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APPENDIX C: 1983 AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE  
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND THE  

JACKSON HOLE AIRPORT BOARD, INCLUDING AMENDMENTS 
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APPENDIX D: CURRENT JACKSON HOLE AIRPORT  
NOISE ABATEMENT PLAN 
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INTRODUCTION 

A notice of availability for the draft environmental impact statement for the Jackson Hole Airport 
agreement extension was published in the Federal Register on April 3, 2009 (NPS 2009). A 60-day 
public comment period that was opened for the draft environmental impact statement on that same 
day was later extended by two weeks, until June 15, 2009, to accommodate users of the NPS’ Plan-
ning, Environment, and Public Comment project management system. 

The National Park Service received 3,111 responses by letter, through electronic email, or by submis-
sion to the NPS planning website (3,097 from individuals or businesses, eight from organizations, 
and six from public agencies). These responses included 1,074 form letters. There were 5,147 indi-
vidual comments indentified within the total responses, including both substantive and non-
substantive comments.  
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At the close of the comment period, the National Park Service analyzed the content of public and 
agency responses. Every response was divided into its individual comments, each of which received a 
unique number. Each comment was then categorized in terms of its subject matter and content and 
assigned one or more codes to identify the topics it addressed. The codes generally follow the organ-
ization of the environmental impact statement chapters, and some are alphabetical within chapters. 

After all comments were coded, similar comments were grouped as “issues.” Each issue was eva-
luated to determine whether it was substantive or non-substantive, according to the criteria in sec-
tion 4.6.A of Director’s Order #12 and Handbook (NPS 2001a), which are based on the Council on 
Environmental Quality (1978) regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act.  

Substantive comments are defined as those that do one or more of the following: 

• Question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the environmental impact state-
ment; 

• Question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of environmental analysis; 

• Present reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the environmental impact state-
ment; or 

• Cause changes or revisions in the proposal. 

In other words, they raise, debate, or question a point of fact or policy.  

Comments in favor of or against the proposed action or alternative, or comments that only agreed or 
disagreed with NPS policy, were not considered substantive. For about half the codes, the National 
Park Service did not receive any comments, or all of the comments received were non-substantive.  

A response was provided for each of the issues that were considered substantive. Typically, the re-
sponse identified where the information was already available in the environmental impact state-
ment, described how the final environmental impact statement was changed, or explained why the 
final document was not changed. Non-substantive comments did not receive a response. 

There often were multiple comments that addressed the same issue. In these cases, one or more 
comments that effectively expressed the issue were selected as representative of the issue and are in-
cluded in this appendix. Comments are mostly verbatim, but minor editing was provided to correct 
spelling or grammar, improve clarity, or reduce length. 

The comment and response section is followed by reprinted copies of the responses received from 
public agencies. Because of the large number of documents received from individuals, organizations, 
and businesses, these letters have not been reprinted but are on file at Grand Teton National Park.  

ORGANIZATION OF THIS APPENDIX 

Most of this appendix consists of the issues identified by commenters, and the responses by the Na-
tional Park Service to each of these issues. 

The comment letter from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency included a number of unique 
comments, and considerable detail explaining some comments. Therefore, a scan of this letter is in-
cluded, followed by a comment-by-comment response from the National Park Service to each of the 
issues raised by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  
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The National Park Service also received letters from five other agencies. Scans of these letters are 
provided after the NPS’ responses to the letter from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
Where these agencies identified substantive comments, they were addressed with the other substan-
tive comments in the first part of this appendix.  

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

The National Park Service avoids the use of acronyms and abbreviations in documents that are likely 
to be reviewed by the public. However, many of the comments included acronyms and abbrevia-
tions. The most commonly used are provided below. Less common acronyms and abbreviations 
were written out when comments were reviewed for grammar and spelling. 

ANCA Airport Noise and Capacity Act 
EIS  Environmental impact statement  
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality  
dBA  A-weighted decibel 
DNL Day-night average sound level  
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  
FAA Federal Aviation Administration  
GTNP Grand Teton National Park  
GYC Greater Yellowstone Coalition 
INM Integrated Noise Model 
Leq Sound level equivalent 
Lmax Maximum sound level 
NA Number above 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act  
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act  
NHL National historic landmark  
NPCA National Parks Conservation Association 
NPS  National Park Service  
TA Time above 

04: CLOSING THE AIRPORT FASTER THAN  
UNDER THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE TIMEFRAME 

Issue 04.1: Need to evaluate closing the airport earlier than under the no action alternative.  

Comment: I would recommend a supplemental draft EIS that analyzes additional alternatives: imme-
diate elimination of air travel to Grand Teton, within 1 year; and phased elimination of air travel to 
Grand Teton, within 5 years (0694.005).  

Response: The purpose of this environmental impact statement is to evaluate the proposal made by 
the Jackson Hole Airport Board to extend the existing agreement until 2053 so that the airport will 
remain eligible to receive funding from the Federal Aviation Administration. The existing agreement 
between the Board and the Department of the Interior authorizes the airport to operate in its present 
location until April 27, 2033. Unless the Board was to be found in default of the agreement, and failed 
to cure such default, the agreement could only be terminated earlier than the specified date through 
the agreement of both parties. Such a change in the term is inconsistent with the Board’s current re-
quest.  
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05: MOVE THE AIRPORT ELSEWHERE 

Issue 05.1: Need to consider moving the airport to a location outside the park.  

Comment: The airport should be relocated outside the park (0114.002.) 

Comment: It's an incompatible use for the area and should be moved outside the park before it gets any 
bigger (0557.002). 

Comment: The airport should be moved to outside the park boundaries. We implore you to establish 
some long-term plan to have the airport relocated (0430.003). 

Response: The purpose of this environmental impact statement is to evaluate the proposal made by 
the Jackson Hole Airport Board to extend the existing agreement until 2053 so that the airport will 
remain eligible to receive funding from the Federal Aviation Administration. Alternative 1 would re-
sult in expiration of the agreement between the Board and Department of the Interior in 2033, and 
operation of the airport in the park would cease. Development of a new airport at an alternate site 
outside the park, however, is beyond the scope of this environmental impact statement. The existing 
agreement between the Board and the Department of the Interior authorizes the airport to operate in 
its present location until April 27, 2033. Unless the Board was to be found in default of the agree-
ment, and failed to cure such default, the agreement could only be terminated earlier than the speci-
fied date through the agreement of both parties. Such a change in the term is inconsistent with the 
Board’s current request. 

If, in the future, the Jackson Hole Airport Board proposed any actions that would extend the length 
of the runway or expand the size of the airport to encompass additional NPS lands, the National 
Park Service would require that the National Environmental Policy Act process would have to eva-
luate at least one alternative that would relocate the airport to a site not in Grand Teton National 
Park. No amendment to the agreement between the Department of the Interior and the Board that 
would authorize either such action would occur in the absence of such a National Environmental 
Policy Act process. 

06: MODIFY AGREEMENT PROVISIONS (INCLUDING TERM OF EXTENSION) 

Issue 06.1: Need for the agreement to include additional mitigation provisions, and plans to 
enforce those provisions, to protect park resources or values.  

Comment: This new lease agreement provides a valuable opportunity to review and provide additional 
provisions to enforce and mitigate against airport impacts on the park - an appropriate step to take prior 
to extending the lease to 2053 (NPCA, 1479.001). 

Comment: Under the draft environmental impact statement recently released by the NPS, the park is 
still not afforded the level of protection that is warranted in order to ensure current and future protection 
of park values. Additional enforcement and mitigation plans need to be put in place in the lease extension 
agreement prior to approving an additional 20-year lease extension for the Jackson Hole Airport 
(NPCA,1479.004). 

Comment: We feel that GTNP has the opportunity to create further standards on operations of the Jack-
son Hole Airport which would significantly reduce the impacts to wildlife, soundscapes, dark skies, and 
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visitor experience in GTNP. We urge GTNP to use this opportunity to shape the impacts of airport opera-
tions in the best interest of the park (GYC, 0463.001). 

Response: The preferred alternative was revised to strengthen the commitment of the Jackson Hole 
Airport Board to further reduce and mitigate the effects of the airport on the park. An extensive list 
of potential mitigation measures was included in Chapter 2 of the final environmental impact state-
ment. 

Issue 06.2: Need for a threshold for “unacceptable” noise impacts, with a penalty for exceed-
ing the threshold.  

Comment: A triggering mechanism should be included within one or more of the alternatives, whereby, 
if still unacceptable noise thresholds are reached or exceeded, there would be a consequent alteration to 
the length of the use agreement, itself even affecting the possibility of its further renewal or extension. 
(NPCA, 1479.011). 

Comment: A potential cut-off, via shortening of the lease agreement, should be predictable when the 
"unacceptable" adverse noise impact threshold(s) are crossed, since NPS under its management policies 
may NOT manage for unacceptable impacts (Sierra Club, 3078.008).  

Comment: GTNP could consider reducing the length of the leases to ensure the airport remains within 
the compliance criteria of the environmental impacts to visitor experience, dark skies, air quality, and 
soundscapes (GYC, 0463.019). 

Response: The 1983 agreement already includes thresholds for noise impacts that were established 
“to ensure that future airport operations are controlled in such a manner that aircraft noise exposure 
will remain compatible with the purposes of Grand Teton National Park and will result in no signifi-
cant increase in cumulative or single event noise impacts on noise sensitive areas of the Park.” These 
thresholds are presented in sections 4(e) through 4(g) of the agreement, and were reprinted on pages 
312 through 316 of the draft environmental impact statement.  

The 1983 agreement also includes consequences for failure to comply with all of the stated require-
ments. Section 5, which was reproduced on page 317 of the draft environmental impact statement, 
says, “In the event the Board shall be in default due to its failure to perform any of the terms and 
conditions set forth in this agreement, the Department shall be entitled to terminate this agreement.” 
Moreover, according to section 1(a), the Jackson Hole Airport Board can exercise its option to re-
new the agreement for additional 10-year terms only “if the Board has substantially and satisfactorily 
complied with all of the essential terms and conditions of this agreement.” 

The Jackson Hole Airport Board has consistently met the noise requirements and all of the other 
provisions of the 1983 agreement. A new figure (Figure 4) showing day-night average sound level 
contours from 1984 and 2008 was added to the final environmental impact statement. Comparison of 
these contours to the 1983 agreement threshold boundaries that are mapped on Figure 2 and Figures 
G-21 and G-26 in Appendix G of the final environmental impact statement demonstrate that the air-
port has been, and continues to be, in compliance with use agreement noise requirements.  

The National Park Service will continue to affirm this compliance as part of its review for each 10-
year option renewal. In addition, provisions are included in the proposed text of the amendment (see 
Appendix F of the final environmental impact statement) requiring the Jackson Hole Airport Board 
to:  
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• Comprehensively review the terms and conditions of the agreement with the National Park Ser-
vice no less often than every five years to discuss whether any additional amendments would bet-
ter ensure that the airport remained compatible with the purposes and values of the park; 

• Act in good faith to develop and implement mitigation measures to reduce further environmental 
impacts on the park; and  

• Provide a biennial report to the National Park Service describing its efforts at reducing negative 
environmental impacts and, specifically, its efforts to reduce its noise impacts on the park. 

Issue 06.3: Consider different durations for the agreement extension (other than extending it 
for two 10-year terms). 

Comment: I would like to see the agreement extended for two 50-year terms instead of 10-year exten-
sions (0722.002). 

Comment: Please renew this lease, in perpetuity, forever (0707.003). 

Comment: Maybe instead of extending the use agreement by 20 years, the NPS could extend the use 
agreement every 5 years. This would allow the NPS to reanalyze these quickly changing factors without 
being locked into an agreement that could result in an airport remaining on public land for decades after 
it has become obsolete (1427.005). 

Response: The 1983 agreement provided for an initial 30-year term, with provisions that allow the 
Jackson Hole Airport Board to incrementally extend the term in 10-year periods. The purpose of 
structuring the term in this manner was to ensure that the Board is able maintain “satisfactory prop-
erty interests” with between 20 and 30 years remaining at any given time, thereby meeting Federal 
Aviation Administration requirements related to funding. Alternative 2 would extend the authorized 
term of the agreement by 20 years, in two 10-year increments. Shorter increments would be proble-
matic with respect to capital improvement planning, which typically has a lengthy horizon. A longer 
extension, beyond that requested by the Board, is unnecessary to meet the purpose and need of the 
environmental impact statement, which is to ensure that the airport remains eligible for Federal 
Aviation Administration grants through 2033.  

Issue 06.4: Need for additional provisions that would limit airport or runway expansion. 

Comment: I want to see strict and additional limitations on future airport expansion (1093.002). 

Comment: We urge the park to make sure that any new agreement that allows continued airport opera-
tions within the park include provisions … and restrict any further airport expansion (1132.003). 

Comment: Specifically I would urge the following: That no runway extension or other expansion onto 
park property be allowed (0032.002). 

Response: The 1983 agreement includes provisions regarding the size and boundaries of the airport, 
its development subzone, and “the extension of the runway, which can only be accomplished by 
amendment to the agreement.” See the text of the 1983 agreement, section 2, Description of Land, 
and section 7, Improvements, respectively starting on pages 310 and 317 of the draft environmental 
impact statement.  

Any future development that was inconsistent with the existing terms of the agreement would re-
quire both parties to agree to amend the agreement, supported by an appropriate National Environ-
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mental Policy Act process. The National Park Service has stated in the final environmental impact 
statement that if in the future, the Jackson Hole Airport Board proposed any actions that would ex-
tend the length of the runway or expand the size of the airport to encompass additional NPS lands, 
the National Park Service would require that the National Environmental Policy Act process would 
have to evaluate at least one alternative that would relocate the airport to a site not in Grand Teton 
National Park. No amendment to the agreement between the Department of the Interior and the 
Board that would authorize either such action would occur in the absence of such a National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act process. 

