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Foreword

The Wood River Region Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Study is one of sev-
eral steps that the Friedman Memorial Airport Authority (FMAA) has completed, 
or will complete in the upcoming years, as part of the goal of resolving long-term 
safety and reliability problems at the Friedman Memorial Airport (FMA), located in 
Hailey, Idaho.  

The Wood River Region Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Study, an outgrowth of 
the 2004 Airport Master Plan Update, was designed to explore potential sites for a 
new airport which will not only resolve the long-standing safety and reliability issues 
at FMA, but will also serve the aviation needs of the Wood River Region for decades 
to come.  The Study also identifies a preferred site for a new airport and presents 
a conceptual-level financial feasibility analysis for the new airport.  Finally, a major 
goal of the Study was to engage the many stakeholders affected by the decisions, in 
meaningful public-participation forums, as the Study evolved.

Below is a sequence of past and planned airport improvement and planning efforts 
related to this Study and the implementation of a plan to replace the FMA:

1990 Airport Site Selection Study

1994 Airport Master Plan Update 

2002 Airport Layout Plan Update

2004 Airport Master Plan Update 

2006 Wood River Region Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Study

2006 New Airport Master Plan – Phase 1

2006-2009 Environmental Impact Statement (to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act - NEPA)

2009 New Airport Master Plan – Phase 2

New airport engineering and architectural design

New airport phased construction (four years after engineering and design)

This Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Study document consists of six chapters ad-
dressing the following topics: 
Chapter 1 – Purpose for the Project
Chapter 2 – Site Selection Process
Chapter 3 – Regional Aviation Demand and Long-Term Facility Needs
Chapter 4 – Identification and Initial Screening of Alternate Airport Sites
Chapter 5 – Analysis of Finalist Sites
Chapter 6 – Financial Feasibility Analysis and Conceptual Funding Plan
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In general, the study used forecasts of aviation demand developed from data 
through year 2002, as presented in the 2004 Master Plan Study, to identify the 
minimum facility requirements for an airport at a new site.  The primary minimum 
requirements for a new airport which guided the study are:  compliance with all 
applicable Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) design and safety standards; ability 
to provide reliable all-weather service via an Instrument Landing System (ILS); be 
able to accommodate current known aviation demand as well as offer the flexibility 
to accommodate future demands as they arise, for decades.  The study identified 
16 potential sites within a reasonable, by industry standards, geographic proximity 
to the primary service area.  A number of critical evaluation criteria were applied to 
the initial candidate sites in order to screen the list to a preferred short list for more 
detailed evaluation.  Three candidate sites, one in Blaine County, one in Lincoln 
County, and one in Camas County, were selected for detailed, comparative evalua-
tion.  In addition to the involvement of an Airport Site Selection Advisory Committee 
in the screening and selection process, the FMAA Board sought and received sub-
stantial input from the interested public.  This public input, along with technical doc-
umentation, was used by the FMAA Board in arriving at a preferred location for a 
new airport, which is a site located along State Highway (SH) 75 in southern Blaine 
County (Site 10).  Chapters 4 and 5 describe the screening and selection process.  
once a preferred alternative site was established, it was subjected to a concept-level 
financial feasibility analysis.  This analysis is presented in Chapter 6.

The next major step in the process of constructing a replacement airport will be the 
preparation of an EIS in accordance with NEPA requirements.  Preparation for this 
study is in progress.  The actual study effort is expected to begin in Spring 2007.  
While this study will be completed under the direction of the FAA, significant oppor-
tunity for public input will be available during the initial project scoping process.

The FMAA wishes to thank those who contributed their personal time to help shape 
the study process, either as part of the Study Advisory Committee, through public 
comment or in other ways.  While this document was not expected to be a formal 
document prepared in accordance with NEPA, it is expected that much of the re-
search, data, and documentation from this study will be useful in the upcoming EIS 
preparation process which will conform with NEPA policies.
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C h a p t e r  1

Purpose for the Project

FMA, located in Hailey, Idaho, serves the Wood River region of South Central Idaho 
and the Sun Valley Resort area located eleven miles to the north near Ketchum, 
Idaho.  The Airport currently does not comply with critical FAA safety standards and 
is severely space constrained, occupying only 220 acres.  The Airport is situated in 
close proximity to extensive residential and commercial development as well as sev-
eral schools.  Severe mountainous terrain exists in close proximity to the Airport on 
the east, west and north sides.  This terrain prevents the installation of conventional 
navigational aids typically required of a commercial service airport to insure reliability 
and safe access in adverse weather conditions.  

All known alternatives required to correct noncompliant conditions at the Airport 
are extremely costly, intrude into residential areas, and if implemented provide no 
benefit to reliability and safe operation in either good or adverse weather.  As a 
result it is considered necessary, by elected and appointed officials in Blaine County, 
to replace the Airport at a physical location where the following primary goals can 
be achieved:

Provide an airport compliant with FAA design and safety standards commensurate 
with current use (currently C-III).

Provide an airport capable of serving known (currently C-III) and future aviation 
demands (greater than C-III) for the region.

Provide an airport compliant with FAA standards to secure the economic benefits 
associated with continuation of air carrier service and other aviation operations for 
a community and region whose economy is tourism-based.

Provide a reliable and safe airport with access to all users in adverse weather via a 
minimum of a Category I instrument approach system (CAT I ILS).

Provide adequate land area to accommodate future demands and provide flexibil-
ity to meet the needs of the volatile aviation industry (minimum of 1200 acres).

Provide reasonable access from the airport to communities in the Wood 
River Region.

Minimize the time needed to access Wood River Region communities from 
other airports.

Provide minimum impact to existing human habitat and environment while giving 
due consideration to possible environmental and cultural effects.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

This chapter addresses:

Fundamental problems 
with FMA

History of long-term 
planning efforts

Purpose of con-
ducting airport site 
selection study

•

•

•
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The FMAA initiated this Site Selection and feasibility Study to identify and determine 
the feasibility of a new airport site to serve the Wood River Region and surround-
ing areas that conforms to FAA safety standards.  It will focus on whether or not 
such an airport site could safely service existing users and grow to accommodate 
future demands.

FMA is a commercial service airport presently located in the city of Hailey in 
the Wood River Valley.  The airport site is surrounded by mountainous terrain 
on the north, east, and west sides.  FMA has many significant design deficien-
cies, prompting this study to evaluate the potential for a new airport site at an 
alternate location.  

FMA’s identified deficiencies include the following:
Airfield does not meet current FAA Design and Safety Standards for aircraft 
serving this airport.

Runway to taxiway separations are deficient.

Separation between runway and SH 75 is deficient.

Inadequate Runway Safety Area (RSA) length and width.

Inadequate Runway Object Free Area (OFA).

Snow equipment storage hangars are substandard.

Runway length is not adequate to support air service by most regional jets.

Significant reliability problems exist due to surrounding mountainous terrain.

High approach minimums result in large numbers of diversions.

Reliability issues cannot be solved at the current site.

Airport operations are conducted “head-to-head,” with arrivals from the south 
and departures to the south, severely limiting airfield capacity.

Demand from airlines continues to increase for more and larger aircraft.

A major expansion undertaken in an effort to resolve these deficiencies at the cur-
rent site would significantly impact the surrounding community and would have 
substantial environmental consequences.  Moreover, expansion would not resolve 
several critical intrinsic issues at the current site, such as geographic constraints.

1.1	 History	of	Long-term	PLanning	efforts
Many studies have been undertaken to evaluate the limitations of FMA at its present 
site along with the potential need for a replacement or supplementary airport.  The 
following sections summarize the findings of these previous studies.  Significant 
events and long-term planning efforts have included:

1976 grant Application

1983-1985 Airport Master Plan

1990 Airport Feasibility Study

1994 Master Plan update

2004 Master Plan update

•

–

–

–

–

–
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•

–

–
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1.1.1 1976 Grant application
The 1976 grant application for FAA funding was prepared to complete the initial 
paving for the runway at FMA.  even at that time, the site limitations were well 
understood.  The grant application included the following text:

Since the narrow width of the valley and the high mountains 
surrounding the Hailey Airport limit its present or future use by 
large transport aircraft, it is planned to develop another landing 
strip south of Bellevue … which will be needed within the next 
10-to-15 years.

1.1.2 1983-1985 airport Master plan
The 1983-1985 airport Master plan raised many issues considered in this planning 
effort, including the alternative of developing a new airport site, which the plan 
indicates would have to be located well beyond the Wood River Valley.  It also dis-
cussed C-III design standards and the enormous cost and impracticability of signifi-
cantly improving the dimensional deficiencies of the existing site.  It recommended 
acquiring SH 75 right-of-way for the airport by relocating the highway onto the 
abandoned union Pacific railroad grade.

1.1.3 1990 airport Feasibility Study
The 1990 airport feasibility Study was initiated in response to federal require-
ments to reduce the number of safety deviations to improve aviation service to the 
Wood River Valley and minimize aircraft noise.  The study noted that because of the 
restricted land area available for airport development, few modification options to 
bring the airport into compliance with FAA standards were possible.  

The study concluded that the final decision on whether FMA should be improved or 
rebuilt at another location rests with the FMAA and the residents of Blaine County.  
The study also determined that the site with the fewest environmental concerns 
was located on the Moonstone Ranch property in Blaine County, east of the 
Camas/Blaine county line.  

The FMAA decided to remain at the current site for the foreseeable future (which 
was undefined).  At the time, there was little federal money available for a new air-
port as Denver International Airport was under construction.  They also thought that 
the airport owner and operator could limit the type and size of aircraft operating at 
the airport to ensure compliance with FAA Design and Safety Standards.  They later 
found that this is contrary to FAA policy.
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1.1.4 1994 Master plan Update
The 1994 Master plan update was initiated to develop a long-range airport im-
provement plan that would satisfy FAA safety concerns regarding air carrier aircraft 
operations at the airport.  The study recognized the importance of the airport and 
the limitations of the present location in the preamble:

The Friedman Memorial Airport is critical to the success of our 
resort economy, yet it has an enormous impact on the adjacent 
community.  The goals of this Master Plan are to eliminate as 
many of the safety deviations as possible while not expanding the 
impact on the adjacent community.  We seek the highest quality 
and safest airport possible within the physical limits imposed by the 
geography and the human use of adjacent lands.  As pressure for 
use reaches the physical limits of the facility, we need to look for 
alternatives away from the valley cities rather than expansion at the 
present site.

The study noted that in 1990, FMA was reclassified “to an Airport Design group 
(ADg) III, Category B (i.e. approach speeds of 91 to 121 knots) to restrict heavier 
and faster aircraft from using the airport and to reduce the frequency of the devia-
tions from FAA dimensional criteria.  This classification allows aircraft, such as the 
DeHavilland Dash-8, British Aerospace-146, and Falcon 50 to use the facility.  It 
restricts such aircraft as the B-737 or Fokker F-100.  The reclassification reduces, but 
does not alleviate the existing deficiencies.”

The study recommended improvements to accommodate an Airport Reference Code 
(ARC) B-III aircraft (which are the same as ADg III, Category B aircraft), based on the 
characteristics of the Dash 8-200 and the BAe 146 aircraft.  The study noted that 
its efforts, “will also include formally reclassifying the airport for use by a certain 
aircraft from a specific airplane design group and with a specific approach speed 
category.”  The 1994 Master plan did not address design standards needed to ac-
commodate the existing frequent ARC C-II and D-II private jet aircraft operations.

The FMAA concurred with the 1994 Master plan recommendations to implement 
the safety projects that would eliminate and/or reduce as many FAA design standard 
deficiencies as possible for the ARC B-III aircraft.  These projects include some that 
have yet to be completed or have recently been completed; they include:

The relocation of the Sun Valley Aviation facilities from the northeast side of the 
airport to the southwest side

Removal of buildings and pavement from the northeast side of the airport

Partial relocation of remaining Taxiway A on the east side of the airport

•

•

•
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After the 1994 Master plan was completed, the FAA was of the opinion that FMA is 
non-compliant with the Airport’s grant Assurances, however no formal action was 
taken to make a finding of non-compliance.  It is a violation of Interstate Commerce 
Laws for an airport to restrict activity based upon aircraft approach speed, wing-
span, or design group.  Therefore, actions or policies that restrict and/or attempt to 
control activity at an airport based upon these criteria are not allowed.  This inability 
to restrict activity based upon ARC or design group has resulted in significant in-
creases in the number of approach Category C and D (e.g., gulfstream V and global 
express) aircraft operating at the airport.

1.1.5 2004 Master plan Update
The 2004 Master plan update was initiated in response to the FAA’s planning 
policy, which dictates that the FMAA resolve issues related to ARC C-III compliance 
(C-III aircraft were now operating at the airport, but the airfield was ARC B-III).  
Significant numbers of approach Category C and D business jet aircraft operate at 
the Airport as well as airline service by approach Category C aircraft, with the recent 
addition of Bombardier Q400 service (a derivative of the Dash 8 aircraft) by Horizon 
Air.  FAA policy requires that the Airport resolve C-III compliance issues at the facility.

The primary focus of the 2004 Master plan update was to identify and evaluate 
airport development alternatives that remedy the design standard deviations associ-
ated with existing aviation demand, accommodate future aviation-related demand, 
respond to airport and community needs, and maximize revenue-generating op-
portunities, while remaining a good neighbor to the surrounding communities.  
Alternative improvement plans were evaluated using safety, operational, environ-
mental, economic and other criteria, and public input.  The process of developing 
alternatives was iterative; it resulted in substantial coordination among the FMAA, 
airport management, the FAA, and the general public.

A series of alternative plans were developed.  They depicted improvements required 
to meet safety standards associated with existing aircraft operations and improve-
ments recommended to meet the projected demand at the airport.  Some facility 
improvements could be accomplished at the airport; however, badly needed safety 
improvements would require major reconfiguration of the airfield and/or building 
areas.  The alternate reconfigurations would require the airport to expand beyond 
its current property boundaries.

Following a presentation and evaluation of the alternative plan concepts, it became 
apparent to FMAA that substantial improvements at the existing site were required 
to meet ARC C-III standards defined by the existing critical aircraft operations (Q400 
aircraft), which the airport was required by the FAA to accept.  Implementation 
of the basic limited required improvements would be costly (initially estimated at 
$30-40 million), would have significant adverse impacts on the community, and 
would not offer any long-term solutions to several critical issues.  

Major phases in new 
airport development

phase 1
New Airport Site 
Selection and Feasibility 
Study

Future Function of FMA

phase 2
environmental Impact 
Statement

Airport Master Plan and 
Conceptual Design

phase 3
Permitting Processes

engineering and 
Architectural Design of 
Recommended Facilities

phase 4
Construction

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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The FMAA concluded that the alternatives were not socially and environmentally 
acceptable.  Improvements would not resolve all issues related to safety (terrain 
obstructions) and air service reliability at this site.

After receipt of written public comments, a public information workshop, a public 
hearing, and their own analysis, the FMAA elected to proceed with the evaluation 
of a new airport site to meet current and future demand for aviation services and to 
meet FAA safety requirements.
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Site Selection Process

2.1	 Stakeholder	Involvement
Stakeholder involvement was a significant element of this planning process.  The 
involvement process included a 25-member Site Selection Advisory Committee, 
public information workshops, presentations at FMAA meetings, project docu-
ments available in public places, direct presentations by FMAA and staff members 
to government entities and special interest groups, and the development of a 
web page to provide easy access to information and to give and receive public 
input.  It is the firm belief of the FMAA that thorough and detailed dissemina-
tion of information with ample opportunity for public input is critical to the suc-
cess of planning processes.  Following are detailed discussions of the stakeholder 
involvement process.

2.1.1	 Airport	Site	Selection	Advisory	Committee
An Airport Site Selection Advisory Committee comprised of representatives of 
25 stakeholder groups was assembled to actively participate in the new airport site 
selection and feasibility process.  Table 2-1 lists the stakeholder groups represented 
on the committee.  The Advisory Committee members were chosen by their respec-
tive bodies based on their interest in and knowledge of airport issues in the Wood 
River Region.  Potential stakeholders were sent invitations requesting that they se-
lect primary and alternate members for their representation in the event the primary 
could not attend.

This chapter addresses:

Stakeholder Involvement

Site Selection Process

Feasibility Analysis

Evaluation Criteria

•

•

•

•

Table	2-1		Site	Selection	Advisory	Committee

Bellevue Chamber of Commerce

Blaine County 

Blaine County Pilot’s Association

Camas County

Camas County Chamber of 
Commerce

Camas County Economic 
Development Committee

City of Bellevue

Carey City Council

City of Fairfield

City of Hailey

City of Ketchum

City of Sun Valley

Hailey Chamber of Commerce

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Horizon Air

Idaho Department of Transportation-
Division of Aeronautics

Idaho Department of Fish and Game

Lincoln County

FAR Part 135 Operators

Power Engineers

Sawtooth Board of Realtors

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

SkyWest Airlines

Sun Valley Aviation

Sun Valley Company

Sun Valley/Ketchum Chamber of 
Commerce

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Advisory Committee members participated in defining the site selection and fea-
sibility process and evaluating criteria used in the process.  The committee met at 
regular intervals throughout the 18-month study.

The responsibilities established for the Advisory Committee also included evaluat-
ing candidate sites based on the criteria developed and recommending an alternate 
airport site to the FMAA.

2.1.2	 public	Information	Workshops
The Wood River Site Selection and feasibility Study public information process incor-
porated informational workshops that provided one-on-one contact with the public 
and a mechanism for educating people on the process and technical airport issues.  
The workshops were advertised in advance in the local media.  At the workshops, 
stations were set up to provide information on the site selection process.  Several 
workshops, each about two hours long, were completed.  

2.1.3	 Friedman	Memorial	Airport	Authority	(FMAA)
The FMAA generally met on the first Tuesday of every month.  The agenda for 
FMAA meetings varied considerably, based on issues facing airport owners and 
staff, but during the study process, the FMAA devoted significant time to discus-
sion of the study.  To this end, the consultant team gave presentations on the 
activities and recommendations of the Advisory Committee and the status of the 
technical analyses.  In addition, each FMAA meeting reserved time for public input 
and commentary.

The FMAA carefully considered the recommendations of the Advisory Committee, 
additional public input, and their own discussion in arriving at decisions about the 
future of the airport.

2.1.4	 Additional	public	Information	Opportunities
Because this was a major decision for the citizens of the Wood River Region, 
the FMAA incorporated other methods for sharing information about the 
study.  In addition to Advisory Committee and FMAA meetings, which were 
open to the public, and public information workshops, the airport’s Web site, 
www.friedmanairport.com, provided information about the study process.  Working 
papers on the progress of the study were also available for viewing.  Finally, a public 
hearing was held near the end of the study; this was a formal method for register-
ing public opinion regarding the study.
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2.2	 SIte	SelectIon	ProceSS
The process evolved in response to stakeholder and public input.  The process, as 
initially defined and then enhanced by the Advisory Committee, addressed the tech-
nical aspects of physical site analysis and the social and economic parameters that 
impact stakeholders.  The initial screening of candidate sites evaluated physical and 
environmental parameters.  Social and economic factors are then considered on the 
sites with the fewest physical and environmental issues

Physical and environmental criteria determined which sites were eliminated.  From 
there, site evaluation progressed to include the more subjective criteria associated 
with social and economic issues.  While the former benefited from empirical data 
that made analysis and ranking relatively straightforward, the latter evoked relative 
opinions that varied 180 degrees, depending on the goals, values, and aspirations of 
the diverse stakeholders represented on the Advisory Committee.  For this reason, it 
is believed that the social and economic issues associated with such a study will be 
widely debated. 

The approach began with a comprehensive list of 16 candidate sites in the region 
(see Exhibit 2-1).  The mapping of candidate sites is based solely on the presence 
of a land area of adequate size (minimum of 600 acres), shape, and topography 
to construct a basic C-III airport.  Flaw criteria were applied to determine which 
sites were physically suitable to support the development of an airport.  One such 
initial factor was whether the approach surfaces are clear of obstructions.  Once the 
flaw criteria were applied, the site evaluations evolved into a more refined analyses 
requiring further input from the Advisory Committee, including relative scoring and 
ranking of the sites based on social and economic criteria.  The Advisory Committee 
is supported in their work by consultant team presentations of data relevant to the 
various criteria.

The Advisory Committee produced a ranking of the three finalist candidate sites and 
a recommended preferred site.  The scoring that determined this ranking combined 
technical, social, and economic criteria.  The final ranking also included Advisory 
Committee commentary as to relative pros and cons to be considered by the FMAA 
in making the final decision.

2.3	 FeaSIbIlIty	analySIS
The long-term aviation needs of the Wood River Region are an important aspect 
of this study.  In determining whether a new airport can fulfill these needs, several 
distinct tasks were undertaken.  These tasks include evaluation of the following:

Management and ownership considerations

Financial and capital considerations

Evaluation of existing and preferred alternate site

Implementation strategy

•

•

•

•
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2.3.1	 Management	Considerations
This task examines the financial feasibility of constructing a new airport to serve the 
long-term aviation needs of the Wood River Region.  It also includes an examination 
of continued investments in FMA until such time as the new airport is completed.  
The centerpiece of this element of the Wood River Region airport Site Selection and 
feasibility Study is a conceptual funding plan, which outlines the sources of fund-
ing for the capital investment in public infrastructure needed to make a new airport 
a reality.  

Included in this analysis are forecasts of anticipated operating revenues and expen-
ditures the FMAA may expect over the next ten year period for the FMA as well as 
for the initial years of operation of the new airport.  A ten year capital improvement 
program (CIP) is also provided to establish the general framework and guidance 
for financing the planning, design and construction of the new airport while at the 
same time meeting anticipated capital improvement and operational needs of FMA 
during construction of the new airport.

2.3.2	 Financial	and	Capital	Considerations
This task includes an overview of the capital financing methods available under the 
various ownership options.  These include:

Airport improvement program (entitlement and discretionary)

Passenger facility charges

Bonding (revenue, general obligation, and special facility)

Private funding

State funding

Sale of current FMA airport land

Other sources 

Policy information on the various funding sources are provided, and a likely funding 
scenario is developed for the recommended airport site.  This task also includes de-
velopment of the estimated value of the land at the current FMA site and assump-
tions regarding the use of the proceeds of a potential sale of those lands.

Considerations of lands gifted to the owner for the purpose of an airport is required 
prior to any federal obligations.  Regulatory limits established by AIP grant assur-
ances are discussed with the FAA and documented to define key assumptions.

This task also includes an overview of cost factors associated with management and 
operation of a new airport.  The intent of this review is to assess staffing needs and 
cost of operations to be considered by the future airport ownership structure.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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2.3.3	Comparative	evaluation	of	existing	and	preferred	Alternate	Site
ultimately, two choices face the FMAA.  They can decide to continue efforts to meet 
current and future demand at the existing location, or they can decide to construct 
a new airport at a location that is better suited to accommodate current and future 
air travel demand.  They will need to make a comparative evaluation of both op-
tions.  The successful implementation of either option requires the support of the 
public, stakeholders, airport owners, and the FAA.  To gain this support, the basis 
and justification of the FMAA’s decision must be presented in a concise manner.  
Key factors that will be considered include:

Overview of existing airport site
Requirements to comply with ARC C-III standards

Direct and indirect impact overview

Air service implications

Capital investment

Management 

Overview of alternative airport site
Initial site development

Direct and indirect impact 

Air service

Capital investment

Management overview

Selection of Preferred Alternative 
Based on the analysis of the two primary alternatives, the FMAA will determine the 
preferred alternative site and will begin detailed implementation planning.  This 
decision process occurred following a public hearing during which the comparative 
evaluation process is presented.

2.3.4	 Implementation	Strategy
The implementation strategy for the preferred alternative will include a project 
timeline for master planning, environmental assessment, and design and construc-
tion.  Lessons learned from the Wood River Site Selection and feasibility Study will 
be documented and discussed with the stakeholder groups and incorporated into 
the implementation plan.

Construction phasing will be further defined in terms of initial facility requirements 
and order of development.  A description of the attributes of the initial facility needs 
for a functional airport at the recommended site will be defined.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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2.4	 evaluatIon	crIterIa
The evaluation criteria developed for use in this study are divided into two catego-
ries: initial screening (flaw) criteria and thorough evaluation criteria.  The two groups 
of evaluation criteria are described in the following sections.

2.4.1	 Initial	Screening	Criteria
One of the first steps in the Wood River Region airport Site Selection Study is the 
evaluation of 16 candidate airport sites.  This step reduced the 16 candidate sites 
to three.  Those sites that move forward from this initial screening were subject to a 
more thorough evaluation.

For this first screening process, the consultant team prepared materials and analyses 
and presented them to the Advisory Committee and FMAA to review and evaluate.  
Following is the list of criteria used in this stage of the study:

Land area

Clear airspace

Department of transportation 4(f) lands

Wetlands

Special status species

Land use compatibility

2.4.2	 Thorough	evaluation	Criteria
The criteria used in the thorough evaluation of the final sites were developed in dis-
cussions with the stakeholders.  The criteria fall into four major categories: physical, 
environmental, social, and economic.

Physical Criteria
Availability of adequate, physically suitable land area – a minimum area of 
600 acres or approximately one-half mile by two-and-a-half miles – a larger area 
is preferable.

