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Appendix A 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE FEIS 

 
The comments received by the FAA on the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) document are presented in this appendix.  The comment period started on 
May 10, 2006 and continued for 45 days through July 3, 2006.  Below, Table A-1 
shows the page number for each comment and the associated response. 
 
Table A.1 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE FEIS DOCUMENT 
 

Commenter/Response Page # 
Don Young, U.S. House of Representatives,  Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure A-2 

 Response to Don Young A-4 

Scott Florence, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
Arizona Strip Field Office A-5 

 Response to Scott Florence A-8 

Jock Whitworth, U.S. Department of the Interior, National park Service, Zion 
National Park A-10 

 Response to Jock Whitworth A-12 

Larry Svoboda, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8 A-13 

 Response to Larry Svoboda A-16 

Commissioners James Eardley, Alan Gardner, and Jay Ence, Washington County A-20 

 Response to James Eardley, Alan Gardner, and Jay Ence A-21 

Dick Hingson, Sierra Club, National Parks and Monuments Committee A-22 

 Response to Dick Hingson A-28 

Donald Falvey A-34 

 Response to Donald Falvey A-39 

Darrell Hafen A-42 

 Response to Darrell Hafen A-44 

Mr. and Mrs. Ernest Heyborne A-45 

 Response to Ernest Heyborne A-46 

Samuel Roth A-47 

 Response to Samuel Roth A-49 

Albert Scholl, Jr. A-51 

 Response to Albert Scholl, Jr. A-53 

Richard Spotts A-54 

 Response to Richard Spotts A-57 
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Response to Don Young – U.S. House of Representatives, Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure (June 30, 2006) 
 
Thank you for your interest in this project.  We appreciate your comments and 
input regarding congressional intentions under the Overflights Act and the National 
Parks Air Tour Management Act of March 2000.  We conducted this National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) evaluation in response to a legal directive and 
public input.  We believe it was necessary to conduct the extensive noise analysis 
presented in this EIS to fully and thoughtfully respond to the comments and 
concerns of the court, other Federal agencies, the public, and to satisfy NEPA and 
other legal requirements.  
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Response to Scott R. Florence – U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management, Arizona Strip Field Office (June 30, 
2006) 
 
The National Parks Air Tour Management Act of 2000 (the Act) applies to any 
person who conducts a commercial air tour operation over a unit of the National 
Park System, over tribal lands that are within or abutting a unit of the National Park 
System, or any area within one-half mile outside of a unit of the National Park 
System.  The Act specifically excludes Grand Canyon National Park, tribal lands 
within or abutting Grand Canyon National Park, parks or tribal lands located in the 
state of Alaska, and flights conducted by a commercial air tour operator over or 
near the Lake Mead National Recreation Area solely as a transportation route to 
conduct an air tour over Grand Canyon National Park.  The Act expressly prohibits 
commercial air tour operations over Rocky Mountain National Park, regardless of 
altitude.   
 
The Act requires all persons operating or intending to operate commercial air tours 
to apply to the FAA for authority to conduct such activity.  The Act further requires 
the FAA, in cooperation with the National Park Service (NPS), to develop an Air 
Tour Management Plan (ATMP) for each unit of the National Park System or tribal 
land that does not have a plan in effect at the time a person applies for authority to 
conduct such an operation.  Therefore, it is the application by the commercial air 
tour operator that triggers the need for Federal action to develop an ATMP for a unit 
of the National Park System, or abutting tribal land.  The FAA has received 
applications from commercial air tour operators to conduct commercial air tours for 
approximately 100 national park locations.  More information on these locations and 
the ATMP program can be found at http://www.atmp.faa.gov.  
 