07: OTHER ACTIONS OR ALTERNATIVES  

Issue 07.1: Need to consider more than the two existing alternatives (no action and the pre-
ferred alternative).  

Comment: Interests at this juncture are not fully satisfied by the overly limited draft EIS choice of just 
two alternatives, which deficiency really does not suggest full application to the public interest and the 
"hard look" requirements of NEPA. NEPA requires a reasonable range of alternatives (Sierra Club 
3078.002). 

Response: In its response to the 40 most-asked questions concerning national environmental policy 
act regulations, the Council on Environmental Quality (1981) recognizes that, “What constitutes a 
reasonable range of alternatives depends on the nature of the proposal and the facts in each case. … 
Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic 
standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the appli-
cant.” Chapter 2 of the final environmental impact statement was revised to better describe the ra-
tionale for the range of alternatives, including alternatives or actions considered but dismissed.  

Issue 07.2: Need to evaluate ground transportation modes.  

Comment: I would recommend a supplemental draft EIS that analyzes the provision of passenger rail 
service to Grand Teton as an alternative to airplane travel (0694.005).  

Comment: Perhaps an organized effort could be made by the National Parks Service to have Amtrak 
operate trains on existing or new tracks to Jackson, Wyoming (1093.004). 

Comment: Further needs in transportation to this area should be met with rail or bus service 
(0608.002). 

Comment: Let's build a fleet of electric buses that will transport visitors from the nearest airport to the 
park (0298.002). 

Response: Alternate forms of ground transportation to the area already exist. The “Surface and Air 
Transportation” section of the draft environmental impact statement (pages 156 through 160) de-
scribed the major roads, including several U.S. highways, that provide access to the area. Commercial 
transit is provided to the area by carriers that include Greyhound Lines, Inc. and several shuttle ser-
vices. The mountainous terrain historically has made rail travel to the area impractical. As a result, 
the closest Amtrack routes are in northern Colorado and Utah, and in northern Montana, each 
about 300 miles from Grand Teton National Park. Development of a regional transportation system 
is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

Issue 07.3: Need to evaluate alternatives that eliminate jet use at the Jackson Hole Airport.  
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Comment: I'd rather see other options explored. Perhaps the jets could land at nearby larger airports 
and smaller "puddle jumpers" be used to shuttle guests. (0698.004). 

Response: The nearest large airports are in Denver and Salt Lake City, both of which currently pro-
vide air carrier service to Jackson. Airlines serving Jackson from these hubs have typically used a 
combination of smaller commuter aircraft and medium-sized jets. The trend in recent years has been 
toward the larger aircraft, which carry more passengers with fewer flights. Restrictions on the types 
and classes of aircraft would have to be consistent with laws and policies regarding aviation, which 
are described in Chapters 1 and 2 of the environmental impact statement. Also see the response to 
issue 08.1, below. 

08: MITIGATION MEASURES 

Issue 08.1: Need to consider options for reducing noise impacts by changing airport opera-
tions.  

Comment: Please adjust all flight patterns to avoid unnecessary overflights of the park! (subject to emer-
gency safety concerns only) (0218.003) 

Comment: Reductions in noise impacts over the park could be achieved in several ways: 1) mandatory 
use and FAA enforcement of south preferential runway for landing and take-off; 2) reduced and en-
forced hours of operation; 3) reduction of the number of private aircraft parked at the airport (especially 
relevant given the lack of hangar space, high costs, and prevalent use of the Driggs, Idaho Airport for pri-
vate aircraft parking; and 4) enforcement and penalties for noise violators by the FAA (NPCA, 
1479.051). 

Comment: GYC would also ask the park to consider implementing regulations or seeking such, in con-
junction with the FAA, on the flight paths used in landing approach and takeoffs to and from Jackson 
Hole Airport, respectively. Currently, pilots can decide upon their own flight paths in coordination with 
the air traffic control at the Jackson Hole Airport. Depending on final destination, pilots tend to choose 
the flight path that reduces their costs in fuel and travel time rather than the path that would limit impacts 
to GTNP's soundscape. GYC believes reducing takeoffs and landing approaches from the north could sig-
nificantly reduce the Jackson Hole Airport's impacts to soundscapes throughout much of GTNP (GYC, 
0463.014). 

Comment: GYC encourages GTNP to work with the airport board to regulate the number of private 
flights and charter services. More management of private flights could reduce the soundscape impacts 
within the park and shift smaller private operations to regional airports that may have the room for 
growth of private hangars and facilities (GYC, 0463.008). 

Response: The implementation and enforcement of noise and access restrictions, such as those sug-
gested in these comments, are under the sole purview of the Federal Aviation Administration, pur-
suant to laws and regulations applicable to the operation of all airports nationwide. The final envi-
ronmental impact statement includes an expanded discussion of this agency’s regulations, which 
primarily implement the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 and are included in Title 14, Part 
161 of the Code of Federal Regulations.  

The Federal Aviation Administration will approve a restriction only if it meets the following six sta-
tutory conditions: 

• The restriction is reasonable, non-arbitrary, and non-discriminatory; 
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• The restriction does not create an undue burden on interstate or foreign commerce; 

• The restriction is not inconsistent with maintaining the safe and efficient use of the navigable air-
space; 

• The restriction does not conflict with a law or regulation of the United States; 

• An adequate opportunity has been provided for public comment on the restriction; and 

• The restriction does not create an undue burden on the national aviation system. 

The type and amount of data needed to establish these conditions and the rigor of the analysis, result 
in a lengthy, time consuming, and costly study process. In the 20 years since the Airport Noise and 
Capacity Act was enacted, no airport or other entity has been successful in meeting these conditions 
and imposing a noise or access restriction on Stage 3 aircraft. Although undertaking a Part 161 
process to seek approval for implementation of noise and access restrictions is an action that could 
potentially be taken by the Board, the cost, complexity, and likelihood of success would need to be 
carefully considered. Additionally, some of the measures suggested by commentors would be con-
trary to law. 

Issue 08.2: Adequacy of the alternatives in incorporating noise impact mitigation and en-
forcement plans in the amendment to the airport agreement  

Comment: We fail to see where the preferred alternative incorporates any meaningful mitigation (as re-
quired by section 1508.20 of the CEQ Regulations for Implementing the Provisions of the NEPA) such as 
strict enforcement of the noise abatement plan, including but not limited to preferential runway use and 
curfews. Until proper mitigation is identified, put in place, and enforced, we believe this draft EIS is insuf-
ficient (JHCA, 0297.008). 

Comment: Under the draft environmental impact statement recently released by the NPS, the park is 
still not afforded the level of protection that is warranted in order to ensure current and future protection 
of park values. Additional enforcement and mitigation plans need to be put in place in the lease extension 
agreement prior to approving an additional 20-year lease extension for the Jackson Hole Airport (NPCA, 
1479.004). 

Response: The description of the preferred alternative in Chapter 2 and the proposed text of the 
amendment to the 1983 agreement in Appendix F of the final environmental impact statement have 
been revised to strengthen the requirements of the Board to identify potential mitigation measures 
that could further reduce the effects of the airport. 

Issue 08.3: Providing compensatory mitigation for major adverse impacts. 

Comment: No mitigation “compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments” for these major adverse impacts is provided by the 1983 Jackson Hole Airport use agree-
ment signed by Interior Secretary James Watt. For the past 25 years, the 1983 Airport use agreement's 
failure to provide this compensatory mitigation has resulted in overall net degradation to park resources. 
This deficiency has also resulted in missed opportunities to provide the required mitigation. This deficien-
cy must be corrected prior to the agreement extension record of decision by “compensating for the impact 
by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments,” as clearly called for in the NEPA regula-
tions. 

The deficiency in the Jackson Hole Airport use agreement can be substantially remedied by protection of 
“substitute resources” within Teton National Park, as required under the mitigation provisions of NEPA. 
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Acre-for-acre mitigation would require that 533 acres be protected elsewhere in the park. Protection of 
these areas as they voluntarily become available from willing sellers could provide the required mitiga-
tion. An airport use mitigation fund needs to be established to be used exclusively to respond quickly to 
owners of inholdings who want to protect their land. It could be based on a per person take-off and land-
ing fee (The Nature Conservancy, 0998). 

Response: Under the implementing regulations for the National Environmental Policy Act, agencies 
are required to consider and include mitigation measures in alternatives and impact analyses when-
ever possible. Specifically, mitigation is addressed in the Council on Environmental Quality (1978) 
regulations for implementing this act in 40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 1502.14(f) and 
1502.16(h). The regulations provide many means for mitigating impacts, including compensating for, 
minimizing, reducing, avoiding, rectifying, or eliminating adverse impacts (40 Code of Federal Regula-
tions Part 1508.20). The regulations do not require that each of these means be adopted in every case.  

Alternative 2, the preferred alternative, would not increase the footprint of the airport, which was 
reduced to its present configuration more than 30 years ago. Alternative 2 does include a number of 
measures that will mitigate impacts on park resources, including but not limited to, wildlife, 
soundscapes, air quality, and water quality. These mitigation measures are described in Chapter 2 of 
the final environmental impact statement.  

Collection of a per-person takeoff or landing fee at the Jackson Hole Airport for the purpose sug-
gested in this comment would likely violate the Federal Anti-Head Tax Act, which is published in 49 
United States Code, section 40116. Therefore, such a fee was not evaluated in the mitigation measures 
provided in Alternative 2, the preferred alternative. 

Issue 08.4: Restrict the size of commercial jets allowed to use the airport. 

Comment: The park should also consider restricting, through the Federal Aviation Administration, the 
advancement of commercial jets that are allowed to use the park airport. The trend has been to bring 
larger jets as the airport footprint and facilities expand. We are currently witnessing such facility expan-
sions. The result is consistent: More improvements lead to more development and increased impacts to 
the soundscapes, dark skies, and park visitor experience. We urge the park to consider limiting future 
commercial operations to those which can safely use the park runways at the current length in this pre-
ferred alternative (GYC, 0463.011). 

Response: The Boeing 757-200 is the largest aircraft that currently operates at the Jackson Hole Air-
port. Larger (that is, heavier) aircraft, such as the Boeing 767 or 777, would be unlikely to ever oper-
ate at the airport because of weight-bearing limitations of the runway, taxiways, and ramp area, and 
because of the physical layout of the airport, which would limit parking and operation of larger air-
craft. Aircraft larger than the Boeing 757 are used almost exclusively between major hubs (such as At-
lanta, Chicago, Los Angeles, Denver, and Seattle) or on international flights, and are not anticipated 
to be proposed for use at the Jackson Hole Airport. All commercial aircraft must comply with their 
specific operating specifications and safety regulations of the Federal Aviation Administration. The 
final environmental impact statement has been revised to explain aviation laws and regulations re-
garding restrictions on the use of aircraft. 

Issue 08.5: Implement mitigation measures to control airport impacts. 

Comment: Since there already is an airport in Grand Teton, could you at least correct and contain some 
problems, such as noise and air pollution, as well as congestion (0084.002). 
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Comment: I would like to see strong actions against noise violations. The park service needs to do more 
than what is currently being provided (0342.003). 

Comment: It is important that steps be taken to minimize the impact of transportation. When visitor 
traffic or visitor activity damages the environment visitors come to admire, it is unfortunate but neces-
sary to limit that impact (0189.003). 

Comment: Noise, light pollution, smog and particulate contamination, and impacts on wildlife and na-
tional historic structures are all serious problems that should never be tolerated in a national park. If they 
cannot be prevented, there must be constant vigilance to minimize and reduce them wherever possible 
(0214.002). 

Comment: Barring a closure, there should be better protections placed in any use agreement extension to 
reduce the adverse impacts of the airport (0755.003). 

Response: The final environmental impact statement has been revised to better explain mitigation 
measures that are currently in effect, as well as potential options for further reducing the environ-
mental effects of the airport.  

10: AIRPORT FUNDING 

Issue 10.1: Airport funding sources other than the Federal Aviation Administration.  

Comment: Absent from this draft EIS is any mention of other funding sources available to the Jackson 
Hole Airport Board such as, but not limited to, various State of Wyoming economic development pro-
grams. We are confident that the Jackson Hole Airport has a history of receiving funds from a variety of 
sources, however the discussion of Funding Sources and Airport Funding (pages 14-15 and 148-151 of the 
draft EIS) are lacking of any alternative revenue source(s) analysis, and any analysis of long-term bud-
geting based upon predicted revenue sources and surpluses and anticipated operational improvement 
needs (JHCA 0297.004).  

Response: Although other sources of revenue are occasionally available to the Board, it is highly un-
likely that they could substitute for the funds that are available through the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration. For example, the recent terminal expansion was funded through a combination of Federal 
Aviation Administration grants, grants from the state of Wyoming, loans, and cash. Although funds 
from sources other than the Federal Aviation Administration could potentially be available on occa-
sion, it is highly unlikely that they could be a reliable and sustainable source of revenue over the long 
term, and that they would be sufficient for the airport to maintain its Part 139 certification. Federal 
Aviation Administration funds made available to the airport average several million dollars per year, 
and are by far the primary source of revenue for projects necessary to sustain the airport’s operations 
and infrastructure. Virtually all commercial airports rely heavily on grants through the Federal Avia-
tion Administration, and the absence of such funds for the Jackson Hole Airport would likely be an 
unreasonable and unsustainable burden on local and state governments.  