Terrain and topographic compatibility

Federal Aviation Regulations Part ��, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace
Precision Instrument Approach constraints

Weather-related constraints

Prevailing winds
Visibility
Seasonal temperature extremes
Icing conditions
Precipitation (primarily snow)

Proximity to ground transportation system

Existing primary and secondary corridors
Adequacy of primary and secondary corridors
Ability to improve access to corridors

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

–
–

•

–
–
–
–
–

•

–
–
–
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Physical site conditions

Soils and geologic suitability
Water supply, physical availability, wastewater disposal feasibility
Access to existing utilities (e.g., power and telephone)
Presence of hazardous materials
Construction materials – on site availability

Environmental Criteria
Wetlands
Isolated (springs)
Perennial stream
Intermittent stream (seasonal)
Quality and function (low to high)
Water resources

Floodplains

Water quality (surface and subsurface)
Wild and Scenic Rivers
Water rights availability

Land uses

Nature conservancies
Local, state, and national park lands

Bike and pedestrian paths and trails
Prime farmlands
DOT Section 4(f), publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife refuges

Biotic communities (flora and fauna)

Wildlife (migration corridors, species habitat, critical breeding grounds
Waterfowl
Fisheries

Migratory species (potential wildlife attractants, bird strike hazards, threatened or 
endangered species)

Other resources

Historic
Cultural (including native tribe interests)
Archaeological
Architecture
Mineral
Air quality

Compatibility with local planning initiatives

Land use

•

–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–
–
–

•

–
–
–

•

–
–

–
–
–

•

–
–
–

•

•

–
–
–
–
–
–

•

–
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Social Criteria
Operational and safety considerations

To aircraft occupants
To existing population

Geographic proximity

To population center – existing
To population center – future
To primary demand center – existing
To primary demand center – future
Relative time travel to above

Surrounding land use compatibility

Developed – residential
Developed – commercial and light industrial
undeveloped, open – ability to manage affected land area (zoned)

Viability of site acquisition

Multiple ownership (private)
Single ownership (private)
Single ownership (public)
Mixed ownership (public and private) – encumbrances (i.e., DOT Section 4(f))
Relative cost

Impacts

Light emissions
Visual
Noise
Surface transportation system capacity

Air service

Capable of meeting immediate needs
Opportunity limited by site
Site offers unlimited opportunity
Relative significance and impact of above

Economic Criteria
Facility costs (airside)

Capital needs
Operation and maintenance
Revenue sources

Facility costs (landside)

Capital needs (public)
Capital needs (private)
Revenue sources

• Compatibility with comprehensive plans
Regional growth stimulus factor
Business opportunity creation factor
Job opportunity creation factor

•

–
–

•

–
–
–
–
–

•

–
–
–

•

–
–
–
–
–

•

–
–
–
–

•

–
–
–
–

•

–
–
–

•

–
–
–

–
–
–
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Regional Aviation Demand and 
Long-Term Facility Needs

This chapter of the Wood River Region Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Study 
reviews projections of future aviation demand for the region, presents air service 
issues, and evaluates long-term facility needs.  Projections of aviation activity at FMA 
were developed in the 2004 Airport Master Plan Update and serve as the basis for 
determining future aviation demand in the region.  FMA’s facility requirements were 
also developed in the Master Plan Update for the projected aviation activity; they 
serve as the basis for the facility requirements associated with a new airport.  

The quantity and type of aviation facilities required at a relocated airport site are 
influenced by the existing airport’s future role after the new airport becomes opera-
tional.  Assuming the existing airport closes, all activity would presumably relocate 
to the new site.  Likewise, if FMA were to remain open as a general aviation (GA) 
airport, only a portion of those facilities would be needed at a new site.  This analy-
sis assumes that all commercial and cargo activity will relocate to the new airport.  A 
scenario-based analysis was used to explore potential GA requirements at a new site 
given the unknown future status and role of the existing site.

Three scenarios regarding the use of FMA have been developed and evaluated.  
These scenarios include complete closure of FMA, re-configuration to accommodate 
its use by small (ARC B-1) aircraft only, or continued use in some capacity approxi-
mating its current configuration.  Each of these scenarios will have an impact on the 
type and quantity of GA activity anticipated at the new airport.

Despite the scenario evaluations described above, the likelihood that FMA will be 
retained as an airport once a new airport is established is, at best, uncertain.  First, 
corporate aircraft demands at FMA would continue to stretch the airport’s design 
parameters and instrument approach capabilities.  Second, the airport’s elevation 
severely limits the ability to reduce FMA’s size, particularly the runway length needed 
for even the smallest aircraft operators.  Other factors include: the Town of Hailey’s 
willingness, or lack thereof, to retain FMA as an airport, land interests, the me-
chanics of funding FMA’s operating and maintenance costs without airline or FAA 
support, and the competing influences associated with the development of a nearby 
airport with improved facilities.

This chapter addresses:

2004 Master Plan 
Update Projections of 
Aviation Demand

Air Service Issues and 
Strategic Analysis

Critical Aircraft

Facility Requirements

•

•

•

•
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3.1	 2004 Master Plan UPdate	Projections	of	
AviAtion	DemAnD

The 2004 Master Plan Update’s forecast analysis was based on methodologies that 
take into account historical aviation trends at the airport and other socioeconomic 
trends related to the Wood River Valley.  National projections of aviation activ-
ity developed by the FAA were also reviewed within the context of this forecast 
analysis.  The following sections summarize the key aviation demand components 
projected in the 2004 Master Plan Update.  They can be used to provide a rough ap-
proximation of the sizing and facility requirements for a new airport.  Key demand 
indicators include:

Commercial passenger enplanements

Aircraft operations

Based aircraft

These projections have also been reviewed in relation to recent socioeconomic 
trends in the region.  Regional demographic and economic indicator data have been 
obtained and reviewed.  The data, presented in Appendix A, indicate continued 
strong population and economic growth in Blaine County and the surrounding 
areas.  Therefore, the 2004 Master Plan Update projections accepted by the FMAA 
and the FAA indicating increased levels of aviation demand still appear to be reason-
able and valid.

3.1.1 Commercial passenger enplanements
This section presents a summary of the 2004 Master Plan Update projections of 
commercial passenger enplanements, or passenger boardings, at the airport.  It is 
important to understand the local air service market and the factors that influence 
enplanements.  Airport enplanements are a function of a variety of factors including 
population, the local economy, the availability of alternative transportation options, 
including other airports, and the level, quality, and cost of air service.  Accordingly, 
the 2004 Master Plan Update evaluated enplanements from several perspectives 
with special emphasis on local and regional factors that impact enplanements.

The recommended passenger enplanement projections from the 2004 Master Plan 
Update recognize that historical fluctuations in passenger demand at the airport 
are the direct result of the air service available in the community.  Furthermore, the 
recommended projection methodology recognizes the community-led marketing 
efforts to improve air service to Hailey, and it places strong emphasis on the early 
success of that program and its long-term viability.  Enplanement predictions also 
incorporate, to some degree, market limitations associated with or resulting from 
existing airfield constraints.

The 2004 Master Plan Update notes that FMA enplanements increased at a 
5.6 percent compounded annual growth rate between 1990 and 2002.  This com-
pares with an average annual increase in the uS enplanements of 4.0 percent.  It is 
projected that FMA will continue its role as a spoke airport, primarily serving origin 
and destination passengers.  The preferred demand scenario assumes that a market 
share roughly representing the historic average will continue into the future.  

•

•

•
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Passenger enplanements are projected to increase from 66,292 in 2002 to approxi-
mately 139,141 in 2022.  This increase represents a compounded annual growth 
rate of 3.8 percent, which is not unreasonable given the historic (1990-2002) 
growth rate of 5.6 percent and recent air service improvements that show early 
promise in increasing passenger activity at the airport.  Table 3-1 depicts the 
enplanement projections.

Contingency Demand Scenario
For long-range strategic planning purposes, a contingency passenger demand 
scenario, which estimates additional future passenger demand based on the leakage 
analysis and air service initiatives, was also defined in the 2004 Master Plan Update.  
The demand-capacity and facility requirements analysis incorporated both the 
preferred 2022 projection of approximately 139,000 annual enplanements and a 
contingency demand scenario of 200,000 annual enplanements.  Strategic planning 
for certain airport facilities – such as the terminal area – based on the latter number 
was undertaken because of the uncertainty inherent in projections and the fact that 
initial impacts of new service initiatives appeared promising – they still do in 2003.

Actual 2003 commercial passenger enplanement count totaled 73,883 and is run-
ning about 10 percent ahead of the 2004 Master Plan Update projections. 

table 3-1  Commercial passenger enplanement projections 

Year
Annual  
Enplanements

Historical

1990 34,286

1991 40,878

1992 50,496

1993 55,200

1994 63,004

1995 64,731

1996 63,071

1997 60,939

1998 61,430

1999 68,303

2000 70,189

2001 59,073

2002 66,292

Projected

2007 88,979

2012 104,285

2022 139,141

*CAGR  
2002-2022 3.78%
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3.1.2 aircraft Operations
This section presents a summary of the aircraft operations projections from the 
2004 Master Plan Update.  Projections of aircraft operations were prepared for both 
air carrier (AC) and GA activity.  Due to expected increases in average aircraft size, 
the number of AC operations is not projected to increase as rapidly as the number 
of passenger enplanements.  Air carrier operations are projected to increase from 
8,232 operations in 2002 to 12,799 operations in 2022.

GA operations were also projected in the 2004 Master Plan Update.  This activity is 
projected to increase from 49,615 operations in 2002 to 70,976 in 2022.  Table 3-2 
depicts the historical and projected number of aircraft operations.

3.1.3 Based aircraft Fleet Mix
This section presents a summary of the based aircraft fleet mix projections from 
the 2004 Master Plan Update.  The number of aircraft based at FMA has decreased 
slightly from 149 in 1990 to 143 in 2002.  This decrease is mainly attributed to the 
lack of GA facilities available at the airport.  Other growth-limiting factors include 
that very little hangar construction has been completed, the size of the average 
aircraft at the airport has increased, and little usable land is available.  The current 
hangars at the airport have all been leased for some time; therefore, an unmet level 
of demand is assumed to exist.

Source:  2004 Master Plan Update.  

*note cAgR = compounded Annual growth Rate
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Projected GA
Projected Air Carrier
Historical GA
Historical Air Carrier

Year
Scheduled 
Air Carrier

General 
Aviation Total

Historical

1992 10,362 53,630 63,992

1993 10,490 55,882 66,372

1994 8,940 52,648 61,588

1995 9,098 48,564 57,662

1996 9,150 61,339 70,489

1997 8,082 57,417 65,499

1998 7,170 51,724 58,894

1999 8,018 54,305 62,323

2000 8,526 56,745 65,271

2001 7,986 42,836 50,822

2002 8,232 49,615 57,847

Projected

2007 10,272 59,719 69,991

2012 11,095 63,472 74,567

2022 12,799 70,976 83,775

*CAGR  
(2002-2022)

2.23% 1.81% 1.87%

table 3-2 aircraft Operations projections
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Airport records indicate that in 2002, approximately 69 percent of the airport’s 
based aircraft were single-engine piston, 12 percent were multi-engine, 8 percent 
were turboprop, and 11 percent were jets.  Projections of a future GA fleet mix 
at the airport were derived by reviewing national FAA projections that compare 
trends in aircraft types to historical trends in based-aircraft fleet mixes at airports.  In 
order to project the future based-aircraft fleet mix, it was assumed that the airport 
would continue to have a strong presence of single-engine aircraft, but that the 
presence of multi-engine and jet aircraft would increase.  By 2022, the fleet mix 
composition is assumed to be 65 percent single engine, 11 percent multi-engine, 
seven percent turboprop, and 17 percent jet aircraft.  Table 3-3 depicts these based 
aircraft projections.

table 3-3  Based aircraft projections

Year
Single
Engine % Multi Engine % Turboprop % Jet % Total

Historical

1990 107 72 25 17 10 7 7 5% 149

2002 98 69 17 12 12 8 16 11% 143

Projected

2007 121 65 22 12 13 7 30 16% 186

2012 124 65 23 12 13 7 31 16% 191

2022 131 65 22 11 14 7 34 17% 201

CAGR 
(2002-2022)

1.45% 1.32% 0.80% 3.87% 1.72%

Source:  2004 Master Plan Update
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3.2	 Air	service	issues	AnD	strAtegic	AnAlysis
This section examines changes occurring in the airline industry and the impacts they 
may have on commercial service for the Wood River Region.  

It is well known that FMA’s current location presents challenges for the community 
and for commercial air service providers.  It is important to understand how the relo-
cation of the airport could affect commercial air service in the region.  However, it is 
equally important to understand how the trends and dynamics of the airline industry 
are determining the presence of commercial air service in smaller communities with 
tourism-based economies.  Background data and statistics to supplement the discus-
sion in the following sections are presented in Appendix A.  

3.2.1 post September 11, 2001 airline Industry trends
Following September 11, 2001, airline passenger traffic dramatically decreased 
requiring commercial airlines to reduce the capacity in the market.  Not surpris-
ingly, airline ticket prices fell and the six legacy airlines suffered financial losses that 
continue today.  united Airlines, Northwest Airlines, Delta Air Lines, and uS Airways 
are either in, close to, or recently out of bankruptcy.  The other two legacy carriers, 
American Airlines and Continental Airlines, are struggling to attain profitability.  

In the process of cutting capacity, the major airlines pulled smaller aircraft out of 
smaller cities to fill in for aircraft that had been parked or moved to larger markets.  
This redistribution of aircraft hit small communities hard and many lost service. The 
major airlines expanded their agreements with the regional airlines like Mesa Airlines 
and SkyWest Airlines and handed off routes that could be flown with regional jets.  
This transition spurred a new wave of orders for 37-, 50-, and 70-seat regional jets 
with delivery dates that extend well into the future.  

Prior to September 11, the airlines began to shed smaller turboprop aircraft and the 
“drop the prop” movement accelerated as the airline industry responded to the post 
September 11, 2001 environment.  The financial plight of the commercial airline 
industry, the growth of low-fare carriers and regional jet fleets, and the reduction in 
smaller turboprop aircraft will continue to impact air service in small communities.

3.2.2 regional airline Fleets
In the future, FMA will continue service by regional airlines like SkyWest Airlines and 
Horizon Air.  The names and numbers of regional airlines serving the local market 
may change, but there will be regional airlines that operate aircraft designed to 
serve smaller markets.  In this regard, it is instructive to consider the fleet plans of 
some of the regional carriers serving the Northwest.  Both Horizon Air and SkyWest 
Airlines have reduced and plan to continue to reduce the number of turboprop 
aircraft (30- and 37-seat) in their fleets.  The smaller turboprop aircraft have been 
replaced with larger, mostly jet, aircraft (50- and 70-seat).  



A u G u S T  2 0 0 6   R e g i o n a l  Av i a t i o n  D e m a n d  a n d  L o n g - Te r m  F a c i l i t y  N e e d s    C h a p t e r  3

W o o d  R i v e R  R e g i o n  A i R P o Rt  S i t e  S e l e c t i o n  A n d  F e A S i b i l i t y  S t U d y  PA G E  3 - 7

Nationwide, the trend away from smaller, turboprop aircraft is dramatic; a total of 
2,026 aircraft that are suitable to serve smaller markets are on order or optioned 
between the years of 2004 and 2016 in the uS.  Of these, only 15 are turboprop 
aircraft.  The move toward larger aircraft and jet aircraft does not bode well for 
many smaller cities in the Northwest.  Depending on the destinations served, the 
Wood River market can support larger aircraft with additional seats, but the current 
airport cannot provide an unconstrained operating environment for regional jets.  
In short, the physical constraints of the current airport limit the use of regional jets 
and for the foreseeable future, regional jets will continue to be the dominate aircraft 
type used by regional airlines to serve small markets.

3.2.3 airline economics
Several factors regarding aircraft type and size affect the economics of air service.  
All communities want reasonably priced tickets for commercial air service.  While 
turboprop aircraft are less expensive on shorter flights, larger jet aircraft that could 
be accommodated at a new airport are more cost effective for airlines on longer 
flights.  For this reason, longer flights undertaken with relatively larger aircraft are 
usually cheaper than short flights using small aircraft.  

Generally, markets that can support larger aircraft have lower airfares.  Airports that 
can reliably and safely serve aircraft are also cost effective for ACs and travelers.  
Diversions and cancellations are in no one’s best interest.  Decisions that change 
the cost basis of operating in the Sun Valley area will affect the business plan for 
Horizon Air and other carriers.

In addition, airport location is a contributing factor in airline economies.  
Convenient airports tend to retain passengers who might otherwise choose an 
alternative airport.

3.2.4 Drive Distance Between airports and Destination Ski areas
From a competitive standpoint, the distance between the local airport and the 
Sun Valley Company (SVC) property is important.  The current airport location 
is a 20-30 minute drive from SVC.  The consultant collected sample data on 
19 destination ski areas and the airports that serve them.  The shortest drive time is 
20 minutes between Aspen’s airport and Snowmass, and the longest drive time is 
114 minutes between Denver International Airport and Breckenridge.  Of the 19 ski 
destinations sampled, 13 have a drive time of less than 65 minutes.  It is worth not-
ing that the airports at Aspen, Jackson Hole, Gunnison, and Vail have operational 
issues that constrain aircraft operations.
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3.2.5 Service possibilities associated with an Unconstrained airport
How might air service change if the airport were relocated to a site that allowed 
for unconstrained aircraft operations?  Based on the service patterns of other small 
communities in the Northwest, it is reasonable to think that the Wood River mar-
ket could support daily service to airline hubs at Salt Lake City, Denver, and Seattle.  
Also, the flight length between the unconstrained airport and larger population cen-
ters like Oakland, Los Angeles, Phoenix, Minneapolis, and Dallas, would accommo-
date supplemental seasonal service with regional jets or larger aircraft.  In addition, 
an unconstrained airport would provide the possibility of random charter service 
with multiple types of larger aircraft.

3.3	 criticAl	AircrAft
The 2004 Master Plan Update defined the critical design standards and aircraft for 
FMA based on the following characteristics: 

table 3-4  aircraft Critical Design Standards

Characteristic Critical Aircraft

Aircraft Weight G-V/Global Express 95,000 Dual Wheel (DW)

Approach Speed Various
Approach Category C - Less than 141 
knots

Wingspan Q400/ERJ 190 ADG III - Less than 95 feet

Tail Height ERJ 190 Less than 33.7 feet

Airport Reference Code Various C-III

Source:  2004 Master Plan Update

However, there is a demand for business jets such as Boeing 737s and 757s that 
are in excess of FMA’s weight limit of 95,000 pounds for dual wheel aircraft.  There 
may also, as previously mentioned, be opportunities for supplemental seasonal 
commercial service with regional jets or larger aircraft, and an unconstrained airport 
would provide the possibility of random charter service with multiple types of 
larger aircraft.

Therefore, a new airport for the region should be able to accommodate typical 
narrow-body aircraft such as the Boeing 737 and Airbus A320-type aircraft.  The 
Boeing 757, which has a wingspan of 125 feet and is a design group IV aircraft, is 
also a possibility for occasional charter service, given its prevalence in many of the 
nation’s charter operators’ fleets.

The runway lengths needed for these types of narrow body aircraft are around 
8,500 feet.
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3.4	 fAcility	requirements
Facility requirements associated with a new airport have been strategically defined 
with several reasonable scenarios in mind.  This will allow a plan to accommodate 
various “futures” and define a range of facilities that may be required.  The fol-
lowing demand components can be used to provide a rough approximation of the 
sizing and facility requirements associated with a new airport:

Commercial passenger enplanements

Aircraft operations

Based aircraft

As noted earlier, the future use of FMA will impact the type and quantity of demand 
relocated to a new airport.  This analysis assumes that all commercial and cargo 
activity will be relocated to the new airport and the future use of FMA will most 
significantly impact the type and quantity of GA activity.  Three distinct scenarios 
regarding the use of FMA have been developed.  These scenarios are:

Demand scenario 1: New airport built to replace current one, and FMA 
closes completely

Demand scenario 2: New airport built to accommodate commercial service 
and large GA planes.  FMA is re-configured to accommodate use only by small 
(ARC B-1) aircraft under 12,500 pounds  

Demand scenario 3: New airport built to accommodate primarily commercial ser-
vice.  FMA is used near its current configuration for GA activity

Each of these scenarios will have an impact on the type and quantity of GA activ-
ity anticipated at a new airport.  The scenarios will help determine land, siting, and 
facility requirements.

3.4.1 Demand Scenario 1
This demand scenario assumes a new airport is built to replace FMA and FMA closes 
completely.  Long-term demands associated with this scenario include:

Passenger enplanements could grow from 75,000 to 200,000 annually

Aircraft operations could grow from 55,000 to 90,000 annually

Based aircraft could grow from 140 to 200

Critical aircraft:  typical narrow bodies such as the 737/A320 (ARC C-III)

Table 3-5 depicts the facility land requirements for the three different scenarios.  
Details about each scenario are described in the following sections.

table 3-5  Facility Land requirements Comparison
Airfield Terminal General Aviation Total Acres

Scenario 1 440 40 200 680

Scenario 2 440 40 80 560

Scenario 3 440 54 50 544

Source:  Mead & Hunt, inc.
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3.4.2 Demand Scenario 2
This demand scenario assumes a new airport is built to accommodate commercial 
service and large GA planes.  It is assumed FMA is re-configured to accommodate 
use only by smaller and slower (ARC B-1) aircraft under 12,500 pounds.  The long-
term demands associated with this scenario include:

Passenger enplanements could grow from 75,000 to 200,000 annually

Aircraft operations:

30,000 to 40,000 annually at new airport
30,000 to 40,000 annually at FMA

Based aircraft numbers could be 100 to 150

Critical aircraft: typical narrow-bodies such as the 737/A320 (ARC C-III)

3.4.3 Demand Scenario 3
This demand scenario assumes a new airport is built to accommodate primarily com-
mercial service.  The use of FMA continues at or near its current configuration (to 
accommodate C-III aircraft) for GA activity only.  The long-term demands associated 
with this scenario include:

Passenger enplanements could grow from 75,000 to 200,000 annually

Aircraft operations:

10,000 to 15,000 annually at new airport
45,000 to 70,000 annually at FMA

Based aircraft numbers could grow from 100 to 150 at new airport

Critical aircraft: typical narrow bodies such as the 737/A320 (ARC C-III) at 
new airport

3.4.4 Summary of Demand Scenarios and Facility requirements
As is shown in the preceding sections, the demand scenario actually has very little 
impact on the size of the “box” or envelope of space required for a new airport.    
In all cases there is demand at the new airport for an 8,500-foot runway and typical 
narrow-body aircraft such as the B-737 or Airbus A-320 aircraft and therefore a 
rough land requirement of 2.5 miles by 0.5 miles.  The demand scenario more sub-
stantially impacts the number of GA facilities required on a replacement or supple-
mentary airport.  

A minimum area of approximately 2.5 miles by 0.5 miles is required with a develop-
ment area of between 550 and 680 acres depending upon the demand scenario.
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Identification and Initial Screening 
of Alternate Airport Sites

This chapter addresses:

Siting Criteria and 
Identification of 
Candidate Sites

Development of 
Screening Criteria

Flaw Analysis for 
Candidate Sites

Advisory Committee 
Flaw Analysis

Public Input on Initial 
Screening of Sites

FMAA Initial Screening 
Decision Process
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This chapter describes and documents the process used to identify and screen 
potential alternate airport sites.  One aspect of the process utilized past planning 
efforts (notably the 1990 Site Selection Study) for the initial identification of po-
tential sites.  The process also provided a fresh look by reviewing other alternatives 
available in Blaine County, and expanded the study area into Lincoln and Camas 
counties.  Key to this element of the project was the use of select criteria to screen 
the site.  The criteria used in the initial screening process were not intended to be 
exhaustive; rather, they were intended to represent major engineering and envi-
ronmental factors considered fundamental to siting a new airport.  The intent of 
the process at this stage of the planning effort was to reduce the number of sites 
to those with a higher probability of success.  These final sites are then subjected 
to a more thorough analysis using an expanded list of criteria (documented in the 
next chapter).

The screening process consisted of a planning team analysis of available documenta-
tion relating to the screening criteria, and discussion and coordination between the 
planning team, the Site Selection Advisory Committee, the FMAA, and the general 
public.  Meetings and workshops were held over several months to discuss and 
to define the criteria used to identify and screen the candidate sites and to deter-
mine what sites would move onward from the initial screening to the thorough 
evaluation phase. 

The screening criteria and the process for screening the candidate sites were pre-
sented to the FMAA on July 13, 2004.  Following discussion, the FMAA accepted 
the criteria for application to the screening process.  The screening criteria and 
process was in turn presented to and discussed with the Advisory Committee on 
July 27, 2004.  A public workshop was held on August 4, 2004 to review the study 
process and screening criteria with interested citizens.

This chapter is organized into the following sections:
Siting criteria and identification of candidate sites

Development of screening criteria

Flaw analysis for candidate sites

Advisory Committee flaw analysis

Public input on initial screening of sites

FMAA decision process
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4.1	 Siting	Criteria	and	identifiCation	of	
Candidate	SiteS

Candidate alternative airport sites were identified using a process, which consisted 
of several steps.  The study area was initially limited to a drive time of approximately 
60 minutes for airport users, which is generally considered throughout the indus-
try as an acceptable distance to travel to an airport.  However, it should be noted 
that at the FMAA meeting on July 13, 2004, the FMAA removed the 60 minute 
limitation as a “fatal flaw” criteria so as not to limit the geographical study area.  
Travel distance from existing population centers, particularly in the north end of 
Blaine County, was one of the areas of concern brought forth by several Advisory 
Committee members during the July 27, 2004 meeting.  

Historically, the hub of economic activity in the Wood River Region has been the 
Sun Valley Resort and the communities of Sun Valley and Ketchum.  These cit-
ies and the resort continue to be a major economic presence and will continue 
to exert a strong influence on the Blaine County economy.  However, the region’s 
economy is clearly diversifying and cities to the south of Sun Valley and Ketchum, 
such as Hailey and Bellevue, are growing and contain increasing numbers of air-
port users.  economic activity and urban growth is also occurring in the neighbor-
ing communities of Carey, Shoshone, and Fairfield.  This is significant because a 
major project such as siting a new airport must be done to serve the future needs 
of the public and not merely be a reflection of the influences of the past and 
present.  Nonetheless, the initial sites identified for screening are generally within 
an hour drive time of the combined air service market area of Hailey, Ketchum, 
and Sun Valley.

As part of the siting process, the finalist sites from the 1990 Site Selection Study 
were included in the initial list of candidate sites (see Exhibit 4-1).  Additionally, a 
template was developed based on the minimum land requirements to support new 
airport facilities.  The minimum land requirement is considered 600 acres, config-
ured in a rectangular area approximately one-half mile wide and two and one-half 
miles long.  This airport template is based on providing adequate area for the fol-
lowing major components:

One primary runway measuring 8,500 feet in length supported by one full-length 
parallel taxiway and connecting taxiways; standard safety and clearance set-
backs from all runways, taxiways and precision navigation facilities in accordance 
with current C-III airport design standards, including RSA and runway protection 
zones (RSZ)

Aircraft parking aprons and access taxiways;

Airport building area for terminal facilities, fire and emergency vehicles and equip-
ment, and maintenance equipment storage and other support facilities adjacent 
to the parallel taxiway; and

Suitable area for lease to gA uses such as Fixed Base Operations (FBO) and 
private hangars.

Sites with less than 600 acres were not considered suitable.  Available area larger 
than the minimum was considered to be an attribute to that particular site as it of-
fered greater potential to accommodate future growth.
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exhibit 4-1  Candidate and Finalist Site Locations – 1990 Study
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The Planning Team placed a template based on the basic parameters shown on 
Exhibit 4-1, onto a uS geological Survey (uSgS) map with an emphasis on finding 
sites with minimum topographic relief.  The template was oriented in a general east-
west or northwest-southeast direction.  This orientation was a result of observed 
and reported prevailing wind patterns1.  