Once the need has been triggered, the FAA and the NPS prioritize and schedule the 
development of the ATMP.  Upon initiating the ATMP and associated National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) study, the current conditions of the commercial air 
tour operations (i.e., aircraft fleet mix, routes, altitudes, times of day, times of 
year, etc.) are researched and defined.  The FAA and the NPS then jointly formulate 
alternatives to the current conditions for consideration in further detailed analyses.  
Additionally, upon initiating the NEPA process, the FAA and the NPS work to identify 
all stakeholders that may have an interest in the project.  Part of the initial data 
gathering phase includes research and identification of those properties within the 
boundaries of the park and the surrounding areas, which meet the provisions of 
Section 4(f)/303(c).  The FAA will consult with BLM, as well as all appropriate 
Federal, state, and local officials having jurisdiction over the affected 4(f)/303(c) 
resources when determining whether project-related noise impacts would 
substantially impair the resources.  
 
At the present time, the FAA does not have a schedule for development of ATMPs, 
however, NPS has repeatedly indicated that completing an ATMP for Zion National 
Park is a priority.  Currently, air tours are authorized to fly over Zion National Park, 
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and their operations are limited to the annual number of flights that they conducted 
for the year prior to April 5, 2000, when the Overflights Act was signed by former 
President Clinton. 
 
FAA Advisory Circular (AC) No. 91-36D, Visual Flight Rules (VFR) Flight Near Noise-
Sensitive Areas, encourages pilots making VFR flights near noise-sensitive areas to 
fly not less than 2,000 feet above ground level (AGL), weather permitting.  For the 
purpose of AC 91-36D, the ground level of noise-sensitive areas is defined to 
include the highest terrain within 2,000 feet AGL laterally of the route of flight, or 
the uppermost rim of a canyon or valley.  This operational guidance would apply to 
any Bureau of Land Management (BLM) noise-sensitive areas.   
 
Low elevation flights from the existing airport and the proposed replacement airport 
are addressed in Chapter Six of the FEIS.  The information provided in that 
chapter addresses the noise levels associated with flights between the existing 
airport and the proposed replacement airport and other airports within the initial 
area of investigation.  The cumulative noise effects from both high and low altitude 
flights are addressed in Chapter Seven of the FEIS.  Low altitude noise level 
effects were derived largely from piston-powered (i.e., propeller) aircraft operating 
to and from the existing airport and the proposed replacement airport throughout 
the initial area of investigation and from air tour operators that fly within the same 
area, regardless of whether they operate at either the existing airport or the 
proposed replacement airport or not. 
 
As described in the FEIS Appendix R, Comments/Responses, Comment #45, 
Response #1, changes in future commercial air tours 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.  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.  
 
Substantial impairment under Section 4(f) is a specific standard relating to 
transportation use, and occurs only when the activities, features, or attributes, 
purposes and values of the resource that contribute to its significance or enjoyment 
are substantially diminished.  With respect to aircraft noise, for example, noise 
must be at levels high enough to have negative consequences of a substantial 
nature that amount to a taking of a park or portion of a park for transportation 
purposes.  This is a different standard under different statutory authority than 
“impairment” as determined by NPS under NPS statutory authority. 
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Response to Jock F. Whitworth – U.S. Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service, Zion National Park (June 12, 2006) 
 
Thank you and your staff for your interest, extensive comment, dialogue, and 
involvement in this EIS over the past two years.  Your comments have been noted 
and are important in achieving harmony between the proposed replacement airport 
and Zion National Park.  The initiatives outlined in your letter and contained in 
Appendix X in the FEIS and in the ROD will be the basis for grant conditions to be 
established in potential future Federal airport grants-in-aid issued to the City of St. 
George. 
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Response to Larry Svoboda – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 8 (June 12, 2006) 
 
