mace, Ph.D, cited in the NPCA leiter.

Air Tour Data

The air tour data in Appendix C (re: Zion, Bryce, and Cedar Breaks) should be
reconciled with approved air tour “Interim Operating Authority” numbers for
those Parks, as reported in the FAA’s Federal Register Notice of October 7,
20035, “Supplement to Notice of Interim Operating Authority Granted to
Commercial Air Tour Operators Over National Parks and Tribal Lands Within
or Abutting Nationai Parks.”

Desired Conditions: (NPS, Zion)

A simple summary comparison, of the likely quantititative correlation
between unweighted and weighted audibility, at various dB levels, as per NPS
“Dresired Conditions” for Zion, should be provided, to aid the general public

and decision-makers,

Unwarranted Use of “Existing Ambient” instead of Natnral Ambient for
DOT 4(f)/303c Properties other than Zion National Park
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No health or welfare impacts are known to occur at the low levels of
aircraft noise currently occurring in or predicted for Zion. A maximum
sound level of 40 dBA is not loud, and most of the aircraft over Zion
have lower maximum levels than 40 dBA. Average aircraft sound
levels are in the 30’s dBA.

To put this sound level into context, below is an excerpt of examples of
average sound levels in national parks from a poster used by FAA and
NPS at NEPA scoping meetings for Grand Canyon overflights and
some common noise equivalencies.

Outdoor
Equivalent Sound
Quiet rural nighttime

Indoor
Equivalent Sound
Recording studio /

National Park
dBA Average Sound
20’s Canyonlands National

Park, leaves rustling Concert Hall
background noise
30’s Grand Canyon, High Library Quiet suburban

altitude airline overflight
40’s Zion National Park,
Crickets (5 m)

60’s Whitman Mission,
Speech (3 m)

Studies that have been done on effects of aircraft noise on visitors to
national parks or wilderness areas have focused on annoyance and
interference with enjoyment. The Report on Effects of Aircraft
Overflights on the National Park System (NPS 1995) and the Potential
Impacts of Aircraft Overflights of National Forest System Wilderness
(U.S. Forest Service 1992) are large-scale studies in which a
concerted effort was made to apply quantitative methods to outdoor
recreationists’ reactions to aircraft noise exposure in wilderness-type
environments.

nighttime
Quiet urban nighttime

Small theatre
background noise
Normal speech at
three feet

Commercial area

The NPS study reported that about a fifth of all park visitors recalled
hearing airplane noise (including visitors to parks with frequent low-
altitude air tour flights). Two to three percent of visitors thought aircraft
noise had an impact on them, and less than two percent of visitors
believed that aircraft noise interfered with enjoyment of their visits or
was annoying. Among park visitors who expressed annoyance of any
degree, most reported they were slightly or moderately annoyed. NPS
surmised that negative reactions to aircraft noise would be stronger
among people who spent more time in isolated areas and may have
different expectations about solitude. When questioned by mail after
their park visits, about a third of wilderness permit holders recalled
some annoyance or intrusion from aircraft noise during their outdoor
recreation experiences. [continued V]
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[ A continued] The major emphasis of the USFS study was to determine
the effects of aircraft overflights on visitor enjoyment in remote
wilderness areas. Wilderness visitors were interviewed during and
shortly after their wilderness visits to assess the impact from exposure
to aircraft overflights. Key findings of this study included:

e Aircraft noise intrusions did not appreciably impair the
surveyed wilderness users’ overall enjoyment of their visits or
reduce their reported likelihood of repeat visits.

The majority of wilderness visitors interviewed were not annoyed by

overflights. The visitors, in general, did not notice aircraft even when
they were present. This was especially true for high altitude aircraft.

Low-altitude, high-speed aircraft were reported as the most annoying
type of aircraft.

The most recent Interim Operating Authority (IOA) data was used in
the preparation of the EIS.

Information is provided in Chapter 7 and Appendix T, Audibility
Evaluations for Zion National Park, in the Final EIS regarding the
noise levels associated with the NPS desired conditions within its
various soundscape management zones. The NPS letter detailing
these desired conditions is available in Appendix N, Coordination
with the National Park Service, in the Final EIS.

As noted by the NPS in its comments to the FAA regarding noise
evaluations within Zion, the analysis of unweighted noise levels is not
possible using INM version 6.1. The audibility analysis prepared for
the Final EIS provides an assessment of the time aircraft are audible
at various locations within Zion using unweighted 1/3 octave band data
and INM v6.2b. Please see Appendix T, Audibility Evaluation for
Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.
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The use of “existing ambient” as baseline for the other DOT 4(£f)/303¢
properties does not seem scientifically supported. The DOT 4(f)/303c
ambient thresheld of 29 dBA throughout appears, 5-10 dBA high. Recent
Grand Canyon natural ambient data charts show such levels typical only of
Ponderosa-type forest, and near rapidly running water, We request cotrection
by substituting the natural ambient levels used for the Black Mountain
Petroglyph special noise analysis, which appeared to be 20 dBA; and, better
still, use/develop available 190 data for other such properties. A
“reasonableness test” could be prudently developed, by simply measuring the
natural ambient L90 for a representative sample of other DOT 4(£)/303¢
properties. )

Leq Increases During Forecast Period

We note Zion grid-point Leq increases, averaging about 1.5 dBA, during the
2010-2020 forecasting interval alone. This is a cause of considerable concern.
As per the NPA/Grand Canyon Trust Letter of 3/30/01, commenting on the
EA’s Record of Decision, we repeat that a few-decibel rise in Leq over x
number of years is by no means “de minimus”, for national park areas, Zion in
particular. We, and many commentors have observed this. Since no
“Existing Conditions™ Noise Data (2003} appeared in the DEIS, we don’t
know what further increase FAA predicis for Leq between 2003 and 2020, in
Zion.

Request: Please calculate the 2003 fo 2020 increases in datly and daytime
Leq, and for “Peak Hour”, and show for all grid-points in Zion. This can be
irrespective of which St. George airport, and could be sither with the airport
ontitted or included.

14
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The average of measured ambient L50 levels in Zion at thirteen
separate locations is considered to be more representative of average
ambient noise levels throughout the initial area of investigation
because they were measured over several seasons, cover a longer
sampling period, and reflect a variety of topographic and surface cover
conditions found throughout the region. The Little Black Mountain
Petroglyph Site measurements were made in winter during a period of
less local overflight activity, were sited to record noise on one
property, and consequently reflect limited topographic and surface
vegetation conditions specific only to that property. Therefore, the
considerably greater quantity of measurement data available from Zion
is considered to be more representative of the average conditions in
the region. That data has been accepted by the NPS as
representative of conditions throughout Zion and other NPS properties
in the area. Owing to the similarity of natural conditions in Zion
(weather, vegetation, topography, soils, etc.) to the natural conditions
present in other noise-sensitive locations throughout the region, the
FAA has concluded that the noise levels measured in Zion will
adequately represent ambient noise conditions in other 4(f)/303(c)
locations as well.

As noted in Comment #8, the FAA is providing current noise level
information for all noise metrics, except audibility, at all identified
4(f)/303(c) locations within the initial area of investigation. That
information is disclosed in the Final EIS in Appendix S, Noise Levels
for 2003 Conditions.

As noted in Comment #6, a discussion of 15-hour vs. 24-hour day can
be found in Appendix U, 15-Hour Sensitivity Analysis, in the Final
EIS. Peak hour information is not available and will not be computed
for existing or future conditions.
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TOWN OF ROCKVILLE

PO Box 680206

Roclkville, UT Fomded 1862
Phone/Fax - (4::)7;732-0392 Incorporated June 30, 1987
November 4, 2005
David Fields, Project Manager .
8t. Goorge Replacement Aliport EIS FAA a0 @ e
Northwest Mountaih Region = . T

1601 Lind Ave., NW, Ste 315
Renton, WA 98055-4056

Dear Mr. Fields;

1 am writing on_bqhalf of the Town of Rockville with conceris about the S, George
Replacement Atrport and its potential for excessive aircraft noise over Zion National Park,

The D?'aﬂ; Environmental hmpact Statement (EI8) does not recognize or mitigate the impacts of
the noise frow all aircraft from all airports that may overfly Zion National Patk, You may not
fully realize the noise level generated by even small aireraft and helicopters that curently fly
over the Park on rescue or fire suppression ntissions, but the canyon amplifies the sound.

ProPo§ed reutes should be located noxth of Zion National Park and not over the Park, Please be
realistic and do all you can to protect the solitude of this great park. With the crush of “progress™
all a:gun% du]ff,‘ we all need Zion National Park for the refuge that it offers humans as well as the
VArl W1, (-4

. urge you, again on behalf of the cilizens of Roclcvillbl to do all yc;l-:: can to reconcile prbposed

aetions by revising air traffie Toutes around Zion National Park and not over it.

Sincerely, :
'\
éau MeGuire, )%yor
Town. of Rockville

ect  ‘Town Council
Planming Commission .

Through the analysis of cumulative noise effects presented in

Chapter 7 and detailed in Appendix B, the EIS discloses the noise
effects of aircraft from airports other than St. George Municipal Airport.
Aircraft and helicopters conducting rescue or fire suppression missions
within the initial area of investigation are among those general aviation
operations that cannot be forecast and for which no records are
available. Therefore, adequate information is not available to model the
potential noise effects. The effects of these operations however are
believed to be inconsequential to the average annual conditions,
although single flights by such aircraft may be considered intrusive by
an observer on the ground. Nevertheless, it is expected that these
operations will continue throughout the planning horizon and the
location of the municipal airport in St. George will have no effect on
noise levels or frequency of flights.

Regarding mitigation, please see the Appendix W, Issues Relating to
Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, in the
Final EIS.

Theoretically, canyons may amplify noise levels by up to three decibels;
however, the Integrated Noise Model does not capture echoes (the
refraction and reflection of the sound) associated with great variations of
surface topography.

Regarding air traffic routes, please see Appendix W, Issues Relating
to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion National Park and
Appendix X, Monitored Noise Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS.
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COMMENT FORM
. PUBLIC MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE
PROPOSED REPLACEMENT AIRPORT
ST. GEORGE, UTAH
OCTOBER 19, 2005

Welcome to the Fublic Mesting and Public Hearing for the Draft Environmentatl Impact Statement {EIS)
for the proposed replacement airport al St. George, Utah, Public comments are an Integral part of the
environmental assessment process. This ¢ 1t form is provided to ive your input and ensure that
your concerns aret considered during the preparation of the Final EIS. Plaase use this form to submit
wrilten ‘comments, altaching addittonal pages if necessary. Either leave the form with a staff member

*here al the meeting, or mall or fax it to the add below, kad by N ber 8, 2005.

Comments can also be e-mailed to the address below and must abc be received by November 8, 2005.
Comments receivied via fax of e-mail will only be accepted with the full name and address of tha sender.
The FAA's response to s will be includad In tha Final Environmental Impact Statement. Please

note that this fan'n is pre-addressed on the reverse side if you wish to fold and mal this sheet with your
comments,

I om p-w':luu:‘ qv fq concerncd abovt Comaprrzer cia) arrlipe

1 J
conFra: A‘ Ay . e, J cor
a _contri;/ o " ) VT Lo .o
.rfécngg._-r s rey Z ’ ,:éé‘, én-‘gd e - A M) E#ﬁ(g
7 v 17
(’ ag w:'ﬂ os ocr Marhonas F;«.&:_).
Submit commants postmarked by November 8, 2005 to:
David Field FROM (Please Print):
Manager, P!annlng.‘F'rogmmmmg Branch . :
Airports Division Name: _Jm Face
FAA, Northwest Mountain Region . . %l a (o
1601 Lind Avetue, S.W., Sulte 315 Address: 95 §. chlombia (Wey,
Renton, WA 98055-4056 Ceolam & E)
Telephone: (435) 227-2610 or 2600 R 4
Fax: (425) 227-1600 22 o

Emall; David.Field@fan,govi

v

1.

Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.
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- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: "John Singleton" <jsandjs@sunrivertoday.com>
Sent: 10/28/2005 12:42 PM

To: David Field

Subject: EIS 5t. George Airport

Dear Mr. Field:

As a resident of the newly established community of Sun River, St. George, Utah, [
am deeply concerned regarding the impacts of the landing and take off patterns,
over-flights and noise that will be generated by aircraft arriving and departing from
the proposed new airport. Have abatement studies been preformed to mitigate
these foreseeable problems for this area?

Zion Park seems to get all the attention regarding these problems. Sun River is
much closer, approximately four to five miles distance from the proposed airport.
With this close proximity I am certain the above mentioned problems could occur.

If deemed necessary, a committee can quickly be formed by this community to
oppose the EIS if it appears that our life style will be adversely impacted by this
airport location.

Your rapid response is appreciated.
Raspectfully yours,

John Singleton

1805 Wide River Drive

St. George, Utah 84790
Phone/fax 435-773-4888
jsandjs@sunrivertoday.com

Thank you for your interest in this project. Please see Appendix W,
Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion
National Park, and Appendix X, Monitored Noise Abatement
Initiatives, in the Final EIS.