The process of placing the template on a uSgS map to identify candidate sites 
for a new airport was done by several planners and engineers in a group set-
ting.  This process identified 16 candidate sites within a reasonable distance to the 
current service area (see Exhibit 2-1).  This process was also described and the 
results displayed publicly at the July 27, 2004 Advisory Committee meeting, at the 
August 4, 2004 Public Information Workshop and on other occasions over several 
months in 2004.  Significant time and opportunity for input into this element of the 
process was provided. 

In studies such as this, many possibilities for specific airport sites exist if all permuta-
tions are considered for each site location.  At this stage of the study, many sites 
could be and were appropriately thought of as areas from which a more specific 
site could be defined or selected.  As the process moved forward, sites became 
more refined.

4.2	 development	of	SCreening	Criteria
Initial screening criteria were selected to reduce the number of airport sites by elimi-
nating those that did not meet the following principle parameters:  

Basic physical needs of a new airport; 

May violate environmental and FAA regulations; and

May greatly compromise natural or urban environments. 

A conflict with an individual criterion was considered to be a flaw.  Criteria were 
cumulatively evaluated to determine which sites possessed the fewest flaws and to 
help decision makers understand the physical suitability of one specific location or 
area relative to other locations.  In a feasibility study of this type, it is understood 
and generally accepted that decisions are made based on developing enough infor-
mation to assure a high probability of success.  As the process moves forward more 
data are collected to allow refinement as the list of candidate sites narrows with 
the goal of selecting the sites that appear most viable.  This approach is subject to 
continued criticism by those who may disagree with the relative importance of the 
evaluation criteria.  The next element of the study, the thorough evaluation, takes 
sites remaining following the initial screening and subjects them to more critical 
evaluation by application of more detailed technical analysis and inclusion of a more 
comprehensive list of socioeconomic criteria.  

1Wind analysis from an existing weather station near fairfield supports this preliminary 
assumption.  additional wind data is being gathered and analyzed in the vicinity of other 
potential sites.
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At an Advisory Committee meeting held on July 27, 2004, draft criteria provided 
by the Planning Team were presented for comment and discussion. The purpose 
of the meeting was to discuss and receive committee comment on proposed site 
evaluation criteria and their application to candidate sites. The Planning Team 
also presented the initial inventory of candidate sites based on land area criteria 
only.  In attendance, in addition to the Advisory Committee, were members of the 
public, FMA staff, and Planning Team representatives.  As a result of that meeting, 
the original list of screening criteria was refined to reflect comments and sugges-
tions.  The refined criteria were presented to the FMAA at their regular meeting 
on August 3, 2004.  A public information workshop was held on August 4, 2004 
to provide the public an opportunity to comment on the screening criteria and the 
initial 16 sites.

It was originally envisioned that the Planning Team would rank the 16 sites based 
on the initial screening criteria established.  The rational behind this approach was a 
result of the technical nature of the criteria established.  This approach was modified 
to allow the Advisory Committee members to directly conduct the scoring during 
the initial screening. The best sites, those with the fewest flaws associated with the 
initial screening criteria, would then move forward for detailed analysis and future 
comparative scoring based on an expanded list of parameters.  It was understood 
from the outset of the study that no perfect site exists in the Wood River Region for 
a new airport – all sites have some flaws. 

As expected, there was a diversity of opinion among the various stakeholder repre-
sentatives as to the relative merit of individual criteria used in the initial screening.  
Initial screening was accomplished primarily based on compatibility with airport 
siting criteria, e.g., airspace and compatibility with national environmental policies.  
Some stakeholder representatives maintained the position that geographic proximity 
and economic implications were the only relevant criteria to evaluate and compare 
a site.  

At the end of the analysis, environmental analysis is expected which will evaluate 
socioeconomic implications of the sites in greater detail than permitted by the Scope 
of the Study.  An environmental assessment or impact statement will need to be 
prepared prior to any major development program being undertaken at either the 
existing airport or a new.

The following six categories were established from the initial site screening criteria.  
The subject headings were intentionally broad to permit the committee members 
some flexibility in how they viewed each category with respect to their individual 
stakeholder interests.

Land area

Clear airspace

DOT 4(f) Lands

Wetlands

Special status species

Land use compatibility
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These criteria were considered to be of significant as they related to four primary 
areas of concern: 

Physical suitability for aircraft operations. 

Conformance with national environmental policies. 

Critical wildlife habitat and existing human population. 

Local land use policy.

4.3	 flaw	analySiS	for	Candidate	SiteS
Initial evaluation criteria are discussed below to provide insight into the basis for the 
analyses results presented in Chapter 5, analysis of finalist airport Sites.  The first 
two criteria include a discussion of the criteria’s application to the individual sites, 
while the remaining four present information for each site.

Screening Criteria 1: Land area
using information provided by the Planning Team, Advisory Committee members 
determined if there was a flaw in the amount of land needed for the airport, now 
and in the future.  The sites proposed for initial screening were described both 
visually during a flyover of the Wood Valley Region and also by comparing the 
airport template with topographic mapping. Because the initial candidate sites were 
selected to meet the minimum land requirement, none of the 16 sites were consid-
ered significantly flawed on this basis.

However, a site’s flexibility to accommodate very long-term needs (50-years) is large-
ly established by the total amount of additional land available beyond the minimum. 
Some locations clearly have more long-term growth ability than others. 

The airfield template that was overlaid on uSgS maps was shifted and refined as 
necessary to provide (in order of priority): clear and approach departure corridors, 
the flattest possible terrain surface for construction purposes, and maximum devel-
opable area within the physical constraints defining a site’s approximate boundary.  

The sites were further refined, to the maximum extent practical, as additional 
information was obtained (e.g., runway alignment and building development pat-
terns were modified slightly to avoid floodplains).  The ability to construct a runway 
with minimum grading is a benefit.  Severe topographic changes must be mini-
mized as runway gradient standards are limiting compared to typical road design 
standards (i.e., maximum gradient of 1.5 percent further restricted to a maximum 
0.8 percent for the first 2,000 feet of each runway end). A short discussion of each 
site follows below:

Site 1, Flying Hat Ranch – Runway alignment in particular is fixed to a very nar-
row margin to provide the clearest approach from the southwest.  This alignment 
is a slight rotation to the northeast-southwest from the current runway alignment.  
Building area is constrained to the north and west end of the future alignment. 

1.

2.

3.

4.

•
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Site 2, Diamond Dragon Ranch – Site constraints restrict the runway’s orienta-
tion to northeast-southwest.  Some flexibility exists to shift the site north or south 
within one-half mile should other constraints impede development. 

Sites 3, 4, 5 Triangle Area – This area is large and flexible enough to accommo-
date one best location that can accommodate growth. 

Site 6 – The site’s boundaries are established south of uS Highway (uSH) 20 near 
Picabo.  The northwest-southeast alignment is largely dictated by terrain west, 
north, and east.  Otherwise the site offers substantial flexibility to adapt to devel-
opment constraints and growth.  The irregular site topography may impose some 
constructability constraints.

Site 7 – This area encompasses the area south of Queens Crown (near Carey) 
between Silver Creek and uSH 26/93.  The site is fairly flat topographically, offer-
ing reasonable flexibility to adapt to site constraints and respond to growth.  The 
most likely runway orientation is northwest-southeast to avoid terrain and also to 
reduce the impact of overflights near Craters of the Moon.

Site 8, Mid Lava – Site 8 would offer a high degree of flexibility and growth 
potential that, when combined with Site 9, encompasses the entire area between 
SH 75 and uSH 26/93 in the southern portion of Blaine County.  Site 8 is differ-
entiated from 9 and 10 only by the apparent presence of alluvial soils; however 
these deposits may be minor in extent.  The site area is large enough to offer 
substantial flexibility.

Site 9, South Blaine County – Site 9 encompasses the entire area between 
SH 75 and uSH 26/93 in southern Blaine County that is dominated by a lava sur-
face type.  Site 9 has limited topographic constraints but those that exist dictate 
an easterly-westerly orientation.

Site 10, Sonners Flat – The runway orientation is limited to northwest-southeast 
and the eastern part of the site to allow aircraft approaches between the buttes 
defining the southeast portion of the site.  Site 10 is limited for long-term growth 
by topographic features to the east and west.

Sites 11 and 14 – A large expanse of potentially suitable airport land exists be-
tween Magic Reservoir and Fairfield, south of uSH 20 and the Big Wood River.  No 
substantial constraints exist although the area consists of generally uneven, rolling 
terrain, and lava rock.  Sites will generally lie in an east-west orientation.

Sites 12, 13, and 15 – Various potential sites are possible between Magic 
Reservoir and Fairfield north of Highway 20.  Runway alignments are gener-
ally restricted to east-west orientation due to high terrain to the north, but the 
large area offers substantial flexibility for siting an airport that can accommodate 
growth.  Site 12 is the most restricted for future expansion as the valley narrows 
at its eastern end.

Site 16 – This site is constrained by high terrain north, west, and south, limit-
ing the runway alignment to northwest-southeast.  Site topography is the most 
extreme of all sites and high terrain in the immediate vicinity would restrict airport 
development to a narrowly defined area that is slightly larger than the airport 
template used to locate potential sites.
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Screening Criteria 2: Clear airspace
The clear airspace criterion addressed a site’s ability to provide proper arrival 
and departure corridors between the airport and the enroute flight environ-
ment.  Approach protection surfaces, defined under the uS Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR), Part 77, were used to identify obstructions surrounding the 
airport and establish a method of protecting the surrounding airspace.  Any physical 
penetration of these clearance surfaces normally requires a procedure modification, 
or a restriction (minimum ceiling or visibility)  to ensure visual identification and 
avoidance of obstacles.

Mountainous terrain in the vicinity of FMA restricts instrument approaches to 
comparatively high visibility and cloud ceiling requirements, or minimums.  As a 
result, the community routinely experiences AC diversions to Twin Falls, primarily 
during the winter travel season.  These mountains, in combination with operational 
practices, restrict airborne traffic resulting in head-to-head operations and reduced 
airport capacity.  Both the FAA and the airlines have indicated that a future site 
should correct this situation.

The FAA and the user airlines highly recommend the new airport site be provided 
with at least one precision approach (horizontally and vertically guided) with stan-
dard approach minimums (200-foot ceiling and ½ mile forward visibility).  On this 
basis, the initial screening considered a site flawed if any one of the following condi-
tions could be identified:

Terrain obstructions in the departure path would result in head-to-head opera-
tions; and/or

Terrain obstructions in the approach or missed approach path would result in 
greater than standard precision approach minimums.

As part of this initial review, a runway orientation was established within the bound-
aries of each site offering the best opportunity for a clear arrival and departure path. 
Departure, approach, and missed-approach procedures were considered for each 
site.  It was considered a flaw if either one of the approach surfaces had terrain 
penetrations (see Exhibit 4-2).  Terrain penetrations are highlighted in red.

Many of the sites were eliminated during the initial screening process when even 
the best alignment could not provide at least one standard precision approach or 
would result in head-on operations.  The remaining sites each pass the airspace 
clearance requirements for a new airport.

Ideally, the airspace in both directions should be sufficiently clear to allow for a 
standard precision approach.  even with clear approaches and departure paths, ter-
rain may still influence a site’s operating patterns or flight tracks.  Runway gradient, 
or slope, is also considered for each site.  Runways are usually not perfectly flat; 
however, since maximum gradients are 1.5 percent or less, a site with minimum 
topographic relief is preferable.  
 

•
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Site 1, Flying Hat Ranch – Southeast departures are clear along the extended 
runway centerline. excessive climb gradient for northwest departures restrict 
departures to southeast with head-to-head operations dominating.  Precision 
approach area is clear to the southeast; however, high terrain in the missed-ap-
proach area northwest results in higher than standard approach minimums.  A 
precision approach is not possible from the northwest due to this high terrain.  
The site is flawed for two reasons: head-to-head operations and the inability to 
obtain standard precision approach minimums.

Site 2, Diamond Dragon Ranch – The site is flawed for three reasons: 1) high 
terrain to the south would restrict departures to north-only resulting in head-to-
head operations, 2) instrument departures to the north would require a climb 
gradient of over 400 feet per nautical mile (500 FT/NM is the maximum) to clear 
terrain even with a turn, and 3) precision instrument minimums are not possible in 
either direction due to high terrain north and south.

Sites 3, 4, 5, The Triangle Area – The ideal location within this large area is the 
triangle’s southeast corner (Site 5) with a northwest-southeast alignment allowing 
approaches over the Picabo-uS 20 corridor.  That location would be largely unre-
stricted, other than a conflict with the Picabo Airport, which is located east of this 
site.  Additional sites can be located along a corridor extending to the northwest 
with the same alignment, with approach and departure restrictions and potentially 
head-to-head operations due to terrain.

Site 6, South of Picabo – The initial screening does not rule out a precision 
approach from the northwest with standard minimums since high terrain in the 
approach area was limited to the transitional zones offset from the extended cen-
terline.  However, a precision approach from the preferred direction, southeast, 
could be ruled out since high terrain in the missed-approach area would increase 
approach minimums well above precision standard.  Picabo airstrip is also located 
in this approach northwest of this location.  The site passes the initial screening, 
although a more thorough review may ultimately reveal a flaw in this category.

Site 7, South of Carey – Site 7 passed the initial screening although north-
west departures require a more detailed review to ensure a departure procedure 
can be developed that avoids steep climb gradients and potential head-to-
head operations.  

Site 8, Mid Lava – An airport can be located on this site with clear approaches 
and departures for both east and west directions.  

Site 9, South Blaine County – An airport can be located on this site with clear 
approaches and departures for both east and west directions.

Site 10, Sonners Flat – An airport can be located on this site with clear ap-
proaches from the southeast and no apparent departure restrictions.  Orientation 
of the runway at this location is limited to northwest-southeast as shown.

Sites 11 and 14, South of Camas Creek – An airport can be located between 
Magic Reservoir and SH 46 with clear approaches and departures in each direc-
tion.  Site 11 must be located a significant distance west of Magic Reservoir to 
clear high terrain to the east of the reservoir.

Sites 12, 13, and 15, North of Camas Creek – Close-in high terrain east and 
north of Site 12 requires climb gradient restrictions for Site 12.  Sites 13 and 15 
each pass the criteria with clear approaches and departures in both the east and 
west directions.
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Site 16 – Northwest instrument departures would require a minimum climb gradi-
ent of about 400 FT/NM to clear high terrain, potentially resulting in a significant 
volume of head-to head operations. However, the initial screening does not rule 
out the possibility of a precision approach from the southeast with approach 
minimums at or near standard. The site passed initial screening, although a more 
thorough analysis may ultimately reveal a flaw in this category.

Screening Criteria 3:  Department of transportation 4(f) Lands
The provision of the Department of Transportation (DOT) Act (re-codified as Title 49, 
section 303(c) of the uS CFR), provides that the Secretary of Transportation will not 
approve any project that requires the use of publicly owned land from a public park, 
recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local signifi-
cance or land from a historic site of national, state, or local significance, unless there 
is no feasible and prudent alternative and implementation of the project includes all 
possible planning to minimize harm resulting from the use.

It is difficult to build an airport in an area where its development will not cause ad-
verse impacts to DOT 4(f) lands.  This includes both direct impacts (land acquisition) 
and indirect impacts such as associated development of surrounding land and noise 
from aircraft overflights.  Like all environmental issues, avoidance of impacts was the 
goal of this phase of identifying alternate airport sites or modifying an existing one.

An inventory of known sites that would potentially be considered Section 4(f) lands 
was compiled.  This inventory includes National Parks and monuments, manage-
ment areas, conservancies, public parks and trails.  This information was provided 
by the Idaho Department of Fish and game Data Conservation Center, the Nature 
Conservancy, Wood River Land Trust, the university of Idaho, the Idaho Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM), and the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 

Because use of these lands requires demonstration that there is no feasible or 
prudent alternative, the initial screening considered a site substantially flawed under 
this category if its development would require acquisition of Section 4(f) property 
or its proximity to such a property would result in a potentially adverse impact to it.  
See Exhibit 4-3 for a map of alternative sites and 4(f) lands.

Screening Criteria 4: Wetlands
In identifying alternative airport sites, it is important to avoid as much as possible 
environmental impacts, including wetlands.  Wetlands serve as critical habitat for a 
wide variety of plants and animals.  Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act pro-
hibits a person from discharging or placing dredged or fill materials into wetlands 
without a permit.  If a project, such as an airport, would impact wetlands, it must 
be demonstrated that effort was taken to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands 
before a construction permit can be obtained.

In addition to the adverse impacts to wetlands associated with airport development, 
wetlands attract waterfowl and other wildlife which are undesirable from an avia-
tion safety perspective because they increase the hazard of animal, especially bird, 
collisions with aircraft.  

•
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National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps developed by the uS Fish and Wildlife 
Service were used to document wetlands in the study area.  NWI maps show the 
location and type of wetlands.  The information is derived from interpreting aerial 
photographs and other inventory techniques, not on-site field reconnaissance.  
These data represent the best regionally comparable data set for assessing poten-
tial wetland impacts over large areas.  The quality of the wetland, type and other 
factors, including receiving waters, are considered in a more detailed analysis of 
a limited number of finalist sites.  See Exhibit 4-4 for a map of alternative sites 
and wetlands.

In reviewing the wetland maps relative to the candidate sites, the following factors 
indicated if a site has substantial flaws:

The presence of a substantial amount of identified wetlands within the site 
area, and

Sites near large wetland and open water areas.

Screening Criteria 5: Special Status Species
The study area contains significant amounts of undeveloped land with many bio-
logically diverse ecosystems.  Airport siting considers the sensitivity to global and 
regional ecological needs.  The endangered Species Act requires demonstration that 
a federal project will not jeopardize the existence of any federally listed species, or 
result in the destruction of, or adversely modify, critical habitat.  

In addition to currently federally listed species, there are other species (such as the 
sage grouse) with declining populations, primarily due to habitat fragmentation 
and destruction.  

Selection of an airport site includes consideration of wintering areas, migratory 
corridors and flyways.  These activities are generally not considered compatible with 
airports and may result in altering these natural patterns.  See Exhibit 4-5 for a map 
of alternative site and sensitive species areas.

Known occurrences of special species (including threatened, endangered, special 
status or candidate species) within the study area, the location of ecological com-
munities, wildlife migration corridors, and winter ranges were obtained from the 
Idaho Department of Fish and game.  The State manages the repository for both 
federal and state data.  These data  were supplemented by local Department staff 
in the City of Jerome.  The information reflects surveys and reported sightings. 
However, it does not contain total coverage of the study area and therefore does 
not provide a complete picture of the status of special species.   

Screening Criteria 6: Land Use Compatibility
It is important that land in the vicinity of an airport be compatible with airport op-
erations so that adverse environmental, social and economic impacts can be avoided 
or minimized.  The compatibility of an airport with existing land uses is usually asso-
ciated with safety issues, airport noise impacts, disruption of communities, reloca-
tions and induced socioeconomic impacts.  

•
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Wildlife attractants near or on airports are another aspect of this criterion which 
the FAA considers in the expansion or development of an airport.  Wildlife can have 
adverse impacts on aircraft operations.  The FAA provides guidance on certain land 
uses which have the potential to attract wildlife.  

Much data were collected to rank the wildlife groups commonly involved in damag-
ing aircraft strikes.  Deer and birds such as vultures and waterfowl including geese, 
ducks and cormorants and pelicans, cranes, and eagles rank the highest.  Therefore, 
sites within or in close proximity to wildlife migration corridors, winter ranges, 
wetlands and other water bodies, including rivers, are considered flawed under this 
initial screening criteria.  In reviewing land use maps relative to the candidate sites, 
the following factors indicated if a site has substantial flaws:

Close proximity to substantial urban development and human occupancy,

Close proximity to wildlife migration corridors, winter ranges, wetlands, and other 
water bodies, and

Adjacent to, or in direct conflict with, defined or known floodplains.

See Exhibit 4-6 for a map of land uses and alternative sites.
 

4.4	 adviSory	Committee	flaw	analySiS
On October 26, 2004, the refined screening criteria 
were discussed and accepted at an Advisory Committee 
meeting. It was decided at this meeting, contrary to 
the approach initially conceived in the Scope of Work, 
the Advisory Committee, not the Planning Team, would 
determine if a site is flawed regarding a specific crite-
rion.  The role of the Planning Team shifted to providing 
information and facilitating the process for this exercise. 
Committee members also brought their own knowledge 
and experiences to bear on evaluating the candidate 
sites.  The Consultant Team reviewed each of the criteria 
and provided each committee member with an initial 
screening ballot, example shown at right.

Advisory Committee members were asked to indicate on 
this ballot if they believed a site was flawed under the 
individual criterion, understanding that no site is without 
flaws.  The number of flaws for each was tallied for all 
members voting. The purpose was to identify which sites 
appeared to have the fewest flaws.  The results of the 
input were tabulated during the meeting and presented 
before meeting’s end. 
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Graph 4-1; Total Initial Flaws By Site (page4-19)
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Source: Mead & Hunt, Inc., 2005

Based solely on the flaw analysis, the seven sites with fewest flaws were 3, 8, 9, 
11, 13, 14 and 15 (shown in Graph 4-1 below).  The numerical results are shown  
below in Table 4-1.

Site
Land 
Area

Clear 
Airspace

DOT 
4(f)

Wet-
lands

Special 
Species

Compatible 
Land Use

Total 
Flaws

Rank

1 16 17 11 15 4 15 78 15

2 11 18 9 18 4 14 74 14

3 8 16 4 1 1 9 39 5

4 5 5 12 17 4 9 52 10

5 7 3 18 17 5 11 61 11

6 12 9 13 6 15 12 67 12

7 11 8 14 6 15 17 71 13

8 5 4 3 1 15 12 40 6/7

9 4 1 1 1 15 11 33 3

10 8 6 1 1 13 13 42 8/9

11 2 3 4 1 17 10 37 4

12 1 10 2 12 5 12 42 8/9

13 2 1 2 2 2 5 14 1

14 4 3 9 10 6 8 40 6/7

15 4 1 5 3 1 6 20 2

16 14 16 10 9 15 15 79 16

table 4-1  Individual Site Flaw totals

Source:  Mead & Hunt, Inc., 2005

Graph 4-1  total initial flaws by site
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The committee members were also poled individually as to their three preferred 
sites based on the criteria.  The three sites receiving the most support were sites 
13, 10, and 3, respectively.  Following additional discussion, the committee elected 
to continue the discussion of the preferred finalist sites to a follow up meeting 
which was scheduled for November 16, 2004.  This date allowed for additional 
public comment to be received at a public information workshop scheduled for 
November 3, 2004.

Following the public information workshop, an Advisory Committee held another 
meeting on November 16, 2004.  The purpose of this meeting was to develop a 
short list of candidate sites to be recommended to the FMAA to advance for further 
analysis.  The Planning Team reviewed public responses, and airline and air service 
and travel distance issues.  The committee thoroughly discussed the 16 candidate 
sites and individual members and the public voiced their opinions as to what sites 
should be considered and not considered for further evaluation.  It is worth not-
ing that a large number of citizens from the Bellevue Triangle area were present at 
the meeting and received strong opposition to relocating the airport to the Triangle 
area.  When asked during the meeting if any Advisory Committee members object-
ed to developing a short list nobody raised a hand.

Several approaches were used to identify the sites to be recommended to the 
FMAA.  Members voted on the one site they would like to be advanced. The 
Committee was poled to determine if there was unanimous agreement to remove 
any sites from consideration.  In the end, the Committee concurred that one specific 
site and two areas should move forward.  The ultimate recommendation was to in-
clude an optimum site selected by the Planning Team in the vicinity of Sites 8 and 9, 
Site 10, and in the vicinity of Sites 12 and 13.

4.5	 native	ameriCan	ConSultation	
This site selection study is federally funded and, as such, constitutes a Federal under-
taking.  In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966 (NHPA) and implementing regulations 36 CFR Part 800 the FAA has sought to 
identify federally recognized Native American tribes with an interest in the study ar-
eas and initiated consultation with those tribes that have demonstrated an interest.  
The FAA has developed specific policy and procedures for consultation with federally 
recognized Native American tribes. The policy describes the federal government’s 
legal and political relationship with federally recognized tribes.  The procedures out-
line the FAA’s responsibility to conduct government-to-government consultation and 
to honor tribal treaty rights.

The FAA has identified four federally recognized tribes with interests within the 
study area and provided written and verbal information about the study to initi-
ate consultation.  The tribes include the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort 
Hall Reservation, the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Reservation, the 
Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation, and the Northwestern Band of the 
Shoshone Tribe.  
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Consultation was initiated with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall 
Reservation in a letter sent by the FAA on May 18, 2004 and by subsequent verbal 
conversations.  Representatives of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall 
Reservations also were invited to participate on the Advisory Committee.  Based 
upon discussions with the Idaho SHPO, FAA identified and initiated consultation 
on this study with three other tribes: Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley 
Reservation, Shoshone Tribe of the Wood River Reservation, and the Northwestern 
Band of the Shoshone Tribe in letters sent September 24, 2004.  The FAA followed 
each of these letters with telephone conversations to confirm receipt of the letter 
and elicit if the tribe had interests in the study area.  See Appendix B for copies of 
these letters.

To date, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have expressed an interest in the study 
area and have requested additional information from the FAA related to the study.  
Consultation between the FAA and the identified federally recognized tribes related 
to this study in ongoing under Section 106 and FAA procedures.  Consultation will 
also continue throughout the National environmental Policy Act (NePA) process, 
if applicable.

The FMA and Mead & Hunt have provided on-going coordination efforts with the 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Reservation by providing information 
related to the site selection study, as requested.

4.6	 publiC	input	on	initial	SCreening	of	SiteS
The flaw analysis using the agreed-upon criteria in Section 4.4 was not the only 
tool used to determine which sites advanced in the evaluation process.  Additional 
public, FMAA and Advisory Committee meetings moved the initial screening process 
forward to a conclusion.

A FMAA meeting was held November 2, 2004.  The Planning Team presented the 
results of the October 26, 2004 Advisory Committee meeting.  The Planning Team 
also expressed the importance of participation by the Shoshone-Bannock Tribe and 
their concerns about historic hunting areas and their access rights to public lands.  
It was indicated that Tribe representatives would attend the public workshop the 
next day.
 