11: FEES COLLECTED BY THE U.S. DEPARTMENT  
OF THE INTERIOR FOR THE AIRPORT’S USE OF THE LAND 

Issue 11.1: Size and use of fees. 
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Comment: If it does get renewed, landing fees should be extremely expensive and donated to the national 
park system (0539.002). 

Comment: Could there be some extra fee charged to companies who use the airport and the money gen-
erated could be used for care of Grand Teton National Park (1921.002). 

The National Park Service does not have the authority to impose landing fees or other types of fees 
associated with airport operations. Chapter 1 of the final environmental impact statement was re-
vised to provide a discussion of relevant aviation laws and policies that apply airport operations. 

Issue 11.2: Payment for airport removal and site restoration in Alternative 1. 

Comment: Make sure they [the Jackson Hole Airport Board] pay full clean up and restoration costs. In 
fact, they should be required to post a bond for these costs immediately (1292.003). 

Response: Responsibilities for removal of facilities and site restoration are specified in section 7(d) 
of the 1983 agreement. The environmental impact statement discloses the approximate cost of air-
port removal and site restoration in Chapter 2, under “Costs of the Alternatives.” 

15: METHODS (INCLUDING MODELING) 

Issue 15.1: Adequacy of baseline conditions used in the environmental impact statement. 

Comment: Can't the NPS wait a couple more years before finalizing the environmental impact state-
ment in order to obtain a better analysis of the impact global warming, peak oil, and the current econom-
ic depression will have on the need for extending the lease? The draft EIS relies on assumptions, statistics, 
and models based on transportation patterns from when the economy was healthier and fuel costs were 
lower to justify the need to extend the lease to 2053, assumptions and models which are extremely unlike-
ly to be applicable to the future (1427.004). 

Response: Most of the analyses in the environmental impact statement are based on a decade of data 
that included economic prosperity and recession, and oil prices that, based on constant dollars, 
ranged from near-record lows to highs. These data accurately represent the continuously changing 
socioeconomic climate and provide an effective basis for determining impacts. 

16: COMPLIANCE WITH THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT,  
ORGANIC ACT, OTHER LEGISLATION, OR REGULATIONS 

Issue 16.1: Rationale regarding why the airport is necessary for the proper function of the U.S. 
Department of the Interior. 

Comment: We understand that the existing (1983) use agreement between the Department of the Inte-
rior and Jackson Hole Airport Board stems from the unsupported directive "...that the Jackson Hole Air-
port is necessary for the proper performance of the functions of the Department of the Interior" (April 27, 
1983 letter from Sec. of Interior James Watt to Sec. of Transportation E. Dole). The draft EIS presents no 
review of or rationale for the continuance of this directive. We believe this 1983 directive needs to be re-
viewed with detailed explanations provided to the public as to of why or why not the Jackson Hole Air-
port is necessary for the proper performance of the functions of the Department of the Interior (JHCA 
0297.001). 
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Response: The 1983 agreement was entered into pursuant to a determination of the Secretary under 
the Department of the Interior Airports Act. Since that time, no Secretary has made any finding to 
the contrary and the determination remains intact. The determination itself is not the subject of this 
environmental impact statement. The purpose of the environmental impact statement is to evaluate 
the proposal made by the Jackson Hole Airport Board to extend the existing agreement for two 10-
year terms, to 2053. 

Issue 16.2: Adequacy and Legality of the 1983 agreement. 

Comment: The 1983 agreement that the airport operates under is deficient and may be illegal. This defi-
ciency must be corrected prior to the record of decision in the Jackson Hole Airport use agreement exten-
sion. The 1983 agreement does not comply with the most fundamental principle of the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act, and may be in conflict with the cornerstone prohibition of National Park Service 
Organic Act (The Nature Conservancy 0998.001). 

Response: The 1983 agreement was challenged by the Sierra Club in a lawsuit filed in the U.S. Dis-
trict Court for the District of Wyoming. The agreement was upheld in a 1985 decision by the court. 

19: AIR QUALITY  

Issue 19.1: Need for a comprehensive analysis of airport impacts on air quality. 

Comment: It is abundantly clear conditions [increased population, auto and air traffic, and energy de-
velopment in the area] have certainly changed since the 1983 lease agreement, and should be reassessed. 
It is no secret that population has increased exponentially since that time, and with it a decrease in over-
all air quality. The EPA [in its January 2006 scoping comment letter] advises the NPS to consider addi-
tional mitigation through the use agreement to reduce air quality effects on the park (NPCA, 1479.048). 

Comment: In addition, Grand Teton National Park relies on air monitoring equipment located within 
Yellowstone National Park. In the face of EPA air quality alerts in Sublette County, Grand Teton should 
reassess the cumulative impacts on overall air quality, including a comprehensive look at how increasing 
air traffic exacerbates the deterioration of air quality (NPCA,1479.049). 

Response: The final environmental impact statement was revised to include air quality as an impact 
topic analyzed in detail for both alternatives. The methods and protocols used in the analysis were 
developed in consultation with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the NPS’ Air Re-
sources Division. 

21: AIRPORT OPERATIONS 

Issue 21.1: Adequacy of information regarding direction of landings.  

Comment: The NPS should provide a graphic representation of the numbers of north-south landings 
that have occurred on an annual basis since the 4/27/83 lease was signed. This would illuminate whether 
or not the tower has made a significant difference since its installation, and document the need for future 
operational changes, in keeping with the original lease that requires the Jackson Hole Airport Board of 
Directors to "incorporate technological advances that will further reduce aircraft noise impacts in Grand 
Teton National Park” (NPCA, 1479.050). 
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Response: Prevailing winds are the main factor in determining the active runway and, therefore, the 
direction of takeoffs and landings. No specific information is available to demonstrate any significant 
change in the direction of operations since installation of the tower. However, the direction of run-
way use does not necessarily indicate how much of the park might be affected by a particular flight. 
For example, a landing on Runway 19 (toward the south) could be an instrument approach using a 
16-mile, straight-line approach from the south end of Jackson Lake, or it could be a visual approach 
of an aircraft that turns west near Blacktail Butte and makes a short final approach of 3 miles or less 
over the park. Figures depicting the flight tracks typically used on arrival and departure have been 
added to the final environmental impact statement as Figures G-32 and G-33 in Appendix G. 

Issue 21.2: Adequacy of aviation forecasts from the Federal Aviation Administration.  

Comment: Given the current global economic climate, aviation forecasts should be reviewed and up-
dated. The final EIS should use only the most up-to-date forecast. The draft EIS (at page 129) is relying on 
FAA aviation forecasts now three years out of date, and counting, and furthermore, "consistently biased 
towards growth," as recently acknowledged by the FAA (NPCA, 1479.052). 

Response: The cited text explains why the environmental impact statement did not use forecasts 
from the Federal Aviation Administration. As described on that same page, the forecast used in the 
draft environmental impact statement was prepared by The Boyd Group in 2007. A second, inde-
pendent forecast was prepared by Mead & Hunt, Inc. and is described in the final environmental im-
pact statement. Both forecasts showed similar numbers of operations through the forecast period. 

23: CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Issue 23.1: Special protection needs of the “noise-sensitive” Murie Ranch National Historic 
Landmark and Laurance S. Rockefeller Preserve. 

Comment: [There is] enormous national significance and symbolic value of the Murie Ranch NHL, and 
the Laurance S. Rockefeller Preserve. We request, therefore, a rigorous acceptability and impairment 
analysis be applied specifically to these two named properties, for years 2015 and 2025, also to the near-
by campground, using the full array of noise metrics discussed above (NPCA, 1479.033). 

Response: The final environmental impact statement discloses the affected environment and poten-
tial impacts to the Murie Ranch, Laurance S. Rockefeller Preserve and the Gros Ventre Campground 
from airport operations under the “Visitor Use and Experience” sections in chapters 3 and 4.  

Issue 23.2: Adequacy of the section 106 consultation for the Murie Ranch National Historic 
Landmark.  

Comment: What is the status of section 106 analysis and consultation required under law for the Murie 
Ranch National Historic Landmark? NPS Director's Order 12 mandates consultation under section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), with the information gathered as part of section 106 
review to be included in the NEPA document, and completion of the section 106 process before a FONSI 
can be signed, with its accompanying statement about consultation under section 106.  

Only an initial scoping letter went to the Wyoming state historic preservation officer, it appears. The 
draft EIS index does contain several cursory references to the NHPA; however, a check of those pages re-
veals no required consultation performed, as to the Murie Ranch National Historic Landmark. 



CHAPTER 6 – REFERENCES 

-492- 

022/GRTE_FEIS_all_092010.doc  

Further, by "preferring" Alternative 2 to Alternative 1, and affording no other alternatives, the NPS see-
mingly endorses that this significantly high impact level as "acceptable," indeed, a "minor" adverse im-
pact. This ignores important guidance regarding section 106 application to "setting," "feeling" and "asso-
ciation" (vs. noise, visible intrusions), as reinforced by the provided quotes from this [Murie Ranch] NHL 
nomination papers (see above). Thus, this assessment appears arbitrary and capricious. Further consul-
tation is required. We particularly take issue with NPS, that the site has the "feel" of a remote, isolated set-
ting despite its location (see draft EIS page 189). This ignores the significant aircraft noise and visuals 
burden  

What will be needed from NPS, appropriate to this site [Murie Ranch] in particular, is a determination of 
noise impact for the full range of Number Above levels, per hour, cited previously. Only then can the au-
dibility data and other noise metrics provide sufficient information as to the persistent impact on this cul-
tural property's setting, feeling, and association. If sufficient mitigation / respite is not provided, this NHL 
could become a candidate for inclusion on the "Threatened" or "Watch" listings for National Historic 
Landmarks (NPCA, 1479. 034-.038). 

Response: The draft environmental impact statement served as a basis for consultation with the 
Wyoming state historic preservation officer regarding the Murie Ranch and other cultural resources 
listed or eligible for listing under the National Register of Historic Places. The consultation occurred 
in 2009 and 2010, and the documenting correspondence is provided in Appendix A of the final envi-
ronmental impact statement. This correspondence includes an assessment of effect prepared by the 
National Park Service and a concurrence letter provided by the Wyoming state historic preservation 
officer on the no adverse effect determination pursuant to section 106. 

In its January 14, 2010 letter, the Wyoming state historic preservation officer documented concur-
rence with the finding of “no historic properties adversely affected.” Justifications for this finding 
were presented in the NPS’ December 22, 2009 letter. Based on the findings from the state historic 
preservation officer, the proposed action would not affect the criteria for nomination or actual list-
ing of the Murie Ranch as a national historic landmark. 

Potential impacts on the Murie Ranch and Laurance S. Rockefeller Preserve are analyzed in Chapter 
4 under “Visitor Use and Experience.”  

A finding of no significant impact (FONSI) is one of the two possible outcomes of the analysis con-
tained in an environmental assessment. The other is a notice of intent to prepare an environmental 
impact statement. Because this document is already an environmental impact statement, the applica-
ble decision document will be a record of decision. Regardless, this evaluation of impacts is in com-
pliance with all aspects of the National Historic Preservation Act and Director’s Order #12. 

24: CUMULATIVE, CONNECTED, OR SIMILAR ACTIONS OR EFFECTS 

Issue 24.1: Adequacy of the alternatives to reduce cumulative impacts.  

Comment: The two 10-year terms, until 2053, does not provide the necessary restrictions to reduce cu-
mulative impacts that will be directly caused by an increase in air traffic in the Grand Teton (2376.002). 

Comment: Restrictions addressing the cumulative impacts caused by increased air traffic within Grand 
Teton need to be included (0506.004). 
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Comment: As the lease comes up for extension, limitations on usage and restrictions to reduce cumula-
tive impacts should be put in place (0189.004). 

Response: The preferred alternative was revised to strengthen the commitment of the Jackson Hole 
Airport Board to further reduce and mitigate the effects of the airport on the park. An extensive list 
of potential mitigation measures was included in Chapter 2 of the final environmental impact state-
ment. 

25: DARK SKIES 

Issue 25.1: Mitigation of light pollution. 

Comment: It should not be allowed any exemptions concerning light pollution (0138.003). 

Comment: Light pollution should be mitigated as much as possible (0148.002). 

Response: The airport does not have any light pollution exemption. The National Park Service and 
Jackson Hole Airport Board are committed to reducing and mitigating the impacts of the airport on 
park resources, including impacts on dark skies. Page 97 of the draft environmental impact statement 
describes existing mitigation measures that the airport employs to reduce effects of airport opera-
tions on dark skies. Additional measures to mitigate impacts on dark skies are included in Chapter 2 
under “Other Mitigation and Environmental Protection Measures” in the final environmental impact 
statement.  

28: HEALTH AND SAFETY  

Issue 28.1: Adequacy of the analysis of impacts on traffic safety. 

Comment: My concern is the impact this visitation will have on the transportation corridors in and 
around the Town of Jackson if the airport closes. Currently, visitors who arrive by airplane utilize taxis 
or rental cars during their sojourn in the valley. In the absence of the airport, visitors will be bringing 
their vehicles with them. That means more vehicles entering the valley, further clogging our already-
congested main arteries and town streets. This will also have a negative impact on traffic violations, traf-
fic crashes, parking, and vehicle emissions in our valley. In his regard, the airport is not just an economic 
issue, it is also a health and safety issue (JPD 3073.004). 

Response: The environmental impact statement included detailed analyses of impacts on ground 
transportation and on public health and safety on highways. No changes were needed in the final 
document to either impact topic.  

Issue 28.2: Limiting airport jet use to emergencies. 