Air Quality - We appreciate USEPA’s comment that air toxics or hazardous air 
pollutant (HAPS) trend analysis would be beneficial.  As explained previously in 
response to USEPA’s related comment on the DEIS, the FAA has several reasons for 
its decision not to perform a quantitative HAPs analysis.  First, the edge of existing 
residential development is 1.8 miles from the replacement airport.  Currently, there 
are no homes or other receptors neighboring the replacement airport.  In addition, 
local land use planning agencies intend to establish overlay districts to control 
incompatible development in the are surrounding the airport through zoning and 
other mechanisms.  To that end, the City of St. George, in coordination with 
Washington City, has developed an Airport Vicinity Land Use Plan (AVLUP) that 
identifies appropriate land uses and zoning requirements for areas in the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed replacement airport.  Both cities are prepared to adopt 
zoning consistent with the plan, in the form of Airport Influence Area and Overlay 
Zone Zoning for their respective jurisdictions surrounding the replacement airport.  
Within the overlay zones, business, industrial and mixed use commercial 
development is envisioned.  With the development of this type of zoning, there are 
not currently and are not expected to be individuals living in the vicinity of the 
airport who could be exposed to local HAPS emissions in the reasonably foreseeable 
future.  Therefore, there is no potential for a microscale issue.  A quantitative HAPS 
analysis would not provide useful information in these circumstances.   
 
Second, the proposed replacement airport is located in an area that is designated 
attainment for all criteria pollutants.  This is relevant because of the area’s 
attainment with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and because 
HAPs generally correlate with volatile organic compounds (VOCs) for gaseous 
components and with particulates (PM) for metallic components.  The minor 
increases found for project VOCs and PM in the emissions inventory provide a clear 
indication that there would be no local problem with HAPs even if there were 
adjacent communities.   
 
Third, there is no indication that potential HAPs emissions would have reasonably 
foreseeable significant adverse impacts.  In these circumstances, there is no 
requirement to address incomplete and unavailable information that might bear 
upon the choice between alternatives pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.22.    
 
In contrast, the FAA included or estimated HAPs emissions in recent EISs for 
proposed projects at O’Hare and LAX.  Unlike the proposed replacement airport at 
St. George, those projects were at busy airports that are located in large 
metropolitan areas, that are surrounded by densely populated areas, and that are 
within areas designated nonattainment or maintenance areas for ozone, VOCs, and 
particulates.   
 
Lastly and most importantly, HAPs is an emerging scientific area and FAA 
headquarters (Office of Environment and Energy) and USEPA headquarters (Office 
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of Air Quality Planning and Standards and the Mobile Source Division in Ann Arbor, 
Michigan) are working on issues associated with airport-related HAPs emissions.  In 
order to address current limitations of the existing modeling tools and critical input 
data, the FAA and USEPA are working together with other agencies and 
organizations to improve HAP databases, particularly for aircraft, and to develop 
more reliable methodology for airport studies.  In addition to research, the FAA is 
consulting with USEPA on proposed guidance for conducting airport-related HAPs 
emission inventories.  This guidance will supply needed standardization and 
important information, including: (1) a compendium of aircraft and engine emission 
profiles; (2) a rating system for HAPs data to describe its reliability based on how 
the test data were collected and documented; and (3) a list of factors to determine 
if and how much HAPs analyses is required. 
 
Water Quality – The water quality measures described in the FEIS have been made 
a condition of the FAA’s Record of Decision (see Section 5 of the ROD) and will be 
enforced in the grant issued to the City of St. George by the FAA. 
 
Future Land Use Plans and Zoning – To clarify our Response #10 to USEPA’s 
Comment Letter #41 as presented in Appendix R of the FEIS, the FAA is familiar 
with the types of landside development typically associated with airports of this 
size.  We understand that there are developments planned off-airport and on land 
in the vicinity of the proposed replacement airport, however, these planned 
developments are in the early conceptual planning stages and may rely on the 
extension of infrastructure, including the construction of the Southern Corridor and 
the replacement airport, to clearly define the type, location, and densities of 
planned uses.  For FAA to assess the impacts associated with these planned 
developments would serve no purpose within the NEPA framework. 
 