SunRiver is located approximately four miles southwest of the existing
airport and approximately five miles west of the proposed replacement
airport. SunRiver is currently overflown by arriving and departing
aircraft at the existing airport. With implementation of the proposed
action, the SunRiver community will still be overflown by aircraft arriving
or departing the replacement airport. Due to the location of the airport
east of the community and the arrival and departure corridors oriented
in a primarily north-south direction, the overflights generated by the
replacement airport should be fewer than what is experienced now and
those overflights should be at higher altitudes (see Exhibit 6.21 and
Exhibit 6.24 in the Draft EIS). The high altitude overflights generated
by airports outside of the Initial Area of Investigation (i.e., Las Vegas,
Salt Lake City, Los Angeles, Denver, etc.) will not change with
development of the replacement airport.
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- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: "Lisa Zumpft" <zumpft@acl.com>

Sent: 10/31/2005, 08:59 PM

To: David Field

Subject: Draft EIS of the new proposed St. George Airport - Protect Zion National
Park's Quiet Solitude

[ am writing in regards to the Draft EIS of the new proposed St. George Airport. It
doesn't protect Zion National Park fram noise impacts of flight paths. The Draft EIS
says there will be no impact to the Park from the new proposed airport. I disagree.
The new proposed flight route to Denver from the new proposed St George Airport
should be located north of Zion National Park and not over the park.

The Draft EIS doesn't recognize or mitigate the impacts of noise from all aircraft
from all airports over Zion National Park.

The Final EIS needs to Report "Audibility" data, both from already conducted
observer-attended logging sites in Zion, and using the new FAA noise model INM
6.2, which FAA promised in the Scope of Work, and then didn't model from. Without
audibility data, the NPS does not have the ability to apply its selected quantitative
impacts criteria re noise to its management goals {i.e., Desired Conditions"}) as set
forth by Park Management Zones.

The Draft EIS didn't analyze the future impacts to the Park as planes get bigger and
there are more flights,

Mitigation of all aircraft noise over Zion, from whichever origin, should be analyzed
in the £IS. The cumulative impacts as seen from this study are already
unacceptable, and rising steadily.

The Draft EIS indiscriminately, repeats reliance on only the broadest averaging
parameters for Zion Park noise analysis and is not acceptable.

The Draft EIS noise assessment should be sharpened to focus on "Peak Days",
"Peak Hour(s)", ete. Not just 24-hour days, as they do. At minimum the EIS should
compare "Day" and "Night" noise impacts, in terms of their "Number of Events
Above" assessments, NA35 being perhaps the most useful, also in terms of Per
Cent Time Audible. FAA in the EIS should apply the same principle to all its "Per
Cent Time Audible" calculations for Zion, as well.

The EIS should have more precise cumulative impacts assessments (irrespective of
originating/departing, old or new St. George airport) and should be plainly plotted
for each grid-point on the Zion map. Using Time Above, and Number of Events
Above. Especially TA 20 and NA35

Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.

Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.

As of the completion date of the Draft EIS, a version of the Integrated
Noise Model (INM) capable of producing audibility information had not
been released for public use. The FAA agreed to use the new version
of the INM model, v6.2b, to calculate the requested audibility
information. The results of this additional analysis are presented in
Appendix T, Audibility Evaluations for Zion National Park, in the
Final EIS.

Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park and Appendix X, Monitored
Noise Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS.

The Draft EIS presented the standard average annual day analysis and
the Final EIS also includes a sensitivity analysis for daytime hours to
provide additional reference and comparison of daytime and nighttime
levels. Please also see Appendix U, 15-Hour Sensitivity Analysis, in
the Final EIS.

The evaluation of the cumulative noise levels within Zion National Park
(Zion) with and without the proposed replacement airport is presented in
Chapter 7 and Appendices B and T of the EIS. The EIS discloses that
the cumulative noise effects of the proposed airport would not
substantially differ from those of the existing airport and that the
proposed airport would reduce the time audible of aircraft over Zion.
[continued ¥ ]
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Also, the EIS should similarly report "Current Conditions" for noise, based on 2000

or 2003 baseline year. {The Draft only has the years for 2010 and 2020, omitting
the baseline altogether.)

Lisa Zumpft

PO Box 413
Springdale, UT 84767
435-772-0435

[Acontinued] The FAA has added to the Final EIS, current noise level
information for all noise metrics, except audibility, at all identified
4(f)/303(c) locations within the initial area of investigation. See
Appendix S, Noise Levels for 2003 Conditions, in the Final EIS.



Nov. 1, 2005

Dear Sir,

IamaresidemofSthorge,Utah,mdamWriﬁngto
. I { urge you to please do all
mxﬂg:ateﬂmmmthgtmﬂ*bemsedbythemwaimminzlonNaﬁom] Park. 'fh):);e::::zﬂ
seremt;_rofthatarcais one of our most precious resources. The impact that overflying jets will
ha;';:nﬂbeenonm. Surely, flights can be divertad around #?
ve recently greatly saddenedbythanewhnlimpterconcessionovezﬂyin Bryce.

Whma;rngz]adﬁzomuwu.tl::fzvkpeophmmumofmmy.ahandﬁnof(usialiy
wealthy’ & get 1o overfly the park in & chopper, and j i

Ty) peo o pper, the xest of us ate just plain screwed.
o lPle;l:faLdon tlettlmtsumekindofraclmtdmvmomtheplcamofzion. Soon there will be

Sincerely,

T 22,

1470 Wintook Dy.
Ivins, UT 84738

[AS]

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comments have been
noted. Specifically, please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to
Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, and
Appendix X, Monitored Noise Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS.
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- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: Megan and Bob Orton
<ReduceReuseRecycle@zionbunkhousebedandbreakfast.com>
Sent: 11/02/2005, 07:23 PM

To: David Field

Subject: St. George Airport

We have already written to express our concerns in general terms. Here they are in
terms specific to the EIS.

The new proposed flight route to Denver from the new proposed St George Airport
should be located north of Zion National Park and not over the park.

The Draft EIS doesn't recognize or mitigate the impacts of noise from all aircraft
from all airports over Zion National Park.

FAA used a flawed Model to analyze impacts in the Draft EIS. The Final EIS needs
to Report "Audibility" data, both from already conducted observer-attended logging
sites in Zion, and using the new FAA noise model INM 6.2, which FAA promised in
the Scope of Work, and then didn't model from.

Without audibility data, The NPS does not have the ability to apply its selected
quantitative impacts criteria re noise to its management goals (i.e., Desired
Conditions") as set forth by Park Management Zones.

The Draft EIS didn't analyze the future impacts to the Park as planes get bigger and
there are more flights.

Mitigation of all aircraft noise over Zion, from whichever origin, should be analyzed
in the EIS. The cumulative impacts as seen from this study are already
unacceptable, and rising steadily.

The Draft EIS indiscriminately, repeats reliance on only the broadest averaging
parameters for Zion Park noise analysis and is not acceptable.

The Draft EIS noise assessment should be sharpened to focus on "Peak Days"”,
"Peak Hour(s)", etc. Not just 24-hour days, as they do.

At minimum the EIS should compare "Day" and "Night" noise impacts, in terms of
their "Number of Events Above" assessments, NA35 being perhaps the most useful,
also in terms of Per Cent Time Audible.

FAA in the EIS should apply the same principle to all its "Per Cent Time Audible”
calculations for Zion, as well.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Please see Appendix W,
issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion
National Park, in the Final EIS, in response to your comment on the
new Denver flight.

Through the analysis of cumulative noise effects presented in

Chapter 7 and detailed in Appendix B and Appendix T, Audibility
Evaluations for Zion National Park (in the Final EIS), the EIS
discloses the noise effects of aircraft from airports other than St. George
Municipal Airport. This topic is also discussed in Appendix W, Issues
Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion National
Park, in the Final EIS.

As of the completion date of the Draft EIS, a version of the Integrated
Noise Model (INM) capable of producing audibility information had not
been released for public use. The Federal Aviation Administration
agreed to use the new INM model v6.2b to calculate the requested
audibility information. The results of this additional analysis are
presented in Appendix T, Audibility Evaluations for Zion National
Park, in the Final EIS.

Through the analysis of cumulative noise effects presented in

Chapter 7 and detailed in Appendices B and T, the EIS discloses the
noise effects of aircraft from airports other than St. George Municipal
Airport. This topic is also discussed in Appendix W, Issues Relating
to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, in the
Final EIS.

The Draft EIS presented the standard average annual day analysis and
the Final EIS also includes a sensitivity analysis for daytime hours to
provide additional reference and comparison of daytime and nighttime
levels. Please also see Appendix U, 15-Hour Sensitivity Analysis, in
the Final EIS.
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The EIS should have more precise cumulative impacts assessments(irrespective of
originating/departing, oid or new St.George

airport) and should be plainly plotted for each grid-point on the Zion map.

Using Time Above, and Number of Events Above. Especially TA 20 and NA35

Also, the EIS should similarly report "Current Conditions" for noise, based on 2000
or 2003 baseline year. (The Draft only has the years for 2010 and 2020, omitting
the baseline altogether.)

We moved here to escape the noise and pollution of city living. We want the quiet
and clean air preserved.

Megan & Bob Orton
P.0. Box 630146
Rockville, Utah 84763

"There is no revenge so complete as forgiveness,”
Josh Billings
1815-1885, Humorist and Lecturer

From: Megan and Bob Orton
<ReduceReuseRecycle@zionbunkhousebedandbreakfast.com>
Sent: 10/30/2005, 05:48 PM

To: David Field

Subject: St.George, Utah airport

Dear Mr. Field,

We are residents of Rockville Utah near Zion National Park. We are extremely
concerned that no flight patterns be permitted within earshot of Zion National Park.

We know first hand what has happened to Toroweap on the North Rim of the Grand

Canyon where aircraft are allowed to destroy the powerful quiet and natural

splendor of the area by the constant buzz buzz of tour aircraft. We do not want that

to happen to our area. We want the flight patterns to be limited to areas that wili
not be impacted as severely as would ours.

Megan & Bob Qrton
P.O. Box 630146
Rockville, Utah 84763

"There is no revenge so complete as forgiveness."
Josh Billings
1815-1885, Humoerist and Lecturer

The evaluation of the cumulative noise levels within Zion National Park
(zion) with and without the proposed replacement airport is presented in
Chapter 7 and Appendices B and T of the EIS. The EIS discloses that
the cumulative noise effects of the proposed airport would not
substantially differ from those of the existing airport and that the
proposed airport would reduce the time audible of aircraft over Zion.

The FAA has added to the Final EIS current noise level information for
all noise metrics, except audibility, at all identified 4(f)/303(c) locations
within the initial area of investigation. Please see Appendix S, Noise
Levels for 2003 Conditions, in the Final EIS.

Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, and Appendix X, Monitored
Noise Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS.



1787 Wide River Drive
St. George, UT 84790
Navember 2, 2005

David Flald .
St Georga replacemeant afrport EIS FAA
Northwast Mountain Region

1601 Lind Ave., SW Sta. 315

--Renton WA OBDEBADBE - — — . v e e = et e s e e

124°]

Doar Mr. Fleld:

| am a resident of St. George, UT and an avid hiker. Much of my hiking s done in Zion National
Park where not anly is the beauty cutstanding but the solitiide only adds to the experizncs. | am
also a private pllot and love fiying and all its joys.

| urge you, consistent with safety, to make avery attempt to keap traific above and near Zion to
the absolute mimimum.

fertajnl‘yl St. George needs this new alrport but we must also pratect Zion, a true national
reasure ’

Regards,

Tarry B Swansan

Thank you for your interest in this project. Please see Appendix W,
Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion
National Park, and Appendix X, Monitored Noise Abatement
Initiatives, in the Final EIS.
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- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: Kathleen Kavarra Corr <kavarra@yahoo.com>
Sent: 11/03/2005 04:15 PM

To: David Field

Subject: Zion National Park Protection from noise

* the new proposed flight route to Denver from the new proposed St George Airport
should be located north of Zion National Park and not over the pe_:rk.

*The Draft EIS doesn't recognize or mitigate the impacts of noise from all aircraft
from all airports over Zion National Park.

*FAA used a flawed Model to analyze impacts in the Draft EIS. The Final EIS needs
to Report "Audibility" data, both from already conducted observer-attended logging
sites in Zion, and using the new FAA noise model INM 6.2, which FAA promised in
the Scope of Work, and then didn't model from.

Without audibility data, The NPS does not have the ability to apply its selected
quantitative impacts criteria re noise to its management goals (i.e., Desired
Conditions") as set forth by Park Management Zones.

* The Draft EIS didn't analyze the future impacts to the Park as planes get bigger
and there are more flights.

*Mitigation of all aircraft noise over Zion, from whichever origin, should be analyzed
in the EIS. The cumulative impacts as seen from this study are already
unacceptable, and rising steadily.

**“The Draft EIS indiscriminately [sic], repeats reliance on only the broadest
averaging parameters for Zion Park noise analysis and is not acceptable.

**The Draft EIS noise assessment should be sharpened to focus on "Peak Days",
"Peak Hour(s)", etc. Mot just 24-hour days, as they do.

At minimum the EIS should compare "Day" and "Night” noise impacts, in terms of
their "Number of Events Above" assessments, NA35 being perhaps the most useful,
also in terms of Per Cent Time Audible.

FAA in the EIS should apply the same principle to all its "Per Cent Time Audible”
calculations for Zion, as well.

Dear Mr. Field,

Have you ever spent some time in Zion naticnal park? Please do. The quiet and
darkness and peace seep into the soul. Not many places left like it....