Comment: Restrict the use of jets in Jackson Hole to medical emergencies only (0215.002). 

Response: The Jackson Hole Airport operates under the terms of the existing agreement between 
the Airport Board and the Department of the Interior. As a public airport, restrictions on the types or 
classes of aircraft must conform with applicable federal laws and regulations. Such a restriction 
would be inconsistent with existing laws. 

Issue 28.3: Adequacy of the analysis of impacts on medical evacuations by fixed-wing aircraft. 
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Comment: Avcenter provides fixed wing air ambulance service for Portneuf Regional Medical Center in 
Pocatello, Id and we have flown tens of hundreds of life flights out of Jackson over the last 20 years 
(2023.003). 

Comment: I have flown into the Jackson Hole airport many, many times over the last ten years while fly-
ing a PC-12 in support of patient transport missions for the University of Utah hospital. The airport is 
critical to efficient transport of patients down to Salt Lake City and other destinations. Fixed wing air-
craft are able to support medical missions into Jackson Hole when helicopters are prevented from operat-
ing in the valley during conditions of adverse weather (0961.001).  

Response: The final environmental impact statement was modified to include effects on medical 
evacuations that currently are occurring from the Jackson Hole Airport using fixed-wing aircraft. 

Issue 28.4: Adequacy of the analysis of impacts on visiting physician services. 

Comment: Avcenter transports doctors from Jackson Hole Airport every week to outlying clinics in Rock 
Springs and Kemmerer, allowing these doctors to bring health care to Wyoming citizens that would oth-
erwise have to travel long distances to medical specialists or forego that care altogether (2023.004).  

Response: The final environmental impact statement was modified to include effects on visiting 
physician services. 

29: PARK AND AIRPORT OPERATIONS 

Issue 29.1: Fees for airport charter services.  

Comment: Charter services should pay for user permits to use GTNP land, and be managed similar to 
other park concessionaires. Any business operating on NPS land should incur permit fees as other conces-
sions within the park (GYC, 0463.007). 

Response: The Jackson Hole Airport operates under the agreement with the Department of the In-
terior, under which the Jackson Hole Airport Board is deemed the proprietor of the airport. The 
Board provides services to users, such as food, rental cars, and fixed-base operations for general 
aviation, through contracts with businesses. A portion of the revenues derived by the Board from 
these contracts is made as payments to the NPS, pursuant to section 3 of the 1983 agreement. The 
National Park Service does not consider the businesses operating at the airport to be subject to the 
same requirements as park concessioners, in part because they serve airport users almost exclusively. 
Airport users are not considered to be park visitors until they have left the airport and taken some ac-
tion to visit the park.  

Issue 29.2: Restricting use of the airport. 

Comment: It should be closed to everything but park service and emergency use (1342.003). 

Comment: Commercial activity in our national parks should be limited to activities that enhance visi-
tors’ experience of the park. A commercial airport in a national park is clearly not an activity that en-
hances visitors’ experience (1351.001). 

Response: The Department of the Interior Airports Act of 1950 provided specific authority for 
the Secretary of the Interior to authorize the construction, operation, use, and maintenance of 
airports in national parks and national monuments. The law provided that the Secretary could 
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authorize such uses when determined necessary for the proper performance of the functions of 
the Department of the Interior, but did not limit such circumstances to those that enhance visi-
tors’ experiences. The determination made by the Secretary of the Interior in 1983 remains in effect 
and, thus, the airport operates pursuant to the authority provided by Congress. 

Issue 29.3: Effects of insurance coverage.  

Comment: If we will not be able to fly into a certified airport, our insurance will not cover the flights. I 
am sure that this applies to most other private pilots’ insurance provisions (1070.003). 

Response: The final environmental impact statement was changed to consider general aviation in-
surance coverage as a factor influencing pilots’ decisions regarding whether to use the Jackson Hole 
Airport under Alternative 1. 

32: SOUNDSCAPE / NOISE 

Issue 32.1: Management of cumulative noise impacts from future aircraft industry growth 
within constraints imposed by the Airport Noise and Capacity Act. 

Comment: Constraints Imposed by the Airport Noise and Capacity Act set up a tough conundrum, or 
quandary: how, in the face of continued industry growth, will it be possible to ensure that the NPS can 
manage to prohibit cumulative noise impacts which reach levels of (1) major adverse, and/or (2) unac-
ceptable, and/or (substantial) impairment? This question must be addressed to cumulative noise aviation 
impacts arising from any or all levels of altitude (NPCA, 1479.008). 

Response: The final environmental impact statement has been revised to more clearly describe the 
range of existing mitigation measures that are currently in effect. In addition the document includes 
additional information about the potential future mitigation actions and the roles of the National 
Park Service, Jackson Hole Airport Board, and Federal Aviation Administration 

All non-natural sounds, including all non-airport related aircraft, are analyzed in the cumulative im-
pacts sections of the natural soundscape and visitor experience sections. The purpose and need of 
the environmental impact statement is only related to the Jackson Hole Airport. The impacts of high-
altitude aircraft not associated with the airport are appropriately treated to the same analyses as the 
impacts from motorized boats, road vehicles, and other non-natural sounds in the park. 

Issue 32.2: Modeling with the Federal Aviation Administration’s Integrated Noise Model (INM) 
version 6.2a. 

Comment: We note that model validation for INM v. 6.2a has not yet been conducted for this EIS, but 
we request Grand Teton validation for the noise model be completed and reported in the final EIS. At 
page 167 in the draft EIS, the NPS also acknowledged (1) that the model produces an overstatement of 
percent-time-audible when two or more aircraft overlap, and (2) that the Lmax could be understated by 
up to 3 dB, under similar conditions of overlap. So likewise, these significant flaws should be corrected 
and appropriately remodeled, for the final EIS. Accuracy and quantitative precision are increasingly key 
to application of impact thresholds, particularly when we get to "major adverse," "unacceptable," and 
"impairment" thresholds (NPCA, 1479.018). 

Response: The sound level functions of the Integrated Noise Model (INM) have been validated 
multiple times over many years of its use, and the audibility functions have been and are currently 
being compared to field measurements at Grand Canyon National Park. The final environmental 
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impact statement includes comparisons of the modeled results to field measurements within Grand 
Teton in Table G-31 in Appendix G. These modeled and field measured results compare well and 
demonstrate that the model provided good estimates of Jackson Hole Airport aircraft audibility. 

In Integrated Noise Model 6.2a, audibility is calculated assuming that there are no simultaneous air-
craft events. In reality, there are occasional overlapping aircraft events near the airport. However, 
unlike with busy air tour operations (for example, at Grand Canyon National Park) where aircraft 
events overlap frequently, event overlap at the Jackson Hole Airport rarely occurs away from the 
immediate area of the airport and, therefore, seldom affects the results in this area of the park. 

The potential increase in maximum sound level because of overlap is minor following the same rea-
soning presented in the preceding paragraph.  

As stated in the final environmental impact statement, all models have inherent limitations. However, 
Integrated Noise Model 6.2a is the worldwide standard for assessing sound impacts of aircraft and 
the final environmental impact statement (in Table G-31) shows that the model results compare fa-
vorably to field measurements. 

Issue 32.3: Remodeling of maximum sound level data using a compression or  
overlap algorithms. 

Comment: As for the oft over-stated per-cent-time audible, the NPS/FAA for over ten years has known 
that a "compression algorithm" can correct the model errors created from overlapping flights. Such algo-
rithms, in fact, have long been developed with precision for tour aircraft at Grand Canyon National 
Park, where a final rule/EIS is being readied. With direct NPS input, such algorithms have likewise been 
developed and applied more recently for high-altitude, en route jet aircraft overflying that park. 

NEPA and the courts will not support unnecessarily and meaningless data for percent time audible, with-
out feasible prior correction of the model with the available, required, validated "compression algo-
rithm," one properly field-tested in the park for the aircraft sources of interest. 

The Lmax underestimation, similarly, can be modeled correctly, if proper "overlap" algorithms are de-
veloped and applied. Therefore we anticipate their immediate application for the final EIS in re Lmax 
data as well (NPCA, 1479.019 and 020). 

Response: Compression algorithms were not necessary for these analyses because of the general 
lack of overlap of aircraft events using the Jackson Hole Airport in the vast majority of the park. See 
the response to issue 32.2. 

Issue 32.4: Need to model other parameters. 

Comment: The noise metric TA45 [time above 45), and NA45 should therefore be analyzed for all loca-
tion points for the final EIS (Sierra Club, 3078.007). 

Comment: The bulleted parameters at the bottom of draft EIS page 173 are appropriate, as far as they 
go, but we request additional modeling of supplemental metrics as follows -- particularly for the named, 
noise-sensitive properties within the park (consistent with modeling already completed for Grand Can-
yon overflights). These supplemental metrics would serve as a basis for improved thresholds and stan-
dards, particularly as to the "unacceptable" threshold. 

• Number Above (NA), for levels of NA35 45 55 65 75 85.  
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• The Number Above time unit should be peak hour, and peak 15-hour day. Results may be usefully 
displayed as histograms, contour maps, and gridpoint tables.  

• Sound Intensity Index.  

• The quantitative grid point data should be shown, in tabular form, and on graphics with contours. 

• Noise Free Interval (NFI) or, as an adaptation, "Time Between Events," as is being currently modeled 
for Grand Canyon. 

• Time Above 45 (TA45)(for a 15-hour day) should also be modeled, since this level is about where such 
substantial noise surges, well above natural ambient, become inescapably noticeable if not annoying-
ly persistent in quiet natural conditions. (They are, re some especially quiet conditions or sites, quite 
noticeable at 35 dBA) (NPCA, 1479.022). 

Response: The final environmental impact statement includes a discussion of the rationale for the 
energy-based, audibility-based, and area-based metrics that were used in these analyses. The final 
environmental impact statement also acknowledges that other metrics could provide additional in-
formation, but these other metrics would not substantially add to our understanding of aircraft 
sound impacts. 

Issue 32.5: Need to model audible, en route, transient, high-altitude aircraft traffic.  

Comment: Further, the noise of audible, en route "transient," high-altitude aircraft traffic should be 
modeled, as has been previously done for both the FAA's St. George (Utah) replacement airport EIS, and 
for the upcoming NPS/FAA draft EIS for Grand Canyon overflights (NPCA, 1479.023). 

Comment: The cumulative impacts analysis, likewise, must not become as casual as to be arbitrary and 
capricious. En route, high-altitude aircraft noise, and the lower-altitude aircraft noise connected to the 
Jackson Hole Airport, when then lumped together as "all-aircraft" noise, would be totaled up and scientif-
ically modeled collectively, in aggregate. This measurement would apply to all individual location points, 
for each specially designated property (e.g., Murie Ranch NHL, or the Laurance S. Rockefeller Preserve, 
for example) as well as for park recommended wilderness, by quadrant, or for the "Park as a Whole 
(Sierra Club, 3078.010). 

Response: See the response to issue 32.1 regarding cumulative impacts. Based on actual noise moni-
toring data, en route, high-altitude aircraft not associated with the Jackson Hole Airport are audible 
approximately 5% to 10% of the time over Grand Teton National Park in quiet areas and during 
quiet times, and are less frequently heard in other areas and times. High-altitude aircraft are audible 
for much greater periods of time in the southwestern United States where Grand Canyon National 
Park and Zion National Park are located and, as a result, have a much larger impact. Because of this, 
the analyses at those two parks included en route aircraft in the modeling. 

Issue 32.6: Procedure for analyzing cumulative impact of en route, high-altitude air traffic.  

Comment: It has been noted by the U.S. Court of Appeals, D.C. Circuit, in successive opinions of May 
2002, and August 2002, that for NEPA cumulative impacts analyses, the noise of en route traffic may not 
be treated casually, or as "de minimus," even at levels of 5 to 10%, as is implied in this draft EIS (at pages 
174, 175). Over the time frame of analysis (2008-2025), noise, and number of events from such high-
altitude, en route traffic will increase. All such noise must be counted and integrated into the cumulative 
analysis. Consequently, this high-altitude noise, when combined with growth in low-level local-airport-



CHAPTER 6 – REFERENCES 

-498- 

022/GRTE_FEIS_all_092010.doc  

related noise, at some point likely will reach a "tipping point" in terms of reaching unacceptable or im-
pairment, cumulative-noise thresholds. The appeals court, in the St. George airport case, was speaking 
particularly in re potential cumulative impacts at Zion National Park. 

The court referred to these incremental additions (when also factoring in smaller airport-related in-
creased impacts), being ultimately concerned with the potential "straw that breaks the environmental 
camel's back." Thus, the Jackson Hole final EIS, as with St. George (Zion), or as with the Grand Canyon, 
cannot ignore or treat so casually en route transit noise (NPCA, 1479.024). 

Comment: Its cumulative impacts analysis must follow the important precedents for Zion and Grand 
Canyon. There, the high-altitude noise has been quantitatively factored (integrated, added in) for all the 
sound modeling location points. So it needs to be for data for each of the 659 grid points (and resultant 
tables) within and around Grand Teton National Park, as indicated from draft EIS Figure 4 (NPCA, 
1479.025). 

Comment: The philosophic basis for calling airport-related noise "negligible" at less than ten percent time 
audible over 95% of the Grand Teton National Park may consequently need to be re-thought, once the 
new, integrated data tables are compiled. There may be potential, cascading effect on the various impact 
categories in view of these modified tables (NPCA, 1479.026). 

