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. I NTRODUCTI ON AND BACKGROUND

In 1992, the Jackson Hole Airport Board (Airport Board) began a
public process which has provided a basis for taking the Federal
actions described in this Record of Decision (ROD). From 1992

t hrough 1994, the Airport Board held a nunber of public neetings,
wor kshops, and heari ngs designed to determ ne the scope and
content of an Environnental Assessnent (EA) to be prepared for

t he Jackson Hole Master Plan Update. The Master Plan Update
addressed a nunber of proposed airport inprovenents, several of
whi ch have proved to be very controversial. This controversy |ed
to a series of nodifications to those proposed inprovenents over
the ensuing 6 years, and ultimtely led to the safety-rel ated

i nprovenents approved in this Record of Deci sion.

From a Federal Aviation Adm nistrative (FAA) perspective, the
devel opnent issue of nobst urgent inportance relates to the

al arm ng nunmber of runway excursions at the Jackson Hol e Airport
in recent years, and the fact that the airport’s runway does not
currently meet FAA design criteria for runway safety areas
(RSA's) at each runway end. The Airport Board s Master Pl an
Updat e was designed, in part, to address this devel opnment need.

I n February 1995, the Airport Board circulated to the public and
appropriate agencies a “Prelimnary Environnmental Assessnent,”
seeki ng public comment on the selection of a preferred
alternative. |In Septenber 1995, upon consideration of these
coments, the Airport Board released a draft EA, identifying a
preferred alternative, which enconpassed a nunber of inprovenents
desi gned to enhance the safety and efficiency of the airport,
including a translation of the runway 1,206 feet to the north,
paved stopways on both runway ends, along wth various

navi gational aids (including an airport traffic control tower
(ATCT)), term nal and other |andside inprovenents, and noise
mtigation and abat enent neasures.

In April 1997, follow ng additional public neetings and heari ngs,
as well as a formal public comment period, the Airport Board

i ssued a four-volume Final EA, identifying a different preferred
alternative. The Airport Board's preferred alternative included
a translation of the runway 568 feet to the north, the
construction of paved safety areas at both runway ends of the
transl ated runway, along with various navigational aids

(i ncluding an ATCT), term nal and other |andside inprovenents,
and noise mtigation and abatenent neasures.



I n Septenber 1998, follow ng al nost 18 nonths of interagency
consultation, the FAA issued its own Federal draft EA, with a 45-
day agency and public comment period. The Federal EA focuses
exclusively on several alternatives for a |limted nunber of
airport inprovenents directly related to the need to bring the
RSA's at the airport into conpliance with current FAA design
standards. The Federal final EA (FEA) addresses a nunber of

i ssues of public and agency concern, through nodifications to the
text of the draft EA, and/or by specific responses to issues

rai sed during the public comment period.

Throughout the Airport Board EA process and the federal EA
process, extensive coordi nation has taken place between the FAA,
the Airport Board, the National Park Service (NPS), and
interested nmenbers of the public, due to expressed environnental
concerns and other concerns with the project’s proposed
alternatives and their inpacts. This consultation process
continued in a series of teleconferences between the FAA, the
Airport Board and the NPS, following the close of the draft EA
formal comment period, and resulted in the identification of the
preferred alternative discussed in the FEA, which is being signed
and issued in February 1999, sinultaneously with this ROD. As
di scussed bel ow, the Federal preferred alternative is a
conprom se between the alternatives favored by the NPS and the
alternative favored by the Airport Board.

1. THE PROPOSED AGENCY ACTI ONS AND APPROVALS

The FAA actions, determ nations, and approvals necessary for this
project to proceed to conpletion include the follow ng:

a. A determnation of project eligibility for Federal grant-
in-aid funds (49 U.S.C. 8§ 47101, et. seq.) for site preparation,
runway safety area, taxiway, runway rehabilitation, and other
m nor airfield construction, navigational aid relocation, and
envi ronnmental mtigation.

b. Agency replacenent of a visual approach sl ope indicator
(VASI) with a precision approach path indicator (PAPI) [49 U S.C
§ 44502(a)(1)].

c. Agency’ s devel opnent and publication of new air traffic
control airspace procedures associated with the use of the
navi gati onal aids and traffic control tower [49 U S.C 8§
40103(b)].

d. Determ nations under 49 U. S.C. Sections 47106 and 47107
relating to FAA funding of airport devel opnment, environnmental



approval (see 42 U.S.C. 88 4321-4347, and 40 CFR § 1500-1508),
and determ nati ons under other statutes discussed in this ROD.

e. Agency certification that the proposed facility is

reasonably necessary for use in air commerce or for the nationa
defense [see 49 U.S.C. § 44502(b)].