Thank you for your interest in this project. Please see Appendix W,
Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion
National Park, and Appendix X, Monitored Noise Abatement
Initiatives, in the Final EIS.

Through the analysis of cumulative noise effects presented in
Chapter 7 and detailed in Appendices B and T, the EIS discloses the
noise effects of aircraft from airports other than St. George Municipal
Airport. Please also see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation
of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, and Appendix X,
Monitored Noise Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS.

As of the completion date of the Draft EIS, a version of the Integrated
Noise Model (INM) capable of producing audibility information had not
been released for public use. The FAA agreed to use the new INM
model v6.2b to calculate the requested audibility information. The
results of this additional analysis are presented in Appendix T,
Audibility Evaluations for Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.

Please see Appendix W, issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, and Appendix X, Monitored
Noise Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS.

The Draft EIS presented the standard average annual day analysis and
the Final EIS also includes a sensitivity analysis for daytime hours to
provide additional reference and comparison of daytime and nighttime
levels. Please see Appendix U, 15-Hour Sensitivity Analysis, in the
Final EIS.
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So please issue a review of the noise impacts from the new St. George/Washinton
[sic] County airport.

The impacts of increased airport noise on Zion national Park has not been properly
assessed in relation to the new and massively expanded airport in St. George, UT.

I would appreciate a new and more honest and accurate assessment of the
additional noise levels in the National Park as mandated.

I am a former Park ranger, US Citizen, and Ph.D. candidate doing research in
relation to the Virgin River, If you need a rationale for doing so read on, If you
realize the power, and Godlike presence of silence and natural sounds then you will
do the right thing and read on anyway...

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Kathleen Corr
PO Box 613
Springdale, Utah 84767

The EIS should have more precise cumulative impacts assessments {irrespective of
originating/departing, old or new St. George airport) and should be plainly plotted
for each grid-point on the Zion map. Using Time Above, and Number of Events
Above. Especially TA 20 and NA35

Also, the EIS should similarly report "Current Conditions" for noise, based on 2000
or 2003 baseline year. (The Draft only has the years for 2010 and 2020, omitting
the baseline altogether.)

The evaluation of the cumulative noise levels within Zion National Park
(Zion) with and without the proposed replacement airport is presented in
Chapter 7 and Appendices B and T of the EIS. The EIS discloses that
the cumulative noise effects of the proposed airport would not
substantially differ from those of the existing airport and that the
proposed airport would reduce the time audible of aircraft over Zion.

The FAA has added to the Final EIS current noise level information for
all noise metrics, except audibility, at all identified 4(f)/303(c) locations
within the initial area of investigation. Please see Appendix S, Noise
Levels for 2003 Conditions, in the Final EIS.



- Submitted Via E-mail —
From: Barry <rubrpoet@infowest.com>
Sent: 11/06/2005, 10:18 AM
To: David Field
Subject: formal comments on FAA Draft EIS

Dear Mr. David Field,

Please Include the below comments in your formal process as part of the final
EIS for the St Grorge [sic] Airport proposal.

* the new proposed flight route to Denver from the new proposed St George
Airport should be located north of Zion National Park and not over the park.

*The Draft EIS doesn't recognize or mitigate the impacts of noise from all aircraft
from all airports over Zion National Park.

*FAA used a flawed Model to analyze impacts in the Draft EIS. The Final EIS
needs to Report "Audibility" data, both from already conducted observer-attended
logging sites in Zion, and using the new FAA noise model INM 6.2, which FAA
promised in the Scope of Work, and then didn't model from. Without audibility
data, The NPS does not have the ability to apply its selected quantitative impacts
criteria re noise to its management goals (i.e., Desired Conditions") as set forth
by Park Management Zones.

* The Draft EIS didn't analyze the future impacts to the Park as planes get bigger
and there are more flights.

*Mitigation of all aircraft noise over Zion, from whichever origin, should be
analyzed in the EIS. The cumulative impacts as seen from this study are already
unacceptable, and rising steadily.

**"The Draft EIS indiscriminately, repeats reliance on only the broadest averaging
parameters for Zion Park noise analysis and is not acceptable.

**The Draft EIS noise assessment should be sharpened to focus on "Peak Days",
"Peak Hour(s)", etc. Not just 24-hour days, as they do.

At minimum the EIS should compare "Day" and "Night" noise impacts, in terms of
their "Number of Events Above" assessments, NA35 being perhaps the most
useful, also in terms of Per Cent Time Audible.

FAA in the EIS should apply the same principle to all its "Per Cent Time Audible"
calculations for Zion, as well.
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Thank you for your interest in this project. Please see Appendix W,
Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion
National Park, in the Final EIS, in response to your comment on the
new Denver flight.

Through the analysis of cumulative noise effects presented in

Chapter 7 and detailed in Appendix B and Appendix T, Audibility
Evaluations for Zion National Park (in the Final EIS), the EIS
discloses the noise effects of aircraft from airports other than St. George
Municipal Airport.

As of the completion date of the Draft EIS, a version of the Integrated
Noise Model (INM) capable of producing audibility information had not
been released for public use. The Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) agreed to use the new INM model v6.2b to calculate the
requested audibility information. The results of this additional analysis
are presented in Appendix T, Audibility Evaluations for Zion
National Park, in the Final EIS.

Through the analysis of cumulative noise effects presented in
Chapter 7 and detailed in Appendix B, the EIS discloses the noise
effects of aircraft from airports other than St. George Municipal Airport.
Please also Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, and Appendix X, Monitored
Noise Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS.

The Draft EIS presented the standard average annual day analysis and
the Final EIS also includes a sensitivity analysis for daytime hours to
provide additional reference and comparison of daytime and nighttime
levels. Please also see Appendix U, 15-Hour Sensitivity Analysis, in
the Final EIS.
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The EIS should have more precise cumulative impacts assessments (irrespective
of originating/departing, old or new St. George airport) and should be plainly
plotted for each grid-point on the Zion map. Using Time Above, and Number of
Events Above. Especially TA 20 and NA35

Also, the EIS should similarly report "Current Conditions" for noise, based on
2000 or 2003 baseline year. (The Draft only has the years for 2010 and 2020,
omitting the baseline altogether.)

Thanks you for your time & consideration.
Sincerely,

Barry Sochat

218 River Road

Rockville, Utah 84763
(435) 772-3441

The evaluation of the cumulative noise levels within Zion National Park
(zion) with and without the proposed replacement airport is presented in
Chapter 7 and Appendices B and T of the EIS. The EIS discloses that
the cumulative noise effects of the proposed airport would not
substantially differ from those of the existing airport and that the
proposed airport would reduce the time audible of aircraft over Zion.

The FAA has added to the Final EIS current noise level information for
all noise metrics, except audibility, at all identified 4(f)/303(c) locations
within the initial area of investigation. Please see Appendix S, Noise
Levels for 2003 Conditions, in the Final EIS.
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- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: lcgallia@att.net

Sent: 11/06/2005, 10:33 AM

To: David Field

Subject: Draft EIS St George Airport

Dear Mr. Field,

I am a home owner in Springdale, UT. My land borders on Zion National Park. I also
am a former general aviation pilot. I am concerned that the noise from the
increased regional jet traffic from the proposed new airpart in St, George will
disturb the serenity of the Park. I request that the FAA encourage SkyWest and
other regional air carriers to have all SGU jet traffic diverted around the Park. [
looked over the Draft EIS and I appreciate the responses from the air tour
operators in the appendices, I hope that there will be no increase in air tours over
the Park secondary to the new facility as their replies indicate. I also request that
the FAA and the airport operator commit to a stong [sic] education program that
makes transient aviators (including the military) aware of the flight limits over the
Park and Springdale.

Sincerely,

Lecnard (Leo) Gallia
107 Parunuweap Cr.
P O Box 58
Springdale, UT 84767

1.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Please see Appendix X,
Monitored Noise Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS, which deals
with voluntary routing around the park.
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November 7, 2005

David Field

Project Mger/St George Airport
NW Mountain Region

1601 Lind Ave SW Ste 315

. Renton, WA 98055-4056

Dear M Field:

I am a Professor of Public Policy specializing in public lands, and T am writing to express my
eoncexs regarding the St George Airport DEIS. It is quite clear to me that the finding of “no ~
impact” onthe park is unsubstantiated. Public pelicy decision making must rely on quantifiable
information and the document presents no real audibility data, Given this fact the park will have
1o way to know whether mgmt goals are being met in its different zones. One of these is a
Research Natural Area and several others are zoned as “Primitive.” Without adequate data there
is no way that informed reanagement can take place.

Sirnilarty, it seems impossible that the predicted 6-fold increase in population for the area will do
anything other than degrade the air shed and its tranquility.

The documcnwbﬁ@
[« A/

rofessor of Public Policy
UNLV
Stone Mountain Condos
Springdale, UT

As of the completion date of the Draft EIS, a version of the Integrated
Noise Model (INM) capable of producing audibility information had not
been released for public use. The FAA agreed to use the new INM
model v6.2b to calculate the requested audibility information. The
results of this additional analysis are presented in Appendix T,
Audibility Evaluations for Zion National Park of the Final EIS.

Your comment regarding population growth has been noted. Based on
information received from the Five County Association of Governments
in November 2005, the population of Washington County is forecast to
grow from 125,010 persons in 2005 to 301,459 persons in 2020, which
is a 2.4-fold increase. A two-fold increase in the population of

St. George is forecast over the same time frame, with the 2005
population at 65,968 persons growing to 132,497 persons in 2020.
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Yane Whalep,
P 182
Hurricane, Utah 84737

November 7, 2005

David Field, Planning, Airports Division
Feder=l Aviation Administration
Northwest Mountgin Region,

1601 Lind Ave.,, 8W, Ste. 315

Renton, WA 98055-4056

Subject: Comments on the Draft Envircnmental Impact Stetement for the
proposed St. George Replacement Airpoit,

Dear Mr. Field:

I appreciate the opportunity to submit cormnents onthe Draft Environrmenta! Ympact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed St. George Roplacement Airport (Airport}). However, in
reviewing the Draft EIS T was unable te copcur that the airport flight paths would not
affect the noise levels in Zion National Park (Park). The data apd medeling used by
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in the Commplative Inipact Analysls wasn't
understandable or as precise as it should have been,

The "Natural Quiet" is a sipnificant valne to protect in the Park. Curtently the Park is
effccted by the noise of over flights. Mora airplane noise would diminish and degrade the
experience of a Park visitoz. It's well documented that airplane noise negatively impacts
National Parks across the country and visitors complain about it. Why do we have to
create a airplane noise problem in Zion Natioual Park too? In the Draft EIS the FAA
asstmes the proposed airport Hight paths would not create noise in the Park, ‘What makes
these flight paths different? Concluding there would be a minimal jmapact to the Park
becanse there would be fewer flights js not an adequate scope of analysis. Can the FAA
guarentee there would be fewer flights in the future? '

In the Draft EIS thete is no serious witigation plan. The Draft EIS fails to mitigate the
adverse impacts of proposed flight paths and should mifigate the impact by moving the
flights north of the Park. An obvious way to mitigate the noise in the Park is to route air
traffic avound all or some of the Park, There is no effort Is made by the FAA in the EIS to
minimize the noise of atrcraft in the Park. Not every flight across the country is ina
straight line and other Airports across the county have constraints on flight paths.

St. George and the FAA have forecasted the potential future flights to
the extent that they are reasonably foreseeable. These forecasts were
then used to run the noise analysis. SkyWest was consulted in the
preparation of the forecasts for the future development at the airport.
The airline has indicated no interest in moving to aircraft larger than
those indicated in the forecasts (regional jets and large passenger
turboprop aircraft). Other airlines were considered for their potential to
add service to St. George. The growth rate in the county and
southwestern Utah region is not considered to be adequate to support
the incorporation of aircraft larger than the regional jet (50 or 70
passenger) into the forecast mix through 2020.

The analysis of noise impacts from the proposed replacement airport is
presented in Sections 6.2 and 7.1, and Appendix B of the Draft EIS
and Appendix T of the Final EIS. Because of the distance between the
replacement airport and Zion, the flight paths for the replacement airport
and the existing airport and the altitudes of aircraft along those flight
paths are generally the same. See also Appendix X, Monitored Noise
Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS.

Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, in the Final EIS.
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The Draft EIS doesn't recognize or mitigate the impacts of noise from all aireraft from all
airports over the Park. Mitigation of all aircraft noise over the Park, from whichever
origin, should be analyzed in the BIS, The comulative impacts as seen from this Draft
EIB are already unacceptable, and is rising steadily.

The FAA should explain in the EIS why flights paths couldn't be moved away from the
Parl, In particular why the flight route to Denver that goes over the Park can't be moved
north.

The EIS conclusion that there will be only a few more flights over the Park and that its
impaet is minimal is in error. The new airport will grow larger with bigger airplanes and
more flights. Skywest Airlines a local company is growing end buying

other airlines with firture routes yet unknown, With Washington County being one of the
fastest growing counties in the country we kuow air traffic over the Park is going to
increase atrplane noise in the Park.