Cumulative Impacts – According to USEPA guidance, the level of analysis and scope 
should be commensurate with the potential impacts, resources affected, project 
scale, and other factors.1  As presented in the EIS, the direct impacts of the 
proposed action are not significant.  Extensive coordination with the National Park 
Service, the Bureau of Land Management, Washington County, Washington City, 
and the City of St. George, as land management entities, was conducted for 
completion of the EIS and under the AVLUP effort conducted in conjunction with the 
EIS to identify future land use and development trends and sensitive resource 
areas.  The AVLUP planning effort included the replacement airport property and 
areas in relatively close proximity to the airport that are depicted in city and 
country future land use plans.  This planning area extends 2.5 to 3 miles beyond 
the replacement airport site.  Beyond this initial zone of future development, no 
future land use planning information is available.   
 
Although development is planned and areas of land have been zoned in the vicinity 
of the proposed replacement airport, the details of many of the developments are 
still in very preliminary stages.  There are approximately 4,515 acres of land 

                                                 
1  Consideration of Cumulative Impacts in EPA Review of NEPA Documents; USEPA Office of Federal 

Activities, EPA 315-R-99-002, May 1999. 
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(including the replacement airport site) that would be subject to changes in land 
use designation resulting from the relocation of the St. George Airport and 
construction of the Southern Corridor.  This land lies within the jurisdictions of the 
City of St. George, Washington City, and Washington County and is mostly 
undeveloped at this time.  Even without development of the replacement airport, 
the entire 4,515-acre area could potentially suffer the incremental loss of existing 
habitat overtime from various scattered developments.  Although all of the existing 
and proposed land use designations would require some percentage of open space 
or place restrictions on lot coverage, none of the jurisdictions currently restrict 
owners from clearing their land for development.  The Southern Corridor will likely 
increase the demand for development throughout this area, even if the airport was 
not relocated to the preferred site.   
 
As described in the AVLUP, approximately 703 acres of land under the jurisdiction 
of the City of St. George and outside of the replacement airport property would be 
developed into a mix of business and commercial uses to support the airport.  The 
Fort Pearce Wash Industrial Park and South Block Community Plan developments 
would include approximately 119 acres of dedicated open space along the Fort 
Pearce Wash.  Within the boundaries of Washington City, approximately 832 acres 
outside of the airport boundary is planned for a mix of industrial, commercial, and 
residential development which would include approximately 125 acres of open 
space.  The remaining area surrounding the replacement airport and under the 
jurisdiction of Washington County, includes 1,673 acres of planned business park, 
industrial, and mixed commercial-residential uses including approximately 88 acres 
of open space.  Of the 4,515 acres addressed in the AVLUP and contained in this 
future development area, approximately 1,306 acres would be used for the airport, 
leaving 3,209 acres of developable land; of which approximately 333 acres would 
be reserved as open space, presumably in natural cover.  Therefore, a minimum of 
10.3 percent of the land in close proximity to the airport would remain in natural 
cover – desert scrub, creosote bush, shrub cactus, riparian scrub – with additional 
habitat provided in pockets of undeveloped land.  As one would move farther away 
from the airport and this initial zone of development, it would be assumed that 
development would become less dense, providing additional areas of open habitat.  
 
Following good planning principles, it would be assumed that these planned 
developments would take advantage of natural topography and drainage patterns, 
to the extent practicable, creating connected areas of habitat and wildlife travel 
corridors along valleys and drainages where vegetative cover is more prevalent.  It 
could be estimated that a second zone of development (which is currently beyond 
the purview of the communities, the county, and the FAA) could include as little as 
25-45 percent open land area/natural habitat due to the potential for lower density 
developments such as agricultural, rural residential, and open space.  It would be 
anticipated that this future development would most likely take place on plains and 
plateaus which would remove desert-scrub and shrub cactus habitats, displacing 
some resident wildlife, including small mammals, reptiles, and birds.  Areas of 
protected habitat for species such as the burrowing owl, kit fox, and desert tortoise, 
should be taken into account and addressed appropriately during future planning 
and land development processes. 
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Due to the lack of detailed planning information, including development types, lot 
sizes, densities, and open space requirements, there is no specific foundation on 
which to build a quantitative analysis of the potential loss of habitat associated with 
the development of the proposed replacement airport.  Taking too broad of a look 
at development and consequently over approximating the impact of future 
development on the resources present could be just as detrimental, if not more so, 
than under approximating impacts.  An over estimation of future and cumulative 
impacts could also have a detrimental effect on future planning and development.2 