A public information workshop was held November 3, 2004 to hear the concerns 
of citizens in the region.  Over 100 citizens attended.  The purpose of this workshop 
was to take comment regarding finalist candidate sites and recommend for consid-
eration by the Advisory Committee and the FMAA the sites to be advanced for fur-
ther analysis.  Input was also taken regarding the site selection process.  Comments 
were submitted on forms provided via e-mail and letters.  Citizens expressed 
concerns about airport location, noise, and environmental impacts on places such as 
Silver Creek.  Concerns about airport siting and Blaine County Comprehensive Plan 
and zoning ordinance incompatibility were raised. 
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After the workshop, a site selection process update meeting was requested at 
a ranch in the Bellevue Triangle (concerning candidate sites 3, 4, and 5) in or-
der to clarify information from the workshop.  This meeting took place on 
November 7, 2004.  A presentation was given by a FMAA member and the Airport 
Manager.  Approximately 76 people attended and dozens of written and verbal 
comments were received and taken into consideration in the Site Selection Study. 

Comments from these two workshops show that the majority of attendees opposed 
an airport in the Bellevue Triangle.  Attendees value the area’s rural farming as well 
as its natural amenities, and feel as if an airport in this area would not resolve many 
of the problems facing the existing airport.  Noise impacts were cited as a concern 
as were fog, high winds, bird populations, wetlands and high groundwater.  Many 
people commented that it would be unfair to move an airport to an area where 
homes already exist because people did not move to the area with the expectation 
that an airport would be sited in the proximity of their homes.  Property values 
would decrease, livelihoods depending on farming would be compromised and 
environmental quality would erode.

Comments show some support for a southern or western site. Of significance is 
the fact that many people commented that through the additional meetings they 
learned a lot about airports and this planning process (see Appendix C for a list of 
all public participation events related to the Bellevue Triangle area).  It is also worth 
noting that changes to the County Comprehensive Plan would be needed to sup-
port a new airport.

4.7	 fmaa	initial	SCreening	deCiSion	proCeSS
Several issues were discussed during the December 7, 2004 FMAA meeting.  These 
include a re-statement of the airport owners’ desires regarding the ultimate resolu-
tion of the airport’s problems, treatment of candidate sites in the Bellevue Triangle, 
and adoption of the recommendations of the Advisory Committee.

On December 7, 2004, a motion passed unanimously to clarify looking for a new 
airport location rather than enlarging the present location to meet FAA-mandated 
C-III airport requirements is preferable.  This is based on several factors going back 
to the preamble in the 1994 Master Plan which states that the long-term solution is 
to build an airport away from the valley cities.  Changes needed to bring FMA into 
C-III compliance will cause unacceptable economic, financial and social impacts.  
Additionally, there are intrinsic limitations at the existing site, such as geography, 
that cannot be overcome. 
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Another motion was made to remove the Bellevue Triangle area from consideration 
as a potential location for a new airport.  After discussion, this motion was opposed 
unanimously.  The FMAA agreed that the specific elimination of this area (sites 3, 4, 
and 5) was not necessary.

After hearing a presentation from the consulting team regarding the Advisory 
Committee’s deliberations and ultimate recommendations, and public comments, 
the FMAA unanimously passed a motion supporting the Advisory Committee rec-
ommendations.  The consulting team was directed to prepare a thorough evaluation 
of the following candidate airport sites and areas:

Vicinity of Sites 8 and 9

Site 10 

Vicinity of Sites 12 and 13

•

•

•



thiS	page	intentionally	left	blank



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Wood River Region Airport Site Selection And Feasibility Study 

Chapter 5 / Analysis of Finalist Airport Sites 



 



C h a p t e r  5

Analysis of Finalist Airport Sites

This chapter addresses:

Thorough  
evaluation process 

Site scoring 

Public input 

Existing airport 
expansion options

Preferred alternative 
site selection

•

•

•

•

•

This chapter contains a thorough analysis and scoring of finalist airport sites, and 
discusses the process by which the final recommended site was chosen. An analysis 
of expansion options at the existing airport site is also discussed.  Under direction 
from the FMAA and the Advisory Committee, the Planning Team analyzed the area 
around sites 8 and 9, site 10 and the area around sites 12 and 13.  The result was 
finalist sites 9, 10 and 13.  Finalist site 9 closely approximates the location of candi-
date sites 8 and 9.  Finalist site 10 is unchanged.  Finalist site 13 was chosen as the 
best location between candidate sites 12 and 13.  These sites showed the most 
potential based on the initial screening criteria, were considered physically 
suitable for the purpose of operating an airport, and all represented a major 
improvement in safety and reliability as compared to the existing site.

The thorough analysis of the finalist sites was used to decide on the best alternate 
airport site – a primary goal of the Wood River Site Selection and Feasibility Study.  
In the analysis, the three sites were scored from one to five (one being worst and 
five being best) based upon select criteria.  The intent was not to score the three 
sites relative to a particular benchmark or ideal, rather, to compare the three sites 
to each other to determine how well they satisfy a comprehensive list of physi-
cal, environmental, and social and economic criteria.  Scores were tallied and sites 
comparatively ranked.  The analysis was then validated by the Advisory Committee 
which recommended a preferred site to the FMAA.  The FMAA then decided on a 
final alternate airport site after further discussions and analysis.  The final alternate 
airport site is evaluated from a financial feasibility perspective in Chapter 6.

The public participation process by which a single recommended site was chosen 
was an important component of the final recommended site decision.  This chapter 
discusses who and how stakeholders were involved and the results of their input.  
Appendix C contains the public participation index for this project which can be 
used as a reference to obtain details on all public comments, meeting minutes, and 
meeting agendas from this study.
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5.0	 Chapter	OrganizatiOn
This chapter is organized into the following major sections:

Thorough Evaluation of Finalist Sites

Evaluation Criteria

Criteria group 1: Physical Suitability of Site

Criteria group 2: Environmental

Criteria group 3: Social and Economic

Site Scoring

Advisory Committee Comments and Recommendations

Friedman Memorial Airport Authority Alternate Airport Site Selection Decision

Criteria group sections have numerous subsections.  Under each criteria group, cri-
teria are presented with general background information and analysis, and if avail-
able detailed background information and analysis.  A final summary score sheet is 
provided at the end of the analysis showing the scoring of each site by criteria along 
with the total scores for each site.  When a criterion had several analytical elements, 
each element was scored and an average (composite score) was used in the final 
scoring.  Comments from the Advisory Committee are summarized following the 
scoring summary.  An analysis of environmental justice was also completed for this 
study.  A discussion of the FMAA decision-making process on the preferred alternate 
airport site and an abbreviated analysis of the existing airport site are included at the 
end of the chapter.

5.1	 thOrOugh	evaluatiOn	Of	finalist	sites
The goal of the thorough evaluation was to conduct a preliminary but adequate 
review to identify concerns in a relative context between sites for comparison pur-
poses (subsequent studies will evaluate the many issues associated with a preferred 
alternate site more comprehensively).  The type and detail of analysis for each 
criterion varied.  Both qualitative and quantitative data were used.  Some criteria 
justified analytic detail while others did not.  In many cases, the scope of the project 
limited the analysis to only the most essential elements.

given the variation in detail depending upon the subject matter and need, opportu-
nities existed for both technical and non-technical groups to be involved in scoring 
the sites.  The Planning Team scored sites using physical and environmental criteria 
due to their technical abilities and the relatively objective qualities of these criteria.  
The Advisory Committee scored sites using social and economic criteria because of 
the Committee’s intimate knowledge of local conditions and subjective nature of 
these criteria.  A list of the Committee members who participated in the ranking is 
contained in Section 5.7.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•



A U g U S T  2 0 0 6   A n a l y s i s  o f  F i n a l i s t  A i r p o r t  S i t e s    C h a p t e r  5

W o o d  R i v e R  R e g i o n  a i R p o Rt  S i t e  S e l e c t i o n  a n d  F e a S i b i l i t y  S t u d y  PA g E  5 - 3

Advisory Committee members completed the comparative scoring of finalist sites 
at the April 26, 2005 Committee meeting.  Committee members were given a 
packet in advance of the meeting containing information addressing the criteria that 
were presented prior Advisory Committee meetings and generally agreed to by the 
Committee as being important in a study of this nature.  Members were given sum-
mary sheets, detailed sheets and a scoring box for all criteria, and scored the social 
and economic criteria.

5.2	 evaluatiOn	Criteria
Criteria used in this evaluation were created and refined as the Study progressed.  
During this process, criteria were not eliminated but reorganized to avoid overlap 
and to categorize multiple criteria into compatible groups.  Twenty criteria are listed 
under three criteria groups:  Physical Suitability of Site, Environmental, and Social 
and Economic.

Physical Suitability of Site (Section 5.3)

Availability of Adequate, Suitable Land Area
Terrain and Topographic Compatibility
Weather Related Constraints
Proximity to ground Transportation Systems
Physical Site Conditions

Environmental (Section 5.4)

Wetland
Water Resources
Land Use
Biotic Communities
Cultural Resources

Social and Economic (Section 5.5)

Population Trends
geographic Proximity
Land Use Compatibility
Direct Impacts to Human Environment
Viability of Site Acquisition
Facility Costs
Air Service
Regional growth and Development Patterns
Compatibility with Regional and Local Planning Initiatives
Jurisdictional Responsibilities

•

–
–
–
–
–

•

–
–
–
–
–

•

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
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5.3	 Criteria	grOup	1:		physiCal	suitability	Of	site

5.3.1 availability of adequate, Suitable Land area
Background
The 16 initial sites were derived primarily on the basis of having adequate, suit-
able land area without obvious severe approach or topographic constraints.  The 
availability of adequate, suitable land area was again considered during the initial 
screening (Chapter 4) which ultimately led to the selection of three finalist sites.  
Therefore, it can be stated that each of the finalist sites potentially has available, 
adequate, and suitable land from which an appropriately sized airport can be devel-
oped1.  This criterion remains an important factor from which to evaluate the sites 
on a comparative basis.  Factors considered include the extent to which physical 
constraints would either limit growth or reduce flexibility to respond to changing 
needs over an extended period of time, whether or not aviation development must 
be limited to one side of the runway due to physical limitations on the other side, 
and the relative flatness from which an airport can be built upon. 

Airfield templates were overlaid on topographic maps and shifted and refined as 
necessary to provide (in order of priority): clear approach and departure corridors, 
the flattest possible terrain surface for construction purposes, and maximum devel-
opable area within the physical constraints defining a site’s approximate boundary.  
The sites were further refined, to the maximum extent practical, as additional infor-
mation was obtained (i.e., runway alignment and building development patterns 
were modified slightly to avoid floodplains).  The ability to construct a runway with 
minimum grading is a benefit.  Severe topographic changes must be minimized as 
runway gradient standards are limiting compared to typical road design standards 
(i.e., maximum gradient of 1.5 percent further restricted to a maximum 0.8 percent 
for the first 2,000 feet of each runway end).

Analysis
Site scores are based on the feasibility of providing an appropriate layout and 
the flexibility to accommodate expansion.  Site 9 has significant expansion con-
straints and can only accommodate development on one side of the airfield (see 
Exhibit 5-1).  Site 10 also has expansion constraints but from sloping surface condi-
tions (see Exhibit 5-2).  Site 13 has some irregular surface conditions, but overall is 
the least constrained site (see Exhibit 5-3).

�due to the ranking on other criteria, it may become necessary in the eiS to evaluate all three sites (and 
possibly other options) as “prudent and feasible alternatives”.
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5.3.2 terrain and topographic Compatibility
Background
Following the development of the initial 16 sites, a preliminary runway alignment 
was developed providing the clearest approach and departure corridors.  Many of 
the sites were eliminated during the initial screening process when even the best 
alignment could not provide at least one standard precision approach or would 
result in head-on operations.  The remaining finalist sites each passed the airspace 
clearance requirements for a new airport.

Ideally, airspace in both directions should allow for a standard precision approach.  
Even with clear approaches and departure paths, terrain may still influence a site’s 
operating patterns or flight tracks.  Runway gradient, or slope, should also be 
considered for each site.  Runways are usually not perfectly flat, and are typically 
constructed to minimize cut and fill costs.  

Analysis
Topography affects each of the finalist sites.  To evaluate the effects that terrain 
would have on aircraft operations, typical obstruction clearance surfaces were de-
veloped by applying US Terminal Instrument Procedures along the clearest possible 
routing.  The evaluation considered a ten-mile-long approach corridor to both run-
way ends.  Unavoidable terrain impacts, terrain constraints to runway alignment, or 
procedural constraints were noted.  Salt Lake City Air Route Traffic Control Center, 
Airspace Division (Center) was also contacted to solicit input concerning each of the 
three sites.  The Center discussed the implications of high altitude routing, navi-
gational fix locations, RADAR coverage, and departure routing.  Also, topographic 
mapping was reviewed to determine the existing gradient associated with a runway 
on each site. 

Terrain influences runway alignment on Site 9, though it is the least constrained site.  
Terrain on Site 10 influences runway alignment, restricts approaches from the north, 
and affects traffic patterns.  There is also a significant runway gradient.  Terrain on 
Site 13 influences runway alignment and flight patterns. 

5.3.3 Weather related Constraints
Background
Wind and fog are the two primary weather factors addressed in this evalua-
tion.  The three sites are influenced by the same weather patterns and may have 
similar overall characteristics.  However, mountains and site elevation alter local 
weather characteristics.

generally, runways and approach procedures are oriented to allow landings and 
departures into a headwind, thereby enhancing aircraft climb and descent perfor-
mance and reducing runway length requirements.  If strong crosswinds are present, 
a crosswind runway may be desirable in addition to a primary runway.  Likewise, 
dense fog and/or low cloud ceilings can cause service disruptions in the form of 
flight delays or cancellations.  Continued operations during periods of low visibility 
are possible if the necessary equipment is available at the airport, the aircraft and 
crew are appropriately equipped, and adequate terrain clearance is provided.
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Analysis
No quantitative measure was available for comparative purposes.  The Planning 
Team has ordered monitoring equipment to collect wind data for up to one year 
and assessed data available from outside sources.   

Fog was observed by the Planning Team and reported by and discussed with lo-
cal residents familiar with the sites and the local weather conditions.  Anecdotal 
information suggests that Sites 9 and 10 may experience dense fog more regularly 
than Site 13.  Site 9 may offer a minor advantage over Site 10 as it is slightly lower 
in elevation.  In contrast, Site 13 may have significant periods of strong and gusty 
winds and is possibly less prone to dense fog.

Comparative scores are based on the degree to which a runway orientation can 
be adapted to actual wind conditions.  Sites 9 and 10 are restrained by low ceil-
ings and dense fog.  Site 10 runway orientation restricts wind adaptation.  Site 13 
is affected by low ceilings, fog, strong winds, and heavy snow.  Site 10 is the most 
constrained site.

5.3.4 proximity to Ground transportation Systems

5.3.4.1	 General
Background
The finalist sites are located near existing highways.  Site 9 is approximately 
1.5 miles east of SH 75; Site 10 is approximately 2.5 miles east of SH 75; and Site 13 
is approximately one mile north of USH 20.  All three sites would require construc-
tion of access roads or improvement to existing local roads to accommodate a new 
airport.  Actual improvements required would be a function of final airfield configu-
ration, primarily the location of the terminal relative to the closest highway access 
point.  Anticipated traffic flow to and from the airport may have some effect on 
existing highway capacity or level of service (LOS).  Analysis of this potential effect is 
included in this section.

Analysis
The comparative technical analysis used numerical information and the projected 
LOS for four highway segments.  The segments are: (1) SH 75 south of the intersec-
tion with USH 20, (2) SH 75 north of the intersection with USH 20 to Bellevue, (3) 
SH 75 from Bellevue north to Hailey, and (4) USH 20 from Fairfield east to the inter-
section with SH 75.  The effects are the same to the three segments of SH 75 from 
either Site 9 or 10.  Sites 9 and 10 are not expected to have a quantifiable impact to 
USH 20.  Site 13 would have an impact to USH 20 and the same as does Sites 9 and 
10 to SH 75 north of the intersection with USH 20.  Segments 2 and 3 of SH 75 are 
currently at a reduced service level and are expected to be expanded to four-lanes 
by the Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) within the next ten years.
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General Conclusions:
All three sites would have the same impact to Segments 2 and 3 of SH 75.  These 
segments will require upgrading with or without an airport.

No site in and of itself would generate a reduction in LOS below that already pre-
dicted to develop in 2025 by ITD.

Site 9 would require the improvement of an existing access road and the replace-
ment of two bridges, totaling approximately 1.5 miles of improvements.  An alter-
native access point at the north end of site is an option.  Site 10 would require con-
struction of a new road across BLM land, approximately 3.5 miles in length.  There 
would be a right-of-way required from the BLM land with limited access options.  
Site 13 access is best, with a distance of less than one mile to travel.  Multiple access 
options for long-term growth exist and there are no right-of-way acquisition issues.

5.3.4.2	Details
Background	
A consideration in the comparative evaluation of potential airport locations is the 
impact the facility may have on existing transportation systems.  Currently, there are 
two arterial highways that may be affected by the proposed sites.  USH 20 from the 
city of Fairfield to the junction with SH 75 is a two-lane, two-way principal arterial 
with a relatively low traffic volume mostly consisting of local travelers and vaca-
tioners headed for northern Blaine County or eastward toward Butte County and 
beyond.  A large portion of this traffic joins SH 75 at the junction with USH 20 to 
travel north to Bellevue and Ketchum.  SH 75 from the southern Blaine County line 
to Hailey is also a two-lane, two-way principal arterial with a relatively high traffic 
volume, particularly in the vicinity of Bellevue, Hailey, and north toward Ketchum.  
Traffic on SH 75 has a high percentage of commuters.  

The comparative evaluation of impacts to transportation corridors is based on LOS, a 
qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, based 
on service measures such as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic 
interruptions, comfort, and convenience.  Level of service for a two-lane highway is 
quantified in Table 5-1.

table 5-1  two-Lane highway Level of Service

LOS
Percent Time- 

Spent-Following
Average Travel  

Speed (miles/hour)

A < 53 > 55

B > 05-53 > 55-05

C > 56-05 > 05-54

D > 08-56 > 54-04

E > 08 < 04

F Applies whenever the flow rate exceeds the segment capacity

Source: Federal Highway administration

•

•
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An additional consideration is the degree of difficulty or extent of improvements 
required at each site to provide access from the adjacent highway to the landside 
development at the airport.  All three sites would require varying degrees of 
access improvements.

Analysis – Traffic
The analysis of the highway capacity started with the compilation of existing study 
information sponsored by the ITD.  Parsons-Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, a con-
sultant to ITD, provided the technical data from their transportation corridor Study 
of SH 75 report.  It contained highway capacity LOS for SH 75 from the junction 
with USH 20 to Bellevue and from Bellevue to Hailey for 2001 and 2025.  Jacobs 
Civil provided the traffic Report addendum prepared for the corridor study that 
contained the highway capacity LOS for SH 75 from Blaine County line to the junc-
tion with USH 20.  Toothman-Orton Engineering Company used the traffic informa-
tion provided by ITD to perform an analysis for USH 20 from Fairfield to SH 75.  A 
trip generation study produced by Mead & Hunt, Inc. estimated the number of trips 
generated by the airport at approximately 1,500 per day by 2022.  It is assumed 
that 90 percent of the trips are between the airport and Hailey.  Design Hourly 
Volume (DHV) was calculated using a proportional constant between the known 
DHV and Average Daily Traffic Count (ADT) values reported by ITD.  The calculated 
quantity was then added to traffic volume used in each of the aforementioned re-
ports and the LOS was determined, accounting for the increased trips due to airport 
operation.  See Table 5-2 and Exhibit 5-4.

table 5-2  Comparison table of traffic Volume and Level of Service (LOS)

Highway 
Segment

2005 
ADT

2025 
ADT

2025 ADT 
with Airport

Percent In-
crease from 

Airport
LOS 
2005

LOS 
2025

LOS 2025 
with Airport

USH 20 1,880 2,870 4,220 47 B C C

SH 75 

Segment 1 3,570 6,490 7,840 21 C D D

SH 75 

Segment 2 6,380 12,330 13,680 11 E E E

SH 75 

Segment 3 12,970 25,040 26,390 5 E E E

SH 75 Segment 1 = Southern Blaine County Line to junction USH 20

SH 75 Segment 2 = Junction USH 20 to Bellevue

SH 75 Segment 3 = Bellevue to Hailey

note: does not consider improvements to Segments 2 and 3 proposed by itd to correct 
existing conditions.

 

•

•

•
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Sites 9 and �0
With regard to highway capacity impacts, Sites 9 and 10 are essentially the same.  
Both are located east of SH 75 south of the junction with USH 20 and would have 
very similar effects on LOS.  The existing LOS for the highway Segment 1 from the 
southern Blaine County line to the junction of USH 20 is C.  The LOS is predicted to 
degrade to LOS D without the addition of airport traffic by 2025, however the air-
port would increase projected travel volume by 21 percent.  Additional airport traffic 
is not predicted to further degrade this LOS.  

SH 75 north of the junction with USH 20 to Bellevue, Segment 2, is currently at 
LOS E and would remain LOS E after airport construction is complete.  The airport 
would increase projected traffic volume by 11 percent.  ITD has announced they are 
working on a plan to widen SH 75 to four lanes.  This project would have a substan-
tial impact on improving the LOS as it would double the capacity of SH 75.  None 
of the airport locations are expected to have a significant impact on future highway 
improvement design.

SH 75 from Bellevue to Hailey, Segment 3, would have a 5 percent increase in pro-
jected traffic volume with service level at LOS E and no further reduction in LOS.

Site �3
This location, north of USH 20 and east of Fairfield, would also contribute traffic to 
SH 75 north of the junction to Hailey.  This location would increase projected traffic 
volume by 47 percent on USH 20.  The impact on USH 20 appears to be substantial 
based on a percentage increase.  However, it is not predicted to reduce the LOS of C 
already predicted for the year 2025 without the airport.
 
Analysis – Access
All three of the finalist sites require construction of, or improvement to, access roads 
that connect airport landside facilities to the adjacent primary transportation cor-
ridor (either USH 20 or SH 75).  Each of the three sites has different requirements.  
The following paragraphs generally describe access requirements and options at 
each site.  All three sites are anticipated to have acceleration-deceleration lanes at 
the point of connection with either USH 20 or SH 75.

Site 9
Access to Site 9 from SH 75 could be achieved by upgrading Burmah Road from 
SH 75 to the site.  Development of airfield facilities is expected to be on the west 
side of the airfield.  In addition, north-south roads exist west of the airfield, which 
connect to Burmah Road that could be improved if their locations were compatible 
with the future master plan facility layout.  Improvements to Burmah Road would 
include replacement of two bridges crossing the Big Wood River.  Access distance 
from an anticipated terminal location to SH 75 is estimated to be two miles.  Site 9 
could also be accessed from SH 75 north and west of the site by extending or loop-
ing the access roads along the west side of the site.
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Site �0
Access to Site 10 from SH 75 would require construction of an estimated 3.5 miles 
of new road to the approximate terminal location.  This road would cross BLM land 
from the point of connection with SH 75 to the airport site and require a right-of-
way from the BLM.  It is expected right-of-way acquisition would be a component 
of the site acquisition process with the BLM.  The access route lies across the lava 
fields that dominate this location; therefore, the road is expected to be constructed 
entirely of imported fill materials.

Site �3
Site 13 access requirements would ultimately depend on the final facility layout.  
Terminal facilities can be located on either the north or south side of the primarily 
east-west runway orientation.  Access to the south side of the airfield requires less 
than one mile of new road construction.  The access road is not expected to require 
acquisition of new right-of-way as it can be placed on lands offered as a donation 
for the airport.  Access to the north side of the airfield would require improvements 
to existing gravel roads, e.g., Princess Mine Road, and Baseline Road (200N).  These 
improvements would be optional if the majority of the airfield development were 
to be located south of the runway.  Site 13 offers the greatest flexibility and oppor-
tunity for multiple access points around the airfield.  This is considered a long-term 
planning advantage.

5.3.5 physical Site Conditions 

5.3.5.1	General
Background
This criterion addresses the broad range of engineering and constructability issues 
associated with developing an airport at each site, including: water availability, wa-
ter rights, utilities, earthwork and geology, soil, wastewater disposal, the availability 
of construction materials, etc.  An airport can be physically constructed at each 
finalist site, however, each site presents design and construction challenges.  This 
section is intended to establish the relative degree of difficulty associated with the 
physical implementation of an airport at each site.

Analysis
Reconnaissance-level techniques used for comparative assessment included: site 
visits, reviews of topographic maps, reviews of soil maps, communication with utility 
companies and regulatory agencies, reviews of comparable airports, and research of 
the local construction environment and specialist reports.  Highlights include:

Water Supply
All three sites would require their own water supply systems.  Site 13 offers the 
greatest potential for a reliable water supply from groundwater.  High capacity wells 
exist in the immediate vicinity of Site 13.  Site 9 is irrigated by diversion of surface 
water into sprinkler irrigation.  Existing wells in the vicinity of Site 9 are low capacity.  
Water supply at Site 10 is uncertain as no wells are present in the immediate vicinity.  
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Site geology at this location is not favorable for a groundwater supply of significant 
yield.  All sites would require significant ground level water storage facilities.  All 
sites would require mitigation or transfer of an existing water right.

Wastewater – In general, the goal would be to install multiple subsurface discharge 
type systems that serve the use areas of the airport.  Wastewater is typically gener-
ated at widely distributed locations due to the extensive paved areas.  

Site 9 appears to be suitable for conventional subsurface discharge disposal type 
systems.  Site investigations to define specific areas would be required in a future 
detailed planning process.

Site 10 appears to have the greatest limitations for a subsurface disposal type sys-
tem as a result of bedrock depth and cemented layers.  On-site investigation may 
identify suitable disposal areas.  If suitable areas are not located, a significant multi-
stage sewage treatment process may be necessary with discharge via groundwater 
injection or possible treatment followed by an elevated, pressurized bed system.

While having limiting soils with high clay content present, Site 13 offers the oppor-
tunity for conventional subsurface disposal.  Detailed site investigation may locate 
areas of suitable soils.  Low dosing rates are required which may also be suitable for 
a pressurized elevated mound type disposal system.  The latter is the type of system 
currently proposed for a new 55 unit subdivision in the immediate vicinity.

earthwork
Site 9 is favorable due to the presence of alluvial deposits and close proximity to 
proven, quality aggregate sources.  Site topography is gently sloping minimizing 
the amount of site grading.  Site 9 is significantly disturbed in several locations as a 
result of historic and on-going gravel extraction which would impact site grading.