The Cumulative Impact analysis was hard to waderstazd and detextmine the methods used

‘to analyze the cumulative effects that conclude flight paths don't impact the Park. The

route maps were hard to read, therefore, the information was incomplete. The EIS should
be more precise in the Cumulative Impacts assessments irrespective of originating or
departing, old or new St.George airport and should be clearly plotted for each grid-point
on the Park map. Using Time Above, and Number of Events Above, especially TA 20
and NA35. This informuation is relevant and essential to determine the adverse impacts of
the fRight paths on the Park. The FAA needs to apply the best forecasting techniques to
assess the potential for adverse impacts by using the Park's data and modeling,

In the Draft EIS the FAA used a flawed Model to address accumulative impacts and the
medel to be clarified. The Final EIS needs to Report "Audibility” data, both from already
conducted observer-attended logging sites in the Park, and use the new FAA noise model
INM 6.2

The EIS lacks audibility data and without audibility data, the WPS doesn't have the ability
to apply its selected quantitative impacts criteria on noise in its management goals (i.e.,
Desired Conditions") as set forth by Park Management Zones In their General
Management Plan,

Please see Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, and Appendix X, Monitored
Noise Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS.

See Response #1.

The evaluation of the cumulative noise levels within Zion National Park
with and without the proposed replacement airport is presented in
Chapter 7 and Appendices B and T of the EIS. The nature of this
unprecedented noise analysis is complex and includes an extensive
amount of existing graphics. This documentation ultimately discloses
that the cumulative noise effects of the proposed airport would not
substantially differ from those of the existing airport and that the
proposed airport would reduce the time audible of aircraft over Zion
National Park.

As of the completion date of the Draft EIS, a version of the Integrated
Noise model (INM) capable of producing audibility information had not
been released for public use. The FAA agreed to use the new INM
model v6.2b to calculate the requested audibility information. The
results of this additional analysis are presented in Appendix T,
Audibility Evaluations for Zion National Park, of the Final EIS.
Please also see Appendix V, Use of INM Versions 6.1 and 6.2 in the
St. George Replacement Airport EIS, in the Final EIS.
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‘The Draft EIS indiscriminately, repeets reliance on only the broadest averaging
parameters for the Park's noise analysis and isn't acceptable.

The EIS noise assessment should be sharpened 1o focus on "Peak Days", "Peak Hour(s)",
etc. Not just 24-hour days, as they do.

At minimum the EIS should compare "Day” and "Night" noise impacts, in terms of their
"Number of Events Above" asssssments, NA3S being perhaps the most useful, also in
terms of Per Cent Time Audible.

FAA in the EIS should apply the same principle to all its "Per Cent Time Audible"
calculations for the Park, as well.

Also, the EIS should similatly report "Current Conditions” for noise, based on 2000 or
2003 baseline year. The Draft only has the years for 2010 and 2020, omitting the baseline
altogether,

In conclusion, the FAA should strive for a proposal where the airport flight paths and the
Park can co-exist. The current proposal conflicts with the mandate of the Zion MNational
Park to protect the natural quiet of the Park for the visitor, The FAA should move the
flight paths away from the Park. The unique feature of natural quiet in Zion National Park
is a resource that's fgo important to lose especially in today's modern times where

solitude is getting harder to find. The Park was established over 100 years ago and the
EAA's actions shouldn't degrade the visitor experience in the Parl; it means too much to
the nation,

Sincerely,

whaleres

ane Whalen

The Draft EIS presented the standard average annual day analysis and
the Final EIS also includes a sensitivity analysis for daytime hours to
provide additional reference and comparison of daytime and nighttime
levels. Please also see Appendix U, 15-Hour Sensitivity Analysis, in
the Final EIS.

The FAA has added to the Final EIS current noise level information for
all noise metrics, except audibility, at all identified 4(f)/303(c) locations
within the initial area of investigation. Please see Appendix S, Noise
Levels for 2003 Conditions, in the Final EIS.

As noted above and in the afore-mentioned appendices, the analysis in
the Draft EIS showed relatively small increases in cumulative aircraft
noise levels in Zion National Park with the replacement airport. In
addition, the new audibility analysis found in Appendix T, Audibility
Evaluation for Zion National Park, in the Final EIS, shows that
audibility of aircraft noise in Zion will actually decrease with the
replacement airport.
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- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: "Marcel Rodriguez” <marcelr@infowest.com>
Sent: 11/08/2005 07:52 PM

To: David Field

Subject: Aircraft noise at Zion National Park

Dear Mr. Fields;

Please don't allow the flight patterns for the new St. George International Airport to
obtrude on Zion National Park's quiet. There are very few places on the planet free
of this century’s roar. Zion is one of those unique places, free of the rage that
afflicts our highways. I'm a ranger at the park and I can assure you that the silence
in Zion is a thing that I hear mentioned every day by appreciative visitors from all
over the world.

I know that this note fails to address the technical aspects of what noise pollution
factors have or have not been considered thus far in the process but let me assure
you that it is valid nonetheless. Ultimately the decisions handed down by the FAA
will either allow Zion to continue as a place of refuge from this century's noisy
excesses or go, sadly , the way of the Grand Canyon.

Sincerely,
Marcel Rodriguez

P.O. Box 465
Springdale, UT 84767

Thank you for your interest in this project. In response to your
comments, please refer to Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation
of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, and Appendix X,
Monitored Noise Abatement Initiatives, in the Final EIS.



- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: "Lisa & Alan" <her-n-me@appleaccess.com>
Sent: 01/02/2006 03:13 PM

To: TJ Stetz/ANM/FAA@FAA

Subject: St. George Airport Expansion

January 2, 2006

Lisa and Alan Rutherford
173 N. Painted Hills Drive
Ivins, Utah 84737

Dear TJ Stetz,

As residents of the St. George, Utah area, we and others with whom we've spoken on
many occasions are not all thrilled with the idea of an expanded airport in St. George.

We hope that Utah's glorious national parks -- its scenic wonders that draw people
here yearly -- are high on your list of significant issues to our area. They are to us. As
we sat at the Zion National Park Museum viewing area taking in the beauty and
grandeur of this national treasure, a plane flew overhead - its noise disturbing the
beauty and serenity of the experience, and we realized what a disgrace it would be to
have the new St. George Airport built only to have planes flying even lower over Zion
on their descent into St. George. What a sad and sorry thing that would be to take
one of this state's and this nation's greatest treasures and reduce it to just another
noisy airplane thoroughfare so that St. George can develop into another over-
developed western city with pollution problems spilling over into this gem of a national
park. Please work to protect this magnificent area for future generations to enjoy.
Perhaps routing planes from flying directly over the park would help, but frankly, St.
George's current pollution (we see it often already!) doesn't bode well for future
uncontrolled growth.

Please, let us know what we as citizens can do to stop the progress on a new St.
George airport. Mesquite, Nevada and Cedar City, Utah are also planning expanded
airports. Frankly, we don't mind driving to Mesquite or Cedar City to catch a plane.
Both are closer than Las Vegas, which we currently use for travel, so that would be
more convenient and keep the larger planes from damaging our area in several ways:
noise, pollution and visual distraction. We don't want our skies filled with planes as
are seen in larger cities already. There has to be some way to keep our skies from
being overloaded. You are the people who have the control; please exercise it.

We appreciate anything you can do to stop the St. George Airport expansion.
Sincerely,

Lisa and Alan Rutherford

T9

Thank you for your comments. They have been noted. Specifically, the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires Federal agencies to
analyze their Federal actions for potential environmental impacts. The
EIS noise analysis done pursuant to this law for the proposed
replacement airport in St. George indicates that operations to and from
the replacement airport will continue to contribute very little to the
general aircraft noise levels over Zion National Park. Moreover, the
new audibility analysis found in Appendix T, Audibility Evaluation for
Zion National Park, in the Final EIS, shows that audibility of aircraft
noise in Zion will actually decrease with the replacement airport.
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December 20, 2005

Tel: 866-835-5322
Re: How to Build a new and dangerous airport inside the 2* fastest growing city in America.

So much attention has been given to determine whether a few tourists in Zion National Park near
Inierstate 15 may hear or see airplanes, that the safety of the present and future residents living
near and surrounding the new and dangerous proposed Red Hawk airport is being ignored by the
Federal Aviation Administration, This is an appeal to protect the families of St. George and
‘Washington City neighborhoods from a 12-8-05 Chicago Midway Airport “situation’. Tt has
proven useless to submit comments to St. George City—UDOT—FAA, as all comments are
screened and anything contrary to the political expediency of building an airport are ignored.

How to build a new and dangerous airport inside the 2™ fastest growing city America

1. St. George, Utah is the 2™ fastest growing city in America, and is the fastest growing mid-size
city in the USA for the past decade (Nearby Las Viegas being the fastest growing big city).

St. George is growing faster than Las Vegas or Mesa, Arizona ever did in the past 20 years. The
St. George area doubles in size every 10 years and will reach 250,000 in 15 years (500,000 in 257)

2. The present airport is located atop a MEESA, a cliff at cach end, a 2007 tall hill and houses
along the West side, with 100"s of residences surrounding the site. It was built on a dangerous
and narrow MESA in the center of the city more than 40 years ago because it was close to where
people lived and worked. The Red Hawk airport will be built on a 2 MESA within the City.

3. Skywest Airlines is headquartered in St. George and is the largest regional airline in the USA
Skywest has increased aireraft size from 30 to 50 to 70 to 100 seat capacity in just 10 years and
cannot land any of these jet planes on the St. George Airport on a scheduled basis. The Boeing

737 will not be able to land at the Red Hawk airport, which will be built too small and restricted|

4. 5t. George City officials want to build a “carbon-copy’ Red Hawk airport, “...atop a MESA,

residences surrounding the site,..”, The North end of the runway ends at the top of a oliff above

Red Hawk, many families, no room for, “...the 1,000 foot margin at the end of the runway that

the federal government considers adequate for safity. ™, or for the 600 foot length of an EMAS
‘g'sy'stem. The south end of the runway will be built upon a massive landfill of millions of yards

6g‘,"_n’.:tf_4,'11'-!‘“!19,! will create a 100-200 foot high “cliff* dropping into the Fort Pierce Wash ravine, and
" will send planes directly over a planned 3-4 sq/mile Leucadia residential area of FAMILIES!—

~—The 1,000 foot space for “over-shooting’ the runway will add another 100 height to the cliff,

5. The 3-5% side slope of the 400 foot wide runway site will create a slope up to the 200" hill
and a drop-off to the terminal and hangar area to the East side. The mountain ridgeline along
the East boundary of the area will reflect and ‘bounce-back’ aircraft noise to the existing and
future homes on the East-West-North-South sides of the runway = (Thousands of peaple)

bl

a cliff at each end, a 200" tall hill, houses along the (East) West side, with 100°s of (near future) #WM

%,
Sy

=

%%

Your comments have been reviewed and noted.

The existing airport at St. George is located on top of a mesa; the
proposed site for the replacement airport at St. George is situated on a
relatively flat plateau, once used as the site of a Civil Aeronautics
Administration runway in the 1920s and 1930s. The site is located
approximately five miles southeast of the City of St. George.

According to the Regional Airline Association (RAA) listing of the Top 50
Regional Airline Individual Carriers in 2004, American Eagle was the
largest U.S. regional airline, followed by ExpressdJet Airlines; Skywest
Airlines was ranked third.

Due to the runway length restrictions at the existing airport the largest
aircraft that can be accommodated is a turboprop with a maximum
seating capacity of 30 passengers. The replacement airport and the
St. George market would support regional jet operations with a seating
capacity of between 50 and 70 passengers. The fleet mix forecast in
provided in Appendix E, Aviation Activity Forecast, Table E-6 of the
Draft EIS shows that the future class of aircraft will be the same as the
existing fleet mix (turboprop, regional jet, business jet, propeller, and
helicopter). Although the FAA cannot speak for the “Red hawk Airport,”
the replacement airport at St. George is being designed to Airport
Reference Code (ARC) Category D-IIl standards with the critical (i.e.,
design) aircraft being the Boeing 737-900. Category D-Ill airports are
capable of accommodating, without restrictions, the 737-class aircraft.

As shown in Exhibit 5.3, Topography - Proposed Replacement
Airport, Study Area (in the Draft EIS), the runway end elevations for
the proposed runway are 2,877.25 feet above mean sea level for
Runway 19 and 2,837.70 feet above mean sea level for Runway 1.
Compared to the existing St. George Airport, which sits atop a mesa
surrounded by various densities of residential, commercial, and light
highway developments, the proposed replacement airport site is located
on a relatively flat plateau of currently undeveloped land. The nearest
developed areas are very low density residential and agricultural uses
that lie to the north and west; the closest being approximately one mile
away and sitting at an elevation 100 feet lower than the average
proposed elevation of the replacement airport runway surface (i.e.,
2,877 feet mean sea level) (see Section 6.23.2, Visual Impacts).
Section 6.16, Construction Impacts, states that materials needed for
construction are generally available locally, including clean fill material.



29

Relocation of the airport to the proposed replacement site would add
development where there currently is none, altering the existing visual
character of the area from open and undeveloped to a developed and
diverse setting and would introduce air traffic into areas and at altitudes
where aircraft don’t currently occur, while removing aircraft arrivals,
departures, and overflights from other areas in closer proximity to the
existing airport. Aircraft arrivals, departures, and local overflights at the
proposed replacement airport would be visible to nearby developments,
but to no greater extent than current operations are at the existing
airport site. High altitude overflights of the proposed replacement
airport that originate and end at airports other than St. George would
not change from existing conditions because such flights are beyond
the realm of this proposed replacement airport.

