
Pepin Corso-Harris 
<pepin.corsoharris@yahoo.com>  
To Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA@FAA 
cc 
09/08/2008 10:34 PM 
Subject Comments on Alternative Analysis for FMA 
 
 
Cayla - 
I must apologize on two points: 
 
1)  I always manage to just squeak under the deadline wire (11:30PM, 
9/8/08 this time), adding to the volume of your last minute submissions no 
matter how hard I try to do otherwise. 
 
2)  I could not write a concise, short essay on why site #4 was the poorest 
choice.  There was just too much to say and explain. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to tell you what I think is important in this 
phase of the E.I.S.  I will stay involved.  I just hope that we reach the end of 
the process before dementia sets in. 
 
Pepin Corso-Harris 
 
 







 
 
 
 
 
September 8, 2008 
 
 
 
 
Ms. Cayla Morgan      Via e-mail 
Federal Aviation Administration    Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov 
Northwest Mountain Region 
Seattle Airports District Office 
1601 Lind Avenue, SW, Suite 250 
Renton, WA  98057-3356 
 
 
Dear Ms. Morgan, 
 
Thank you fro the opportunity to comment on the environmental analysis process and the 
Draft Purpose and Need/Alternatives Working Paper. 
 
Context of Comments: 
 
 The comments following are those of an interested private citizen.  I have been 
involved with the air service to Sun Valley since 1973, acting as an informal liaison 
between the air carriers, the Resort and the airport.  I participated in the formulation of 
the 1983 Airport Master Plan, the 1990 Airport Feasibility Study and the 1994 Master 
Plan Update.  I was also involved in the efforts to obtain the air traffic control tower, the 
microwave landing system and the proposed transponder landing system.  Additionally, I 
assisted in the Minimum Revenue Guarantee (MRG) grant application to DOT for LAX-
SUN service, in the MRG negotiations with Frontier for DEN-SUN service, and in the 
MRG negotiations for the 2008-9 Horizon LAX-SUN service.  I represented the City of 
Ketchum and the Sun Valley/Ketchum Visitors Bureau on the Advisory Committee for 
the 2006 Feasibility Study and I currently serve on the board of the Fly Sun Valley 
Alliance tasked with maintaining and improving air service to Sun Valley.   
 
Comments 

 
Reliability 
 
     Existing 

 
General Comments 
 

  The reliability problem at Friedman seems to be the key deficiency and the 
driving operational basis for pursuing a replacement airport.  The Draft is lacking a well 
documented consistent measure of the existing reliability.  
    

 



 
Specific Comments 

 
Pages 17 and 18 of the Draft states diversions are approximately 22% “during 

winter months”.  Page 28 states diversions average 13% “during the winter season” and 
“can” reach 20 and 30 percent in December, January and March.  The quote at the bottom 
of page 28 would seem to indicate the 13% is a five year average. 

 
At the July public information meeting, you stated that the Draft would be revised 

to include the existing reliability data.  I would suggest the data include diversion 
statistics by month and by year for a 5 year period to provide an accurate assessment of 
the existing reliability problem.  
 

     Potential Approach Capability at Existing Airport 
 
  General Comments 
 
 The Draft is lacking a reasonable forecast of the likely reliability if the aircraft 
and air crew have the specific authorization and training and the aircraft is specifically 
equipped to utilize the 1000’ and 3 mile approach.  You stated at the July public 
information meeting that the Draft would be revised to include a forecast of the reliability 
with these lower minimums. 
 
  Specific Comments 
 
 Page 49 of the draft indicates that the FAA anticipates use of GPS technology for 
specifying a missed approach procedure for a replacement site.  

Page 50 of the Draft indicates the FAA anticipates further improvements by the 
installation of an airport surveillance radar for a replacement site. 

I would suggest that the Draft should address what affect each of the above 
improvements would have on reliability if they were utilized at the existing airport site. 
 

Potential Approach Capability Affect on Reliability at a Replacement Site 
 
  General Comments 
 
 The Draft is lacking a reasonable forecast of the likely reliability at a replacement 
site with a CAT I approach and with a CAT II approach.  You stated at the July public 
information meeting that the Draft would be revised to include forecast(s) of reliability at 
the replacement site. 
 
  Specific Comments 
 
 Page 144 of the Draft states that the need for CAT II capability has not been 
established and may never be realistic.  This would seem to indicate that the CAT II 
capability, that was not considered by the FAA in the 2006 Feasibility Study, is of limited 
values as a comparable tool to further differentiate potential sites as stated in the Tier 
Three evaluation. 
 



 In addition, while the aviation forecast assumptions have not yet been made 
available, it is my understanding the CAT I approach capability was the basis for those 
forecasts. 
 