Site 10 is the least favorable site due to the extensive presence of lava flows.  It is 
expected significant and costly rock excavation would be required.  Facilities may 
need to be constructed with and on imported structural fill material if on-site mate-
rials can not be cost effectively processed to a suitable structural fill material.

Site 13 consists of moderately rolling topography.  Site facilities can be constructed 
using traditional cut and fill procedures.  Site 13 is also favorable to construction 
and offers the best opportunity to balance earthwork on-site and minimize import-
ing material.  Import of suitable aggregate materials is expected since no proven 
sources are identified near the site.

utilities
Utility availability is generally limited at all three sites.  Adequate electric supply is 
readily available at Site 13.  Extensive power supply upgrades are needed to serve 
sites 9 and 10.  All three sites would require backup generator supply.  gas is readily 
available at Site 9.  Site 10 overlies a primary gas main, which would be difficult and 
costly to relocate or modify.  gas is not currently available at Site 13.
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5.3.5.2	Details
Background – Water Supply 
Physical and legal availability and adequacy of water for both potable and non-po-
table uses is an important consideration.  The physical source can be from either 
surface water or groundwater.  groundwater sources are normally preferred due 
to their less stringent treatment requirements and overall reliability.  Both sources 
require the legal right to divert the water from the source and apply it to a beneficial 
use.  An important element common to both the supply and legal diversion aspects 
is the volume of water required to support airport functions.

Primary water users at an airport are the passenger terminal complex, administra-
tion and support buildings, FBO complex, and the rental car services complex, which 
is considered to be a likely facility at the new airport.  The airport water system can 
either be connected to a municipal system, as is the existing airport system, or oper-
ate as a separate entity with its own source, treatment, storage and distribution.  
Since municipal systems are remote from each site, all three alternative sites would 
require their own complete water systems.  The systems are expected to have the 
same common components which are:

groundwater source with delivery pumps.

Disinfection

ground storage for fire protection and peak flow buffering.

Multiplex pumping facilities for system pressurization and fire flow delivery.

Primary distribution mains to provide service to critical airport facilities and access 
to private development areas.

System capacity and design would be controlled by fire flow requirements deter-
mined in accordance with the International Fire Code.  System component design 
would be accomplished in accordance with rules and regulations of the Idaho 
Division of Environmental Quality (IDEQ).  The process and procedure for obtaining, 
transferring, or amending water rights to allow their use would be in conformance 
with legal requirements of the State of Idaho and Idaho Department of Water 
Resources (IDWR) policies and procedures.

Analysis – Water Supply 
The initial parameter is to define expected water usage.  The annual water demand 
establishes the source volume required and hence the water rights needed to legally 
divert the required volume.  Based on water usage at comparable airports, a con-
servatively projected annual water demand is two million gallons per year (average 
flow = 3.8 gallons per minute or gpm) or 6.2 acre feet annually.  Comparatively, this 
volume of water use is roughly equivalent to the annual use of 20 to 25 single fam-
ily residences.  Airports in and of themselves are not large volume water users.  The 
low annual water demand does not require a high capacity water source.  Source 
capacity would only influence the required storage in the water system, i.e., lower 
source volume requires greater storage.  

•

•

•

•

•
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It is expected that adequate water rights are obtainable either through acquisition 
of existing rights associated with the acquired parcels (Site 9 and possibly Site 13) 
or acquired independently and transferred to a specific site (Site 10).  Sites 9 and 10 
lie within the Eastern Snake River Plain Aquifer; Site 13 is within the Big Wood 
groundwater Management Area (gWMA).  It is recognized there is a distinct legal 
process to follow managed by the IDWR relating to acquisition, transfer, and conver-
sions of existing water rights.  Due to the small volume of water required this is not 
considered a major challenge with any of the sites.

System demand requirements were defined by comparing similar airports in similar 
environments and reviewing existing airport flow records.  Actual metered flow data 
were obtained from the Yampa Valley Regional Airport, Hayden, Colorado and the 
Eagle County Regional Airport, gypsum, Colorado.  The data reflect that airports, 
as expected, are relatively low volume water users.  However, due to the significant 
size of structures, fire flow requirements are substantial.  For purposes of this study, 
a fire flow of 1,500 gpm for a two hour duration in conjunction with building sprin-
kler systems and appropriate fire retardant construction is considered acceptable.  A 
minimum of 200,000 gallons of storage is expected in each system.  A site that has 
the ability to deliver significant source flow is advantageous since the system storage 
can be reduced.  Site 13 offers this option.  It is reported there is a large capacity 
(900 gpm) well in close proximity, if not on, this site.  However, sites capable of low 
production wells are not considered to have a serious flaw as the system primarily 
would operate off storage.  A minimum of two wells at each site is likely simply for 
system redundancy.

groundwater availability findings in the vicinity of the three sites are documented 
in a report titled: Water Supply assessment for three potential airport locations to 
Serve the Wood River valley, January 22, 2005, prepared by SPF Water Engineering, LLC 
of Boise, Idaho for the study team.  The executive summary provides the following 
comparative overview of the three sites with regard to water source potential and 
water rights:

Site 9
The water supply potential at Site 9 is somewhat uncertain.  The site overlies Snake 
River basalts, which can be productive.  Drillers’ reports from nearby wells indicate 
multiple fracture, rubble, and/or cinder zones could transmit water, if present.  
However, there are no wells in the vicinity with reported flow rates greater than 
22 gpm.  A test well, probably extending to approximately 700 feet in depth, should 
be considered to better assess water supply characteristics prior to committing to 
this site.

Site �0
Water supply potential at Site 10 is very uncertain.  There are no wells in the im-
mediate vicinity of Site 10 with which to gauge potential production.  The Snake 
River basalts such as those underlying this site can be highly productive, and drill-
ers’ reports from other nearby areas indicate multiple fracture zones in the basalt 
that should be capable of transmitting water.  If sufficient water is present, it might 
require pumping from a depth of more than 800 feet.  A test well, potentially ex-
tending to 1,000 feet, should be drilled to determine potential production prior to 
committing to this site.
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Site �3 
This site offers the greatest potential for wells capable of production in excess 
of 100 gpm.  Several existing wells in the vicinity of this site produce more than 
100 gpm.  A well at this site would likely extend to a depth of approximately 
250 feet and produce water from a pumping water level of approximately 100 feet.

New water production at any of the sites would require mitigation or transfer of 
existing water rights.  Site 13 is located in gWMA.  Sites 9 and 10, while not in a 
gWMA, are in the Eastern Snake River Plain Aquifer upgradient of the Thousand 
Springs area.  New appropriations in this area need mitigation to allow processing of 
a water right permit application.

Approximate costs (in 2005 dollars) to construct and equip a public water system 
well are estimated at $100,000 for Site 13, $275,000 for Site 10, and $200,000 for 
Site 9.  In summary, it is very likely that aquifers underlying Site 13 would produce 
a sufficient amount of water for an airport facility.  The water supply potential at 
Site 10 is highly uncertain.  The water supply potential at Site 9 is more certain than 
at Site 10, yet less certain than at Site 13.  
 
Background – Wastewater
The method in which wastewater would be managed at a new site could poten-
tially affect a site’s overall feasibility.  The Planning team solicited the services of 
Corporation for Land Planning & Engineering to research alternatives and local site 
conditions to comparatively evaluate the sites.  While multiple alternatives exist, two 
wastewater management options were specifically assessed as being most appli-
cable: subsurface discharge and groundwater recharge.

Subsurface discharge is the most basic wastewater management option and the 
most desirable due to its simplicity of operation.  In this case, wastewater following 
treatment in septic tank(s) is discharged to subsurface absorption fields.  The ef-
fectiveness of this option is highly dependent on the types of soils present to absorb 
and remove contaminants.  Where suitable soil-types are not present, it may be 
possible to import other soil materials, and essentially, construct a suitable area for a 
drainage field system.  Subsurface disposal systems must be approved by the South 
Central Health District (SCHD).  As part of the alternatives evaluation, Corporation 
for Land Planning & Engineering contacted the SCHD regarding their experiences 
with subsurface discharge systems in Camas County and the viability of subsurface 
disposal at Site 13.  SCHD personnel cautioned that soils mapping offers a general 
guide only and that on-site investigation is necessary.  In a large area suitable soils 
may in fact be present.

groundwater recharge is a possible option for Site 10 that could be year-round or 
could be coupled with reuse of treated wastewater for landscape irrigation during 
the growing season.  Proposed revisions to the Idaho Wastewater Land Application 
Rule would add an additional class of highly treated wastewater that could be used 
for aquifer recharge or other uses.  This method would necessitate a more sophis-
ticated treatment system and additional monitoring, permitting, and reporting re-
quirements.  This method would only be considered if conventional type subsurface 
disposal system can not be utilized at Site 10.
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Analysis – Wastewater
given the relatively low volumes of wastewater anticipated, the preferred waste-
water management method is subsurface discharge assuming the necessary soils 
are available or can be imported for disposal field construction.  If groundwater 
recharge was selected, a substantially greater level of treatment effort would be 
necessary.  This is only considered an option at Site 10.  The following comparative 
assessment was offered for the three finalist sites regarding the subsurface dis-
charge method of wastewater management.

Site 9
Fifteen percent of the site is Burch loam soil type, which is classified as not limited 
or very favorable for septic tank absorption fields.  It is believed suitable soils are 
present at this site to accommodate subsurface disposal.  Evaluation of maximum 
seasonal groundwater levels is necessary.  Site 9 has favorable soil types for subsur-
face disposal systems.  There are possible seasonal groundwater considerations.

Site �0
All of the soil types are classified as very limited for septic tanks due to the depth 
to bedrock, depth to cemented pan, and restricted permeability.  An on-site inves-
tigation would be necessary to confirm if areas of favorable soils are in fact pres-
ent.  However, the site characteristics, particularly the depth to bedrock, are more 
restrictive than those at Sites 9 or 13, and therefore, are less likely to be conducive 
to successful drainfield installation.  Site 10 may be a candidate for the groundwa-
ter recharge disposal technique or an engineered disposal system(s) using imported 
materials.  Site 10 has unfavorable soil types due to bedrock depth.  It would likely 
require importing soil to construct a subsurface disposal field.

Site �3
All of the soil types are classified as very limited due to low permeability which is a 
result of high clay content.  SCHD confirmed that the presence of clays is the major 
difficulty for drainage systems near this site.  An on-site investigation may reveal 
areas of more favorable soil types.  given the low volume of wastewater generated 
and significant open space available on an airport, it is likely that low application 
rate infiltration beds can be successful at this location.  Site 13 has groundwater 
recharge options that would require extensive and costly pretreatment.  It has 
unfavorable soil types due to depth to clay-type soils with low permeability which 
are reported to be near the surface.  Favorable soil reports may be found through 
on-site investigation or at greater depths.  On-site evaluation would be required to 
identify detailed soil conditions.

Background – Earthwork, Geology, and Construction Materials
Each of the finalist sites would require a certain amount of earthwork to level the 
sites for airport facilities.  Important considerations include: the volume of rock 
excavation needed, the volume of excavation and embankment required, the degree 
to which excavation and embankment materials balance, whether fill materials 
must be imported, and the location of likely barrow sites, aggregates, and other 
construction materials.
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The State of Idaho ranks fifth highest in the nation for earthquake risk, with the 
study area identified as a high risk by the Idaho geologic Survey.  However, no 
known faults, based on review of the Idaho geologic Survey data, are present at any 
of the three sites.  Building design would incorporate the appropriate seismic codes 
for the area.  There are no specific seismic code guidelines for airfields.  

Analysis – Earthwork, Geology, and Construction Materials
The consulting team collected and assessed topographic mapping, soils maps, 
contacted ITD materials personnel familiar with the area; and determined the likely 
location of various construction materials.  The following comparative assessments 
were derived from order-of-magnitude calculations:

Site 9
This is the most topographically uniform site.  It requires minimal rock and is in close 
proximity to aggregate sources.

Site �0
It requires the most rock excavation and significant earth.  It is reasonably close to 
aggregate services.

Site �3
This site has significant topographical relief to re-grade.  It does not require rock ex-
cavation.  Soil excavation and embankment is required but can be done cost effec-
tively to “balance” the site (preventing the need to haul soil to and from site).  The 
distance to an aggregate source is greatest from this site, which increases materials 
hauling costs.

Background – Utilities 
The types of utility services needed and order-of-magnitude service volumes were 
assessed to quantify the comparative level of effort required to provide adequate 
coverage to each of the finalist sites.  Additionally, it was necessary to determine 
the existence of major utility arteries traversing the sites and to assess the impact of 
modifying this infrastructure, if necessary, to construct a new airport.  Utilities as-
sessed include: electrical power, telecommunications, and gas.  Water and sewer are 
not included in this section since each site would require its own separate facilities.

Analysis – Electrical Power
Order-of-magnitude electrical requirements were estimated by an airport electrical 
engineer on the Planning’s Team based on his experience and familiarity with simi-
larly-sized airports.  By his estimation, the demand load for all on-airport facilities 
is estimated to be around 1,750 kilovolt amperes (kVA) with a connected load as 
high as 4,100 kVA.  To reduce service disruptions, the ideal scenario is to supply the 
airport from two separate feeds originating from two separate substation sources.  
On-airport distribution would service the variety of loads presented by the various 
airport facilities and tenant-users.
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Once the demand for electrical power was assessed, the Planning Team contacted 
Idaho Power Company (IPC) for their input.  IPC considered what it would take 
to get power from the most logical source to the edge of each finalist site.  For 
comparative purposes, IPC assumed that on-airport distribution of electrical power 
would require similar effort at each site.  IPC also pointed out that, due to the 
remoteness of the sites from the primary sources, it is more cost effective to include 
backup generation on-site in lieu of two feeds from two separate sources.  The 
Moonstone substation is the closest source to all three sites.  Following a review of 
each of the three site locations, IPC offered the following site-specific assessments:

Site 9
This site would need expansion and upgrading of 21.0 miles of power transmis-
sion lines – 7.5 miles of overhead distribution line reconductoring, 13.5 miles of 
new and/or rebuilding and reconductoring of existing overhead distribution lines, a 
new capacitor bank for volts-amperes reactive (VAR) compensation, a new voltage 
regulator, and the relocation of two existing stepdown transformers.  Depending 
on the ultimate runways orientation, the overhead electrical line running along 
SH 75 may also need to be relocated underground to avoid airspace conflicts.  The 
order-of-magnitude cost for these improvements is $2,500,000.  Site 9 requires the 
most effort.  

Site �0
Site 10 would require a significant effort.  This site would need the expansion and 
upgrading of 13.0 miles of line – 7.5 miles of overhead distribution line reconduc-
toring, 5.5 miles of new and/or rebuilding and reconductoring of existing overhead 
distribution lines, and a new capacitor bank for VAR compensation.  The order-of-
magnitude cost for these improvements is $1,500,000.

Site �3
This site requires the least effort.  Connections need only to be made to the supply 
line on USH 20.  The site would need 0.5 miles of an overhead distribution line on 
Princess Mine Road to be placed underground and a new capacitor bank for VAR 
compensation.  The order-of-magnitude cost for these improvements is $160,000.

Analysis – Telecommunications
Telecommunications are essential to any modern facility.  Each of the three sites 
is located within a different exchange area and is serviced by a different primary 
provider.  The Planning Team contacted Qwest, who is the provider of service to the 
Site 9 area; however, Qwest is generally knowledgeable of the area’s telecommu-
nications infrastructure.  For purposes of documentation, Site 10 is located within 
the Richfield Exchange, which is served by Century Telephone.  Similarly, Site 13 is 
within the Fairfield Exchange and is served by Citizens Telephone.
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Qwest assumed that a 200-pair cable would be necessary at a new airport site.  This 
assumption is valid given that FMAA currently uses a 50-pair wire that is operating 
at maximum capacity even with additional cable lines servicing certain parts of the 
airport.  Optimally, a new airport would be served with fiber optic cable, but with 
one exception, fiber optic cable is not widely available within the study area.  Fiber 
optic cable is available through Qwest along USH 20 between Hailey and Boise; 
however, since this area is within Citizen Telephone’s service boundary, they would 
have to approve the arrangement.

Qwest offered the following comparative observations:

Site 9
This is the only site within Quest’s boundaries.  Service is available, but significant 
upgrades are required.  An existing line with limited capacity serving connections 
north of Shoshone would have to be reinforced all the way to Shoshone at an ap-
proximate cost of $6 to $7 per foot (cost of $600,000).  A cross box costing about 
$200,000 would have to be installed near the airport to distribute connections.  
Order-of-magnitude cost to run fiber optic cable between Shoshone and Site 9 
would be well over $1 million.

Site �0
Only limited service is available in the area of the proposed site.  Significant upgrade 
of infrastructure is required.  Site 10 has greater needs than Site 9.  A more in-depth 
evaluation is required.

Site �3
There is adequate service potential through Citizens Telephone.  Fiber optic con-
nection is also possible through Qwest with permission from Citizens Telephone.  
Site 13 requires minimal effort to connect to existing telephone lines.  This site is 
most accessible to the existing fiber optic cable network.

Analysis – Gas 
Intermountain gas (IMg) was contacted to solicit their input on the three final-
ist airport sites.  IMg provides natural gas service throughout the southern Idaho.  
Contact with IMg’s Hailey office revealed the following:

Site 9
Site 9 requires minimal effort to connect to a gas main.  IMg operates a high pres-
sure gas main about 100 feet east of SH 75 that runs within a half-mile of Site 9.  
That gas line could be tapped to serve an airport.  
 
Site �0
Site 10 requires a significant effort to relocate an extensively used, critical gas main 
traversing the site, while ensuring uninterrupted gas service.  IMg operates a high 
pressure gas main running directly through Site 10 which would have to be modi-
fied or rerouted to build a new airport.  Bending the line to accommodate the air-
port would reduce the capacity.  The line is heavily used and demand is expected to 
increase.  A complete relocation and expansion of the line is necessary.  In addition, 
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temporary measures may be necessary to ensure uninterrupted service.  This issue 
significantly complicates the level of coordination, construction phasing, and costs 
necessary to build at this site.

Site �3
gas is currently not available at Site 13.  IMg does not service the area.  It would 
require a line expansion to service the site.  
 

5.4	 Criteria	grOup	2:	envirOnmental

5.4.1 Wetlands

5.4.1.1	 General
Background
Wetlands perform valuable functions that increase water quality, provide habitat for 
fish and wildlife communities, increase floodwater storage, and enhance biological 
productivity.  Recognizing wetlands’ functions and values, several laws exist to pro-
vide protection to wetlands, including Executive Order 11990, Order DOT 5660.1A, 
the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, and the Clean Water Act.  The intent of these 
laws is to ensure the protection, preservation and enhancement of wetlands during 
the planning, construction, and operation of projects to the fullest extent practica-
ble.  Activities that would result in direct or indirect impacts to jurisdictional wet-
lands, including dredging, filling or discharging to, require permits and mitigation to 
compensate for the impact.  The permitting process is part of project design.  

Analysis
National Wetland Inventory maps were used to document wetlands in the study 
area.  NWI maps were developed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service and depicts the 
location and type of wetlands.  The information is derived from interpreting aerial 
photographs and other inventory techniques.  These data represent the best region-
ally comparable data set for assessing potential wetland impacts over large areas.  
Ultimately, the quality of the wetland, type and other factors, including receiving 
waters, would be evaluated in a more detailed analysis during the NEPA process at 
which time the impacts and means to mitigate will be identified.  Exhibits 5-5, 5-6 
and 5-7 shows the NWI-mapped wetlands for each site.  

Wetland data was requested from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for 
wetland delineations and permits issued in the study area.  No additional wetland 
information for sites within the study area was obtained through this request.

Comparative scores are based on the relative relationship between sites to 
the following:

The presence of a substantial amount of wetlands within the site area.

Sites in close proximity to large wetland complexes and open water areas.

Sites in proximity to riparian corridors.

•

•

•
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5.4.1.2	 Detail
Background 
NWI maps include a classification system to distinguish the types of wetlands.  The 
wetlands on and adjacent to the three sites are classified as riverine or palustrine, 
with most of the riverine wetlands being intermittent drainages that are seasonally 
flooded and the palustrine wetlands consisting of vegetated small, shallow, perma-
nent or intermittent (seasonally flooded) water bodies.  

During the NEPA process, wetlands would be field surveyed by a qualified wetland 
scientist.  For the current feasibility study, the evaluation considers the proximity of 
wetlands to grading and disturbance that would result in direct impacts.  Efforts 
would be made during airport design to avoid impacts in accordance with the 
standard sequencing required by those agencies having regulation over wetlands.  
Standard sequencing requires avoidance, minimization and then mitigation if the 
impact cannot be avoided.  

Filling, dredging or discharging to jurisdictional wetlands would require a permit 
from the USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  

Analysis 
Site 9
The NWI maps show no wetlands within the airfield development area.  An inter-
mittent riverine wetland is mapped within the western edge of the building devel-
opment area and clear area on the north end of the runway.  A small palustrine 
wetland and intermittent riverine wetland are located in the southern portion of 
the clear area.  Wetlands associated with the Richfield Canal and Big Wood River 
are located east and west of the proposed site, respectively.  Direct wetland impacts 
would be limited to the intermittent drainage in the building area.  Possible impacts 
within the clear areas at the end of the runway are minimal, as there is limited 
ground disturbance anticipated within the clear areas.  

Site �0
NWI maps do not show any wetlands within the airfield or building development ar-
eas.  A palustrine wetland is located south and east of the proposed runway which 
is identified on USgS maps as Somers Reservoir.  An intermittent riverine drainage is 
located on the north end of the proposed site.  Both of these wetlands are outside 
potential site grading limits, with the exception of minor disturbance that may be 
associated with lighting structures in the clear area for the north end of the runway.  
Therefore, wetlands impacts are considered very minimal for this site and are most 
probably avoidable.  

Site �3
NWI maps show wetlands immediately south of the proposed building development 
area.  These consist of intermittent riverine wetlands with a small palustrine wetland 
at the northern ends of the two western drainages.  This site is located between 
Willow Creek and Fickle Creek, for which the NWI maps show mapped wetlands.  
These riparian wetlands would not be directly impacted, with the exception of pos-
sible minimal fill associated with lighting structures at the east end of the runway 
within the denoted limited disturbance and clear area trapezoid.  
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5.4.2 Water resources

5.4.2.1	 General
Background
The impacts to the quality and quantity of water resources need to be considered 
with any project.  The Clean Water Act provides the authority to establish water 
quality standards, control discharges into surface and subsurface waters, develop 
waste treatment management plans and practices, and issue permits for discharges 
and for dredged or fill material.  
 
In developing the evaluation criteria, it was realized that water is a component in 
other criteria; for example, the physical suitability of the site and facility costs are 
influenced by availability of water and feasibility of waste water disposal.  Therefore, 
these elements have been incorporated into the other criteria.  It is equally dif-
ficult to separate out the water resource component from the biotic communities 
and wetlands as the quality of the water resource impacts habitat and function.  
Recognizing this, the ranking for this criterion considers each site’s proximity to 
aquifers and surface water features, considering their special designations.

Analysis
A detailed discussion of the potential issues that may occur with water resources 
for each of the finalist sites follows.  Comparative scores are based on the relative 
relationship between each site to water resource features, and impacts to those 
resources considering their value and function.

Site 9 lies in the Snake River aquifer between the Richfield Canal and the Big Wood 
River.  This portion of the Big Wood River is a designated impaired stream.  A new 
access road could require improvements to the existing Burma Road structures over 
the Wood River, including work in the channel.  

Site 10 lies in the Snake River Aquifer.  No perennial streams are on or in close 
proximity of this site.  Aquifers are deep, so shallow groundwater impacts are not 
considered to be an issue.

Site 13 lies in the big Wood River groundwater Management Area; located 
west of Willow Creek, an impaired stream.  Unnamed intermittent drainages to 
Camas Creek and Willow Creek flow through the property.  The receiving water 
body, Camas Creek, is also impaired.

5.4.2.2	Detail
Background
Impacts to the water resources for each site include consideration of:

Surface discharges and storm water runoff; preservation of existing drainage.

Wastewater disposal capability and compatibility (included in Section 5.3.6.2).

Fuel spills and waste water from aircraft washing.

Proximity to aquifers or sensitive ecological areas.

Aircraft and pavement deicing and anti-icing.

•

•

•

•

•
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Water resource features, including aquifers, streams, and rivers are shown in 
Exhibit 5-8.  Streams identified as 303(d) water bodies are those that the State 
of Idaho has classified as impaired, which means they do not meet water quality 
standards for their intended use.  Additionally, the NWI maps were reviewed for 
each site.  

Each site is anticipated to have similar water supply requirements.  The potential wa-
ter source for each is described and discussed in Section 5.3.6.2.  For new airport 
site development, impacts to water quality can be minimized or avoided by design 
considerations, controls during construction, and other appropriate mitigation 
measures.  Aircraft deicing has become a national concern.  In the design of a new 
airport or for new projects at existing airports, design practices routinely incorporate 
measures to minimize impacts to water quality.  Deicing activities can be confined to 
special areas with appropriate controls, and biodegradable agents can be used.  

The preferred method of snow and ice removal from runways and taxiways is me-
chanical, and therefore the pollutant potential from deicing of airfields is minimal.  
Aircraft washing would be confined to areas where discharges can be controlled 
and properly treated.  This type of facility can be combined with seasonal deicing 
facilities where runoff is collected and recycled.  Storm water runoff from impervious 
surfaces would either be retained and disposed of on-site or treated in an accept-
able manner and discharged off-site.  Airport development provides an opportu-
nity to collect and pretreat runoff prior to it leaving the site, which is not typically 
afforded by other non-point sources such as agriculture and grazing, which are the 
current uses of most of the finalist sites and the lands that surround all three sites.  

Activities related to water resources are regulated by the US Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), USACE, and the IDEQ.  New facilities at any of the sites 
would be subject to regulatory review during the permit application process.  
Required permits may include:

EPA – Region 10 - National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit (for 
construction over 1 acre and off-site discharges),

State of Idaho - Water Quality Certification (State’s approval of the project to be in 
compliance with the Clean Water Act), and

IDWR – floodplain permit.

Additionally, sites within areas having specific management plans will also need to 
comply with the requirements set forth as part of those management plans.  

Further study of the sites would occur during the NEPA, or formal environmental 
process; the level of which would be determined during NEPA document scop-
ing and could include further investigation of water resources using existing data 
sources; some of which have already been identified by the Camas County Soil 
Conservation District.  