The City of St. George, Washington City, and Washington County have
cooperatively participated in the development of an Airport Vicinity Land
Use Plan (AVLUP) for the proposed replacement airport. The AVLUP
and its associated process is an effort to gauge the successes and
failures regarding the quality of development around the airport and the
ability to protect the airport’s surrounding area through zoning and
compatible land use planning.

As a condition of the Federal grant process funding construction of the
replacement airport, the City of St. George, the future owner and
operator of the proposed replacement airport, has provided assurance
that it is and would continue to be in compliance with Section 49 USC
47107 (a) of the Federal Reauthorization Act of 1996. This land use
assurance relates to existing and planned land uses and adoption of
zoning laws and other measures to the extent reasonable, to restrict the
use of land adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the airport, to
activities and purposes compatible with normal airport operations.
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How to build a safe, *1%-Class’, un-restrieted, 12,000" airport; located within 20 square miles of
i sert la j th of v 5t Geopge Ci and connected by 1-15

JEOTE

1. The North-South 5t. George, Utah valley is 25 miles wide, is bisected by the Utah-Arizona
border, and has more than 20 square miles of Arizona vacant desert land available for lease
or purchase at very low prices. There are no inhabitants, buildings, and little water.

2. A 12,000" Easi-West un-restricted runway can be built on a level site 3 miles long and & mile
wide, located two miles South of the Utah-Arizona line and 5 miles S/West of the proposed
dangerous St. George Red Hawk Airport. The site is near and contiguous to the Fort Pierce
Industrial Zone and has ample room for large-scale industrial and mmmlerc.ifal projects. This
ideal location will enable a better airport to be built at a much lower capital investment.

3, The proposed airport site is adjacent to the Black Rock Interchange of Interstate 15 and has a
direct B mile Interstate 15 connection to downtown St. George and 12 miles to Washington
City. The East end of the runway site is connected to the North-South 4-lane River Road into
the Bast side of St. George City and to the ‘front-door” of Skywest Airline headquarters,

4. All approach and landing patterns would be over the un-inhabited Arizona side of the h_order
and would eliminate any flights over the St. George, Washington, Santa Clara, and Ivins
communities. This ideal location would eliminate any flights over Zion National Park

5. This Black Rock, Arizona airport site meets the 93% prevailing wind criteria. Analysis of the
future income value of this airport location shows that it would double the profit projections
of the St. George Red Hawk Airport, of which 90% would go to the Utah cities and county.,
The EIS for the Red Hawk replacement airport applies to this ideal Black Rock Airport site.

The Black Rock Airport site has FAA Airspace approval

FAA representatives who attended any of the St. George City Council airporl public hearings are

well aware of the limits, restrictions, and deficiencies of the Red Hawk Airport proposal for the

present time and for 25-50 years into the future. These same Northwest Mountain Region FAA
employees are also aware of the advantages of the ideal Black Rock Airport site but only seem
concerned about plants, animals, burial sites, petroglyphs, and noise in Zion National Park. Tt is
doubtful that any of these FAA officials will even be working for the FAA in 25 years, and so
what do they care if another new replacement airport will be needed in the future?

The enclosed maps will portray, better than any words, the safety aspects and locations of the
dangerous St. George Red Hawk replacement airport and the ideal Black Rock airport site.

Q Is there any top-level FAA administrator
land K. 0 g “That-Gives-a-Damn’
Paul K. Bevan abot the safety of families living under an airport?

2430 South 450 West Circle
Washington, Utah 84780
USA, the Americas

If there is one, have herim give me a call!

E: racori@infowest.com Tel: 435-627-8555 Fax:435-627-_$335i
Airpont

A number of alternative sites were reviewed for location of the

St. George replacement airport as part of the 1998 Site Selection and
Master Plan Study (1998 Master Plan) conducted by the City of

St. George. The 1998 Master Plan initially identified 15 potential sites
within the area surrounding St. George, with six possible sites selected
for initial analysis. Five of the initial sites were located in Arizona (see
Exhibit 4.1 in the Draft EIS). Based on the initial site review, which
included review of natural land penetrations and prevailing wind
considerations, three potential development sites were identified that
would accommodate the specified development criteria for a proposed
replacement airport for St. George. There is a lengthy discussion and
analysis of alternative sites and the selection of the preferred alternative
site included in Chapter 4, Alternatives, in the EIS. Based on the
information contained within the 1998 Master Plan, the “Black Rock
Airport” site was not reviewed as an alternative location for the

St. George Municipal Airport. However, According to the City of

St. George, the “Black Rock Airport” site was one of the three sites in
Arizona looked at during the site selection study conducted for the
proposed replacement airport in 1998. The site was eliminated from
further consideration during the site selection study and development of
the Environmental Assessment due to the location of the site in Arizona,
and issues associated with the planned approaches to the airport that
could not be resolved.

Based on the information presented on the “Black Rock Airport’s”
website (http://www.burningman.com/on the playa/airport/airport.html),
the physical layout of the site is very similar to the proposed
replacement airport site described in this EIS. Similar to the “Black
Rock Airport,” the proposed replacement airport site is relatively flat and
lies within a valley area. No persons, homes, or businesses would be
displaced with development at either the Black Rock location or the
proposed replacement airport site. The “Black Rock Airport” has a dirt
runway and limited tie down area. At the proposed replacement airport
site in St. George, a 9,300 foot long runway would be constructed
initially, with the ability to extend the runway to 11,500 feet in the future
as aviation demand requires. The replacement airport would be easily
accessed from the city of St. George and the surrounding area via the
Southern Connector. Approach and departure procedures would be
designed to minimize impacts to areas dominated by sensitive land
uses, including Zion National Park, as feasible, without compromising
aviation safety. The orientation of the proposed runway at the
replacement airport attains 94.1 percent wind coverage (see Table 3.1
in the Draft EIS). With the “Black Rock Airport’s” location in Arizona, it
would not be feasible for the City of St. George to manage that airport.
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oc: The L ¥ Aviati i
FA#A, Office of Airport Planming, Washington, DC
FAA, Narthwest Mountain Region, Renton, Wash.
Uish Department of Transportation, SLC, Theh

Ms. Leslie Miller e doocedProm - iaases T December 28, 2005
Associated Press

2021 K Street NW, 6% Floor

Washington, DC 20006 Fax: 202-776-9570 Tel: 202-T76-9400

Re: Failure of the FAA to enforce the safe design and construction of old and new airports.
Ms. Miller,

T read with great interest your AP story, printed in the 12-10-05 Edition of the Salt Lake Tribune,
concerning the death of a & year-old bay, when a Southwest Airline plane crashed through a
fence and into a neighborhood near the end of the runway at Chicago’s Midway Airport. What
riveted my attention were the 3 hazards, near many airports, that you listed in your story:

1. Nearby neighborhoods. 2. Steep drop-offs. 3. Lack of 1,000" safety end-zones.

Incredibly, these 3 hazards and others are being incorporated into the design of a new airport in
St. George, Utah. I have attempted for more than 5 years to point out the ‘insanity” of building
this new and dangerous airport to city, county, state, and FAA officials. The Midway Airport
tragedy, and your story, could be the “precipitating-event’ that could reverse the dangerous plans
that St. George City and the FAA have for placing our families “In harm’s way”. Imailed the
enclosed letter, your Midway story, and maps to the Administrator of the FAA (Maybe too late).

Has there ever been any investigative research to determine if the FAA enforces their own rules
and procedures of airport design-construction-operation, in a fair and timely manner? It appears
that the only time the FAA calls for the rules to be followed is when there is another air disaster.
What is especially alarming in our local St. George airport controversy is that the FAA is not
only approving this hazardous project but is supporting and encouraging this airport fiascol

American newspapers have always been a leader in exposing incompetence and the corruption

of laws, rules, regulations; and issues of public safety and welfare. But our local newspaper, The
Spectrum {owned by USA Today), seems to only print airport news releases prepared by the city,
and has never done any apparent research or printed any of the hazards or negative aspects of
this critical issue, :

Thank you for your time and interest in reviewing these documents and maps. And thank you
for your timely Midway Airport story, which will be a big help in focusing neighborhood, city,
county, state, and Federal Aviation Administration attention on the foolhardy effort to build a
restricted-use and dangerous airport inside a city, and surrounded by residential neighborhoods,

CAl K. Bavan

Paul K. Bevan

2430 South 450 West Circle Airports
Washington, Utah 84780

USA, the Americas E: zacor@infowest.com  Tel: 435-627-8555  Fax: 435-627-8388
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- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: Cornelia Kallerud [cktahoe@hotmail.com]
Sent: 11/01/2005, 08:45 AM

To: David Field

Subject: 5t George-Denver flight route

Please, please, keep the route north of the park, above and along Hwy 70.
In the park we are enjoying the piece and quiet and beauty of our natural world.
When we drive along hwy 70 to Denver we are in the car and the outside noise

wouldn't make much difference.

Since my daughter and family live in Rockville and other relatives live in Denver, we
spend much time in the park and also drive the route to Denver frequently.

How much time do you really spend in Zion National Park??
Cornelia Kallerud

314 Talvista Drive, PO Box 969
Tahoe City, CA 96145-0969

Thank you for your interest in this project. Please see Appendix W,
Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion
National Park, and Appendix X, Monitored Noise Abatement
Initiatives, in the Final EIS.
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- Submitted Via E-mail -

From: jayrich@infowest.com
Sent: 11/01/2005, 05:59 AM
To: David Field

Subject: St. George airport

Please save the quiet that is so important to a visit to Zion National Park. I agree
with the following solution as printed in our local papet: An obvious mitigation of
noise in Zion is to route air traffic around some or all of the park. Hingson said this
would not take much effort because it is done all the time for military special use
areas. Not every flight across the country is in a straight line and every type of
transportation has some kind of constraint, he said. "There's room for creative
raute design there,” he said.

1

Thank you for your interest in this project. Please see Appendix W,
Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise Impacts on Zion
National Park, and Appendix X, Monitored Noise Abatement
Initiatives, in the Final EIS.
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FUBLIC HEARING
IM THE MATTER OF THE
FROPOSED REFLACEMENT ATRPORT
AT 5T. GEORGE, UTAH
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Date: wWadneaday, Qoctober 18, 2005
Time: F:00 pom. to T:00 pom.
Flacea: Dixie Center

835 South Cenvention Center Orive
S5t. George, Otah

Reported by Jennifer Sulliwvan, HFR

SULLIVAN EEPORTIMNG, IRC.
(435 635-0270
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PUBLIC HEARING

MREE &, PERRYMAH: My name is Mark
Perryman. I'm with the firm of Landrum & Brown., We
witre the consultants selected to assist the FAR in
preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement.
What I'm going Lo do at this time iz just give a
very brief owerview, highlighting a coupls of the
facets of the Eavironmental Impact Statement. IF
¥ou heard me at the introductory boards, you're
gaing to hear a lot of the same material.

Basically, the project, the Proposed
Eeplacement Airport for St, George, has been thought
about roughly for the last 1% yeara, sinee the late
‘B0'2, warly '90"s., There was a site selection
study that concluded in 1998 that recommended the
site that we are assessing. And an environmental
asgessment, which i= a noteh below the Envircnmental
Impact Statement level, was prepared and issued, and
the FAR issued a finding of no significant impact
or, jargon, you're going to ses a Lot of that
tonight, FONSI, was issued in 2001.

Suhﬁcquant.ta that, there was a challenge
bY¥ the Grand Canyon Trust. The FAA was asked by the

Court to go back and take a more comprehensive look

SULLIVAN REPORTING, IHC,
[435} &35-0270
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at scme of the noisa analysis especially relative to
Zion Hational Park. In doing ao, the FAA decided to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement and
fnclude all addicicnel analysias that the court
requested. That's what we're here about tonight.

Where we are in the process, our little
snake diagram, as wa call it. The EA is up here to
the upper laft. We've gohe through a series of
scoping processes. The draft document has been
prepared. Tt was released last month, roughly 30
days ago. Today we're at our public hearcing. The
comment period is a 60-day window that will conclude
on Mowember #th. ALl comments need te be into the
FAR by MHovember Bth.

From here, we will take a look at those
comments. The document will be changed as
necessary, addivticonal review and analysis, if
necessarcy, and then the FAA will issce a final
Enviromnmental Impact Statement, followed by a record
of deciszion as bto what the agency's final decision
is. At this peint, the FAA has not made a decision.
Thiz iz merely a disclosore document as to what it
im considering in its decision-making process. Then
once the FAA makes a decision, the City of

Zt. George can then go forward with design and

SOLLIVAM REPCRTIRG, IHC.
[435) €35=-0270




L=~ B - (e

L=}

10
11
12
13
14

1la
17
1e
13
20
21
22
23
24
25

FUBLIC HERRIMG 10/19/05

consbruction.

A little bit about why —— ywau already have
an airport here in 5t. George, why do you need
ancther one. This is truly a replacement airport ta
accammodate the future demand here in 5t. Gegorge and
the reginn around 5t. George, Currently the airpgrt
can only adccommodate smaller turboprop aircraft,
Ji=geat or leas. There is a great demand. All
planes coming im today, for instance, have been sold
out. People are wanting to come to 5t. George;
you're wanting to go to other locations, There 1s
definitely a need for additional capacity, a lacger
aircralt to be able ta fly into and ocut of
5t. George.