[11. ALTERNATI VES ANALYSI S

As noted above, the alternatives evaluated in the Federal FEA are
much nore limted in scope than the alternatives presented in the
Airport Board s EA, and do not address all of the noise abatenent
and mtigation measures, the |andside devel opnent, or sone of the
navi gati onal ai ds proposed by the Airport Board. As explained in
the response to comments section of the FEA, the FAA has deferred
its consideration of these other proposals to allow imediate
focus upon air-side infrastructure at Jackson Hol e Airport
requiring i mmedi ate safety enhancenent.

The FEA includes an analysis of several potential alternatives
for satisfying the project purpose and need. The following is a
summary description of the alternatives eval uated:

a. Alternative 1. Do Nothing. This alternative would
mai ntain the existing substandard RSA and runway object-free area
(ROFA) configurations at the airport and would do nothing to
address the repeated runway excursions. Thus, it would not
satisfy the project purpose and need.

b. Alternative 2. Translate Runway 568 Feet North. As nore
fully described in Chapter 3 of the FEA, this alternative would
translate the runway and associ ated taxi ways 568 feet to the
north, provide for standard RSA's, ROFA's, and runway protection
zones (RPZ's) on both ends of the runways, and relocate various
navi gati onal ai ds.

C. Alternative 2A. This alternative includes all of the
el ements of Alternative 2 and adds construction of an ATCIT.

Alternatives 2 and 2A have been opposed by the NPS and by sone
envi ronnental organi zations, primarily due to the 568-foot runway
translation element of these two alternatives.

d. Alternative 3. Acquire Land for South RSA. As nore
fully described in Chapter 3 of the FEA, this alternative would




| eave the runway at its current length and | ocation, provide for
standard RSA's, ROFA's, and RPZ's on both ends of the runways,
and relocate various navigational aids. It would require the
acquisition of up to 8.6 acres of land at the south end of the
runway, and require the relocation of approximtely 1,700 feet of
Spring Gulch Road and airport fencing.

e. Alternative 3A. This alternative includes all of the
el ements of Alternative 3 and adds construction of an ATCIT.

Alternatives 3 and 3A have been opposed by the Jackson Hol e
Airport Board and by some citizens in the Jackson Hole comunity,
primarily due to the disruptions which would be caused by the
acquisition of up to 8.6 acres of land outside of current airport
boundari es.

f. Alternative 4. Transl ate Runway 300 Feet North. As nore
fully described at pages 10-11 of the FEA, this, the Federally
preferred alternative, would translate the runway and associ at ed
t axi ways 300 feet to the north; provide for standard RSA' s and
RPZ's and near-standard ROFA's on both ends of the runways;
rel ocate various navigational aids; and provide for the non-
Federal construction of an ATCT. This alternative differs froma
simlar alternative, described on page 11 of the Federal draft EA
(which was rejected therein due to its greater overal
environmental inpacts and costs), in that it elimnates the need
to acquire 8.6 acres of |land outside of current airport
boundaries. As described in the FEA, a minor nodification of FAA
ROFA standards now nakes this alternative feasible and prudent.

The primary considerations for the FAA in the selection of an
alternative for Federal support include: the purpose and need
for the project, environnmental inpacts, inpacts to the
residential community of Jackson Hole, and inpacts to G and Teton
Nat i onal Park.

Based upon review of public and agency comments received from
circulation of the draft environnental assessnent, the FAA has
worked with the Airport Board and the NPS to further devel op
Alternative 4 to achieve FAA standard RSA's. The FAA has el ected
to issue the Airport Board a "nodification of standard" for a
smal | portion of the ROFA. This nodification of standard,
conbined with a reduced runway translation, results in no | and
acquisition and no relocation of Spring Gulch Road. The FAA's
configuration of Alternative 4 balances community concerns (no
| and acquisition, no road relocation, and m ni mal noise | evel
changes) with park values (m niml noise | evel changes and



m ni mal anmounts of new pavenent through renoval of unneeded

t axi ways). For the reasons above and those to follow, the FAA
has selected Alternative 4 as its preferred alternative. The NPS
and Teton County have concurred with this determ nati on.