•

•

•
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Analysis 
Site 9
The site is located within the Snake River Plain aquifer.  The site lies between the 
Richfield Canal and the Big Wood River.  The Big Wood River in this vicinity has been 
classified as an impaired (303d) water body.  The Big Wood River near the site is a 
braided riverine system.  The State of Idaho has developed a watershed manage-
ment plan for the western reach that includes a basin assessment, analysis to quan-
tify pollutant sources and allocation of responsibility for reduction to improve water 
quality to standards.  Special consideration would likely be required for any surface 
water modifications to the existing site for the portions draining into the Big Wood 
River.  The impairment in this reach, according to the IDEQ, may be related more to 
loadings from tributaries and canals which drain agricultural and grazed lands.  Site 
development would result in some alteration to the existing surface water drainage.  
Converting this site from agricultural use to an airport site may not result in a wors-
ening of water quality impacts, although there may be limitations associated with 
allowable off-site discharges because of the Wood River’s impaired status.

Site �0
Site 10 is also located within the Snake River Plain aquifer.  There are no perennial 
streams in the vicinity of Site 10, although there are intermittent streams that the 
site crosses.  Extensive rock excavation and re-grading is anticipated at this site, 
which would result in some alteration to the existing surface water drainage.  Storm 
water runoff is not anticipated to adversely impact water resources due the ground-
water table depth in the vicinity of this site.

Site �3
Site 13 lies within the Big Wood River ground Water Management Area, which 
includes ground and surface water above Magic Reservoir.  Willow Creek is located 
east of the site.  Willow Creek and Camas Creek (located south of USH 20), into 
which Willow Creek flows, have recently been designated 303(d) water bodies 
by the state.  According to the IDEQ, the major impairment for Willow Creek is 
temperature related.  The portion of Willow Creek east of the site has a riparian 
zone which provides canopy cover to minimize impacts to water temperature.  The 
creek is a major community resource and has been the subject of many studies and 
enhancement projects.  A conservation easement exists over a portion of Willow 
Creek north of the proposed site which means that the area is being managed by 
the Idaho Department of Fish and game (IDF&g) to maintain and enhance its value 
and function.  Intermittent drainages cross the sites that drain to both Willow and 
Camas Creeks.  Camas Creek’s major sources of impairment, according to the IDEQ 
are temperature and nutrient related.  Typically, airports as a source provide a much 
lower loading of nutrients and sediment than lands in agricultural use.  Depths to 
groundwater exceed 12 feet.  Because of the value of the water resources associ-
ated with this site, it is assigned the lowest score of the three sites.
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5.4.3 Land Use

5.4.3.1	 General
Background
This criterion considers the current land use of each site and surrounding existing 
land uses.  The intent is to establish information on the present land uses to deter-
mine the relative appropriateness of each of the sites for a future airport facility.  
The evaluation focuses on those land uses which are regulated by the federal gov-
ernment, with an emphasis on those lands subject to Section 4(f) of the DOT Act.  
Section 4(f) of the DOT Act provides that the Secretary of Transportation will not ap-
prove a project that requires the use of publicly owned land from a public park, rec-
reation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance 
or land from an historic site of national, state, or local significance, unless there is 
no feasible and prudent alternative and the project includes all possible planning to 
minimize adverse impacts resulting from the use.  

Analysis
Data from several sources were obtained, including aerial photography and soil 
data from the US Department of Agriculture (USDA), 2000 land satellite imagery, 
floodplain mapping, and USgS topographic quadrangle maps.  Limited field recon-
naissance was also conducted in October 2004.  Exhibit 5-9 is the satellite image 
with pertinent land use data used as an overlay.  Many of the land uses shown are 
parks, recreational areas, and designated management areas that likely fall under 
the DOT’s Section 4(f) Act.  As presented in the initial screening of sites, a higher 
level of review occurs for projects that require use and/or taking of these lands for a 
federal transportation project; and therefore Section 4(f) impacts are included in the 
detailed analysis as a subset to land use.  Site scoring for this criterion is the average 
of the general section (which considers primarily existing land use, prime farmland, 
floodplain and mining claims) and Section 4(f) scores assigned in the Detail section.

Site 9
Site 9 is in agricultural land as shown in the exhibit with active pivot irrigation sys-
tems.  USDA soil types show that almost the entire site is considered prime irrigated 
farmland.  Structures, likely part of the farmstead, are located at the south end of 
the site, just north of the Lava Wilderness Study Area (WSA).  This site is also near 
BLM’s WSA and Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), and Historic Toll 
and Railroad grade.  Private roads traverse the site.  

The Big Wood River floodplain is located west of the site.  A new river crossing may 
be desirable for an access road.  However, improvements to Burmah Road are more 
likely.  No other floodplain impacts would be associated with proposed development 
of this site as an airport.   There are active gravel pits to the west of and on the pro-
posed site.  The Ice Caves, a commercial tourist attraction leased from the State, are 
located approximately two miles west of the site across SH 75.  

Site �0
Site 10 lies east of SH 75, with Timmerman Hills to the north, Picabo Hills to the 
south, and two smaller buttes to the west.  It is owned and managed by the BLM, 
who has issued about 13,000 acres of grazing leases on and near the site which 
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also accommodates hunting activities.  The site contains no prime farmland, ac-
cording to USDA soil classifications.  It is managed for occasional recreational use, 
including a bike trail loop that begins at Wedge Butte.  There are mining claims at 
both the north and south end of this site.  

Site �3
Site 13 is located in eastern Camas County.  It is near the Camas Prairie Centennial 
Marsh near Highway 46 (a much larger land holding of the Camas Prairie Wildlife 
Management Area is located approximately 22 miles further west of Site 13) and 
Camas Creek Research Natural Area (RNA).  It historically was in agricultural use, 
though portions of it may currently be lying fallow.  It is immediately surrounded by 
agricultural use.  There is low density (small acreages and farm residences) residen-
tial development north, south and west of the site.  About 30 percent of the site is 
considered prime farmland according to soil type.  

The following sections provide more detailed discussion of the potential issues that 
may occur with land use for each of the finalist sites.  In Section 5.4.3, land use 
compatibility, the compatibility of an airport to the existing and proposed land uses 
from a human environment perspective is evaluated.

5.4.3.2	Details
Background
Designated floodplains in the vicinity of the study sites obtained from county records 
are also shown on Exhibit 5-9.  SH 75, a designated Scenic Highway, would provide 
access to Sites 9 and 10.  

Most of the privately owned lands are in agricultural use, either as rangeland or 
cropland.  BLM lands are managed for various purposes, including grazing and plant 
and animal habitat.  Conversion from the current and planned use of these lands 
to an airport facility needs to consider impacts to the sites and their surroundings.  
Irrigated lands, as well as others in crop production, are discernible in Exhibit 5-9.  
Associated with this use is the presence of prime farmland, which the USDA deter-
mines based on soil types.  The Farmland Protection Policy Act requires an analysis 
of the impacts to farmlands prior to a conversion taking place for federal actions.  

Also considered is the potential for mining claims on these sites.  The only known 
active resource processing activity on any of the sites is the extraction of aggregates 
for construction materials on Site 9.   

Analysis – Native American Interests
Native American interests include criteria related to environmental, social, and 
economic criteria groups.  According to federal regulations, the FAA has developed 
specific policy and procedures for consultation with federally recognized Native 
American Tribes.  This policy describes the federal government’s legal and political 
relationship with federally recognized tribes.  The procedures outline the FAA’s re-
sponsibility to conduct government-to-government consultation and to honor tribal 
treaty and other rights before taking actions that may significantly alter or affect 
Native American interests.  
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This study sought to identify known Native American interests and whenever pos-
sible address known interests at alternative sites.  Information on Native American 
interests is understood at a very general level at this time and is not site-specific.  
Due to this, it is difficult to factor it in to site scoring.
 
Analysis – Department of Transportation Section 4(f) 
Publicly owned land is considered to be a park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl 
refuge when the land has been officially designated as such or when the federal, 
state, or local officials having jurisdiction over the land determine that one of its ma-
jor purposes or functions is for park, recreation, or refuge purposes.  This includes 
national parks and monuments, managed areas, conservancies, public parks and 
trails, and historic sites.  Managed areas include land protected and actively man-
aged under an official protocol, whether it is from the State of Idaho or the federal 
government.  Historic sites are defined as historic, architectural, archeological, and 
cultural resources in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places (National Register)2. 

A “use” occurs when land from a Section 4(f) site is acquired for a transportation 
project or when the impacts of a transportation project on a site, without acquisi-
tion of land, are so great that the purposes for which the site exists are substantially 
impaired (normally referred to by courts as a constructive use).  Such substantial im-
pairment would occur when the proximity impacts to Section 4(f) sites are sufficient-
ly serious that the value of the site in terms of its prior significance and enjoyment 
are substantially reduced or lost.  Special consideration may need to be given to 
determine whether Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 150 land use categories 
are appropriate for evaluating noise impacts on noise-sensitive Section 4(f) sites3. 

An inventory of sites that would potentially be considered under Section 4(f) was 
compiled.  This information was provided by the IDF&g Data Conservation Center, 
the Nature Conservancy, Wood River Land Trust, the University of Idaho, the Idaho 
BLM, and the Idaho SHPO.  

Exhibit 5-10 shows the location of known sites to be considered under Section 4(f) 
in relation to the three sites.  Historic sites shown include irrigation canals and rail-
road corridors located close to alternative sites.  Under Section 304 of the NHPA of 
1966 and other federal laws protecting sensitive historic sites, the location of other 
historic sites are not disclosed to the public.  Below is a comparative analysis of po-
tential uses under Section 4(f) for the three alternative sites under this category.  

2the idaho SHpo holds records of known historic sites that have been identified in idaho.  Many of 
historic sites in the state have not been identified or recorded.  efforts to identify such resources would 
require additional study that is beyond the scope of this project.  Such studies would be conducted 
during the formal environmental process.

3the idaho SHpo holds records of known historic sites that have been identified in idaho.  Many of 
historic sites in the state have not been identified or recorded.  efforts to identify such resources would 
require additional study that is beyond the scope of this project.  Such studies would be conducted dur-
ing the formal environmental process.
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Site 9
This site is located in close proximity to land designated as the Black Butte WSA and 
the Lava WSA and the Tee-Maze ACEC.  The BLM, the federal agency with jurisdic-
tion over these lands, has not yet been formally requested to provide a determina-
tion of significance for the FAA to conclude as to whether Section 4(f) is applicable 
to these sites.  For purposes of this evaluation, it is assumed that Section 4(f) would 
be applicable.  This site is located approximately 15 miles to the east of the bound-
ary of the Craters of the Moon National Monument.  This 4(f) site may be a noise-
sensitive area.
 
Portions of the galena Toll Road have been determined eligible for the National 
Register.  The galena Toll Road generally follows the route of SH 75.  Therefore, an 
airport access road to SH 75 may require use from this historic site.

The Oregon Short Line Railroad grade (10BN341) is located in close proximity 
to Site 9.  Acquisition of land containing this historic site would be considered 
a use under Section 4(f).  Actual facilities would be located west of this historic 
railroad grade.  

To the east, the site is bounded by an abandoned rail bed and the Richfield Canal, 
which is operated by American Falls.  From the Section 4(f) maps, the site is immedi-
ately north of the WSA.

Site �0 
An archaeological site is located on Site 10.  Acquisition of land containing this 
historic site would be considered a use under Section 4(f).  Because of its multi-use, 
Section 4(f) is assumed to not apply to this site although a formal determination 
would be made during future environmental reviews.

This site is located approximately 12.5 miles to the east of the boundary of Craters 
of the Moon National Monument.  This 4(f) site may be a noise-sensitive area.

Portions of the galena Toll Road have been determined eligible for the National 
Register.  The galena Toll Road generally follows the route of SH 75.  Therefore, an 
airport access road to SH 75 may require use from this historic site.

Site �3
This site is located on private land.  As such, its acquisition would not require 
the use of publicly owned lands involving park, recreational areas, wildlife, or 
waterfowl refuges.

This site does not contain any known historic sites.  The Camas Creek RNA and the 
smaller Camas Prairie Centennial Marsh near Highway 46 are in the vicinity of the 
site.  The much larger land holding of the Camas Prairie Wildlife Management Area 
(WMA) is located approximately 22 miles further west of Site 13 near Hill City and 
not shown on Exhibit 5-10 because of its distance from the site.
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This site is located approximately 29 miles to the east of the boundary of Craters of 
the Moon National Monument.  This Section 4(f) site may be a noise-sensitive area.  
This site’s greater distance from this Section 4(f) property offers an advantage.  
 
In Table 5-3 is a summary of potential Section 4(f) sites in proximity to each site:

table 5-3   estimated Distances from potential DOt 4(f) Sites (miles)

Site 9 Site 10 Site 13

Archeological 6 on site 15

Black Butte WSA 1 5.5 13

Camas Prairie Centennial Marsh 22 19.5 5.5

Camas Prairie Wildlife Management Area 42 39.5 20

Craters of the Moon National Monument 15 12.5 29

galena Toll Road 1 1.5 13

Lava WSA adjacent 7 18

National Register Eligible Historic Railroads on site 4 0.5

Tee-Maze ACEC 3 8.5 15.5

Historic Canals adjacent 6 15

Source: Mead & Hunt, inc.

5.4.4 Biotic Communities

5.4.4.1	 General
Background
Historically, various species of fish, wildlife, and plants have become extinct due to 
development without concern of or knowledge of conservation.  Congress passed 
the Threatened and Endangered Species Act in 1973 to conserve the various spe-
cies that have either become so depleted in numbers that they are in danger of or 
threatened with extinction, and/or have aesthetic, ecological, educational, historical, 
recreational, and scientific value.  These are identified as federally listed threatened 
and endangered species.  The United States Fish & Wildlife Service (USF&WS) main-
tains this list.  The Endangered Species Act requires demonstration that a federal 
project would not jeopardize the existence of any federally listed species or result in 
the destruction of or adversely modify critical habitat.  Additionally, the State and 
BLM have classified flora and fauna to indicate their conservation concern due to 
declining populations from habitat degradation or depletion.

Analysis
Limited site reconnaissance, special species data from the State Data Conservation 
Center and information from the IDF&g and BLM were used to perform the analy-
sis.  Formal consultation with the USF&WS and more detailed field investigations 
would occur during the NEPA process, which would occur during a future level 
of study. 
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5.4.4.2	Detail
Background 
Agriculture, grazing, introduction of exotic (non-native) plant and animal spe-
cies and unnaturally intense or frequent fire have resulted in the alteration and/or 
fragmentation of native ecosystems.  Resource agencies have identified species 
which are of concern and in decline, primarily due to fragmentation and destruction 
of habitat.  

The State maintains a repository of known occurrences for state and federally listed 
species which was obtained and reviewed along with data from the local BLM staff 
in Shoshone and IDF&g staff in Jerome.  These data reflect surveys and reported 
sightings.  It also includes the wildlife migration corridors and winter ranges in the 
study area.  Based on these data, no federally listed species have been recorded at 
any of the sites.  The IDF&g database does not contain complete study area cover-
age and therefore does not provide a complete picture of the status of special spe-
cies.  Consultation with the USF&WS, BLM, and detailed field reconnaissance will be 
conducted at a later phase in the study during the NEPA process.  Such studies need 
to be conducted during the growing season and may be seasonably dependent.

The species of primary concern in this study area is the sage grouse.  Its habitat, 
the sage steppe, continues to be developed resulting in reduction and/or fragmen-
tation of habitat.  It is a Species of Special Concern with the state of Idaho and a 
Type 1 Sensitive Species with the BLM and a “Sensitive Species” with the USF&WS.  
Because of these concerns, the IDF&g has classified lands as shown in Exhibit 5-11 
based on their sage grouse populations and habitat for management of this re-
source.  Sage steppe obligates include the sage and brewerhead sparrow, logger-
head shrike and pygmy rabbits which are also identified by the BLM as sensitive 
species.  Although these species are not federally listed, the BLM has the capability 
to affect their conservation status through management; as such they manage sen-
sitive species similarly to federally listed ones.

Sites 9 and 10 are located in an area with caves, some of which have been designat-
ed as Caves of Significance by the BLM, including the caves on Site 10.  This desig-
nation means that the caves fall under the protection of the Federal Cave Protection 
Act of 1988 which requires that impacts be avoided “to the extent practicable.”  
There are BLM sensitive species of bats, the Thompson bat, in these caves and those 
on Site 9.  

The Wood River, Willow Creek, and Camas Creek are shown to have Species of 
Concern, likely the Wood River sculpin and Inland Columbia Basin redband trout.  
All three sites drain to these water bodies, although only Site 9 may have potential 
direct impacts if new structures are required across the Big Wood River for a new or 
improved access road.  
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Analysis
Site 9
Site 9 is in private ownership and is currently in agricultural use.  It is near the 
Big Wood River reaches, which are habitat for the Wood River Sculpin and Inland 
Columbia Basin redband trout, a fish species of concern.  A new or reconstructed 
access road may require improvements to new stream crossings which may impact 
this stream.  A BLM biologist noted that there is potential habitat for mourning 
milkvetch, a BLM sensitive plant, but not one that is federally listed.  The site is not 
identified by the State as being part of a deer winter range, nor impacted by deer 
or elk migration corridors.  Their migration corridors are shown to cross SH 75 north 
of the site.  There are caves on the site and in proximity to it, for which the BLM has 
conducted some monitoring including that for the Thompson bat, a BLM sensitive 
species.  The site is adjacent to BLM lands identified as key habitat and a potential 
restoration area for sage grouse habitat.

Site �0
Site 10 is owned by the BLM and the site is surrounded by BLM lands.  A historic 
sage grouse lek site where males attract females for breeding is close to or on the 
site.  Much of the area has been degraded by grazing and the fires have burned off 
much of the sagebrush.  However, the male sage grouse continues to return to this 
lek site.  The BLM has identified this site and surrounding areas as a large contigu-
ous potential sage grouse restoration area.  Pronghorn antelope were observed in 
the vicinity of this site during field reconnaissance, and it is located within a major 
deer and elk migration corridor as seen in Exhibit 5-12.  It is also within the deer 
winter range.  Caves on this site have been determined to be significant by the BLM 
and in which reside the Thompson bat.  This site is considered to rank the lowest of 
the three sites based on impacts to biotic communities.

Site �3
The upland of Site 13 currently lies fallow as agricultural land.  The sagebrush has 
been mostly removed and it currently does not support any significant habit.  The 
on-site drainages are intermittent and do not provide riparian corridors to support 
wildlife.  The BLM has noted that there is the potential for goldenweed on the site, 
which is a BLM sensitive plant, but is not federally listed.  As the site is privately 
owned, it has not been classified for sage grouse management by resource agen-
cies.  It is not directly impacted by designated deer or elk winter range, although it 
is immediately south of winter elk range.  Seasonally, it provides habitat for forag-
ing antelope, deer and elk.  The designated migration corridors for deer and elk, 
which cross USH 20, lie about four miles east of the site based on IDF&g data.  It is 
scored the highest of the three sites.  There is no known critical or unique habitat on 
this site.
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5.4.5 Cultural resources

5.4.5.1	 General
Background
Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966 and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 
Part 800) seek to accommodate historic preservation concerns with the needs of 
federal undertakings through consultation among the federal agency and other 
parties with an interest in the effects of the undertaking on historic, architectural, 
archeological, and cultural resources in or previously determined eligible for inclu-
sion in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register).  Collectively these 
resources are referred to as historic sites.  Other federal laws and Executive Orders, 
which address the treatment of archaeological sites and other cultural resource 
issues, are outlined in DOT Order 1050.1E and FAA Order 5050.4A.  FAA initiated 
consultation with the SHPO for this study.

Analysis
An inventory was made of recorded historic sites on or near to each alternative site.  
Information on historic sites was gathered from the Idaho SHPO in Boise, Idaho.  
The Idaho SHPO maps the location and assigns numbers for known historic sites.  

Only the location of historic irrigation canals and railroad corridors eligible for inclu-
sion in the National Register relative to alternative sites are mapped in Exhibit 5-9.

Due to the sensitive nature of some cultural resources, federal laws including 
Section 304 of the NHPA, protect historic sites.  For this reason, the location of other 
historic sites cannot be disclosed.    

Following is a summary of known historic sites in proximity to alternative sites:
Site 9 – galena Toll Road, Oregon Short Line Railroad grade,

Site 10 – galena Toll Road, an archaeological site, and

Site 13 – No recorded historic sites.

Site scoring was based on a review of both the total number of known historic sites 
(in or previously determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register) at each 
alternative airport site and an analysis of the relative potential for each historic site 
to be affected.

5.4.5.2	Detail
Background 
The provisions of Section 106 of the NHPA require federal agencies to take into 
account the effects of their undertakings on historic sites4.  The goal of consulta-
tion under Section 106 of the NHPA is to identify historic sites potentially affected 
by the undertaking, assess the effects of the undertaking, and seek ways to avoid, 

�the idaho SHpo holds records of known historic sites that have been identified in idaho.  
Many historic sites that exist in the state have not been identified or recorded.  efforts to 
identify such resources on a site-specific basis would require additional detailed studies during 
future formal environmental reviews.

•

•

•
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minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects to a historic site.  An adverse effect to a 
historic site may be direct, such as physical destruction, or indirect, such as a change 
in the use or introduction of visual or audible elements that affect its setting.  

Analysis 
An undertaking can affect a historic site if the action, in this case the development 
of a new airport, has the potential to alter the characteristics of the property that 
make it eligible for inclusion in the National Register.  Because the location and de-
velopment for each alternative site is only conceptual, it is not possible to determine 
if an effect is adverse at this time.  

This criteria group includes Native American interests.  According to federal regu-
lations, the FAA has developed specific policy and procedures for consultation 
with federally recognized Native American Tribes.  This policy describes the federal 
government’s legal and political relationship with federally recognized tribes.  The 
procedures outline the FAA’s responsibility to conduct government-to-government 
consultation and to honor tribal treaty and other rights before taking actions that 
may significantly alter or affect Native American interests.  FAA initiated consultation 
with the SHPO for this study.

In accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, and the implementing regulations at 
36 CFR Part 800, the FAA has identified and notified four federally recognized tribes 
with possible interests within the site selection study area.  The tribes include the 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Reservation, the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of 
the Duck Valley Reservation, the Shoshone Tribe of the Wind River Reservation, and 
the Northwestern Band of the Shoshone Tribe.

To date, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have requested technical information related 
to the site selection study and representatives have participated as stakeholders 
on the Advisory Committee.  The FAA and FMA have responded and have pro-
vided project related information as requested and have had discussions related to 
this study.  

This study sought to identify known Native American interests and whenever pos-
sible address known interests at alternative sites.  However, information on Native 
American tribal interests is understood at a very general level at this time and is not 
site-specific.  Due to this, it is difficult to factor into site scoring.  

Below is an analysis of known historic sites that may be affected at each of the al-
ternative sites under this category.  Site scoring between the three sites is based on 
a review of the total number of known historic sites on or in close proximity to each 
site and an analysis of the potential for each historic site to be affected.

Site 9 
This site is located on or adjacent to portions of two historic sites.  The galena Toll 
Road generally follows the route of SH 75.  An airport access road would intersect 
with SH 75 and may cause an effect to this historic site.  Portions of the Oregon 
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Short Line Railroad grade are located in close proximity to land that may be ac-
quired at Site 9.  Acquisition of land containing a portion of this historic site may 
result in an effect.

Site �0 
This site is located on or adjacent to two historic sites.  The galena Toll Road gener-
ally follows the route of SH 75.  An airport access road would intersect with SH 75 
and may cause an effect to this historic site.  An archaeological site is located on 
land that may be acquired at Site 10.  Acquisition of land containing this historic site 
would be an effect.  

Site �3
No known historic sites are located on or in close proximity to this site.

5.5	 Criteria	grOup	3:	sOCial	and	eCOnOmiC	
The following section address social and economic issues related to three alterna-
tive airport sites.  This section covers population trends, geographic proximity, land 
use compatibility, direct impacts to the human environment, viability of site acquisi-
tion, facility costs, air service, regional growth and development patterns, compat-
ibility with regional and local planning initiatives, jurisdictional responsibilities, and 
environmental justice.  

Social and economic criteria strongly influenced the final outcome of this study as 
they relate directly to political and financial feasibility and community desires.  In 
a planning effort such as this that incorporates substantial public input, social and 
economic factors are pivotal.

5.5.1 population trends 

5.5.1.1	General
Background
The future siting of an airport should consider the demographics of the service/study 
area, especially in light of any strong trends that appear to be shaping the future of 
the service area to be different than in the past.

Analysis
Population and housing data for the seven municipalities in the Wood River Region 
were obtained from the Idaho Department of Labor.  From 1990 to 2000, of the 
seven cities in the study area, Hailey, Sun Valley, and Bellevue had the greatest 
increase in population growth, 62.7, 41.2, and 40.0 percent, respectively.  From 
2000 to 2004, Hailey and Bellevue experienced the greatest population growth at 
16.7 percent and 11.7 percent.  From 2004 to 2009, Hailey is still projected to have 
the highest rate of population growth, followed by Bellevue and Fairfield.  growth 
in housing units shows a similar trend.  These data reflect a shift in development 
patterns and demographics from the northern portion of the study area to the 
south.  This information is shown in Table 5-4 and Table 5-5 and graphically in 
Exhibit 5-13.  County population data reflect these development trends as well.  It 
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is significant to note that substantial development activities have taken place, or have been 
initiated in the past one to two years which may not be fully reflected in the tables.  Blaine 
County and some municipalities have called for a six-month moratorium on development 
due to this factor.

In scoring this criterion, an important consideration was how an airport at each of the candi-
date sites would best be situated to serve future populations in the service area.

5.5.1.2 Detail
Background 

table 5-4  population and housing trends 1990-2009

Bellevue Carey* Fairfield Hailey Ketchum Shoshone Sun Valley

Population Trend

1990 1,340 429 290 3,810 2,591 1,132 1,011

2000 1,876 513 395 6,200 3,003 1,398 1,427

Change 1990 to 2000 40.0% 19.5% 36.3% 62.7% 15.9% 23.4% 41.2%

2004 2,096 531 427 7,236 3,253 1,522 1,500

Change 2000 to 2004 11.7% 3.5% 8.1% 16.7% 8.3% 8.9% 5.1%

2009 2,357 555 472 8,436 3,555 1,670 1,593

Change 2004 to 2009 12.5% 4.4% 10.5% 16.6% 9.3% 9.7% 6.2%

Housing Units Trend 

Change 1990 to 2000 39.3% 14.1% 24.9% 61.3% 19.1% 20.0% 8.6%

Change 2000 to 2004 14.6% 6.7% 11.0% 19.7% 10.7% 8.9% 8.3%

Change 2004 to 2009 14.9% 6.5% 11.5% 18.9% 11.2% 9.2% 8.7%

*based on building permits and existing subdivisions, carey city officials project growth in carey 
between 2005 and 20�0 in the range of 25% to 50%.