Response: See the response to issue 32.1 regarding cumulative impacts, and issue 32.5 regarding en 
route, high-altitude aircraft. The legislation pertaining to the effects of aircraft overflights at Grand 
Canyon National Park addressed the effects of all overflights, not just the effects of any particular 
airport. However, this environmental impact statement is concerned with the environmental effects 
of the Jackson Hole Airport and, therefore, the modeled aircraft sounds were limited to only those 
using the airport. Other sources of non-natural sounds not associated with the airport, such as motor 
vehicles or enroute aircraft transiting the airspace, were appropriately considered in the cumulative 
impacts analysis.  

Issue 32.7: Use of more appropriate noise metrics. 

Comment: In this regard [to day-night average sound level (DNL) noise standards in the use agreement], 
we would refer to a new study, "What's In Your DNL?" by William Albee, Tom Connor, et al., published 
October 2006 by Wyle Laboratories, Arlington, Virginia. The study concluded that DNL needs to be bro-
ken down "into its component parts (TA and NA, across the full range of thresholds)," as is now being 
done for NPS/FAA's Grand Canyon overflights draft EIS. Best practices now means that this be applied 
particularly for national parks EIS analyses regarding soundscape and visitor experience concerns. 

It is recommended to de-emphasize DNL analysis as such for national parks and wilderness areas. More 
reliance is due on appropriate, supplemental metrics for such properties, which give people a feel for the 
number and intensity of events. Even the individual is more interested in knowing how frequently he or 
she will be exposed to intrusive noise events, and how loud and how long they will be (NPCA, 1479.027). 

Response: The final environmental impact statement clarifies that the modeled 15-hour sound level 
equivalent (Leq) is not the same as a day-night average sound level. 

The final environmental impact statement includes a discussion of the rationale for the energy-
based, audibility-based, and area-based metrics that were used in these analyses. The final environ-
mental impact statement also acknowledges that other metrics could provide additional information, 
but would not substantially add to our understanding of aircraft sound impacts. 
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The final environmental impact statement did not use the day-night average sound level metric for 
impact determination or assessment of aircraft impacts to the park. Day-night average sound level 
was mentioned in this environmental document because it is one of the metrics defined and used for 
establishing thresholds in the 1983 agreement and the airport’s current noise abatement plan. 

Issue 32.8: Use of peak day or peak hour versus peak season in the noise analyses. 

Comment: It is important that "peak day" be used for all analyses and conclusions. This was one of the 
seminal outcomes from the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals decision of August 2002, in re Grand Canyon 
overflights. Apparently, the present draft EIS limits such assessment to "peak season," even though the 
typical visitor, and their experience is connected to a particular day (such as an 8-mile trail walk through 
the Rockefeller Preserve, or a 2-hour visit at Murie Ranch NHL, for example) (NPCA, 1479.030). 

Comment: It seems arbitrary and capricious for the NPS to rely on the broad-brush "peak season" (Ju-
ly/August/September) noise averaging, in lieu of the more precise and apt "peak day" and "peak hour" re-
portage. The typical, serious visitor experiences such units only for a given day, or maybe for an hour or 
two. 

Furthermore, the draft EIS makes it clear that certain "peak days" have up to 40% more flights than the 
average "peak season" day. The U.S. appeal courts have made it clear that proper NEPA analysis needs 
to include "peak day." A histogram of high-season operations numbers, by day, is requested, and would 
inform that selection. 

Further, the draft EIS lacks any quantitative graphic showing the daily hourly cycle during peak times. (A 
histogram would be very helpful.) One can infer from the text that certain hours may be 40% (at least) 
busier than the 15-hour average, for that same day. 

Taken together, some "peak hours" may have double the amount of audible aircraft operations, thus 
noise, than in the tables and graphics of this draft EIS, even for "peak season's average 15-hour day" 
(Sierra Club, 3078.011). 

Response: The 2002 U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia decision regarding Grand 
Canyon overflights pertained to use by the Federal Aviation Administration of an average annual day 
to determine whether its rules for overflights at the Grand Canyon would result in substantial resto-
ration of natural quiet. The Federal Aviation Administration was required to adopt the NPS’ defini-
tion for substantial restoration of natural quiet at Grand Canyon. However, the court found that the 
use of an average annual day was inconsistent with the NPS’ definition, which established a thre-
shold for Grand Canyon that could not be exceeded on any given day. The court’s decision was spe-
cific to the Grand Canyon overflights issue pursuant to requirements for that park in the National 
Parks Overflights Act of 1987, and did not establish a peak-day standard that must be used else-
where. 

The analyses in this environmental impact statement used peak-season rather than an all-year aver-
age to represent the conditions that typically exist during the summer, when the airport is busiest and 
when the most visitors are present. Using a daily average of peak-season operations better represents 
the effects on the natural soundscapes, and what a typical visitor would experience, rather than a 
single, peak day, which would differ from year to year, and would be unrepresentative of the actual 
conditions for all but that one day. Figures 5, 6, and 7 were added to the final environmental impact 
statement to show the number of operations by day during the peak season, as well as operations by 
hour and by month. 
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Issue 32.9: Adequacy of the noise analysis for the Murie Ranch, Laurance S. Rockefeller Pre-
serve, and Gros Ventre Campground. 

Comment: Applying the unacceptability standard only to the park as a whole, in such a limited, trun-
cated fashion, blatantly ignores the protection needs of, and risks permanent impairment of, specific, 
noise-sensitive park properties clustered adjacent/around the airport. The limited NPS application can 
thus be viewed as arbitrary and capricious, given the enormous national significance and symbolic value 
of the Murie Ranch NHL, and the Laurance S. Rockefeller Preserve. 

We request, therefore, a rigorous acceptability and impairment analysis be applied specifically to these 
two named properties, for years 2015 and 2025, also to the nearby [Gros Ventre] campground, using the 
full array of noise metrics discussed above (NPCA, 1479.033)  

Comment: NEPA disclosure in the draft EIS has demonstrated the incongruity of airport noise en-
croaching ever further, and ever more intensely, into specially protected, specific areas of the Grand Te-
ton National Park, such as the Murie Ranch NHL, and the Laurance S. Rockefeller Preserve. Yet the 
park service continues to abdicate its opportunity to (1) restore the soundscape of the former site - even 
partially; or (2) to fully protect the soundscape of the latter (see sound intensity index graphics, "peak sea-
son" for Alternative 2, for these two valuable federal properties.) Alternatives must be developed to sub-
stantially restore the Murie Ranch NHL to its historical, authentic acoustical as well as visual integrity, 
its feeling, its symbolism. We must also address the noise build-up within the Laurance S. Rockefeller Pre-
serve-with its special stipulations re motorized use-illustrated in the draft EIS, Figs F-3, F-9, and F-11 for 
"peak season." 

The special noise/legal considerations regarding the Murie Ranch NHL and Laurance S. Rockefeller Pre-
serve need thus to be translated into inviolable, special standards, (including such as the sound intensity 
index) to which the courts will give NPS "substantial deference," as long as they are appropriate, not 
overly vague, or arbitrary and capricious, or so insufficient as to not protect the high-quality integrity 
and dignity of setting or association demanded by their establishment within context of a national park 
(Sierra Club, 3078.004 and 009). 

Response: The NPS Organic Act applies equally to all resources within Grand Teton National Park. 
Management Policies 2006 (NPS 2006a) provide guidance on interpretation and implementation of 
the Organic Act, and recognize that managers must take into consideration resources of special signi-
ficance and other factors when determining whether particular uses are appropriate, or could result 
in unacceptable impacts or impairment.  

In addition to the protection afforded under the NPS Organic Act, the Murie Ranch is a designated 
national historic landmark and, thus, is also protected under the National Historic Preservation Act. 
Under consultation pursuant to section 106 of that act, the Wyoming State Historic Preservation Of-
ficer concurred with the NPS’ determination that no historic properties, including the Murie Ranch, 
would be adversely affected by the preferred alternative.  

The NPS’ determination and the concurrence from the State Historic Preservation Officer are in-
cluded in Appendix A of the final environmental impact statement. The document also has been re-
vised to better describe the potential impacts on the Murie Ranch, Laurance S. Rockefeller Preserve, 
and Gros Ventre Campground. These impacts are detailed in the “Visitor Use and Experience” sec-
tions for each alternative in Chapter 4. 
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Issue 32.10: Appropriateness of the impact intensity finding for the Murie Ranch. 

Comment: The NPS' conclusion appears highly incorrect, that frequent aircraft overflight approaching 
near 90 dBA (!) repeatedly, frequently, and at 46% time audible, is a "minor to moderate adverse impact" 
on so historic and special a natural setting [as the Murie Ranch National Historic Landmark]. In no way 
does such assessment correspond to the impact thresholds at draft EIS pages 175-176 (NPCA, 1479.036). 

Response: The conclusion regarding level of effect was based on thresholds defined for the park as a 
whole, not for specific sites within the park. Some sites would have fewer impacts and other would 
have greater impacts. In addition, under consultation pursuant to 106 of the National Historic Pre-
servation Act, the Wyoming State Historic Preservation Officer concurred with the park’s determi-
nation that there would be no adverse affect to the Murie Ranch from preferred alternative in this 
environmental impact statement. 

Issue 32.11: Adequacy of the presentation of soundscape impacts in the southern third of the 
park.  

Comment: The NPS' sound intensity index gives highly visible indication of the steady encroachment of 
significant, potentially unacceptable aircraft noise pollution into the [Laurance A. Rockefeller]Preserve 
(increasingly colored orange and red, for high intensity) into the preserve by 2025. (See Figure F-11 B, at 
page 396, "Sound Intensity Index for Peak- Season Conditions for Alternative 2," which compares against 
Figure F-11A, at draft EIS page 395: "2025 Sound Intensity Index for Peak-Season Conditions for Alter-
native 1.") 

We therefore request that the NPS, in its final EIS, display a similar graphic for the sound intensity index, 
for the year 2033 peak season and day, immediately following the anticipated April 27, 2033 closure of 
the Jackson Hole Airport, as per Alternative 1. 

This last graphic would require no complex extra noise modeling or forecasts; the number of airport op-
erations would be zero. The inexorable encroachment of increasing noise on the preserve is of sufficient 
concern that, Figure F-11A, Fig F-11 B, and this "no airport" graphic ought be displayed side-by-side, but 
focused (enlarged) for the southern third of the park, with the boundaries of the Rockefeller Preserve, and 
its trail system, and the Murie Ranch NHL, and the Gros Ventre Campground clearly identified. The 
geographic coverage of the map would thus be approximately that of Figures F-12 through F-15 (having 
to do with DNL levels). This enlargement/focus request also applies for corresponding Figures F- 3A and 
F-3B, and Figures F-9A and F-9B, (for corresponding, earlier years being evaluated). (NPCA, 1479.039). 

Response: The sound intensity index was replaced in the final environmental impact statement by 
similar maps of the percent time audible and time above 60 dBA. These figures give actual modeled 
results rather than a derived, combined metric. Both of the newly mapped metrics illustrate the same 
pattern: that the impacts from the airport aircraft are more pronounced in the southern parts of the 
park nearest the airport. 

The final environmental impact statement discloses that there would be no soundscape impacts after 
airport closure. An additional graphic is not necessary to demonstrate this fact. 

Issue 32.12: Adequacy of the noise modeling data for the Gros Ventre Campground. 

Comment: In developing the final EIS, and as a possible condition in the record of decision, we request 
that the NPS summarize the available INM 6.2(b) noise modeling data, for Gros Ventre. Also, the NPS 
should conduct additional, empirical, ground-based research of sound levels within the campground dur-
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ing selected evening and nighttime hours. Such research could include interview surveys with campers 
(tent, and recreational vehicle), much as the NPS Natural Sounds Center has conducted in other park lo-
cations (NPCA, 1479.040). 

Response: Noise modeling results for the Gros Ventre Campground for 2005 conditions and each 
alternative in 2015 and 2025 are available in tabular form by following the links on the park planning 
page at <http://www.nps.gov/grte/parkmgmt/planning.htm>. The results in the tables correspond to 
the 659 modeling points inside and outside the park that are shown in the environmental impact 
statement map titled “Grand Teton National Park Management Zones and Sound Modeling Points.” 
None of the points exactly corresponds to this campground, but the results of points 633, 634, and 
649 approximate this site.  

The results of modeling provide effective characterization of impacts now and in the future to meet 
the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. Interviews or ground-based research 
would only add to knowledge about the existing condition. However, such information may be ap-
propriate in the future development of a park-wide soundscape management plan. 

Issue 32.13: Adequacy of the analysis of effects from nighttime noise exposures at the Gros 
Ventre Campground. 

Comment: In turn, and as feasible, the results [for the Gros Ventre Campground] should be compared 
against data and findings published in, or referenced in, the American National Standard "Quantities 
and Procedures for Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound - Part 6: Methods for Esti-
mation of Awakenings Associated with Outdoor Noise Events Heard in Homes" (ANSI/ASA S12.9-
200/Part 6, Acoustical Society of America, approved July 3, 2008 by the American National Standards 
Institute, Inc.). 

The results should also be compared against data and findings published in, or referenced in, The Euro-
pean Heart Journal, February 12, 2008, "Acute effects of night-time noise exposure on blood pressure in 
populations living near airports," by Alexandros S. Haralabidis et al. Available at 
http://eurheartj.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/ehn013v1 (NPCA, 1479.041)  

Response: The final environmental impact statement discusses potential sleep interruption because 
of aircraft sounds in the visitor use and experience sections. It also places the airport’s daily opera-
tional schedule into context related to campground functions. Almost all aircraft operations take 
place from 7 A.M. to 9 P.M., when few people are trying to sleep. A road, river, and other camper 
sounds contribute to the ambient sound level at the Gros Ventre Campground. These and other 
sounds tend to be much more frequent and louder than sounds associated with the airport opera-
tions. 