The praject of building a replacement
airport will accommodate that need. That's what it
basically comes down te.  IE dossn't mean thab the
exizting airport is uwnsafe. It just means that it
is restricted to smaller alrcreft. That ia the
bottom line. And larger aircraft are necessary to
accommadate the demand.

Thia slide shows the existing alrport
site. Relative ta the proposed aisport site, we'pe
about hallway in between, a little bit south of the

axisting. M little closer view of the proposed site

SOLLIVAN REPORTTNG, THRC.
(435 635-0270
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development. It"s a little bit hard te read here.
If you want to get up close and personal, there are
boards out in the other room where you can look ac
all the various facilities, It will be a
fully-instrumented, fully-developed airpore, It
wWwill have all the facilities that vou have today at
the axisting airport.

Again, coming back to the why, the
aircraft on the right is what flies in and out of
Sb. Gegrge taday. The aircraft on the left here,
the regional jet, the 50= and T0-asat regional jet
is what is proposed te be flying into the proposad
replacament airport in the future.

The key to this, and I shouldn't have gone
g0 gquick, is relative to noise effects, the new
aircraft, the jet, is just as guiet as the
turboprop. So there is really little difference.

A you can see these little stripas of naise contours
on either side of the aircraft, there's really
little difference relative to noise impacts when you
change £rom one aircraft to the other.

You'll hear a lot about neise in this
project because ef the proximity to a lot of natural
regources, most notably Zion Mational Park, and

athers, Little Black Mountain to the scuth, and a

SOLLIVAN REPORTING, 1HC.
{435} &35-0270
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whale host of other parks and recreaticnal
facilities. We didn't just leok at noise. WHe
looksd at all the various aspects. This glvea youw
an idea of some of thase that we took a look at in
the Environmental Impact Statement process, from
land wase to solid and hazardous waste issuves,
construction, how L5 it going to be constructed.
Those aré all documented in that thres-voluma
document that sits out on the table in the ather
oo .

But to focus a little kit on the noiss and
just give you an overview of what Scott has eon his
presentation, if you want to go throwegh it with him,
the nolse analyais that was conducted as part of tha
EIS used the latest model available to us, uses the
latest methodology. In fact, we worked very closaly
with the Hational Park Service at developing
protocols and methodologies to meet their needs and
demands as we moved forward, T can stand here today
and say it's probably the most exhaustive noise
analysis, bar none, in the counbtry, especially for
an airport this size. There was more noise analvsis
put inte this EIS than there was for the runways
at O'Hare in Chicago, for instance. This is wvery

comprehensive.

SULLIVAN REPORTING, INC,
{4353} &35-D270
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We started with taking a look at the local
araa and worked our way ouk, ao the close=in
proximity elfects af noise, And we looaked at the
atandard that we use for that is day/night average
sound level, the CHL. We locked to see how many
hames or people were impacted within the a5, which
iz the federal level of significance. There are no
homes within the &5 of the existing eirport, and
thers would be no hemes in the &5 of the future
airport. So there was no change in total impacts
from thar perspective.

Just to give you an example, these -- turn
down these lighta & Little. The spanning network
that we have here is the flight tracks into and out
of the existing airport. BAnd they would be wery
similar for the proposed replacement airport. This
iz a little zoomed in, That was a wide-angle view.
Thin is a little bit more zoomed in. The existing
airport over to the left and the replacemsnt airport
ovfer to the right. Apd showlng the relatiwve change
in flight tracks and owverflight areas.

The resulting neoise contours, as 1
describad earlier, this is the existing airport amd
the effects of mnoise. The yellow band all the way

around is &0 ENL, is actually 5 DB less than -——- or

SULLIVAN EEPORTIMNG, INC.
(435 6353-0270
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greater than what we were required te look at wersus
the &0 DHNL for the proposed replacesent alrport.
Agalin, those factprints are relatiwvely compact and
stay within the confines of the asirport.

HWe then took a broader look at the nolise
effocts, started taking a look at what we call the
4E303C areas, These are parks and recreation areas,
is fundamentally what they are or sites of natural
of hiatoric significanse. #We used the same
mathodology for these types of properties as we did
for Zion Maticnal Park.

I'll go into that a little bit more. This
was the total ares of investigation, the initial
area ol Investigation, as we call it, Is that a
little better? Juat to give wou some relative size,
this constitutes 2200 square miles that we took a
look at in this assessment. It's about 80 by BE
miles, B8 miles across and 80 miles nocth Eo south.
Ho very broad area that we took a look at and
aceounted for asll the noise effecta. Zion is wp in
the -- toward the upper right-hand corner there.

We did scme vary specific analysis
relative bo the noise at Zion. We took a look at
what's called thelr natural ambient. The whole

purpose here was te make sure that we covered the

SULLIVAN REFORTING, INC.
1435) 6935-0270
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cumulative activity, not just the activity Lrom

St. George as it is today and as it might be in the
tuture, but we alsoc locked at all the airperts in
the area, all the high-altltude overflights, all of
the air tour cparators that transition this area
going from Grand Canyon te Zlon to Bryce throughout
the entire region. A1l of that was accounted for in
our nolse analysis in this Eswvirommental Impact
Statement. %o it's wery, very comprehensive.

Just to give you some indication, these
are the high-altitude flights only that overfly that
initial area of investigation that we talked about.
and this iz a smapshot fram ane day af high-altitude
flights im the area. & little harder to read, but
these are the alr tour ocperators thab transition.
Typically, most of them are coming out of Vegas up
through the Grand Canyon, up to Zion or te Bryce.
Very few alr tour operaters sctually originate owt
of 5t. George.

Basically, the bottom line is what's nexk?
We keep hearing that., This has basn a wery long
process, we know, The comment perlod, as T
indicated, will close on Hovember Hth., We intend to
have a final document prepared over the winter, rest

of this year through winter of '06, and the FAR

SOLLIVAN REPORTING, IRC.
(435) 635-0270
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anticipates a decision in the spring of next year,
speing of "06.

That'a it for my overview and
introduction, If you have more detailed guestions,
we have a whole host of consultants and FAA
personnel out at the boards., Feel free to discuss
anything with them, any guestions you might have.

At thia peint, because of the process, we
will open this wp for a formal public hearing.

Mr. Thomas will be the hearing officer this evening.
His whole purpose hare is to help regulate, make
sure evaryone has the opportunity that wants ta
speak that can speak.

YTour comments, whether written or whether
given crally, are treated equally, [ want Eo
underscore that so that everyone understands that if
you don't want to speak you can go out bto the table,
There's a self-addressed comment form that all you
have to do is [old it, either drop it in the box on
Your way out or take it home apd you can write your
comment out and mail it in., With that, I'1ll turn it
OVET.

JEFFREY H. THOMAS: Thank wyeou, Mark. Good
afternocon. My name 1la Jeff Thomas. I'd like to

welcome you all in the avdience to the public

SULLIVAN BEFORTING, IRC.
(435 6350270
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hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Statament
for the Proposed Replacessnt Airpart atb Sk, Gaokrge.
I am the hearing afficer for today's hearing,
responsible for maintaining order for these
procesdings. Looks like a pretty crderly crowd.

In compliance with the Wational
Envircnmental Policy ABct (HEPR), the FAR is
providing the public with an opporbunity to comment
on the analysis of potential environmental impacts,
the adeguacy of the proposed action and/or the
merits of alternatives as presented in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement far the proposed
replacement airport. The FRAR's response to comments
will be included in the Fipal Environmental Impact
Statement. All of the comments, along with prepared
reaponies, will be included in the official public
recard of the final document.

Mo questions will be answered in the
public hearing setting. A public information
meating 15 going on outside the door in the nexk
room concurrently with this hearing, and your
guestions can be answered in that area.

In addition te making oral comsants at the
hearing tonight, written comments will also be

accepted through Tuesday, November aths 2005, when

SULLIVAN EEPORTIHG, THC.
(435) 635-0270
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the afficial comment period will be cloged. Comment
tormz are located in the meeting room next door. If
you wish to complete the form at home, mail or fax
it im, the form ig pre-printed, and the mailing
address is on the form. Comments can also be
e-mailed to the e-mail addrass on the form. -

Tha process for making oral comments at
this hearing will be as follows: We'll listen teo
gach and every peracn who wishes to provide oral
comments, and the hearing will remain open until
avgryona whe has registered te speak has hed the
opportunity to do so, If you have not already done
s, you may register to apeak at cthe table near the
entrance to the outer room. ERegistration enables
the record of your comments to be correctly
attributed te you.

In keepling with the hearing protocol, each
gpesker Will be allocated up to three minutes.

Those wishing to speak will anly be allowed bto sian
upg once to provide oral comments. If you have
additional comments that excesd your allotted time,
please mail, fax or e-mail them as indicated on the
comment  forms.

The order af the people that will speak

will b= the order in which they =igned up on the

SOLLIVAN REPORTING, IMC.
{135} 6&35=-0270
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sign-up Sheet with spacial consideration given Lo
elected public officiala who will be given priority.

To b respectful of everyone's Time, I
will be enforcing the three-minute limit to ensure
that everyone who wishes to spmak gets the
opportunity ©o speak and has an egual opportunity.
When your name is called, please come forward and
make your coaments.  Regin by conflrming your name
for the record, We will now officially open the
public hearing.

The first speaker, Mike McClure.

MIKE McCLURE: Thank you., Mike McClure,
representing The Paladin Group. The following
CommEnts are to correct inaccurate statements
contained in the Draft EIS in Chapter Four, page 4,
under the title "Cedar City Regional Adcport (CDCE."

Comment 1. FParagraph 1; lines 5 and &.
The correction ahould indicate that the new
56,000,000 passenger terminal complox at COC has
bean completad,

Comment 2. Paragraph 2; lines 2 and 3.
Tha correction should indicate that the driving time
between 5St. George Boulevard and Main Street in
Cedar City on Interstate Highway 15 is 42 minutes at

the legal speed limit.

SOLLIVAN REPORTING, INC.
[435) HI5-0270

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comments have been
noted. The information you provided will be verified and corrected in
the Final EIS, as appropriate.

Your comment has been noted.
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Hote: The drive bime Lo many major
alrportd in the United States from surrounding areas
iz in sxcess of 42 minutes,

Comment 3. Paragraph 2; line 3. The
correction should indicate that COC provides 3 daily
Cllights, not dooe, to S3alt Lake Crty.

Comment 4. Faragraph 2; line B, The
comment telated to "market prefarence” doas not
consider that at the halfway point between the two
cities the driwe time actually favors CDC, as =trest
traffic in St. George is considerably heaviaer.

Comfmant 5, Paragraph 3; line 3. The
carrection sheuld indicate that shouwld SGU continue
to pporate from its current location, it would hawve
to do so with the present aircraft wheresas CDC could
operate today servicing regienal jets and other
large aircraft. The correction should indicate that
SG0 would net be able te provide its current level
of commercial service if the FAA were to withdraw
the current safety exemption allawance.

Final Comment: Spending 5100, 000,000 to
200,000,000 for a new airport in St. Gearge, when
the Cedar City Regional Airport cuerrently has & far
superior capability to service the flyving public, is

a ridiculous waste of vaxpayer dollars. This is

SULLEVAN REFORTING, IHC.
§435) 635-0270

Your comment has been noted. The information you provided will be
verified and corrected in the Final EIS, as appropriate.

Your comment has been noted. The information you provided will be
verified and corrected in the Final EIS, as appropriate.

Your comment has been noted. In addition, due to the runway length
restrictions at the existing airport, the largest aircraft that can be
accommodated is a turboprop with a maximum seating capacity of 30
passengers. The replacement airport and the St. George market would
support regional jet operations with a seating capacity of between 50
and 70 passengers. The fleet mix forecast provided in Appendix E,
Aviation Activity Forecast, Table E-6 of the Draft EIS shows that the
future class of aircraft will be the same as the existing fleet mix
(turboprop, regional jet, business jet, propeller, and helicopter).

Your comment has been noted.
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eapecially true when considering the money needed
for hurricane relief, the continuing war against
terror, and natural catastrophes such as the
earthguake in Pakistan., Is convenience to two oOrF
three thousand people in St George really worth
that amdunt of money?

JEFFREY H. THOMAS: Thank wyou.

Roxie Sherwin,

ROXIE SHERWIH: Hi. I'm Foxie Sherwin
with the 5t, George Area Convention and Wisltors
Bureau, They told me I had five minutes since we're
a goverpmsnt entity; is that correct, or should I
read really fast?

JEFFREY W. THOMBS: FRead really fast.

ROMIE SHERWIN: The S5t. Geoarge Bres
Convention and Visitors Bureau is a functbion af
Washirgton County government and funded through the
callection of transient room tax. Our miasion is to
promote Washington County a5 a premier convention
and tourist destination; stimulate touriam®s
aconomic impact; and unify partners to maximize the
wvigitor'a eNperignoe.

The CVE works with other crganizaticns
across the state such as Utah Office of Touriam,

Utah Trawel Industry Coalition, Southern Utah

SOLLIVAN REPORTING, IRC,
(435} B35-027D

7.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comments have been
noted.
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National Packs, Zion Matural History Assoclatian,
Utah Travel Regions, Washington County Museums,
leeal chambers and lodging groops to jointly promote
tourism in Sowthern Otah as well as the entire
atate.