Source: idaho department of labor – �990 and 2000 census data; 2009 projection by SRc, llc.

table 5-5  historic and projected County population 

Year Blaine Camas Lincoln 

1990 13,790 740 3,350

2002 20,380 1,040 4,210

2030 33,390 1,440 6,060

CAgR* (1990-2002) 3.30% 2.90% 1.90%

CAgR* (2002-2030) 1.80% 1.00% 1.30%

Source: Historical data: uS dept of commerce

projections: idaho power

*cagR: compounded annual growth rate
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5.5.2 Geographic proximity

5.5.2.1	 General
Background
Future growth is anticipated to shift south from the north end of the valley to Hailey 
and Bellevue.  growth trends also appear to be dispersing eastward to Carey and ul-
timately westward into Camas County.  Therefore, future siting of an airport should 
consider these demographic trends and the distances an airport would be from 
population centers, as well as distance from the Sun Valley Resort.  

Analysis
A map of the study area showing the airport sites relative to population centers in 
shown in Exhibit 5-14.  The distance from each site to these centers is shown in 
Table 5-6.  

table 5-6  Distance from population Center to Site (miles)

Site 9 Site 10 Site 13

Ketchum (Sun Valley) 39 32 42

Hailey 27 20 30

Bellevue 22 15 25

Carey 31 24 34

Shoshone 18 24 44

Fairfield 39 32 12

Because of variability due to weather, road conditions and time of day, travel times 
are not included.  Mileages are based on the existing roadway system.  No addi-
tional roadways are anticipated for any of the sites with the exception of the access 
from either SH 75 or USH 20 to the actual site.  

5.5.3  Land Use Compatibility

5.5.3.1 General
Background
This criterion considers the compatibility of an airport with the existing and pro-
posed land uses for each site and its surrounding area.  The intent is to evaluate the 
relative degree to which any of the sites may potentially conflict with the objectives 
of federal, regional, tribal, state and local land use plans, policies and controls for 
the affected areas.  

Analysis
The existing land uses and those proposed for each site (based on County 
Comprehensive plans and zoning maps) are shown in Exhibits 5-15, 5-16 and 5-17, 
Land Use Compatibility.  Communities typically adopt overlay zoning for airports to 
address the potential conflict between the airport operation and development of ad-
joining land.  For this analysis, an Airport Influence Area has been developed which 
envelopes the area for which land use compatibility was evaluated.  Exhibits 5-18, 
5-19 and 5-20 show this area for each of the three sites.  
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The influence area consists of zones that are associated with varying compatibility 
qualities that are described in the attachment.  This template was then used to 
identify conflicts with existing and planned land uses, including flood plains, wildlife 
corridors and big game wintering areas.  A perimeter fence would be constructed at 
any of the sites for security and prevention of wildlife on the airport.  

Most of the lands associated with each site are zoned agricultural.  For all these 
locations, revisions to the current comprehensive plans would be required to include 
a new airport site.  Revisions are controlled by the appropriate government entity, in 
this case Blaine, Lincoln or Camas County Board of Commissioners.  Comprehensive 
plan revisions are a public process where public comment is solicited and considered 
by the local jurisdiction before revisions are adopted.  This is a local decision. 
 

5.5.3.2	Detail
Background 
The Airport Influence Area consists of six zones based on safety and proximity to the 
runway.  Basic compatibility qualities for each zone are listed below:   

Zone 1: Runway Protection Zone
Airport ownership of property encouraged

Prohibit all new structures and residential land uses

Avoid nonresidential uses except if very low intensity in character and confined to 
the sides and outer end of the area

Zone 2: Inner Approach/Departure Approach
Prohibit residential uses except on large agricultural parcels

Limit nonresidential uses to activities which attract few people

Prohibit sensitive uses (e.g., schools, hospitals, bulk fuel storage, etc.)

Zone 3: Inner Turning Zone
Limit residential uses to very low densities 

Avoid nonresidential uses having moderate or higher usage intensities

Prohibit sensitive uses (e.g., schools, hospitals, bulk fuel storage, etc.)

Zone 4: Outer Approach/Departure Zone
In undeveloped areas, limit residential uses to very low densities 

Limit nonresidential uses as in Zone 3

Prohibit children’s schools, large day care centers, hospitals, nursing homes

Zone 5: Sideline Zone
This area would be on airport property

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Zone 6: Traffic Pattern Zone
Allow residential uses

Allow most nonresidential uses; prohibit outdoor stadiums and similar uses with 
high intensities

Avoid children’s schools, large day care centers, hospitals, nursing homes

Typically, airports own the lands in Zones 1 and 5 and maintain easements over 
Zones 2, 3, and 4 to control non-compatible uses.  Maintaining compatible land use 
can be accomplished by the local governments through zoning, building codes, etc.

It should be noted that these zones are intended to provide guidance for land uses 
associated with the human environment and do not specifically address the natural 
resource and cultural issues (including Native American Interests) that must be con-
sidered as part of overall airport compatibility.  

Native American Interests 
Native American interests include criteria related to environmental, social, and 
economic criteria groups.  According to federal regulations, the FAA has developed 
specific policy and procedures for consultation with federally recognized Native 
American Tribes.  This policy describes the federal government’s legal and political 
relationship with federally recognized tribes.  The procedures outline the FAA’s re-
sponsibility to conduct government-to-government consultation and to honor tribal 
treaty and other rights before taking actions that may significantly alter or affect 
Native American interests.  

This study sought to identify known Native American interests and whenever pos-
sible address known interests at alternative sites.  However, information on Native 
American interests is understood at a very general level at this time and is not site-
specific.  Due to this, it is difficult to factor into site scoring.

Analysis 
Site 9
Site 9 is located in northern Lincoln County.  The proposed site would be accessed 
from SH 75.  The Big Wood River lies west of the site, and the Richfield Canal is 
located on the east.  Flood plain impacts associated with the site would be limited 
to modifications or new river crossings for an access road from SH 75.

Deer winter range exists east and southwest of the site, with an abandoned rail-
road and the Big Wood River forming the winter range limits in the vicinity of this 
site.  Currently, the lands within the site are in agricultural use, with some industrial 
use associated with a quarry operation.  The zoning map from the lincoln county 
comprehensive plan (1994) shows that the site and adjacent lands are primarily 
zoned agricultural, with a portion zoned commercial.  

Most of the site is in private ownership.  Lands in proximity to the site include those 
owned by the BLM; including two Wilderness Study Areas (Black Butte Wilderness 
Study Area west of SH 75, WSA lying south of the site), and the Tee-Maze ACEC 
also west of SH 75 to the south of the Black Butte WSA.  

•

•

•
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A residence lies within Zone 1, the RPZ, and is considered incompatible with an 
airport.  Other existing and proposed land uses within the Airport Influence Area are 
compatible based on the airport land use planning guidelines.  

Site �0
Site 10 is located in Blaine County.  It is in BLM ownership and surrounded by BLM 
lands.  It is currently leased for grazing, and lies within a large winter deer range 
and a big game migration corridor.  From a wildlife perspective, this site is incompat-
ible with airport use, primarily due to the potential wildlife hazards that would result 
and the impact to these animal populations.  The Blaine County zoning maps show 
that the site and surrounding areas are zoned agricultural.   Review of the Airport 
Influence Area for this site does not identify land uses that are not compatible, 
but these zones do not consider the cultural resource issues at this site and Native 
American concerns with use of federal lands for an airport.   

Use of BLM lands for an airport would require the BLM to release the land for air-
port use, and revise their Management Plan to include an airport.  Access to this site 
would be from SH 75 and require an access road that would cross BLM lands and 
also require their permission as the BLM has large land contiguous land holdings 
adjacent to this site.  

Site �3
Site 13 is located in Camas County, just west of the Camas/Blaine County line 
and north of USH 20.  Willow Creek is located east of the site.  Access to the site 
would be from USH 20.  There is a wildlife migration corridor which crosses USH 20 
between SH 75 and just east of the proposed site.  The winter elk range (from the 
IDF&g database) is located north of the site, extending from Highway 46 east to the 
Wood River.  

The camas county comprehensive plan dated June 3, 1997 states: 

Camas County of the future encourages growth, but only that 
growth which is compatible and non-intrusive on the quality of 
life now enjoyed by its residents and only that growth which is 
ultimately good for the County.  

The land is currently in agricultural use.  Land use from the Camas County zoning 
map shows the site to be zoned agricultural, with an Agricultural/Transitional district 
north of the site.  From the camas comprehensive plan: 

The transitional/agricultural land use is created to provide a transi-
tion between those areas in the county that are strictly agricultural 
and those areas that may be suitable for other types of develop-
ment, yet still dependent and respectful of the agricultural uses.  
Protection of current agricultural activities is a priority in this 
land use.
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The camas county comprehensive plan identifies single family residential and ap-
propriate agricultural and forest uses, public or semi-public facilities compatible to 
agricultural and residential use, including cottage industries as the type of develop-
ment desirable within this transitional zone.  Recently, residential development has 
occurred south of USH 20 in the residential zoned area (Exhibits 5-17 and 5-23 do 
not show this development).  Residential development also exists north and west of 
the site as seen on the aerials.  The Airport Influence Area includes portions of these 
residential areas, some of which are compatible and some of which are not, such 
as Zone 4 which may include some low density residential on the west side of the 
proposed site where noise levels may not be compatible.   

it is important to note that revisions to comprehensive plans would likely be re-
quired for construction of an airport at any of the three sites being studied.  
 

5.5.4 Direct Impacts to the human environment 

5.5.4.1	 General
Background
This section evaluates the compatibility of the airport and its effects on the quality 
of the human environment.  Analysis and information on noise, light (and glare), air 
and visual (aesthetics) are provided.  

Analysis
Light, noise, air emissions generated from each site would be similar.  However, the 
resulting impacts would depend on the surrounding land uses (existing and pro-
posed).  For example, if sensitive receptors, such as residential areas were projected 
to be exposed to incompatible noise levels, the impact may be considered worse 
than that same level of noise over lands, such as agricultural, which may be compat-
ible for the same noise levels.  

An analysis of the noise projected with an airport in 2022 was performed.  The anal-
ysis was conducted using the Integrated Noise Model approved by the FAA, and the 
results are presented in the detail section and shown graphically in Exhibits 5-21, 
5-22, and 5-23.

The noise modeling and noise exposure maps depicting the day-night sound level 
(DNL) contours were computed using the FAA’s Integrated Noise Model Version 6.1.  
The Integrated Noise Model is an accepted industry tool for evaluating aircraft noise 
impacts in the vicinity of airports. 

The Wood River region is known for having good air quality.  As the area is currently 
meeting federal standards, a formal classification (or designation) has not been 
made by the IDEQ for the study area.  Although air quality is not currently an issue, 
it is recognized that there will be some level of air quality impact associated with a 
new airport in the study area.  Further evaluation of air quality may occur during the 
NEPA, or formal environmental process.   
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Lighting and visual impacts are more subjective.  The planning, including architec-
ture and layout of any of the sites, would be developed to blend in with the land-
scape.  Exhibits 5-24, 5-25, and 5-26 visual impacts provide different views of an 
airport at each of the sites.  A description of the type of lighting associated with a 
new airport is also included in the detail section.  

5.5.4.2	Detail
Background – Noise 
Noise is characterized as unwanted sound.  The degree of annoyance that people 
suffer from aircraft noise varies among individuals and is also dependant on their ac-
tivities at any given time.  The concept of land use compatibility has arisen from the 
variation in human tolerance to aircraft noise.  While it is difficult to directly mea-
sure annoyance, studies have found that sound levels can help predict how people 
will react to different noises.  The FAA and EPA recommend the DNL for measuring 
noise.  It quantifies the average daily acoustic energy over the period of one year.  It 
also incorporates a nighttime (10:00 pm to 7:00 am) penalty when loud sounds are 
more annoying.

Studies by governmental agencies and private researchers, in particular those by US 
Department of Housing and Urban Development and FAA, have defined the com-
patibility of different land uses with varying noise levels.  These studies have defined 
all land uses (e.g.  residential, public, commercial, recreational, etc.) as compatible 
with DNL levels below 65 DNL.  However, these are only guidelines and federal 
guidance explicitly states that determinations of noise compatibility and regulation 
of land use are purely local jurisdiction’s responsibilities.  It is for this reason that the 
Airport Influence Area graphics were developed – to help inform local communities.   

Analysis – Noise 
Noise exposure maps developed to depict the noise levels associated with the 
20-year forecast (2022) for airport operations at each site are shown in the exhibits.  
Note that the 60 DNL is 5 DNL lower than the threshold the FAA has established 
for compatibility with residential land use.  However, due to the ambient low noise 
levels, the 60 DNL is considered a reasonable metric for compatibility analysis for 
this study.  

Site 9
Site 9 is located in northern Lincoln County.  There is limited development in the 
vicinity of the airport.  Five residences, three of which would need to be acquired for 
an airport, are located within the 60 DNL.  One of the other two is located about 
a half-mile south of the site and the other is located north of the site, just east of 
SH 75 at Magic Road.  

Site �0
There are no human noise-sensitive receptors (e.g.  residences) in proximity to this 
site, and therefore no noise impacts as defined by FAA criteria.  
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Site �3
Site 13 is located in Camas County, just east of the Camas/Blaine County line and 
north of USH 20.  Land use from the Camas County zoning map shows the site to 
be zoned agricultural, with an Agricultural and Transitional district north of the site.  
Based on the 2003 aerial, there are no residences within the 60 DNL.    

The following information is presented to provide the reader with background infor-
mation on aircraft noise and how it compares with other common noises.   

General Characteristics of Aircraft Noise
Aircraft noise originates from both the engines and the airframe of an aircraft, but 
the engines are by far the more significant source of noise.  Although propeller-
driven aircraft (mostly commuter and gA) noise can be annoying, jet aircraft are the 
primary source of disturbing noise from an airport.

Loudness, measured in decibels (dB), is the most commonly used characteristic to 
describe noise.  The A weighted decibel (dBA) is used in aircraft noise studies be-
cause it more closely associates sound frequencies factoring in the sensitivity of the 
human ear.

Some common sounds on the dBA scale are listed in Table 5-7.  As shown in 
the table, the relative perceived loudness of a sound doubles for each increase of 
10-dBA, although a 10-dBA change corresponds to a factor of ten in relative sound 
energy.  generally, sounds with differences of 2-dBA or less are not perceived to be 
noticeably different by most listeners.  

table 5-7  Common Sounds on the a-Weighted Decibel Scale

Sound
Sound 
level (dBA)

Relative loudness 
(approximate)

Relative 
sound energy

Rock music, with amplifier 120 64 1,000,000

Thunder, snowmobile (operator) 110 32 100,000

Boiler shop, power mower 100 16 10,000

Orchestral crescendo at 25 feet, noisy kitchen 90 8 1,000

Busy street 80 4 100

Interior of department store 70 2 10

Ordinary conversation, three feet away 60 1 1

Quiet automobiles at low speed 50 1/2 0.1

Average office 40 1/4 0.01

City residence 30 1/8 0.001

Quiet country residence 20 1/16 0.0001

Rustle of leaves 10 1/32 0.00001

Threshold of hearing 0 1/64 0.000001

Source: uS department of Housing and urban development, aircraft noise impact – planning 
guidelines for local agencies, �972.

A noise event produced by a jet aircraft flyover is usually characterized by a buildup 
to a peak noise level as the aircraft approaches, and then a decrease in the noise 
level through a series of lesser peaks or pulses after the aircraft passes and the 
noise recedes.
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Figure 5-1  average Sound Levels
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Background – Airport Lighting
The major sources of light emissions at an airport are the terminal building, runway 
lights, ramps, and parking.  Where possible, lights would be directed downward so 
no direct light shines up to the sky.  Many lights would be shielded to reduce their 
visibility from off-site.  The specific lights listed in Table 5-8 would be in use at a 
new airport site:

table 5-8  airport Lighting

Airport  
Rotating Beacon

An alternating white and green light used to identify the presence of 
a civil airport.  Beacon lights are operated continuously from dusk to 
dawn and may be operated during periods of low visibility.

Approach  
Lighting*

Aids pilots transitioning from instrument to visual flight during land-
ing.  Approach lighting systems extend outward into the approach 
area beginning at the runway threshold for a distance of approxi-
mately one-half mile. 

Pavement Edge 
and Centerline 
Lighting*

Used to identify usable runway and taxiway pavement at night or 
during periods of reduced visibility.  The runway would be equipped 
with high intensity runway lights and centerline lights.  Runway edge 
lights are white or alternating white and yellow at the stop ends.  
Likewise, runway centerline lights are white or red depending on the 
distance to the stop end of the runway.  The runway ends would be 
identified by dual lens green/red lights.  The taxiway edges would be 
identified by blue medium intensity taxiway lights. 

Miscellaneous  
Airfield Lighting

Various sensors and signs located on the airfield would be illuminated 
by one or more 60 to 120 Watt bulbs. If necessary, signs and lights 
would be backlit or shielded to reduce the effect on pilot and control-
ler night vision, avoid distractions, and to reduce glare.

Aircraft and  
Vehicle Lights

Other lights may also be visible on clear nights.  In particular, any 
maintenance operations would typically include the use of lighted 
vehicles with rotating yellow beacons.  Likewise, aircraft operat-
ing at night use a combination of steady-burning navigation lights, 
red rotating beacons, white flashing strobe lights, and white head 
lamps.  Nighttime aircraft operations occur far less frequently than 
daytime ones.

Non-aeronautical 
Lights

These consist primarily of floodlights associated with aircraft parking 
aprons, vehicle parking areas, gate access/perimeter fence lighting, 
and access roadway street lamps.  Although floodlighting would be 
shielded to reduce controller and pilot distraction and glare, the light 
intensity is fixed.  Therefore, on clear nights, these floodlights in par-
ticular may create a visible glow that is visible for some distance.

*note: the brightness level of these lights is selectable depending on weather 
conditions present
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Analysis – Airport Lighting
There would be light impacts at any of the sites.  All three sites are in undeveloped 
areas with few lights.  Those sites which are in closer proximity to light sensitive 
receptors, including residential areas, such as Site 13, and areas where light pollu-
tion is undesirable, such as WSAs (Site 9) would be less desirable from a lighting 
perspective.  Mitigation measures would be taken to minimize these impacts at any 
of the sites.  
 
Background – Visual Impacts
The visual impacts of an airport are subjective and depend largely on the point of 
reference.  Visual impacts exhibits are intended to show via simulation the visual 
impact of an airport at the three sites.  

The FAA offers the following guidance on evaluation of visual impacts in its Order 
1050.1E, environmental impacts: policies and procedure:

Visual, or aesthetic, impacts are inherently more difficult to define 
because of the subjectivity involved.  Aesthetic impacts deal more 
broadly with the extent that the development contrasts with the 
existing environment and whether the jurisdictional agency consid-
ers this contrast objectionable.  Public involvement and consulta-
tion with appropriate federal, state, and local agencies and tribes 
may help determine the extent of these impacts.  The visual sight 
of aircraft, aircraft contrails, or aircraft lights at night, particularly 
at a distance that is not normally intrusive, should not be assumed 
to constitute an adverse impact.  The art and science of analyz-
ing visual impacts is continuously improving and the responsible 
FAA official should consider, based on scoping or other public 
involvement, the degree to which available tools should be used 
to more objectively analyze subjective responses to proposed 
visual changes.  

The impact discussion would normally include appropriate presen-
tation of the application of design, art, architecture, and landscape 
architecture in mitigating adverse visual and other impacts and 
encouraging enhancement of the environment.

There are visual analysis tools that federal agencies such as the US Forest Service 
and BLM use to evaluate project effects.  These tools could be used in future 
studies during the formal environmental (NEPA) process to evaluate visual impacts 
in greater detail.  It is premature and beyond this feasibility study scope to apply 
these visual analytical tools; however the renderings provide good information for 
the community.    

The siting and the design of the facilities will be sensitive to climate, topography, 
and lighting of the surrounding environment.  Design, color and building materials 
would likely be compatible with the surrounding environment.  
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Analysis – Visual Impacts
Site 9
SH 75 is a designated scenic highway.  However, airport development should be a 
sufficient distance from SH 75 to minimize visual impacts as shown in the graphic.  

Site �0
Site 10 is located in Blaine County.  It is currently in BLM ownership and is surround-
ed by BLM lands.  The site could be located sufficiently away from SH 75, a scenic 
highway, to minimize adverse impacts associated with this designation.  The natural 
terrain also provides a visual barrier between SH 75 and the proposed airport site.  

Site �3
This visual impact of an airport at this location would diminish the aesthetic value 
of the natural landscape and scenic quality of that landscape from both south of 
USH 20 looking north and from the residential development that exists north of the 
site.  There are a number of residences near this site which could be affected by 
aircraft operations.  

Background – Air Quality
The Clean Air Act established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 
six pollutants, which are termed criteria pollutants.  These include carbon monoxide, 
lead, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate matter, and sulfur dioxide.  The EPA, who 
oversees the Clean Air Act, requires each state to develop and adopt a plan, called 
a State Implementation Plan, to achieve the NAAQS for each pollutant within a 
specified timeframe.  

The study region has a very high quality of air.  No air quality standards viola-
tions have been identified in the area as confirmed by the Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality’s local Air Quality Science Officer.  As the area is currently 
meeting federal standards, a formal classification (or designation) has not been 
made by the IDEQ for the study area.  As such, its classification is unclassified and 
there has been no need for a State Implementation Plan to have been developed for 
this area.   

Analysis – Air Quality
There would be temporary emissions associated with airport construction.  
Associated with airport operation are emissions from aircraft and vehicles, including 
ground transportation equipment.  These emissions could include ozone, carbon 
monoxide, and particulates.  In recent years, there have been considerable advances 
in minimizing these emissions.  The new airport would likely incorporate these tech-
nologies into its design.  

The emissions generated from each site would be similar.  No air quality analysis was 
conducted as part of this feasibility study.  It is recognized that there would be air 
quality impacts associated with a new airport.  During future formal environmental 
reviews, analyses such as an air emissions inventory may be conducted to evaluate 
the impacts.  
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5.5.5 Viability of Site acquisition

5.5.5.1	 General
Background
The relative ease or difficulty with which adequate acreage for an airport site can be 
obtained is a consideration as it will impact both the implementation timeline and 
project cost.  Site acquisition requirements will vary if the land is public or private.  
Of the finalist sites; two, 9 and 13, are primarily on privately owned land; while 
Site 10 is entirely on public land administered by the BLM (see Exhibits 5-27, 5-28, 
and 5-29).
 
Analysis
The airfield templates used in evaluation of Section 5.5.3 criteria were also used to 
identify land requirements from specific ownership types.  Discussions were held on 
several instances with BLM representatives to define procedural requirements and 
areas of specific interest or concern to the BLM.  Site 9 as originally proposed is, as 
is Site 10, entirely within BLM administered lands.  In part as a result of coordination 
with the BLM, Site 9’s location was moved from the BLM land in Blaine County to 
the south primarily onto privately owned land in Lincoln County.  While not impos-
sible, it must be recognized it will be time consuming and difficult to obtain lands 
from the BLM.  A significant consideration to the process is treaty rights granted to 
the Shoshone-Bannock Tribe in the Fort Bridger Treaty of 1868.

Sites 9 and 13 lie mostly on private property.  A portion of Site 9 will encroach onto 
BLM lands.  A majority of Site 13 lands have been publicly offered as a donation 
toward the project by the current owner.  Land donations have the advantage of 
expediting the implementation process and can be considered a portion of the local 
matching funding requirement for capital improvements.

In scoring sites, consideration was given to perceived length of the acquisition pro-
cess; opposition by other agencies, or sovereign entities; implications to schedule; 
and possible costs.

5.5.5.2	Details	
Background 
Acquisition of private land for a federally funded project is accomplished in accor-
dance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970 (Pl 91-646 as amended) and the Regulations of the Office of the 
Secretary of Transportation, 49 CFR Part 24.  Acquisition of public land administered 
by the BLM is accomplished in accordance with 43 CFR 2640.  Public lands admin-
istered by the BLM can be conveyed to a qualified applicant by grant in accordance 
with 14 CFR 154.3.

In an acquisition of private land the time period can vary significantly dependant on 
the willingness of the seller(s) and is frequently associated with the offered price.  
The methodology and process used to establish a purchase price is based on ap-
praisals and follows the PL91-646 procedures.  Ultimately a public body can acquire 
private land through their right of eminent domain provided it is demonstrated to 
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be justified.  Private property can also be accepted as a donation to a project.  The 
latter action greatly expedites the process and has the added advantage of being a 
component of local share contribution to the project.

Acquisition of public land from the BLM must also follow a structured process.  The 
process can be expected to take considerable time, several years, depending on the 
size and nature of the acquisition.  The acquiring party is responsible for reimburse-
ment of administration and technical staff costs incurred in the process, which while 
difficult to estimate, can be expected to be several hundred thousand dollars.  If 
approved the actual land title transfer to the sponsoring public entity is at no cost.  
Land dispersals by the BLM favor perimeter or isolated holdings in lieu of parcels 
contained in the midst of large contiguous tracts.
 
Analysis 
Site 9 
Site 9 is located primarily on privately owned lands surrounded by BLM administered 
lands.  The majority of facility components can be sited on private land; however, 
the north end of the runway and its associated RSA, protection zone, and approach 
lighting will lie on BLM administered lands.  It is also likely that an airfield perimeter 
emergency access road will need to be located partially on BLM lands.  Due to the 
proximity of the site to other BLM lands it is expected that there will be significant 
BLM participation in the acquisition process.  Acquisition of BLM land in this case is 
not expected to be as difficult or complex as Site 10 since the lands in question are 
at the perimeter of a large Federal land holding.

Private ownership primarily resides with three entities and is roughly distributed as 
follows:  owner A-840 Ac.; owner B-320 Ac.; owner C-129 Ac.; and incidental own-
ership both private and public on 69 acres.  While it has been reported that several 
owners may be willing to sell property for the intended purpose; no documentation 
of this intent is available.  Land value is expected to be commensurate with existing 
agricultural use activities.  Some parcels are currently in use as aggregate sources.

Site �0 
Site 10 is located entirely within a large contiguous holding of lands administered by 
the BLM.  It is contrary to current policy identified in the BLM’s 2003 Amended Land 
use and Tenure Plan which encourages retention of large parcels within contiguous 
lands.  However, the BLM is scheduled to develop a new resource management plan 
starting in fiscal year 2006, taking three to five years to complete.  This plan could 
consider and evaluate an airfield at this location.