Alternatives 2 and 2a are technically feasible. However,
concerns raised by the NPS and several environnental groups
regardi ng the extent of a runway translation to the north, as
well as the likelihood of additional delay in constructing

i nportant safety inprovenents during further debate on
Alternatives 2 and 2a, have noved the FAA to select Alternative
4, rather than 2 or 2a.

Li ke Alternatives 2 and 2a, Alternatives 3 and 3a are technically
feasible. As a result of this environnmental evaluation, the FAA
has determ ned that achieving the standard ROFA at the south end
of the runway cannot be acconplished without a great amount of
community disruption. Therefore, the FAA has sel ected
Alternative 4, rather than 3 or 3a.

In its consideration of alternatives, the FAA has al so been

m ndful of its statutory charter to encourage the devel opnent of
civil aeronautics and safety of air comrerce in the United States
[49 U.S.C. 40104].

After careful consideration of: (1) the analysis of the inpacts
of the various alternatives considered, and the ability of these
alternatives to satisfy the identified purpose and need for the
proposed facility; (2) the review and consideration of the
testinmony and comments submtted in response to the draft EA at
t he many public nmeetings, workshops and hearings; (3)

coordi nation with Federal, state, and |ocal agencies; and (4)
consi deration of Federal policy, the FAA hereby selects for
Federal support the devel opment proposal identified as
Alternative 4 in the FEA

V. THE AGENCY FI NDI NGS

The FAA nmakes the followi ng determ nations for this project,
based upon appropriate information and analysis set forth in the
FEA and ot her portions of the adm nistrative record.

a. The project is consistent with existing plans of public
agenci es for devel opnent of the area surrounding the airport [49
U S . C 47106(a)(1)].

The determ nation prescribed by this statutory provision is a
precondition to agency approval of project grant funding
applications. Extensive coordination regarding this proposed



proj ect has taken place between Federal, state and | ocal
agencies. See the Appendix for a letter from Teton County
supporting the preferred alternative.

b. The interests of the community in or near which the
project may be | ocated have been given fair consideration [49
U S.C. 47106(b)(2)].

The determ nation prescribed by this statutory provision is a
precondition to agency approval of airport devel opnent project
grant funding applications. The FEA denonstrates that the
preferred alternative for airport devel opment will not disrupt or
divide the comunity, nor will it inpede its orderly devel opnent,
and it is not in conflict with the conprehensive planning and
goal s of Teton County and the City of Jackson Hole, Wom ng. See
t he Appendix for a letter from Teton County supporting the
preferred alternative.

c. Appropriate action, including the adoption of zoning
| aws, has been or will be taken to the extent reasonable to
restrict the use of |land, next to or near the airport, to uses
that are conpatible with normal airport operations [49 U S.C. 8§
47107(a) (10)].

The sponsor assurance prescribed by this statutory provision is a
precondition to agency approval of airport devel opnent, project
fundi ng applications. The Airport Board has received Federal
financi al assistance in past years and has executed the set of
grant assurances, including | anguage requiring adoption of
appropriate zoning, to protect airport operations.

d. A “Finding of No Significant Environnental |npact” [40
CFR 1508. 13].

After careful and thorough consideration of the discussions set
forth in the FEA and in this ROD, it is found that the proposed
Federal action (FAA support of devel opnent Alternative 4, the
preferred alternative) is consistent with existing national
environmental policies and objectives, as set forth in section
101(a) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 ( NEPA),
and that such developnment will not significantly affect the
quality of the human environment or otherw se include any
condition requiring consultation pursuant to section 102 (2)(C)
of NEPA.