The 5t. George Area Convention and
Vigitors Bureau doss support the need for the new
proposed replacement airport, however has concerns
for the potential impact of noise and other
distractions that may adwersely affect some of the
moat apectacular scenery and historic sites in the
world,

Urah is part of a global economy inwiting
domestic and internaticnal business and btrawvel
markets to Southern Utah. Since %/11, we have seen
continued growth of the tcurism markets into our
area.  Zion National Park 12 reporting the highaest
visitation in the pase ten years. 2004 was the
busiest year on record with nearly 2.7 millicn
visitors finding =satety, wariety, hospitality, walus
and unsurpassed beauby.

Sparts, adventure, arts and events are all
sesing unprecedented interest and grawth. The
5t. George area is listed in "100 Best Art Towns in

fmerica" and in the top 10 for retirement

SULLIVAN REPORTING, IMC,
{935) a35=02T0
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communities, active commanities and best unknown
galf getaways in the United States.

The Canyan Softhall Complex has been WSR's
facility of the year for the last seven years,
hosting 40 softball events annually. S5t. George
Marathon i= the 15th largest marathon énd was named
ane of the 10 most scenic,

Fegarding the dincsaur prints, guoting
Gerald Gerlinski from the Polish Geological
Institute, "The 5t., George collecticn is going bo be
the most important in the world faor research on
early Jurassic footprints." Dr. James Eirtland,
Utah State Paleontologist, says, "This is the most
significant dingsaur track site in western North
bmerica.™

The convention industry is a growlng
szonamic engine in the area. ©Our location is
central for western meetings and growing more
popular for national meetings and eventa. In 2004,
the Dixie Center, conventicn hotels and other
meeting wenues bragght in ewver 150,000 meeting
delegates that stayed for an average of 2.5 days.
The comventicn center has seen continued growth in
bookings sipce opening in '98 and is considering

doubling our meeling space Lo colncide with the

SULLIVAN REPORTIMG, IRC.
(435 G35-D270
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opening of the proposed airpert.

Ope common concern With many groups is che
lack of & major airport im the area. There are only
240 seats daily inte 5t. George through The currsnt
flight capacity, not encugh to handle the needs of
gqrovps over 500, This past month, the influx of
owver 20,000 Senior Games and 12,000 marathon
visiters put a heavy load on the airpert. HMHany
awants and conventicons are limited by available
venues, hotels and air transportaticn. With the
growth that is occurring, mere hotels and venues
will be built, thus increasing the pesd for mere alir
transpartation into the city.

The convention and tourism industry is
changing rapidly with the advent of new technology.
The nesd Lo continually wpdate venus and elevats
marketing goals to accommodate and plan for the
future, while preserving our Hational Parks and
Historic Sites is cruclal. The great weather, golf,
attractions and especially the spactacular beauty of
Zion Maticnal Park make this area an inviting
tourist and business destinaticon worldwide.

Consideration for all these factors needs
ko be carefully reviewed to find the best pessible

solutions for all. Thank you.

SULLIVAM REPCRTING, IHC.
{435} &35-02T0
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JEFFREY M. THOMAS: ‘oin Campbell.

WOIN CAMFPBELL: 1 appreciate your bBime and
Opportunity bo camment. My name is Woln Campbell,

I also am a member of the Action Commibtbes af the
Chambter of Comfmerce and the chairman of the
Environmental Sobcommittes. [ will make just same
brief cosments today and will follow-up later with
written comment.

The Action Committes of the Chamber of
Commerca strongly endorses and supports bhe Clty"s
proposed replacement airport. We have looked at the
data that has been made available up ta this poink
and are zarisfied that the City is quite capable of
meeting all of the standards of satety and alss can
develop roots that will not be disruptive bo the
parks and other areas of particular interast.

This replacement airport is absolutely
fundamental to the continued sconomic gqrowth and the
future of tha area generally. We beliewve that
St. Gecrge is now a stagling point for many bourises
who travel through these parts and enjoy them., And
as a replacement airport comes in, 1t will be an
gven greater friend of these parks in providing
staging points for travel to and from these areas of

interest.

SULLIVAN REFORTING, IRNC.
(4351 0353-0270

8.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comment has been
noted.
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We appreciate wvour sfferta To meet the
reguirements that are necessary for ws te get on
with the constrection of this airport. I thank you
for your time.

JEFFREY H. THOMAS: Thank You.

Eric Devita.

ERIC DeVITA: Good aftermoon. Appreciate
vou taking the time to listen to the folks out hera,
I mizsed the first lictle bit, but sure sounds like
most of the folks are going te be in here arguing
the walue of an airpert, a large mebtrcpolitan type
airpert, folks who run businesses who are locking
for that growth of 600,000 pesple in the next 20 to
30 years. Same folks that want that large project
of pumping the water in here [rem the lake. Let's
watch real estate prices grow another 20 percent
every year for the next flve to 10 years.

I got to tell you, asa & guy who lives here
and a guy who moved here a couple ol years ago Lo a
small community, I look at it from the other side
and say I'm not sure that 1 want the place to bz
E00, 000 peopla, ['m net sure that I want & regiconal
airport here, What I love having is 30 mlles away a
regional airport in Mesquite., The second largest

runway I think in Utah is where? From what I'we

SULLIVAM REPORTING, IHC.
{43%} 635-0270

9.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comments have been
noted.
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read, I think it's up in Cedar City. I khink that's
45 miles away. 2o I wogld argue that what you have
today available for reglonal transportation very
close to St. Georae is very acceptable and is golng
Lo Be even better. I'm nob sure that we need that
here,

fou quys are the envirommental folks, bogs
I got to tell you that even in the last couple of
years, if you look arcund here, you've seen,
particularly with the constructien geing on,
wisibility has dropped drematically just in the last
couple of years. Traffic has gotten tremandous.

My proparty taxes. M&lways tell everybody
going to be self-sufficient, it will be paid far
with semething else. Everyone knows as well as I da
that any time you build a new public infrastructurs
liks this, whatewer the cost is going to be, you
probably need to add ancther gquarter or 50 percent
on top of that., So I worry about what happens when
the property taxes have gone up about 40 percent for
water this year and 20 percent for schools. That's
in cna wear, let alone with the new assessment bhat
you're golng bo get.

I'm just worried about the cest of it, the

traffic that it"s going to bring, and the change

SULLIVAN REPORTING, IMC.
1435) &35-0270

10.

10

Your comment regarding taxes has been noted. The City does not
intend to raise taxes to pay for the replacement airport. Itis the City’'s
intent to use the proceeds of the sale of the existing airport property to
finance the replacement airport (per Mike LaPier 3/7/06) and Federal
Grant-In-Aid monies from the Airport Improvement Fund.
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it's going to make to 5t. George. I would argue
that having a nice airpoart in samebady elsze’s back
yard 30 miles away would bensfit us greatly with
less impact. Thanks.

JEFFHEY H. THOMAS: Thank you.

At thia paine, we have no ons elas who has
signed up. Are there any others in the avdience who
wish o make oral comments? We'll close the hearing
now and restart it on the top of the howur.

(First segment of hearing
adjourned at 3:33 p.m.}
(4:00 p.m. segment begins.]

MARK A. PERRYMAM: My name is Mark
Ferryman. I'm with the firm of Landrum & Brown., We
were the consultants selected to assist the FAR in
proparation of the Environmental Impact Statemant.
What I'm going to do at this time is juat give a
very briel cverview, highlighting a couple of the
facets of the Environmental Impact Statement. IE
you heard me st the introductory bosrda, you're
gaoing to hear a lat of the same material.

Basically, the project, the Froposed
Replacement Alrport for 5t. George, has been thought
about roughly for the last 15 wvears, since the late

'30's, early '90's. There was a site selection

SULLIVAN EEFORTING, IHC.
[433) €35-027¢

10
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study that concluded in 19%H chat recammended the
cite that we are assessing. And an environmental
assesament, which is & notech below the Environmental
Impact Statement level, was prepared and issuved, and
the FRA lasued a finding of ne significant impact
or, Jargon, you're going to see a lot of that
tonight, FOHSI, was issued in 2001,

Subasguent to that, there was a challenge
by the Grand Canyon Trust. The FAR was asked by the
court to go back and take a more comprehansive look
at some of the noise analysis especially relative to
Zion Wational Park. In doing so, the FAR decided to
prapare an Environmental Impact Statement and
include all additional analysis that the court
raquested. That's what we're here aboub tonight.

Where we are in the process, our littcle
gnake diagram, a5 we call it. The EA i3 up hers to
the upper left. We'wa gone through a series of
scoping processes, The draft document has been
propared. It was released last month, reaghly 30
days ago. Today we're at cur public hearing. The
coFment period is a 60-day window that will conclude
on Hovember #th. ALl comments need to be inte the
FAd by Movember Eth.

From here, we will take a look at those

SULLIVAN REFORTING, INC.
(435) e35-0270
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comments.  The document will be changed as
necessary, additional review apd analysis, if
neceasary, and Lhen the FAaR will iszaue & Final
Envirommental Empact Statement, followed by a record
of decision as to what the agency's final decision
is. At this point, the FRA has not made a decision,
Thiz iz merely a disclosure document as to what it
is considering in its decisicn-making process. Then
cnce Tthe FAA makes a decision, the City of

3t. George can then go forward with design and
conatruction.

A lirtle bit about why -- you already have
an alrport here im S5t. George, why do you nead
another one. This is rruly a replacement airport to
accommodate the futufa demand hers in 5t. George and
the region arcund 5t. George. Curfently the airport
can only accommodate smaller twurboprop aircraft,
di-seat or less. There is a great demand. ALl
planes coming in today, for instance, have been sold
out. People are wanting to come te 5t. George:
you're wanting to go to other locations. There is
definitely a meed [or edditiconal capacity, a larger
atrgraft to be able to fly inta and cut of
3T, George.

The project of building a replacement

SULLIVAN REPORTING, IHC,
(435} £35-0270
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airport will accommodate that need. That's what it
basically comes down te, It deesn't mean that the
exizting airport is unsafe, It just means that it
is restricted to smaller aircraft. That is the
bottosm lime. And larger aircraft are necessary to
acoommodate the demand.

This slide shows the existing airport
sita. EHelative to the proposed airport site, we're
abouk halfway in between, a little bit sownth of the
existing. A little closer view of the proposed site
development., It's a little bit hard to read herpa,
If you want to get up close and parscnal, thers are
boards cut in the other rcom where you can lock at
all the various facilities, It will be &
fully-instrumented, fully-dewsloped airport. It
will have all the facilities that you have today at
the sxisting airport.

hgain, coming back to the why, the
aircraft on the right is what fliea in and out of
St. George today. The aircraft on Che left here,
the reqional jet, the 30- and M-seat regional jet
is what is proposed to be flying inte the proposed
replacement alrport in the futurce.

The key ta this, and I shouldn't have gone

50 quick, 1s relative to noise effects, the new

SULLIVAN REPORTIMNG, IHC.
[435) 835=0270
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aircraft, the jet, 1= just as guiet as the
turbaprop. %o thers is really lictle differendce.

A5 you can See Lhese little strips of noise contours
on either side of the aircrafe, there's really
little difference relative to noise impacts when you
change Trom one aircraft to the aothee.

You'll hear a lot about noise in this
project becanse of the proximity to a lot of natural
rescurces, most notably Ziom Mational Park, and
others, Little Black Mountain to the south, and a
whole hoat of ather parks and recreational
facilitles, We didn't just lock at nolsse. We
looked at all the various aspects. This gives you
an idea of some of those that we took a lock at im
the Environmental Impact Statement process, Erom
land use te solid and hazardous waste issues,
condtrustion, how is it golng to be constructed.
Those are all documented in that thres-volume
document that sits out on the table in the other
Loam.

But to focus a litele bift on the neise and
just give yvou an overview of what Scott has on his
prezentation, if you want to go throwgh it with him,
the noise analysis that was conducted as part of the

EIS used the latest moedel available to wus, wses the

SULLIVAN REPORTING, INC.
1433) &35-0270
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latest methedolegy. In fact, we worked very closely
with the Wational Park Service ak developing
protocals and methodologies to meet thelr needa and
demands as we moved forward. 1 can stand here today
and aay it's probably the most exhaustive noise
analysis, bar none, in the country, easpeciszlly for
an alrport this size. Theore was more noiss analysis
put imte this EIS than there was for the runways

at O'Hare in Chicago, for instance. This is very
comprehansive,

We started with taking a look at the local
ares and worked our way out, so the close=in
proximity effects of noise. And we looked at the
standard that we use for that is day/night average
sound level, the CHL. We looked to Sese how many
homes or people were impacted within the 65, which
ia the federal lewvel of significance. There are no
hodkes within the 65 of the esxisting airport, and
there would be no homes in the 65 of the future
atrpart. So there was no change in total impacks
from that perspective.

Just to give you an example, these -=- turn
dawn these lights a lictle., The spanning network
that we have here iz the flight tracks inte and ouc

of the existing alrpert. And they would be very

SULLIVAN REPORTING, IMC.
(4358 A35-0D270
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gimilar for the preposed replacement airport. This
im a little zoomed in. That was a wide-angle view.
This is a little bit more zoomed in. The exiating
airport over to the left and the replacement airport
over to the right. &And showing the relative change
in Ilight tracks and cvecflight areas.