 Accordingly, the fact that Site 4 can not provide for development of a CAT II 
approach should not be a principal reason for eliminating the site in the subsequent 
phases of the EIS. 
 
 

  Proximity to Demand 
 
  General Comments 
 
  Page 111 of the Draft states that the airline interviews identified a one-
hour drive time as viable.  This conclusion contradicts the input from Sky West and 
Horizon during the 2006 Feasibility Study.  The conclusion also contradicts the input 
from the Sun Valley Resort, the Sun Valley/Ketchum Visitors Bureaus, the Sawtooth 
Board of Realtors, the City of Ketchum and the City of Sun Valley. 
 
  Further, the conclusion does not identify the type of service assumes non-
stop or connecting, nor the fare structure – high yield or low cost.  Nor does it address the 
likelihood of minimum revenue guarantees to obtain non-stop service.  
 
 Specific Comments 
 
  The draft states that Site 10A is 53 minutes driving distance from Sun 
Valley/Ketchum as is Site 12 (pages 133 and 134 respectively).  The Draft is lacking 
what assumptions were utilized in calculating these distances, as to weather, traffic, and 
stop lights.  The EIS for the expansion of Highway 75 indicates a total of approximately 
18 stop lights between Sun Valley/Ketchum and Sites 10A and 12, versus the 8 existing 
stop lights. 
 
  I would suggest the Draft include the assumptions utilized in the 
Proximity to Demand calculations.  The Draft on Page 133 refers to heavier weighting for 
the driving distance from Ketchum/Sun Valley and yet Site 10A scored 4.0 out of a 
possible 5 for proximity to demand. 
 
  The Draft on page 30 refers to the 2006 Feasibility Study assumption that 
the potential demand associated with new development in the southern portion of Blaine 
County must be considered.  I would suggest that the demographics of such growth is 
likely to have less impact on demand at a replacement site than second home and hotel 
development in the northern portion of Blaine County.  The point has previously been 
made that demand in this market is far less driven by population, as a more typical urban 
market would be, and far more driven by second home and hotel/rental condo trends.  
Proximity to these demand generators is much more dependent on convenience because 
of the highly competitive and highly discretionary nature of those markets. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
      Airline Interviews 
 
  General Comments 
 
  While we have not yet had the opportunity to review the Aviation Activity 
Forecasts, the handout at the July public information hearing indicated approximately a 
50% increase in emplanements for Year 1 of the replacement airport. 
  Presumably the underlying assumptions will set forth how projected 
growth in population, second homes and hotel/rental condos will support such a 
significant increase. 
  Presumably, the assumptions will also set forth projected new service and 
required minimum revenue guarantees to obtain such service 
 
  Specific Comments 
 
  Page 18 of the Draft implies that those airlines that are more focused on, 
and experienced with serving winter markets, assign little or no importance to the current 
operating conditions and capabilities at SUN in their service decisions. 
  I would suggest that assuming that a replacement airport will attract new 
service to as small a market as Blaine County, without significant revenue guarantees, in 
the harsh airline economic situation that is likely to continue for an extended period may 
be overly optimistic. 
 
Conclusion 
 
 A significant portion of our community is concerned about the potential loss of air 
carrier service at a replacement airport too distant to be competitive without minimum 
revenue guarantees beyond our ability to fund. 
 
 While the existing airport seemingly will never offer the same level of reliability 
as a replacement site, it may be more practical and reasonable to make the best of the 
existing site until we are large enough to support non-stop services to major markets from 
a replacement site that we can afford. 
 
 Alternatively, it may be more practical and reasonable to select a site such as Site 
4 that is within a more acceptable proximity to the major demand generators and would 
likely pose less of a threat to the continuation of air service to Blaine County. 
 
If the eventual site selected is so distant as to be only acceptable to the traveling public 
for non-stop service, then we should not pursue such a replacement site until we have a 
concrete plan and funding mechanism to provide sufficient minimum revenue guarantees 
to assure replacement air service to offset the likely loss of our existing service. 
 
  
Thank you the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Richard Fenton, Jr. 



F R I E D M A N  M E M O R I A L  A I R P O R T  

September 5,2008 

Ms. Cayla Morgan 
Project Manager 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Seattle Airport District mce 
1601 Lind Ave., S.W., Ste. 250 
Renton, WA 98057-3356 

Re: Friedman Memoha! Airport €IS Draft Purpose and Need Alternatives Working Paper 

Dear Ms. Morgan: 

The Staff and Board of Friedman Memorial Airport has reviewed the €IS Draft Purpose and Need 
. Alternatives Working Paper and proposes the following cornmen Wreoommendations: 

I. Exhibit 1.1-1: This is an outdated photo. Recommend it be  placed with a current aerial 
photo. 

2. Pg. 7, Par 4, last sentence -Snow Removal and Maintenance Facilities: Change the wrd 
'typicalif to %ccasionally.' 

3. Pg. 12,6" Par-OFZ: All o f l Y A ,  with the exception of TYA, frornlYA-8-south, is in the 
Runway OFT. 

- .  . < 

4. Pg. 16, Table 1.14, Item No. 13: This should reflect the fact that the 'toad", Hwy 75, actually 
, . 
-;.. .-runs parallel to and the full Length of the Runway and in the transitional surface. ,:- . - .  