A new graphic (Figure 6) was added to the final environmental impact statement to show operations 
by hour in the peak season. There are fewer than 0.5 operations per hour on average between 10 P.M. 
and 7 A.M.  

Issue 32.14: Adequacy of the consideration of sound effects, including noise modeling, at the 
National Elk Refuge. 

Comment: National Elk Refuge: We add this property, nearly adjacent to the airport, for its obvious 
wildlife sensitivity. The National Elk Refuge, being a significant federal property, also of great value to 
park visitors, the INM 6.2 noise modeling and mapping should therefore be extended to all location grid 
points within this property. We are deeply concerned at the implications of increasing airport-related 

http://www.nps.gov/grte/parkmgmt/planning.htm�
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noise events spreading across the northwest border of this refuge, as shown in figure F-11 B (draft EIS 
page 396) where it abuts the Gros Ventre campground (NPCA, 1479.043). 

Response: Modeling included all lands within the boundary of Grand Teton National Park plus the 
land within 10 miles of the runway center-point. This area includes the National Elk Refuge. See the 
response to issue 32.12 regarding how to access the modeling results and how to identify the desig-
nations of the modeling points that covered the National Elk Refuge. The results of modeling in the 
National Elk Refuge were included in the analyses and conclusions for soundscape and wildlife in 
the draft and final versions of the environmental impact statement. 

Issue 32.15: Adequacy of day-night average sound levels for determining impacts on the natu-
ral soundscape. 

Comment: The draft EIS lists the 3 cumulative Grand Teton noise standard requirements. Two are for 
DNL levels (by park zone); the other for Lmax of aircraft. These appear increasingly outmoded as truly 
sufficient to acceptable national park protection requirements. We also note that under ANCA, these may 
not be re-visited or changed, except with FAA approval. However, we agree with the NPS, indeed lately, 
also with FAA Order 1050.1e, that DNL values (such as in the use agreement or in the draft EIS, Table 6), 
are not directly applicable to a proper soundscape evaluation of Grand Teton National Park (NPCA, 
1479.054). 

Response: The final environmental impact statement clarifies that day-night average sound level was 
not used in the impact analyses. Day-night average sound level is used in the current airport noise 
abatement plan to assess compliance with the noise standards and thresholds. Changing the metrics 
in the noise abatement plan would require completion of studies in compliance with Federal Avia-
tion Administration regulations in 14 Code of Federal Regulations parts 150 and 161. These studies 
are proposed as part of future mitigation. 

Issue 32.16: Appropriateness of ending the soundscape analysis in 2025. 

Comment: The detailed presentation of the recent noise analysis is impressive. However, we take issue in 
the manner in which comparisons were conducted between Alternative 1 and Alternative 2. For exam-
ple, page 245 of the draft EIS discusses results only to the year 2025, not 2033 or 2053. Even under this 
incomplete comparison, it is stated that more of the park will be impacted by aircraft noise with Alterna-
tive 2 than Alternative 1. By not doing comparisons for the later dates (which we suspect would identify 
an even greater difference between the two alternatives) phrases such as "...The figures indicate that the 
percent of time aircraft were audible would increase slightly from Alternative 1 conditions." (JHCA, 
0297.006). 

Response: As was stated in the final environmental impact statement, projecting environmental im-
pacts beyond 2025 is too full of uncertainty to be useful. It is unknown if the impacts would be higher 
or lower because of changes in factors such as technology, economics, and travel patterns. 

Issue 32.17: Adequacy of the baseline used in the soundscape analysis. 

Comment: Using 2005 as a noise impact baseline does not satisfy cumulative impact analysis require-
ments. The purpose of the draft EIS is to provide the rationale for amending or not amending the April 
27, 1983 use agreement; therefore, the document should use that date as the baseline and show trends in 
operations from 1983 to the present in order to meaningfully evaluate cumulative impacts. (1462.001). 
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Response: Additional information about historical aircraft use was added to the final environmental 
impact statement (Chapter 3) and the document was updated with most recent airport operation da-
ta available. Much of the historical information requested was not collected and/or is currently un-
available.  

Issue 32.18: Adequacy of metrics employed in the sound analyses. 

Comment: Noise footprints utilizing averaging methods such as DNL and sound intensity index are irre-
levant for determining impacts on national park lands. Because of the special status and characteristics 
of national park lands, with uniquely low ambient noise levels and specific resource management objec-
tives, single-event impacts should be the focus of any cumulative impact analysis. Each increment of in-
crease in the number of single-event impacts at the Jackson Hole Airport since the 1983 use agreement 
represents escalating cumulative impact and should be displayed in a transparent and forthright manner 
(1462.001). 

Response: Additional information about historical aircraft use was added to Chapter 3 of the final 
environmental impact statement and the document was updated with most recent airport operation 
data available. The final environmental impact statement also discloses the rationale for the acoustic 
metrics that were used to describe the sound impacts. 

37: VEGETATION 

Issue 37.1: Adequate consideration of contributions to the decline of sagebrush steppe.  

Comment: While the draft EIS considers wildlife impacts to be negligible for the two lease extensions, 
GYC believes that wildlife impacts could pose significant concerns in the future. GTNP recognizes that 
"Sagebrush steppe acreage is expected to continue declining on private lands south around Jackson," and 
should consider how the Jackson Hole Airport contributes to this decrease (GYC, 0463.015). 

Response: There would not be any expansion of the airport footprint under the preferred alterna-
tive and, therefore, no direct loss of sagebrush habitat would occur either within the park or regio-
nally. The environmental impact statement discloses the potential cumulative impacts to wildlife ha-
bitat (specifically sage habitat) outside the park under the wildlife cumulative impact analysis in 
Chapter 4. 

40: Water Quality and Hydrology 

Issue 40.1: Adequacy of the analysis of the impacts of propylene glycol deicer. 

Comment: Aquatic Considerations: We are very concerned with the movement and storage of propylene 
glycol. The airport uses propylene glycol for deicing, which is actually found in ice cream; however, it is 
great media for bacteria growth and may allow for bacteria to multiply much quicker. We are unsure of 
what impacts this increase in bacteria growth could cause for fish, wildlife, and/or water quality. There-
fore, we recommend that these potential impacts be analyzed. Currently, the airport does not have a col-
lection system for the deicer. We recommend that the airport address snow storage and construct a drai-
nage system to a lined pond for the storage of propylene glycol. If this is not feasible, we recommend that 
the airport utilize the "vac-all" truck, as was done in 2007-2008, which allowed for recycling of deicer 
(WYGFD 3077.002). 
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Response: The environmental impact statement includes a detailed description of past and current 
management practices for propylene glycol, including the potential for impacts on water quality, 
(and by extension, on wildlife and aquatic life). In Chapter 4, it analyzes the potential impacts of this 
substance for both alternatives. As detailed under Alternative 2 in Chapter 2 of the final environmen-
tal impact statement, the Jackson Hole Airport Board currently collects spent propylene glycol for 
recycling using a vacuum truck. The Board currently has a project in the capital projects plan for gly-
col recovery system at the airport.  

41: WILDLIFE AND THEIR HABITATS 

Issue 41.1: Adequacy of protection for the pronghorn migration corridor.  

Comment: Although there are many studies that document the ability of wildlife to tolerate noise over 
time, it would be prudent to apply a low-noise threshold over this protected public lands corridor to pre-
vent any further disruption to movement patterns of this threatened [pronghorn] band (NPCA, 
1479.045). 

Response: The Chapter 4 description of effects on wildlife, including pronghorn, was expanded in 
the final environmental impact statement. However, the types of noise restrictions or low-noise thre-
shold stipulations that are suggested by this comment are under the purview of the Federal Aviation 
Administration, pursuant to laws and regulations applicable to the operation of airports, and cannot 
be modified by the National Park Service or Jackson Hole Airport Board. The environmental impact 
statement addresses such laws and regulations and their applicability to the implementation of miti-
gation measures in Chapters 1 and 2.  

Issue 41.2: Adequacy of the analysis of impacts on pronghorn. 

Comment: The direct impacts of the Jackson Hole Airport's footprint to pronghorn habitat should be 
considered in this draft EIS, as well as the impacts from noise disturbances during takeoff and landing. 
Using a south approach for landing and takeoff direction would limit impacts to the sagebrush steppe di-
rectly north and east of the airport (GYC, 0463.018). 

Response: Chapter 4 of the final environmental impact statement contains an expanded discussion 
of the potential impacts on wildlife, including pronghorn, from airport operations. Prevailing winds 
are the main factor in determining the active runway and, therefore, the direction of takeoffs and 
landings. As described in the response to issue 21.1, the direction of runway use does not necessarily 
indicate how much of the park might be affected by a particular flight. 

Issue 41.3: Effects of hazing sage-grouse near the runway.  

Comment: Within the fenced perimeter, we have concerns about aircraft/bird strikes. Currently, an as-
sessment of the risk and magnitude of the strike problem is underway. While we support the direction to 
review future changes to the airport to ensure that improvements will not increase the potential for air-
craft/wildlife strikes, we have concerns if grouse are hazed off of the runway lek (WGFD, 3077.001).  

Response: The final environmental impact statement was modified to include the recommendation 
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Wyoming Game and Fish Department, and Upper Snake 
River Basin Sage-Grouse Working Group to not haze sage-grouse at the airport because it could 
cause birds to fly and become a hazard, and it could disrupt lek activity.  
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Issue 41.4: Adequacy of the analysis of impacts on the sage-grouse.  

Comment: GYC feels the park must consider how the two lease extensions and continued operations of 
the Jackson Hole Airport may impact grouse and limit disturbance of sage-grouse habitats at the airport 
lek during breeding, nesting, and brood-rearing phases of the annual cycle (March-August). Additionally, 
future expansion that could add to habitat loss, though not considered in this draft EIS, should be avoided 
(GYC, 0463.016). 

Response: Chapter 4 of the final environmental impact statement includes an expanded discussion 
of the potential impacts on sage-grouse from airport operations for each alternative. Because neither 
alternative would involve any expansion of existing airport footprint, neither would result in any ad-
ditional habitat loss. 

Issue 41.5: Adequacy of mitigation measures to decrease the risk of bird strikes. 

Comment: We would like to see the addition of measures that would reduce the potential of all bird and 
aircraft collisions. (GYC, 0463.017). 

Response: Because collisions between birds and aircraft represent a hazard to human safety and 
equipment, as well as to wildlife, the Jackson Hole Airport maintains a program to identify and im-
plement measures that will minimize such collisions. As described on page 116 of the draft environ-
mental impact statement, this includes current participation in an assessment of the risk and magni-
tude of the wildlife strike problem that is underway through the Wildlife Services Division of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture in accordance with Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 139.337. 
Based on the results, managers will determine if there are opportunities to further reduce the poten-
tial for collisions between birds and aircraft at the Jackson Hole Airport. 

Issue 41.6: Need for monitoring of effects on wildlife.  

Comment: There should be continuous monitoring of the effects on nearby wildlife, the results of which 
to be used in considering future lease extensions (0032.004) 

Response: The preferred alternative was revised to strengthen the commitment of the Jackson Hole 
Airport Board to further reduce and mitigate effects of the airport on the park, including wildlife. 
The expanded list of mitigation measures is included under Alternative 2 in Chapter 2 of the final en-
vironmental impact statement. 

43: CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  

Issue 43.1: Need to consider project effects on emissions of greenhouse gases and climate 
change. 

Comment: There is no analysis in the draft environmental impact statement concerning global climate 
change or the effect that continued promotion of air travel will have on park resources. The National 
Park Service should consider how global climate change and peak oil will impact airport operations in 
the future (1427.003). 

Response: A discussion on greenhouse gas emissions and climate change with regard to airport op-
erations was added to the air quality sections in Chapters 3 and 4 of the final environmental impact 
statement.  
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44: SAFETY AUDIT  

Issue 44.1: Need to include information regarding the airport safety audit. 

Comment: We are concerned that the safety audit recommendations will lead to additional impacts, 
and will likely drive continued expansion and development of airport facilities within the park. We are 
concerned that the NPS is considering lease extensions without the information in the safety audit, which 
we believe could request modifications of current airport operations that will accelerate impacts on park 
resources (NPCA, 1479.002). 

Comment: The Conservation Alliance is aware of the Jackson Hole Airport Board's ongoing safety study 
and has reason to believe that this study, with its findings and recommendations, may have a direct, con-
nected impact on the operations at the Jackson Hole Airport and could likely "... trigger other actions that 
may require environmental impact statements. " It is for this reason that the Conservation Alliance on 
May 28, 2009 made a request to the superintendent of GTNP and the regional director of the NPS to ex-
tend the comment period for no less than 60 days after the release to the public of the Jackson Hole Air-
port Board's ongoing safety audit (JHCA, 0297.003).  

Comment: We believe the park should extend the comment period on this draft EIS until the completion 
of the airport safety audit that is currently underway. (GYC, 0463.004). 

Response: A description of the safety audit and how it would used by the Jackson Hole Airport 
Board was added to Chapter 1 of the final environmental impact statement. 

45: IMPAIRMENT AND UNACCEPTABLE IMPACTS 

Issue 45.1: Accuracy of conclusions regarding impairment unacceptable impacts and of park 
resources. 

Comment: NPCA does not accept (based on the inadequate degree of reasoning in the draft EIS-- for ei-
ther Alternative 1 or Alternative 2) NPS' cursory conclusion that there are no unacceptable impacts on, 
or impairment of, the natural soundscape of Grand Teton National Park. The primary reasons for our 
disagreement are that NPS has applied virtually no effort to quantifiably address and analyze for "unac-
ceptable" impacts to specific lands of immense national value, symbolism, and legal protection require-
ments nearest to the airport. These are, as previously cited, (1) Murie Ranch NHL, (2) Laurance S. Rock-
efeller Preserve, and (3) Gros Ventre Campground (NPCA, 1479.031). 