V. M TI GATI ON

I n accordance with 40 CFR 1505.3, the FAA will take appropriate
steps, through Federal funding, grant assurances and conditions,
airport |ayout plan approvals, and contract plans and
specifications, to ensure that mtigation actions identified in
the FEA are inplenented during the devel opnent of the projects
approved within this ROD, and will nonitor the inplenmentation of
these mtigation actions, as necessary, to assure that
representations made in the FEA, with respect to mtigation, are
carried out. The FEA, Chapter 6, includes a summary of
mtigation actions.

VI . DECI SI ON AND ORDER

Al t hough the "No Action" alternative has fewer devel opnental

i npacts than any of the other alternatives, including the
preferred alternative, it fails to achieve the purpose and need
for this project. For the reasons sunmarized earlier in this
ROD, and supported by detail ed discussion in the FEA, the FAA has
determ ned that the preferred alternative is the environnmental ly
preferable alternative.

Havi ng made this determ nation, the two remaining decision

choi ces avail able for the FAA are to approve the agency actions
necessary for the project’s inplenentation, or to not approve
them Approval would signify that applicable Federal
requirenents relating to airport devel opnent planning have been
met, and would permt the Jackson Hole Airport Board to proceed
with the proposed devel opnent and receive Federal funds for
eligible itens of devel opnent. Not approving these agency
actions would prevent the Airport Board from proceeding in a
timely manner with Federally supported devel opnent.

| have carefully considered the FAA's goals and objectives in
relation to various aeronautical aspects of the proposed project
di scussed in the FEA, including the purposes and needs to be
served by the project, the alternative means of achieving them
the environmental inpacts of these alternatives, the mtigation
necessary to preserve and enhance the environnment, and the costs
and benefits of achieving these purposes and needs in terns of
effective and fiscally responsible expenditure of Federal funds.

Based upon the adm nistrative record of this project, | nmake the
certification prescribed by 49 U S.C. 8§ 44502(b), that

i npl ementation of the preferred alternative approved in this ROD
is reasonably necessary for use in air conmmerce.



Therefore, under the authority delegated to nme by the
Adm nistrator of the FAA | find that this project is reasonably
supported, and | therefore direct that action be taken to carry

out the agency actions discussed nore fully in Section Il of this
Record.

Original Signed by February 8, 1999

Lawr ence B. Andriesen Dat e

Regi onal Adm ni strator
Nort hwest Mount ai n Regi on

Rl GHT OF APPEAL

Thi s decision constitutes the Federal approval for the actions
identified above, and any subsequent actions approving a grant of
Federal funds to the Jackson Hole Airport Board. Today’'s action
is taken pursuant to 49 U S.C., Subtitle VII, Parts A and B, and
constitutes a Final Order of the Admi nistrator, subject to review
by the courts of appeals of the United States, in accordance with
the provisions of 49 U S.C. § 46110.
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State of Wom ng

P. O. Box 3594
Jackson, Wom ng 83001
(307) 733-8094
Fax (307) 733-4451

Conmmi ssi oners

BOB SHERVI N, Chair

ANN STEPHENSON, Vice Chair
M KE Gl ERAU

Bl LL PADDLEFORD

SANDY SHUPTRI NE

Decenber 9, 1998

M. Lowell Johnson
Federal Aviation Adm nistration
1601 Li nd Avenue, S. W

Rent on, Washi ngt on 98055- 4056

Dear M. Johnson:

The Board of County Comm ssioners is pleased to
respond to the recent information of the FAA's
proposal for a 300 foot northern transl ocation of
the runway. It is our understanding this proposal
woul d elimnate the need on the south for purchases
of property or realignnment of the Spring Gulch
Road, and will include 300 foot paved safety areas
at both ends of the runway. Additionally, we have
been infornmed that this alternative is agreeable to
the National Park Service and is being considered
by the Airport Board.

The County has consistently requested that the
FAA's preferred alternative, first of all address
the safety concerns of the Airport Board in the
nost expeditious, effective manner possible.
Secondly, that the National Park Service be able to
accept the terns of the alternative. And thirdly,
that the concerns of the residents surrounding the
ai rport be given due consideration.

Qual i fying our position with the caveat that we
have only limted information this alternative
appears to neet those criteria. Therefore, the
Teton County Board of Comm ssioners would be able
to support this alternative and encourages the FAA
to pursue its possibilities.

Si ncerely,

(original signed by)

Robert L. Shervin, Chairnman
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Teton County Conmi ssioners
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