5. Pg.17, 1' Par, last sentence: Should lead I n  addition, the east 100 feet of the a i d  tie-down 
area and the east TOO feet of the large aircraft apron (Iowted to the east of the F00) also 
penetrate the tunway centerline-Wircraft parking limit line separation requirement. 

6. Pg. 18, last Par, next to last sentence, -Head - To - Head Operations: Recommend this 
sentence be amended to say, "Departures to the north would go into rising terrain and stmger 
wosswinds, compromising aircmff safety, and Ae safefy of the populathn cenw of Halley, 
fo include chumhes, schools, shopping cenars, etc. " 

In the same pawgraph, we also recommend a statement be induded, just ater the above- 
referenced sentence, that states 'Head-Wead operations on N - A  also p m e n  t safety 
concerns not unlike head-t*head operafions in Che air. " 

7. Pg. 24, 1.1.2.3, 1990 Ailport Feasibility Study, Par 4, 1" sentence: preceding" should be 
"subsequent b.. . " 

8. Pg. 25, lHPar, last sentence: Recommd amending the sentence to lead, '...were not also 
accwnted br, but neverfheless slgnilicant at the time, " 



Pg. 25, 3d Par: The last sentence is misleading i& as it fails to danfy that many of the 
recommendations in the 1994 hkwter Plan wre simply not constructable. Consequently, in 
1998, FMA completed an Aiwrt layout Plan Update and all projects mmmended at that time -re 
completed. 

9. Pg. 26, 1 .I -2.6, la Par., last sentence, 2008 Feasibility Study Recommend this sentence begin 
with language such as "]Based on indepth analysis ihat assessed Ibur dMbmnt possible 
coni7gurntfon scenarles, this study confirmed that.. .. ." 

10. Pgs. 28 and 29: ThmghWt the document, and in particular, this section, discussion of 
plausible minimums differs. Recommend that language mgarding minimums be consistent. 

11. Pg. 42, f .3.5.2, FM4A Alternate Site Selection: When discussing the determination of the 
FMAA Board and the resolutions of the Waine County Commissioners, a bit more clarification 
wouM se8m helpful. This appears to be a poorty-composed paragraph insofar as it is not 
entirety dear which Commission said Mat.  When referencing Commission resolutions, 
resolutions from the City of Haiky, one of the Airport sponsorlownets should also be included. 

12. Pg. 56, last par., Site 4: U.S. 2OISouthwst Triangle: We recommend that TDRs" be 
describeddefined with a short explanation, for readers who may be unfamiliar with this 
language. 

13. Pg. 79, 3' par, 2"6 sentence, Site 8: Md-Lava: me wind monitoring equipment was actually 
located wesf rather than east, of the site. Also, thee are no accompanying graphics in support 
pf Site 8. 

14. Pg. 86, 2* par We are unaware of any development applications before Blaine Cwnty, 
regarding Spring Ranch Creek. 

15. Pg. W,4' par, 2nd sentence, Site 1 OA, Picabo Oesen Road Site: Not sun if this is Btaine 
County Commission or FMAA Board. If it is In fact supposed to be Blaine Commission, then 
again, the msolutions of ail lhree relevant entities, City of Hailey, Blaine Countyand FMAA 
8oard should be referenced. See Comment # 11, ah# .  

16. Pg. 131, par 6, last sentence: Conkrmity Recommend deletion of the word Wth." 

17. Pg. 1 35, 3* par, 2nd sentence: i.5.4.7 Site 12 - Safety Considerations: Weather in this area 
might be a considetation, particularly in winter. A check ~h #a Idaho Transportation 
Department might meal that road W u r e s  due to snow accumulation, dMng and blowing are 
frequent. It migM also meal that high vrind, M i t e  our conditions and exireme cold are routine 
wather conditions in the winter. 

18. Pg. 1 37,6" par - Property OHlnership Considerations: Property ownership information w s  in 
fact gathered by FMAA during the study and is available. 

1 9. During the Alternative Analysis presentation to the Friedman Memorial Airport Authority a Board 
Member asked that 1.4.1 [Guiding Pammeters] be clarified to make it ctear that F A U B  had 
developed the pamters, so no one could say that FMAA had mated them. 



Sincerely, 

Richard R. BaM 
Airport Manager 
