Response: The final environmental impact statement has been revised to more clearly state the ra-
tionale for concluding that no unacceptable impacts or impairment would occur under either of the 
alternatives. Management Policies 2006 (NPS 2006a) provide guidance for determining whether un-
acceptable impacts or impairment may occur. The entire park, including areas of special significance, 
was evaluated using that guidance. 

The National Park Service completed an assessment of effect regarding the Murie Ranch and all oth-
er cultural resources that are listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 
Based on the assessment of effect, the park determined that there would be no adverse effect. This 
determination received concurrence from the Wyoming state historic preservation officer. The do-
cumentation can be found in Appendix A of the final environmental impact statement. 
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Using the criteria provided in Management Policies 2006 (NPS 2006a), the final environmental impact 
statement describes why no unacceptable impacts or impairment would occur under either alterna-
tive. 

46: WILDERNESS 

Issue 46.1: Adequacy of the analysis of the effects of noise from operations at the Jackson 
Hole Airport on the wilderness experience. 

Comment: Part of the idea of national parks is to preserve "wilderness." Quiet is part of wilderness, and 
air traffic everywhere is an increasing source of noise pollution (0508.001). 

Comment: Having planes fly over and around the Tetons is disturbing to the pristine wilderness of the 
mountains (0764.001). 

Response: Chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement describes the impacts of existing opera-
tions at the airport on the park’s recommended wilderness in the sections on natural soundscapes 
and visitor use and experience. The impacts of the alternatives are provided in the corresponding 
sections of Chapter 4. 

LETTER FROM THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY  
AND NPS RESPONSES 

The letter from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is provided below. It is followed by the 
NPS’ responses to each of the concerns identified by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  
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NPS Responses to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Concerns 

1-1. The National Park Service appreciates the comments from the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. Detailed responses to the six points are provided in the following pages. 

2-2. The draft environmental impact statement described that the mountainous backcountry of the 
park is largely roadless, but also described the presence of the frontcountry, highways, and roads. 
The final environmental impact statement has been revised to more clearly describe these different 
areas of the park. 

2-2. Although the comment acknowledges that the draft environmental impact statement shows that 
there are an average of 150 flights per day during peak season, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency uses the figure of 200 flights per day – which occurs only rarely – to calculate that there is a 
takeoff or landing every 2.5 minutes during the hours of airport operation between 6: 00 A.M. and 
11:30 P.M. That calculation, however, is incorrect, because that rate of operations over the 17.5-hour 
period cited by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency would result in 420 operations per day, 
which is more than twice the actual peak-day value and almost three times the number that occurs 
on an average summer day. 

The term “operation” was defined on page 11 and in the glossary of the draft environmental impact 
statement. The operational profile of the airport was described in Tables 1, 7, 12, and 27; on page 77; 
and elsewhere. The terms “flight” and “operation” were sometimes used interchangeably. The Na-
tional Park Service notes that the erroneously high number of aircraft operations cited in the com-
ment would undoubtedly result in greater impacts than those which actually occur and that were 
disclosed in the draft environmental impact statement. 

3-1. The 1983 agreement between the Department of the Interior and the Jackson Hole Airport 
Board included a number of provisions regarding aircraft noise exposure and incorporated the vo-
luntary noise procedures that the Board had in effect at the time. The agreement further required 
that the Board prepare a revised noise abatement plan in accordance with Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration procedures (in 14 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 150) within two years of the agreement’s 
effective date. 

3-1. In discussing the limitations and operational practicalities of some measures in the noise abate-
ment plan, such as the preferential use of the runway to approach and depart the airport from/to the 
south, the National Park Service did not intend those comments to be interpreted as meaning that 
the measures have not been fully effective in reducing noise impacts on the park. The National Park 
Service believes that the noise abatement plan has been an important factor in ensuring that the air-
port remains in compliance with the noise requirements of the agreement. The final environmental 
impact statement has been revised to describe the noise abatement provisions of the agreement and 
the effectiveness of the noise abatement plan. 

3-3. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency comments that the growth in aircraft operations has 
exceeded the projections made in the 1970s and that there are no limitations in place that would curb 
future growth of the airport for either commercial or general aviation. The projections to which U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency is referring are not clear. The National Park Service is not aware 
of any forecasts made in the 1970s that attempted to project aircraft operations beyond 1995.  

The 1985 Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150 study conducted by the Board in accordance with the 
1983 agreement identified that there were 18,036 operations in 1984, and projected that number 
would increase to approximately 27,000 operations by 2003. This compares to the 33,573 operations 
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actually recorded in 2003. However, the number of operations has since decreased, to 29,003 in 
2009. The final environmental impact statement has been revised to include a description of historic 
enplanement and operations data. It should also be noted that forecasts in the 1970s were based on 
the noisier Stage 2 aircraft that were then in use, rather than the quieter Stage 3 aircraft of today. 

3-3. The agreement with U.S. Department of the Interior places significant limitations on the size 
and development profile of the airport. The agreement limits the size of the airport to 533 acres, lim-
its the development of improvements such as the terminal, hangars, parking, and other facilities to a 
28.5-acre subzone, and imposes a restriction on the height of buildings. Additionally, the agreement 
limits the amount of noise exposure by defining the extent of the 45- and 55-decibel DNL contours, 
which establish an upper bound on aircraft noise.  

In furtherance of these requirements, the noise abatement plan limits the number of air carrier jet 
operations to the noise equivalent of 6.5 average daily departures based on the Boeing 737-200 air-
craft that were in use when the agreement was signed. Since modern aircraft are much quieter than 
the older Boeing 737s, a greater number of departures are allowed, but the limitation remains.  

These and other restrictions in the agreement serve as limits on growth of the airport and aircraft op-
erations. Other factors are the size of the market served by the airport and the availability of lodging 
and hospitality services in the Jackson Hole area. The final environmental impact statement has been 
revised to provide additional discussion of the limitations imposed by the agreement. 

3-3. The comment implies that operation of the Jackson Hole Airport is currently resulting in im-
pairment of the park. The National Park Service disagrees. The term “impairment” has a specific sta-
tutory meaning within the context of the national park system, as the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency points out in the following paragraph.  

Determinations regarding impairment fall within the purview of the Secretary of the Interior, and are 
made in accordance with the NPS’ management policies and director’s orders, as described in the 
draft and final versions of the environmental impact statement. No other agency has authority to 
make such determinations.  

The comment that implies that impairment is already occurring is contrary to the analysis in the draft 
environmental impact statement. The analyses regarding impairment in the draft and final versions 
of the environmental impact statement have been made in accordance with Management Policies 
2006 (NPS 2006a) and Director’s Order #12 and Handbook: Conservation Planning, Environmental 
Impact Analysis, and Decision Making (NPS 2001a). The final environmental impact statement has 
been revised to further describe the rationale regarding impairment. 

3-4. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency comments that it has found aircraft noise impacts to 
be “unacceptable” in the past. The term “unacceptable impacts” has a specific meaning within the 
context of the national park system, and is explained in Management Policies 2006 (NPS 2006a), as 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency points out. As with impairment, the determination as to 
whether unacceptable impacts would result from an action is the responsibility of the National Park 
Service. The National Park Service recognizes that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ex-
pressed concerns over impacts of the Jackson Hole Airport in the 1970s, prior to the 1983 agreement 
becoming effective. The draft environmental impact statement included an analysis regarding unac-
ceptable impacts and determined that they would not occur under either alternative.  

3-4. The final environmental impact statement includes a discussion of the noise abatement plan and 
its effectiveness. 
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3-4. The National Park Service disagrees with the statement that the growth in future aircraft opera-
tions would occur unfettered for the reasons described above (see 3-3). 

3-4. The National Park Service is well aware of its statutory obligations under the NPS Organic Act, 
and has described these mandates in the draft and final versions of the environmental impact state-
ment. In addition, the draft and final versions of this document present the impacts of the alterna-
tives in regard to the NPS’ statutory obligations and Management Policies 2006 (NPS 2006a). 

4-1. The final environmental impact statement has been revised to include an improved description 
of the data and other variables that were used in modeling aircraft sound with Integrated Noise 
Model 6.2a. In addition, the final environmental impact statement clarifies that what was incorrectly 
referred to as day-night average sound level (DNL) in the draft environmental impact statement is 
actually a 15-hour sound level equivalent (Leq). 

4-1. Alternatives 1 and 2 differentiate between impacts attributable to scheduled passenger aviation 
and general aviation. In Alternative 1, the impacts described for 2015 and 2025 are exclusively attri-
butable to general aviation because the analysis presumed that the airport would have lost its Part 
139 certification to support scheduled passenger service by that time. Neither alternative evaluated 
scheduled passenger service alone because such a scenario is not contemplated under either. The 
National Park Service acknowledges that such information could be informative, but would not alter 
the impact analysis. Such an analysis could be useful in a subsequent Part 150 or Part 161 study. 

4-2. The National Park Service agrees that audibility is the most important impact to quantify and 
evaluate in this environmental impact statement. Accordingly, audibility is thoroughly analyzed in 
both the draft and final versions of the environmental impact statement, serves as the basis for the 
impact threshold definitions, and is the core of the impact analysis. 

4-2. The National Park Service has removed the sound intensity index from the analysis in the final 
environmental impact statement. 

4-3. The final environmental impact statement has been revised to provide an historical context to 
the number of aircraft operations and enplanements at the Jackson Hole Airport. The number of air-
craft operations has increased from 18,024 in 1984 (based on data from the Federal Aviation Regula-
tion Part 150 study, 1985) to approximately 30,000 in 2009 (air traffic control tower data, 2009), an 
annual growth rate of approximately 2.0%. Over the same period, enplanements have increased from 
62,909 to approximately 300,000, an annual growth rate of approximately 6.5%. If the growth rate in 
the 1985 Part 150 study was extrapolated to the present, the actual number of operations is some-
what lower than the forecast would suggest (approximately 41,000 using the forecast growth rate 
versus approximately 30,000 actual operations in 2009).  

With respect to the forecast data used in the modeling, the National Park Service relied on a forecast 
prepared by The Boyd Group in August 2007. The forecast was for the period 2010 to 2025. The 
Boyd Group projected operations to increase from an estimated 35,300 in 2010 to 36,606 in 2025, a 
net increase of 3.5% over the forecast period. Subsequent to the preparation of The Boyd Group es-
timate, a second forecast was prepared for the Jackson Hole Airport Board by Mead & Hunt, Inc. as 
part of the ongoing safety study. Mead & Hunt projected 37,083 operations by 2028, a slightly lower 
rate of growth. 

5-3. As noted above, the National Park Service has revised the final environmental impact statement 
to include a discussion of the effectiveness of the noise abatement plan. The National Park Service 
notes that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has misunderstood staff comments regarding 
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the noise abatement plan. The National Park Service and airport staff expressed that certain ele-
ments of the plan, such as the Board’s efforts to encourage preferential use of the runway to direct 
takeoffs and landings away from the park, do not result in 100% effectiveness due to a variety of fac-
tors. However, the plan overall has been effective in achieving its purpose.  

The National Park Service notes that the reference to Interior Secretary Watt appears to be in regard 
to a 1983 letter to Transportation Secretary Dole, requesting that the U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation impose airspace restrictions over the park. The letter was in the form of a request, rather than 
a directive, and was not directed at the National Park Service or the Jackson Hole Airport Board. The 
Federal Aviation Administration responded in 1984, explaining its reasons for denying the request. 

5-4. With respect to the establishment of an independent public stakeholder group, the National 
Park Service notes that the Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150 process, like the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, provides substantial opportunities for public participation in noise compatibility 
planning efforts. 

6-1. The National Park Service has revised the preferred alternative in the final environmental im-
pact statement to address mitigation of noise and other environmental impacts. In addition, the final 
environmental impact statement explains more clearly the reasons for eliminating other suggested 
alternatives or actions from detailed study. 

6-3. The National Park Service notes that actions are connected if they 1) automatically trigger other 
actions which may require an environmental impact statement; 2) cannot or will not proceed unless 
other actions are taken previously or simultaneously; or 3) are interdependent parts of a larger action 
and depend on the larger action for their justification. The final environmental impact statement has 
been revised to clarify and describe connected actions. In particular, the final environmental impact 
statement includes a discussion of the ongoing safety study and its implications. 

6-3. The safety audit is a study that is being undertaken to provide additional information regarding 
the safety of aircraft operations at the airport. It is not itself a connected action. The final 
environmental impact statement includes a description of the the safety audit and how the 
information could be used in the future by decision-makers. In adddition, the final environmental 
impact statement includes a discussion of the types of actions that are allowed under the terms of the 
agreement, as well as a description about how future actions could be undertaken. 

7-1. The finnal environmental impact statement has been revised to include air quality as an impact 
topic analyzed in detail for both alterantives. The methods and protocols used in the analysis were 
developed in consultation with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the NPS’ Air 
Resources Divsion. 

9-2. The sound intensity index has been removed in the final environmental impact statement. 