                                                 
2  “An agency must consider the cumulative impacts of future actions only if doing so would further 

the informational purposes of NEPA.  Restricting cumulative impact analysis to foreseeable future 
actions ensures that the details of these actions are sufficiently concrete for the agency to gather 
information useful to itself and the public.”  City of Oxford v. Federal Aviation Admin., 428 F.3d 
1346, 1353-1354 (11th Cir. 2005). 
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Response to Commissioners James J. Eardley, Alan D. Gardner, and 
Jay Ence; Washington County (June 12, 2006) 
 
Thank you for your interest in this project.  Your comments have been noted. 
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Response to Mr. and Mrs. Ernest Heyborne 
 
The use of the Cedar City Airport (CDC) was evaluated as an alternative to 
construction of the proposed replacement airport in the EIS.  It was removed from 
further consideration because it would not satisfy the travel demand based in 
St. George and would not serve as a replacement airport for the St. George 
Municipal Airport (SGU).  Even if CDC was improved, an airport in St. George would 
need to remain operable because of the local demand. 
 
The Federal government does not control where, when, and how airlines provide 
their services; nor is the Federal government the driving force in airport capacity 
development or airport utilization.  Rather, the aviation industry, in partnership 
with local and regional government, and in response to market demand, determines 
where and how air travel demand is accommodated.  It should also be noted, 
however, that any substantial redistribution of traffic from SGU to other airports, or 
increasing service to other destinations would require airline strategic decisions that 
cannot be predicted or relied upon. 
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Response to Samuel Roth (July 3, 2006) 
 
In asserting that Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft Noise 
Impacts on Zion National Park, is false as evidenced by Appendix S, St. 
George Replacement Airport EIS Noise Levels for2003 Conditions, Zion 
National Park and Other 4(f)/303(c) Sites, the commenter has confused the 
definitions of cumulative DNL noise level and the single event noise levels 
represented by the number of events data.  The DNL level is an average noise level 
representative of the total noise energy present at a location for a 24-hour period, 
with penalties applied for energy that is generated during the nighttime hours of 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m.  Single event levels used in computing the Number of Events 
Above metric are based on instantaneous noise threshold levels.  Consequently, for 
an area to exceed the FAA or USEPA noise thresholds cited in Appendix W, the 
average noise level (i.e., DNL) must exceed those thresholds, not the single event 
noise level. 
 
In order for a location exposed to one event per day to exceed the 60 dBA of DNL 
threshold, that one event would have to last for the entire day.  Similarly, when 
13 to 28 events exceed the 45 dBA single event noise level, the time of exposure 
associated with those events would have to approximate 24 hours to exceed the 
45 dBA of DNL level.  Therefore, hundreds of events, more than are projected to be 
present, would need to occur during an average 24-hour period to exceed the cited 
FAA or USEPA levels. 
 
As presented in the FEIS Appendix W, Issues Relating to Mitigation of Aircraft 
Noise Impacts on Zion National Park, and Appendix X, Monitored Noise 
Abatement Initiatives; the FAA has considered measures to minimize the impacts 
of aircraft overflights on Zion National Park resulting from the proposed 
replacement airport.  The noise abatement initiatives described in Appendix X 
include: implementation of a pilot education program, development of commercial 
operator agreements, distribution of printed materials to educate pilots, flight 
monitoring, and implementation of various educational initiatives. 
 
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 a health risk 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.  (For more information refer to 
Aircraft Contrails Factsheet, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, EPA430-F-00-
005, September 2000, www.epa.gov.) 