The resulting noise contours, as I
described sarlier, this is the existing alrport and
the effects of noise. The yellow band all the way
around is &0 DHL, is actwally 5 DB less than -- oF
greater than what we were reguired to look at versus
the &0 OML for the proposed replacement alrpoet.
hgain, those footprints are relatively compact and
stay within the confines of the airport.

We then took a broader look at the noise
effects, started taking a look at what we call the
AF303C areas. These are parks and recreation aceas,
is fundamentally what they are or sites of natural
or historic significance. We used the same
methodolegy for these types of properties as we did
for Zion Wational Park.

1°11 go inte thar a little bir more. Thia
was the total area of investigation, the initial
arma of inveatlgation, as we call it. Is that a

little betrer? Just to give you some relative size,

SULLIVAN REPCRTING, IHC.
(435 &35-0270
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this constitutes 9200 sguare miles that we took a
lock at in this assessment. It's abouk BO by B
miles, BE miles acress and B0 miles north te south.
3o very broad area that we took a loak at and
accounted for all the noise effects. Ziom is up in
the == toward the upper right=hand corner there.

We did same very specific analysis
relative to the noise at Zion. We took a look at
what's called their natural ambient. The whole
purpose here was to make sure That we covaersd the
cumalative activity, mot just the actiwvicy from
dt. Gegrge as it 15 today and asz it might be in the
future, but we also looked at all the airports in
the area, all the high-altitude cwerflights, all of
the air tour operators that transition this area
going from Grand Canyan to Zion to Bryce throughout
the entire region. All of that was accounted far in
our noise analysizs in this Environmental Impact
Statement. So it's very, very comprehensive.

Just to give you some indication, these
are the high-alvitude Flights only that overfly that
initiel area of investigation that we talked abowt.
Bnd this iz a snmapshot from cne day of high-altitude
tlights in the area. & little hacder to read, but

these are the air teur operators that transition.

SULLIVAN REPORTING, IHC,
(435} B35-0270
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Typlcally, most of them are coming out of Vegas up
through the Grand Canyon, up to Zian or to Bryce.
Very few air tour operators actually criginate cut
of St. George.

Basically, the bottom Line is what's next?
We keep hearing that. This has been a very long
process, we know. The comment pericd, as 1
indicated, will close on Hovember Sth. We Intend to
heve a final document prepared cver the winter, rest
of this year throuwgh winter of "6, and the ERR
anticipates a decision in the spring of next year,
spring of "06.

That's it for my overview and
introduction. If yoo hawe mere detailed guestions,
we have a whole host of consultants and FAR
personnel out at cthe boards. Feel free to discuss
anything with them, any gquestions you might hawve.

At this point, becavse of the process, we
will ecpen this up for a formal public hearing.

Mr. Thomas will be the hearing ocfficer this evening.
His whole purpose here is o help regulate, make
sure everyons has the copportunity that wants to
speak that can speak.

Your commenta, whether written or whether

given orally, are breated esgually. T waEmt Lo

SULLLIVAN BEFORTING, INC.
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underscore that so that everyons understands that if
you don't want to speak you can go out te the table.
There's a self-addressed comsent form that 21l you
have to do is feld it, either drop it in the box on
your way oot or take it home and you can write yoopr
comment out and mail it in. With that, I'11 turm it
Ovar,

JEFFREY N. THOMAS: Thank youw, Mark. Good
afterncon. My name is Jeff Themss. I'd like tao
welcome you all in the audience to the public
hearing on the Draft Enviranmental Impact Statement
for the proposed replacement airport at St. George.
I am tha heaaring ocfficer for todavy's hearing
responsible for maintaining crder Far these
procesdings, Looks like a pretty orderly crowd.

In compliance with the Haticnal
Environmental Policy Aot (HMEPA), the FAR is
providing the public with an oppertunity to comment
on the analysis of potential environmental impacts,
the adeguacy of the proposed action andfor the
merits of alternatives as presented in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
replacement airport. The FAAR's response to comments
will be included in the Final Envirenmental Impact

Statement. All of the comments, along with prepared

SULLIVAN REPORTIMG, IHC,
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responses, will be included in the official public
record of the final document.

Mo gqueéestions will be answered in the
public hearing setting. & public information
meating L= going on outside the door in the next
room concurrently with this hearing, and your
quasticns can be answered in that area,

In additien to making oral cowments at the
hearing tonight, written comments will also be
accepted through Twesday, Wovember gths 2005, when
Lhe afficial comment period will be cleosed. Comment
forms are located in the mesting room next door., IE
you wWwish to camplete the form abt heme, mall or fax
it in, the form is pre-printed, and the mailing
addresa is on the form. Comments can also bae
e=mailed to the e-mail address aon the Lorm.

The process for making oral commenks at
this hearing wWwill be as follows: We'll listen to
each and every person who wishes to provide aral
comments, and the hearing will remain open until
everyone who has registersd to speak has had the
cppartunity to do so.  If you have not already Sone
s, you may reglister to speak at the table nesar the
entrance to the goter raom. HReglatration enables

the record of your comments to be correctly

SULLIVAM REPCRTIKG, INC,
[435] €35-0270
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attributed to you.

In keeping with the hearing protocel, each
speaker will ke allocated up ta three minubes.
Those wishing to speak will only be allowed to sign
up once to provide ocral comments. If you hawve
agditicnal comments that exceed your allotted time,
plesze mail, fax or e-mail them as indicated on the
comment forms.

The prder of the people that will speak
will k& the order in which they signed vp on the
algn=up sheet with special consideration given Lta
elected public officials who will be given priority.

To be respectful of everyone's time, I
will be enfarcing the three-minute limit o ensure
that averyons who wishes to speak gets the
oppertunity te speak and hasz an equal opportunity.
Hhen your name is called, please come forward amd
make your comments. Begin by confirming your name
for the record. We will now afficially open the
public hearing.

Soott Hirachi. IE I pronsunced your name
wrong, I apologize.

SUCTT HIRSCHI: Good aftermocn. Hy nams
ia Seott Hirschi. I'm the Director of Washington

County Economic Development Council. Present the

SULLIVAN FEPORTING, INC.
(4351 635-0270
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following:

The Washington County Economic Development
Council (WCEDC) supports St. George City's proposal
to replace the exiating airport at the site studied
in the above-ncted Draft Envircnmental Impact
Statement {DEIS). It 1= the position of tha WCEDS
that the proposed replacement ailrport represents an
improvement to the health and safety of citizens of
the county and the vsers of aviation services.

We have reviewsd the DEIE and find the
document complete and wall done. It is owr opilnion
that the DEIS conscientiously addresses each and all
of the eavironssntal issuves pertaining to the
proposed project. The WCEDD enceurages the Federal
Aviation Rdministration [FAA) to issue a Finding of
Ho Significant Impact as guickly as possible and
allow the proposed project to move farward in a
Limely manner.

A5 the DELIS clearly demonstrates, the
existing 3t. George Municipal Airport doss not
provide an adeguate margin of safety and is
Lpcapable of being expanded. The aver increasing
demand for aviation services in the area require a
new alrport location that will accommodate a longer,

wider rurway, and one without the airspace

SULLIVAN REPORTING, THC,
[435) £35=0270
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Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comments have been
noted.
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penetrations asseciated with the existing facility.

For the past four decades the community
has seen an annual growth rate of over six percent,
taking & county af 10,000 residents in the mid
1960"s to a population of owver 130,000. The State
Growth Commizsion estimates the county will exceed
600,000 citizens by the wyear 2050. 1 congratulate
the City and the FAA for having the Foresight to
begin the planning process for a replacement airport
marny years age. [ believe the search for the
quintassential site has been comprehensive, and the
feazibility stuwdies, including this DEIS,
substantiates the suitability of the proposed site.

Many of the clients we work with find e
necessary to fly into Las Vegas, Wevada, and then
drive two hours te arrive in the county. As the
local business community has grown, the lack of
larger alrcraft and more direct routes has become a
challenge to retaining existing companiea and
attracting new businesses.

Quoting from the Utah Economic and
Business Review, "Acting as catalysts for business
expansion, job growth and the development of
travel-sengsitive industries, state—of-the-art

airports are critical to both nmational and

SULLIVAN EEPORTING, INC.
{435} €35=-0270
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metropolitan growth. In taday's economy, an
effictent airport i5s an essential ingredient for a
community to successfully compete for industrial and
comsercial dewelopment. " Our experience conficms
the validity of that statement., We pust replace the
existing airport if the area i= to continue to enjoy
a stromg and healthy sconoamy.

Ona of the premier companies of the
community fia SkyWest Rirlinss, SkyWest's corporate
ocffices are located in 5t. George, and because of
that the community enjoys excellent connects to both
Los Angeles and Salt Lake City. Howewar, SkyWest,
like many other carriers, have found Lt neceasary ta
phase out of I0-passenger aircraft, replacing them
Wwith larger, regional jets. The existing airport
cannot accommodate the larger aircraft, thereby
Jecpardizing not only commercial air service for
St. George but also the wery lmpartant sconomic
impact of SkyWest's corparate offices.

I participated with the land use planning
associated with this DEIS. I appreciate the
cooperation of Washington City, 3t. George City,
Haohave County, Arizona, and Washington County in
planning Land use arcund the proposed facility that

will protect its wiability while allowing a great

SULLIVAN REFORTING, InC.
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deal of economic devolopment to compliment the new
airport.

Finally, T am an awvid hiker. 1 spend many
enjoyabls days and nights in the wildsrness of the
Pine Valley mountains and the back country of Zion
Wational PFark. My personal observation iz chat
nearly all aircraft wsa the Interstate 15 corridor
as they procesd north from St. George. It is a rare
goccurrence bto have low-Iflying aircraft over Zion,
but such an occasion is not a major interruption of
my otherwise peaceful ocutings in the natural guiet
of the Fark or wilderness.

I endorse Lhe proposed User Education
Pragram, believing that whatever small amount of
cwarflight actiwity in nolse-sensitive areas that
now occurs will be reduced, not increased, by
intredustion of the new alrport and the education
program. In addicion, the introduction of modern,
quieter regional jets will reduce neise levels of
commercial flights throuvghout the area, Sincersly,
Scott Hirschi., Appreciate the opportunity bo
conment .

JEFFREY W. THOMRS: We'll pause here and
rgsume. I believe there's another speaker or bwo

linad up.

SULLIVAN REPORTIRG, IHC.
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Foene Wilkinsan.

ROENE E. WILKINSON: Good afternoan. I'm
happy to be here in response to gquestions asked
abaut Lhe new replacement alrport. 1 speak for
myself as an individual and pot per se for the
Ht. George area Chamher of Commerce, but I o work
for the Chamber of Commerce. We have many
coMments —-

JEFFREY M. THOMAS: wWould you state your
name, please.

ROENE B. WILKIHSON: FHRoene B, Wilkinsom.

JEFFREY M. THOMAS: Thank you.

ROEMNE B, WILKIMSOMN: I just want to make
the comment that I hawe been at the airport. 1 have
uged the airpert as it stands. It is not large
endugh. 1t i5 not accamsodating enough for the
amount of traffic that comes into this city., We do
need that airpert as soon as possible, IF pobt now,
when? 1 underatand that this has bean going on for
1% years trying te get an airport here.

I"ve been here six years. I°we used that
airport, and it sert of scares me. We need -- as I
gea business coming into the comsunity, they'reé not
willing to bring business in, large companies,

unless they have a facility that accommodates those

—

SULLIVAN REPORTING, INC.
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Thank you for your interest in this project. Your comments have been
noted.
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businesses that want to relacate hers. We are a
growing cesmunity. It i3 developing rapidly, and
this airpert is neot zufficient. I would like to zee
that happen as Soon as possible.

I think the EIS study should coms to a
halt. T think they've had snough time to do this
and that we should get an with what we need to, with
business. Thank you.

JEFFREY H. THOMAS: Thank you.

We probably should wait a faw minutes and
sag 1f we have other speakers. If not, we'll
adjourn until the beginning of the next hour.

We'll officially adijourn the hearing and
reatart the hearing, and we'll restart at the
beginning of the next hour.

iThis sagment of the hearing
concluded at 4:25 p.om.)

{There were no more speakers.)
{(The hearing concluded at

(7200 p.m.}

SULLIVAN FEPCETING, IHC.
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RERORTER'S CERTIFICATE

STATE OF UThH 1

]
COUNTY OF WASHINGTON !

I, Jenpifer Sullivan, a duly commissioned
Hotary Public, Washinaton County, State af Utah, do hershy
coartify:

That I reported the taking of the Public Hearing
in the matter of the Proposed Replacement Rirport at
5t. George, Utah, commencing on Wednesday, Cotober 19, 2005,
from 3:00 p.m. te 7:00 p.m.

That I therealter transcribed my sald shorthand
notas into typewriting and that the typewritten transcript
of said public hearing is & complete, Crue and accurabe
transcription of my said shorthand notes taken down at said
time.

IN WITHMESS WHEREOF, I have hereuntoc set my hand
and affixed my official seal in my office in the County of
Washington, State of Otah, this ;lﬂti day of

Mau:m s, 2ODS.

Jennifer Sullivan, RFR

SULLIVAN BEPORETING, IHC.
(435} 635-0270