9-3. The comment regarding the ambient sound levels used by the National Park Service in the 
modeling analysis is incorrect and unsubstantiated. The National Park Service provided the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency with the values that were used in the modeling in an email dated 
May 22, 2009. The four values ranged from 24.0 to 28.3, and are L90 values based on several 
thousand hours of monitoring and data collection in the park. The natural ambient sound 
determination and modeling inputs are described in Appendix G of the final environmental impact 
statement. 
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9-3. The comment regarding audibility being underestimated in quiet areas of the park is taken out 
of context from a discussion regarding the limitations of the model. The same paragraph, and others 
on pages 166-167 of the draft environmental impact statement, also discuss factors that could result 
in overestimation of audibility. The L90 values used in the modeling are conservative ambient sound 
levels that, in reality, are exceeded 90% of the time. Although certain areas of the park may, at times, 
be quieter than the L90 values used in the modeling, those same areas at other times may have 
considerably higher ambient sound levels due to wind,insects, birds, or other natural sounds. 

9-3. The comment that the draft environmental impact statement identifies an average ambient 
sound level of 28.8 dBA is incorrect. Table 8 of the draft environmental impact statement provides 
acoustic measurements from selected locations within the park. The first column of the table lists 
median ambient sound levels for 10 locations. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency appears to 
have averaged the values in the column to arrive at a figure of 28.8 dBA. The table itself did not 
identify an average, nor did the National Park Service use such an average in its modeling. The final 
environmental impact statement includes a discussion of the ambient sound levels that were used 
and how they were derived. The National Park Service notes that the use of L90 values for modeling 
are more conservative than the median ambient sound levels used by the Federal Aviation 
Administration. 

10-1. The National Park Service notes that the Integrated Noise Model is the worldwide scientific 
standard for modeling aircraft sound, and that its use in the draft and final environmental impact 
statement resulted from the close coordination and cooperation between the Federal Aviation 
Administration, Volpe National Transportation Center, NPS staff, and contractors. The final 
environmental impact statement explains in detail the modeling method and its scientific basis. The 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has provided no explanation, scientific basis, or references 
for its method of attempting to correlate the audibility of high-altitude commercial overflights to 
takeoffs of jet aircraft. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency provides no evidence to 
substantiate the statement regarding aircraft being audible for 5 minutes, nor any explanation of 
other factors that may affect the amount of time they are audible, such as aircraft type, temperature, 
humidity, winds aloft, and terrain effects. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency provides no 
basis for the results of its calculations. Based on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s estimate 
of 4 minutes of audibility for each southerly takeoff, 50 commercial jet departures would be required 
to achieve 200 minute s of audibility. However, the airport’s 2008 noise measurement report 
(Jackson Hole Airport Board 2009) indicates that there were approximately 31 daily jet departures to 
the south, of which approximately 14 are commercial jets. 

10-2. The National Park Service notes that the relatively small increase in audibility can be explained 
by the forecast fleet mix, number and type of operations, and other factors described in the draft and 
final environmental impact statement. The final environmental impact statement has been revised to 
provide additional acoustic monitoring data, including from the Timbered Island site, showing good 
correlation between the modeling and measured audibility (see Table G-31). 

10-3. The draft environmental impact statement disclosed on page 82 that natural ambient sound 
levels can sometimes be at or below 20 dBA and even near 0 dBA. Additional information on ambient 
sound levels was provided in Table 8. 

10-4. The noise plots referred to in the airport’s 2008 noise measurement report (Jackson Hole 
Airport Board 2009) are used to illustrate that aircraft noise events at each of the measurement sites 
can be distinguished from the ambient sound levels. The 20-minute sample is not intended to be rep-
resentative of the frequency of aircraft noise events, nor do the data support an accurate analysis of 
audibility. The National Park Service has included monitoring data for selected locations within the 
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park, and the core of the analysis in the final environmental impact statement is based on modeled 
audibility, which correlates with the monitoring data.  

11-1. The final environmental impact statement has been revised to clarify that the analysis modeled 
a 15-hour sound level equivalent (Leq) rather than a true 24-hour day-night average sound level 
(DNL). The National Park Service recognizes that there are a small number of operations that occur 
during hours that the air traffic control tower is closed, and are not, therefore, accounted for in the 
tower logs.  

Based on preliminary review of the data obtained from the Federal Aviation Administration’s Air 
Traffic Control Beacon Interrogator-6 aircraft tracking system, it is estimated that during the peak 
season, approximately 2% to 3% of operations occur between the hours of 9 P.M. and 7 A.M. These 
data were not available at the time that data were collected for modeling with the Integrated Noise 
Model, but such a small number of operations would be unlikely to result in any meaningful change 
in the impacts on natural soundscapes.  

Curfew violations occur on average about 6 times per month, or about 72 times per year. This 
amounts to approximately 0.2% of the total operations. Stated conversely, 99.8% of operations are in 
conformance with the voluntary curfew. The final environmental impact statement has been updated 
to include this information, as well as a more detailed discussion of the modeling assumptions and 
inputs. 

11-2. The comment refers to a letter sent by Interior Secretary Watt to Transportation Secretary 
Elizabeth Dole on April 27, 1983. The letter requested Secretary Dole’s assistance with several meas-
ures that addressed use of the airspace over the park, as opposed to operation of the airport itself. 
The characterization of the letter as a “directive” is incorrect. Nothing in the letter created any addi-
tional requirements or conditions with respect to the 1983 agreement. The Federal Aviation Admin-
istration evaluated the request and responded in a letter dated March 1, 1984, explaining its reasons 
for denying the request. 

11-3. The noise abatement plan that is included as part of the 1983 agreement, as amended, remains 
unchanged since 1985, although the Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150 study that was completed 
to develop that plan has been updated at intervals through 2003. The Jackson Hole Airport Board has 
developed and implemented a variety of mitigation measures above and beyond those included in 
the noise abatement plan, such as the prohibition on Stage 2 aircraft and the voluntary curfew. 
Therefore, while the plan itself has not been updated, the Board has fulfilled its intent through the 
Part 150 update process. The Board will continue to update its Part 150 study, using that process to 
fully evaluate additional measures that could further reduce noise impacts on Grand Teton National 
Park. The final environmental impact statement includes a list of potential measures that will be con-
sidered as part of that process. 

12-1, 12-2. The final environmental impact statement has been revised to provide a discussion re-
garding the laws and regulations that pertain to airport noise compatibility planning and the devel-
opment and implementation of noise and access restrictions, such as mandatory curfews or other 
limits on aircraft operations. The Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 severely limits the ability of 
airports to impose noise or access restrictions, and is explained in the final environmental impact 
statement.  

13-2 and 13-3. The National Park Service included a detailed analysis on air quality in the final envi-
ronmental impact statement, including a visibility screening analysis using VISCREEN. The National 
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Park Service also included a detailed analysis regarding lead emissions associated with airport opera-
tions under the air quality impact analysis section. 

14-1. The proposed action is not subject to the statutory and regulatory requirements pertaining to 
transportation projects cited in the comment. The regulations within 23 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 174 implement 23 United States Code 138 and 49 United States Code 303, which were enacted as 
section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, and are still commonly referred to as 
“section 4(f).” These statutory and regulatory requirements pertain to transportation programs and 
projects requiring the approval of the Secretary of Transportation. The proposed action is solely un-
der the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior, and does not require approval from the Secretary 
of Transportation. 

15-1. The Jackson Hole Airport has operated in its present location since the 1930s – prior to the es-
tablishment of either Grand Teton National Park or Jackson Hole National Monument. When Con-
gress established the park in 1950, it knowingly included the airport within the boundaries. Pursuant 
to the authority provided in the Department of the Interior Airports Act, Secretary Watt reversed an 
earlier decision to discontinue the longstanding operation of the airport. That decision was chal-
lenged in a lawsuit filed by the Sierra Club in 1983, and upheld by the U.S. District Court for the Dis-
trict of Wyoming in October 1985. Secretary Watt’s decision remains extant and is not the subject of 
this environmental impact statement. 

15-2. Impacts from airport operations on the Murie Ranch and the Laurance S. Rockefeller Preserve 
have been included in the final environmental impact statement, under the “Visitor Use and Expe-
rience” sections in Chapters 3 and 4. 

16-1. The National Park Service added a discussion on climate change with regard to airport opera-
tions to the “air quality” sections in Chapters 3 and 4. 

OTHER AGENCY LETTERS 

Complete copies of the other agencies that provided comments on the draft environmental impact 
statement are presented below. Where these agencies identified substantive comments, they were 
addressed with the other substantive comments in the first part of this appendix.  
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APPENDIX F: PROPOSED TEXT OF AMENDMENT NO. 3 FOR ALTERNATIVE 2 

THIRD AMENDMENT TO THE  
AGREEMENT BETWEEN 

THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND THE JACKSON HOLE AIRPORT BOARD 

This Third Amendment to the Agreement Between the United States Department of the Interior and 
the Jackson Hole Airport Board is entered into effective the _____ day of ___________________, 2010 
by and between the Jackson Hole Airport Board, a body corporate organized under the laws of the 
State of Wyoming (the “Board”) and the United States of America, acting through the Department of 
the Interior (the “Department”). 

WHEREAS, the Jackson Hole Airport (the “Airport”) was established at its present location in the 
1930s, has been served by commercial airlines since 1941, and is the only feasible air carrier airport 
site in Teton County, Wyoming; 

WHEREAS, the Act of March 18, 1950, 16 U.S.C. §§7a-7e authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to 
enter into agreements with public agencies, such as the Board, for the improvement, operation and 
maintenance of airports within national parks; 

WHEREAS, pursuant to said Act, the Department and the Board entered into an Agreement dated 
April 27, 1983, as amended July 29, 1985 and July 30, 2003 (the “Agreement”), for the operation of 
the Airport within Grand Teton National Park (the “Park”); 

WHEREAS, the Agreement provides for a term of 30 years, and grants the Board two 10-year op-
tions to renew, which options have been exercised by the Board; 

WHEREAS, to facilitate its qualification for Federal Aviation Administration Grants In-Aid and for 
appropriate amortization of costs of improvement, including navigation and noise abatement aids, 
the Board has requested that it be granted two additional 10-year options to renew the Agreement 
term; and  

WHEREAS, the Board is in material compliance with the terms and conditions of the Agreement, 
and the Department has complied with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act 
with respect to this proposal. 

NOW THEREFORE, for valuable consideration the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby ac-
knowledged, the parties agree as follows: 

1. The first sentence of Section 1(a) of the Agreement is amended by striking all after the semico-
lon and substituting the following in lieu thereof: “provided, that at the end of the 10th year of 
said 30-year term and within 120 days prior to the end of each 10-year period thereafter the 
Board shall have the option to renew this Agreement for an additional 10-year term, unless the 
Department has given the Board notice that the Board has not substantially and satisfactorily 
complied with all of the essential terms and conditions of this Agreement, in which event (a) the 
Board may not exercise an option until the Department determines that such failure of com-
pliance has been cured by the Board, or (b) the Board has obtained a judicial determination that 
it is in such compliance. In either of these events, the Board's time for option exercise shall be 
extended until 30 days after its receipt of either determination.” 

2. The last sentence of Section 1(a) of the Agreement is amended by striking the word “50” and 
substituting “70 in lieu thereof. 

3. Section 12 of the Agreement is deleted and replaced with the following:  
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12. Cooperation, Review of Agreement Terms and Mitigation Measures. The parties agree to 
confer with each other from time to time during the term of this Agreement relative to any 
changed circumstances, including without limitation any technological advances which are 
available on a commercially reasonable basis relative to operations at the Airport. In addition, 
the parties agree to comprehensively review the terms and conditions of this Agreement, from 
time to time during any term of this Agreement, but no less often than every five (5) years, and 
(a) discuss whether any amendments to this Agreement would result in better ensuring that the 
Airport remains compatible with the purposes and values of Grand Teton National Park, would 
improve the safety and efficiency of Park and/or Airport operations, or other such amendments 
as the parties deem appropriate, and (b) discuss and identify mitigation measures which may 
then be available to comply with the requirements of Section 4(i) of this Agreement.  

4. Section 4 of the Agreement is amended by adding to the end thereof a new paragraph (i) which 
reads as follows: 

(i) Mitigation of Effects. In addition to meeting the cumulative and single event standards set 
forth above, the Board shall, as often as reasonable opportunities arise, seek to further reduce 
noise and other negative environmental impacts associated with the Airport. The Board will act 
in good faith and in coordination and cooperation with the National Park Service to develop 
and implement such reasonable and cost-effective mitigation measures as may be available to 
reduce environmental impacts on the Park to the lowest practicable levels consistent with the 
safe and efficient operations of the Airport, and with applicable law and contractual obligations. 

Nothing in this paragraph 4 (i) shall require the Board to pursue or implement any mitigation or 
other measure which would result in a violation of law, or FAA grant agreements and assur-
ances, or the Board's other contractual obligations existing on August 1, 2010, or for which 
funding is not reasonably available, or which would result in a de minimis environmental benefit 
when compared to costs.  

5. Section 13 of the Agreement is amended by adding to the end thereof a new paragraph (h) which 
reads as follows: 

(h) Biennial Report. By March 31, 2012, and each two years thereafter, the Board shall submit a 
report to the National Park Service describing the Board's activities and operations for the pre-
vious two calendar years, its efforts at reducing negative environmental impacts, and specifically 
its efforts to reduce its noise impacts on the Park. The National Park Service shall acknowledge 
receipt of and respond to each such report within 120-days of receipt.  

 
UNITED STATES  
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
 
 
By: __________________________________ 
Regional Director, Intermountain Region, 
National Park Service 
 
Date: _______________________________  
 

 
JACKSON HOLE AIRPORT BOARD 
 
 
 
By: __________________________________ 
Andrea Riniker, President 
 
 
Date: _______________________________  
 

 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________________  
Secretary 

 
 
Date:________________________________ 
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