The BLM also must conform to its Indian Trust responsibilities for unoccupied lands, 
which includes coordination with the Shoshone-Bannock and Shoshone-Piaute 
Tribes primarily.  Tribal rights are of importance pursuant to the Fort Bridger Treaty 
of 1868, which granted the right to hunt, fish, and gather on public lands.
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Additionally, other state and federal agencies are expected to take an active interest 
in any proposals impacting contiguous land such as Site 10.  IDF&g has expressed 
concern with this site relative to sage grouse habitat; deer and elk migration; and 
winter big game range.  

Acquisition of Site 10 lands is expected to be a lengthy and difficult process with 
opposition from State and Federal agencies; the Shoshone-Bannock tribes; and envi-
ronmental groups interested in sage grouse habitat protection and restoration.

Site �3
Site 13 is located almost entirely on private land under single ownership.  A small 
portion of the westerly extremity of the airfield may encroach on lands believed to 
be owned by the State of Idaho.  In addition, a portion of the eastern RPZ and pos-
sibly approach lighting may extend onto private land under a different ownership.  
No acquisition of federally administered land is required at this location.  The dona-
tion of land simplifies and expedites one critical element associated with developing 
a new airport.  Providing the donation is made with no contingencies which grant 
any exclusive rights, the market value of the land donation can be considered a 
component of the local match required with the FAA grants-in-aid program.  Land 
includes access to USH 20.

5.5.6 Facility Costs

5.5.6.1	 General
Background
This document includes cost estimates developed at a planning level of detail for 
major construction elements of a new airport at each of the three finalist sites.  It 
is worth noting that detailed engineering and design, which does not occur at this 
early planning stage, would yield more detailed cost estimates.  However, for this 
study the cost estimates provide a reasonable basis for comparison among the sites.  
Costs are reflective of local conditions based on general knowledge of the individual 
sites and prior experience with construction of airfield improvements in the area.  
Cost estimates include those that would be the responsibility of the airport owner 
(public facilities) as well as those that would be developed privately.

Analysis
Costs estimates were developed for the following airport construction elements 
using 2005 dollars:  site preparation; airfield; terminal complex (including parking); 
airport traffic control tower; navigational aids; infrastructure; support facilities (e.g., 
firefighting); and aircraft parking aprons.  Many of the above items are eligible for 
Airport Improvement Program (AIP) grant funding.  Additional capital investment 
is required for airport projects that are not eligible for grant funding, including 
components such as a FBO complex, rental car service facilities, and aircraft storage 
hangars.  These facilities are typically paid for by the users, with the most significant 
investment coming from private aircraft owners.  Costs of these privately-funded 
facilities are expected to be the same for each site, may be in the range of $60 to 
$80 million, and are estimated conservatively.
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Comparative capital costs for the three finalist sites ($ million, 2005 cost basis) are 
summarized below:  The cost of land is not included.

5.5.6.2	Details
Background 
Cost analysis components are configured to separate costs common to all sites such 
as the runway and parallel taxiway complex and terminal facilities.  Cost variations 
from site to site are primarily related to site conditions and access to, or availability 
of, infrastructure components such as power supply.  The following section identi-
fies the components contained within each of the eight primary airport elements 
and comments on the relevant differences between the sites affecting costs:

Site preparation

Airfield (runway, taxiways, etc.)

Terminal complex (access road, terminal building, auto parking)

Airport traffic control tower

Navigational aids (including precision approach system)

Infrastructure (sewer, water, electric)

Support facilities (such as aircraft rescue and firefighting (ARFF))

Aircraft parking aprons

At this level in the planning study, no distinction is made between initial develop-
ment and the potential phasing of facilities over time.  Further evaluation of phasing 
of improvements over time will be completed during development of an implemen-
tation strategy once this study is done. 

Airport Funding 
Airport development, much like highway development, is supported through user 
fees.  In the case of airports, user fees include an airline ticket tax, a freight waybill 
tax, an international departure fee, and taxes on gA and jet fuel.  These fees are 
deposited in the Aviation Trust Fund.  The FAA administers the AIP, which was cre-
ated by the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended.  The current 
AIP program, referred to as vision �00, provides significant funding for projects that 
qualify.  Vision 100 currently provides for grants-in-aid to cover up to 95 percent 
of project funding.  Prior to the current program, funding maximum was typically 
90 percent.  Therefore, the information in this document assumes the more conser-
vative 90 percent funding scenario, with the remaining coming from local sources.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Site 9 Site 10 Site 13

Public Facilities $76.5 $84.1 $69.1

Private Facilities $76.5 $76.5 $76.5

Total $153.0 $160.6 $145.6
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Local funding for FMA capital improvements typically comes from two sources: rev-
enue from airport operations and a passenger facility charge (currently $4.50) that is 
collected on each departing passenger.  

The following is a generalized list of the major airport facilities and the possible per-
cent of costs covered by AIP grants-in-aid.  Those qualifying would use monies from 
the Aviation Trust Fund.  

Land – up to 90 percent

Site preparation – up to 90 percent

Airfield – up to 90 percent (this includes taxilanes serving the private hangar areas)

Terminal building – depends on space utilization for revenue-generating space in 
the terminal (which does not qualify); but 80-90 percent is typical

Public auto parking – zero if the lot produces revenue (which is typical)

Airport traffic control tower – up to 100 percent if paid for using FAA Facility and 
Equipment Fund

Navigational aids – up to 100 percent if paid for using FAA Facility and 
Equipment Fund

Infrastructure – up to 90 percent

Support facilities – up to 90 percent

FBO and Aircraft storage hangars – private investment

Analysis 
The cost breakdown for the public facilities at each of the candidate sites is included 
in Table 5-9a with private costs included in Table 5-9b on the following pages.

5.5.7 air Service

5.5.7.1	 General
Background
This section provides information on commercial air service as it relates to the cur-
rent airport and the three alternate sites being studied.  The location of an airport 
relative to the local population and the destination points within the community is 
an important consideration for commercial air service.  

In addition to the convenience of the airport, there are other considerations related 
to the location of the local airport that bear on commercial air service.  For example, 
an airport must be reliable.  Most air travelers are sensitive to disruptions of travel 
plans and tend to avoid airports and airlines that have a reputation of flight delays 
and or cancellations.  Likewise, airport locations that unduly restrict airline opera-
tions and aircraft are less desirable places for airlines to conduct business.  In short, 
the location of the airport will affect the airport’s use by air travelers and the airlines 
ability to efficiently, reliably, and profitability conduct business in the market.   
  

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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table 5-9a  public Facility Costs (continued on page 5-8�)

Site 9 Site 10 Site 13

Site Preparation $8,750,000 $17,500,000 $5,937,500

Safety grading    

Excavation and Embankment   
Excavation and embankment 
reduced

Rock Excavation
Minimum rock  
excavation required

Maximum rock  
excavation required

No rock excavation required

Storm Water Management
Storm water manage-
ment cost higher

Storm water manage-
ment cost higher

 

Airfield $20,689,000 $20,689,000 $21,072,000

Runway    

Parallel, Connecting Taxiways   
Additional cost for longer 
distance to haul aggregates

Aircraft Hold and Deicing Bays    

Airfield Lighting and Signage    

Airfield Maintenance Road    

Air Carrier Terminal Complex $10,659,000 $10,659,000 $10,659,000

Air Carrier Apron Same for all sites Same for all sites Same for all sites

Airline Terminal Building

Terminal Roadways

Auto Parking – Non-Revenue

Sewer

Auto Parking – Revenue (Non-AIP)

Air Traffic Control Tower $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000

 Same for all sites Same for all sites Same for all sites

 

Navigational Aids $2,850,000 $2,850,000 $2,850,000

Approach Lighting Systems Same for all sites Same for all sites Same for all sites

Airport Beacon

glide Slope and Localizer

Weather Monitoring Sensors
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table 5-9a  public Facility Costs (continued from page 5-80)

Site 9 Site 10 Site 13

Infrastructure $12,125,000 $10,938,000 $7,138,000

Fencing, gates    

Airfield Facility Access Road
Big Wood River Bridge 
required

  

Airport Access Road Access Road cost lowest Access Road cost highest
Access Road cost less 
than Site 10 but more 
than Site 9

Water
Diversion Dam and Cot-
tonwood Slough modifi-
cations required

  

Power
Power line extension  
cost highest

Power line extension cost 
less than Site 9 but more 
than Site 13

 

gas    

Telephone
Telephone cost higher 
than Site 13

Telephone cost higher 
than Site 13

Telephone cost lowest

Relocate Existing gas Line    

Miscellaneous    

Airport Support Facilities $3,288,000 $3,288,000 $3,288,000

Airport Administrative Offices Same for all sites Same for all sites Same for all sites

ARFF Building and Equipment

Maintenance Equipment  Shop

Snow Removal Equipment Shelter

Aircraft Parking Aprons $13,163,000 $13,163,000 $13,163,000

Large Aircraft Parking Aprons Same for all sites Same for all sites Same for all sites

Small Aircraft Parking Aprons

Apron Lights

Fire Attack Facilities

Hangar Access Taxiways, Large

Total Cost of Public Facilities $76,524,000 $84,087,000 $69,108,000

Source: toothman-orton engineering company and Mead & Hunt, 2005
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Analysis
The analysis provided addresses the following topics in the context of commercial air 
service and the possible relocation of FMA:

Passenger convenience and potential diversion of the passenger market base to 
the airports at Boise or Twin Falls;

Mix of inbound and outbound passengers related to airport location; 

Reliability of the airport and diverted passengers;

Existing Air Service;

Future airline service related to regional airline fleets; and the

Subsidy associated with core service.

These topics are couched in the regional competitive environment.

•

•

•

•

•

•

table 5-9b  private Facility Costs

Site 9 Site 10 Site 13

Rental Car Lots/Facility
$1,000,000 to 

$2,000,000
$1,000,000 to 

$2,000,000
$1,000,000 to 

$2,000,000

Same for all sites Same for all sites Same for all sites

FBO Complex
$4,000,000 to 
$10,000,000

$4,000,000 to 
$10,000,000

$4,000,000 to 
$10,000,000

Office and Hangars Same for all sites Same for all sites Same for all sites 

Aircraft Parking Aprons

Auto Parking and Infrastructure

Aircraft Hangar Facilities
$55,000,000 to 

$68,000,000
$55,000,000 to 

$68,000,000
$55,000,000 to 

$68,000,000

Corporate Hangars Same for all sites Same for all sites Same for all sites 

Medium Size Hangars

Small Conventional Hangars

T-Hangars

*Total Cost of Private Facilities 
$60,000,000 to 

$80,000,000
$60,000,000 to 

$80,000,000
$60,000,000 to 

$80,000,000

Source: toothman-orton engineering company and Mead & Hunt, 2005

*although a range of $60 million to $80 million is presented, $76.5 million was used in the 
summary as this figure was determined reasonable for planning purposes.
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5.5.7.2	 Details
Background 
Currently, commercial air service exists between FMA and the airports at Seattle and 
Salt Lake City. Year around service is provided by Horizon Air and SkyWest Airlines 
respectively. Supplemental, seasonal service to and from Oakland and Los Angeles is 
provided by Horizon Air.  In general, the success of commercial air service is depen-
dent on the market generating enough passengers at a ticket price high enough to 
cover airline costs plus generate a profit.  However, in some cases recreation markets 
like Jackson Hole, Vail and Steamboat Springs with moderate population bases and 
seasonal activity, often underwrite air service through a minimum revenue guaran-
tee (MRg) that supports the overall economic interests of the community.

The location of an airport relative to the local population and the destination points 
within the community is an important factor for commercial air service.  This is es-
pecially true of smaller airports that do not offer the array of flights and lower ticket 
prices found at larger airports.  What the smaller local airports have to offer the 
customer is convenience.  If it is a reasonable drive to a larger competing airport, 
some share of the air travel population will make the trip to take advantage of ser-
vice options and lower ticket prices not available at the smaller airport.  Most often 
airports like FMA are in competition for passengers with larger airports like Boise Air 
Terminal.  For the continued success of these smaller airports, they must provide a 
sufficient stream of passengers to its airlines to keep them profitable.

An airport must also be reliable.  Most air travelers are sensitive to disruptions of 
travel plans and tend to avoid airports and airlines that have a reputation of flight 
delays and or cancellations.  Likewise, airport locations that unduly restrict airline 
operations and aircraft are less desirable places for airlines to do business.  In short, 
the location of the airport will affect the airport’s use by air travelers and the airlines 
ability to efficiently, reliably, and profitability conduct business in the market.   

In most cases the location of an airport relative to commercial air service is not a 
completely objective decision.  Each air service market is, to some extent, unique, 
which tends to foster the consideration of more subjective information in consider-
ing airport locations.  

Analysis – Passenger Convenience
From an airline customer service viewpoint, the best situation is to locate airports 
as close to the population as possible.  This is especially true of smaller airports 
like FMA where there is an option to drive to a larger more distant airport like 
Boise Airport.  There are a number of subjective factors that influence how far 
people will drive to access commercial air service at a competing airport.  It is not 
possible to craft a formula that will tell us how much of the existing passenger base 
will drive to Boise to catch flights if FMA is relocated from its present site to a site 
further away.  



A U g U S T  2 0 0 6   A n a l y s i s  o f  F i n a l i s t  A i r p o r t  S i t e s   C h a p t e r  5

W o o d  R i v e R  R e g i o n  a i R p o Rt  S i t e  S e l e c t i o n  a n d  F e a S i b i l i t y  S t u d y  PA g E  5 - � �

Depending on the situation, the factors that typically influence people to use a com-
peting airport rather than the local airport include:

Travel time and difficulty (winter weather, terrain) to the competing airport.

Reliability of service (cancelled and diverted flights) at each airport.

Jet versus turboprop offerings.

Ticket prices at the local and competing airport.

Destinations offered and flight frequency at the two airports.

Some competitive advantages exist for Boise Air Terminal over FMA.  Accordingly, 
the people that are currently using the local airport are foregoing the advantages of 
the larger airport for the travel convenience to the local airport.    

Because travel time is an advantage of FMA over Boise, it is important to consider 
the added distance from FMA to either Site 9, 10, or 13.  These three sites are 26, 
17, and 29 miles, respectively, further south than the existing airport at Hailey.  
Currently, it is estimated that the drive time from Ketchum to FMA is 25 minutes 
and parking, check-in, and clearing security require 1 hour for a total elapsed time 
of 1 hour and 25 minutes.

At the most distant alternative airport site 13, the estimated drive time from 
Ketchum is estimated at 1 hour and 7 minutes plus 1 hour for parking, check-
in, and security clearance for a total elapsed time of 2 hours and 7 minutes or 
42 minutes longer than from the current airport.

The drive from Ketchum to Boise Airport is approximately 153 miles (113 miles two-
lane highway, 40 miles interstate) or 170 miles (84 miles two-lane highway, 85 miles 
interstate).  Elapsed time is estimated to be 3 hours drive time and 1 hour and 
30 minutes for parking, check-in, and security clearance totaling 4 hours and 30 
minutes.  Today, using Boise Air Terminal instead of the local airport adds another 3 
hours and 5 minutes to the total trip time.  The estimated total elapsed travel time 
to Boise Airport beyond Site 13, the most distant alternate site, is an additional 2 
hours and 23 minutes.

Analysis – Mix of Inbound and Outbound Passengers
To evaluate the potential loss of passenger traffic associated with the relocation of 
the airport, it is important to understand the travelers that are currently using FMA.  
Table 5-10 provides perspective on the share of travelers that originate travel at 
FMA as opposed to those travelers that start their travel from some other locations.  
If there is a risk of losing some of the passenger base, it would most likely be Wood 
River Region originating passengers, in particular local leisure passengers that are 
more airfare sensitive than business travelers.  However, the fare disparity with Boise 
Airport is not a new issue.  Overall, two-thirds of the people that use the current 
airport are inbound from some other city.  These are visitors or second homeowners.  
Only approximately one-third of the total passenger traffic starts their trip at FMA.   

•

•

•

•

•
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table 5-10  top 10 Domestic air Service Markets

Rank Market % of total Passengers
Passengers per 
day each way

% Originating 
Sun Valley

1 Seattle, WA 16.5 22,270 30.4 27.0

2 Los Angeles, CA 14.3 19,340 26.4 29.7

3 Salt Lake City, UT 6.5 8,780 12.0 43.1

4
San Francisco, 
CA

5.6 7,610 10.4 38.9

5 Oakland, CA 4.4 5,900 8.1 18.5

6
Orange County, 
CA

4.1 5,530 7.6 24.6

7
New York, 
NY(JFK)

3.5 4,700 6.4 33.2

8 San Diego, CA 3.3 4,530 6.2 36.6

9 Newark, NJ 2.6 3,480 4.8 21.3

10 Boston, MA 2.2 2,990 4.1 39.5

Total 100.0 135,300 184.8 34.1

Source: data base products, inc. - year ended September 30, 200�

Further, the majority of the passengers originating at Hailey are now making the 
decision to use FMA in spite of the competitive advantages (lower airfares, greater 
frequency, more non-stop destinations, and jet service) enjoyed by Boise.  These 
travelers are less fare sensitive and more convenience oriented.  Most likely, the 
travelers that now make the drive to Boise do so to access cheaper tickets.  These 
people are diverting to Boise now and are not part of FMA’s current passenger base.  
Inbound passengers, the bulk of the total passenger base, are unlikely to rent a car 
in Boise and make a three hour drive to reach their ultimate destination when the 
drive from the furthest alternate Site 13, to Ketchum is 67 minutes.  
 
Local airport users (one-third outbound and two-thirds inbound) are doing so for 
convenience, and the three alternate sites, even with the added mileage, are sig-
nificantly more convenient than driving to/from Boise.  Based upon this logic, it is 
doubtful that a significant number of passengers that now use FMA will opt to use 
service via Boise Airport rather than use the local airport at an alternate site.

Analysis – Airport Reliability
Drive time is only one aspect of travel time.  Flight diversions and cancellations, due 
to weather-related operational constraints at the current airport, impact airline pas-
sengers and increase travel time too.
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Table 5-11 is an estimate of the SkyWest Airlines and Horizon Air passengers 
that were diverted to Twin Falls or Salt Lake City during the 2003/2004 ski season 
from FMA.

table 5-11  Diverted O&D passengers – 2003/2004 Ski Season

Month SkyWest Airlines Horizon Air Total

November 1,260 469 1,729

December 2,635 1878 4,513

January 2,521 1,999 4,520

February 2,461 1,838 4,299

March 119 183 302

Total 8,996 6,367 15,363

Sources:  SkyWest airlines and Horizon air

In calendar year 2003 and 2004, November to March accounted for 40 percent of 
the total passenger traffic at FMA.  For the 2003-2004 ski season, during these five 
months, the airport accommodated 53,742 (origin and destination) passengers not 
including diverted passengers.  Of the total passengers, 15,363 or 22 percent were 
diverted to Twin Falls or Salt Lake City due to weather conditions at FMA.  As would 
be expected, the bulk of this traffic is inbound visitors coming to the area to take 
advantage of the winter recreation opportunities.  Typically, these inbound visitors 
are sensitive to two things, lost luggage (e.g.  ski gear) and lost recreation time.  It is 
logical to expect that diverting this number of visitors is impacting repeat customers 
to the area.

In general, flight cancellations and diversions are high on every air traveler’s list of 
most hated flight experiences.  If possible, air travelers avoid them at all costs.  An 
excellent example of this dynamic is San Francisco International Airport.  Many 
air travelers know that it is not a good idea to plan to connect at San Francisco 
International Airport during the winter months.  Winter weather causes the cancel-
lation of many flights and the airport has gained the reputation of being unreliable 
during the winter.  As a result, people take great pains not to include San Francisco 
as part of their route.  

An airport must have a reputation of reliability or a share of the traveling public will 
avoid using that airport.  With regard to FMA’s reputation, it is certain that there are 
a large number of local travelers and repeat visitors to the area that currently steer 
away from using the airport in the winter months.  As a result, Boise Air Terminal 
and Twin Falls Magic Valley Regional Airport currently benefit from the unreliable 
nature of flights in and out of FMA during the winter.  Improved airport reliability 
would capture some share of these lost passengers.
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Analysis – Existing Air Service
FMA, and the regional economy are not only at a competitive disadvantage be-
cause of diversions and cancellations, the airport has operational limitations (jet 
service, destinations, and seats) that other peer resort communities do not have.  
For comparison, the communities of Aspen, Vail, Steamboat Springs, Jackson Hole, 
and Telluride were selected.   The distance of the alternate sites 9, 10, and 13 from 
Sun Valley lodging compares well with drive distances at Vail, Steamboat Springs 
and Telluride/Montrose.  With regard to just drive distance, Aspen and Jackson Hole 
have more favorable airport locations.  Table 5-12 provides information related to 
air service in these communities and the Wood River Region.  

All of the comparison communities have significant air service advantages over 
Sun Valley and the Wood River Region.  Most important, the competing commu-
nities have the option of accessing distant markets with a variety of jet aircraft.  
Both Aspen and FMA are limited to a select few aircraft options because of the 
operational constraints (e.g.  runway length and terrain obstructions) of these two 
airfields.  Others like Jackson Hole and Vail have operating limitations, but they are 
less restrictive than Aspen and FMA.  With regard to drive time from the airport and 
lodging, the range is from 5 miles at Telluride to 70 miles at Montrose.  However, all 
of Telluride’s jet service uses the airport at Montrose.  Alternate sites 9, 10, and 13 
are 40, 31, and 43 miles respectively from lodging in Ketchum.  

Analysis  –  Future Air Service 
At present, the aircraft that are in use by airlines in the western United States that 
have the capability to service FMA are as follows in Table 5-13 (page 5-88).

table 5-12  air Service Comparison

Airport Departures per day
Available 

seats per day
Distance 

to lodging Nonstop destinations

 
Turbo-
props

Regional 
jets

Main-
line jets Total  

Sun Valley 11 0 0 11 450 14 LAX/OAK/SEA/SLC

Aspen 3 13 0 16 1,241 7 DEN/LAX/MEM/MSP/PHX

Jackson 
Hole 

6 0 6 12 1,035 14
ATL/CVg/DEN/MSP/ 
ORD/SLC 

Steamboat 
Springs

3 2 7 12 1,261 28
ATL/CVg/DFW/DEN/
EWR/IAH/MSP/ORD/SLC

Telluride 8 0 0 8 182 5 DEN/PHX

Montrose 6 2 2 10 558 70*
DFW/DEN/EWR/IAH/ 
LAX/ORD

Vail 3 1 11 15 2,008 36
ATL/CLT/CVg/DFW/DEN/
EWR/IAH/LAX/LgA/MIA/ 
MSP/ORD/PHL

Source: official airline guide - January 2005

*includes crossing 9,000 foot pass.
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table 5-13  aircraft Operating in Western US

Aircraft Airline Type Seats

Avro RJ 85 NW/Mesaba Jet 69

BAe-146 200/300 United/Air Wisconsin Jet 86

CRJ-700 United/Skywest, Delta, America West Jet 70

FRJ-328-110 United/Air Wisconsin Turboprop 32

B-1900 great Lakes, NW/Big Sky, Mesa Turboprop 19

EMB-120 United/Skywest, great Lakes Turboprop 30

Dash 8 Q200 United/Air Wisconsin, Mesa Turboprop 37

Dash 8 Q400 Horizon Turboprop 70

During the 1990s, two major changes took place in the regional airline industry that 
effect future airline service in markets like Hailey/Ketchum.  First, with few excep-
tions, regional carriers that had previously operated as independent carriers were 
either acquired or became “contract” partners with one of the six major airlines.  
This change allowed the major airline to control most aspects of the regional car-
riers including the markets they serve.  Second, the regional airline industry began 
to acquire hundreds of regional jet aircraft.  In general, these new jets have higher 
seating capacities and are designed to fly longer stage lengths than their turboprop 
predecessors.

These two changes are important for smaller markets like Sun Valley and the Wood 
River Region because: (1) it effectively reduced the number of airline service provid-
ers, and (2) the change in the complexion of the regional airline fleets from turbo-
props to regional jets is reducing the number of aircraft that can efficiently serve 
scores of smaller communities.  In short, there are fewer air service providers for 
smaller markets and the regional jets are not suitable for many smaller markets.  The 
following table of future aircraft orders/options provides insight into the future of 
the regional airline fleet (see Table 5-14).

table 5-14  aircraft Orders and Options 2004-2006

Aircraft type Power Seats Options Order Total

Canadair CRJ 
100/200/440

Jet 50 569 125 694

Canadair CRJ 700 Jet 70 315 70 385

Canadair CRJ 705/900 Jet 90 10 23 33

DHC-8-Q400 Turbo 68-78 15 - 15

Embraer Legacy 135 Jet 37 25 17 42

Embraer ERJ 140 Jet 44 20 20 40

Embraer ERJ 145 Jet 50 326 118 444

Embraer 170 Jet 70-78 87 86 173

Embraer 190 Jet 98-108 100 100 200

Total 1,467 559 2,026

Source:  data base products, inc. – year ended September 30, 200�
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The message derived from this table is that the airlines are not ordering turboprop 
aircraft.  Also, the airlines are ordering jets with higher seating capacities that are 
too large to serve many smaller markets.  Specific to FMA, the only aircraft on this 
list that can operate at that airfield are the Canadair CRJ 700 and the DHC-8-Q400.  

With regard to future airline fleets in the long-term, Graph 5-1 effectively shows 
that the aircraft fleet operated by regional carriers is moving from turboprops 
to jets. 

The fleet plans of the Northwest’s regional carriers, SkyWest Airlines and Horizon 
Air, mirror the trend away from smaller turboprop aircraft.  SkyWest Airlines is 
phasing out the Embraer 120 aircraft.  Flying to and from Salt Lake City, this aircraft 
accommodates 70 percent of the total passenger traffic that use FMA.  Horizon Air 
continues to reduce the number of smaller (37 seats) DHC-8-200 aircraft in its fleet 
in favor of the larger (70 seats) DHC-8-Q400 and CRJ-700 aircraft.  Horizon Air now 
operates one trip daily to Seattle with the DHC-8-Q400.  However, Horizon Air’s 
management has indicated that their CRJ-700 aircraft cannot operate at FMA’s cur-
rent airfield.

The changing composition of the regional airline industry’s fleet is a very real chal-
lenge for future commercial air service at FMA.  The current airfield cannot accom-
modate most of the aircraft that will be used by regional carriers to serve similar 
markets.  If the regional airline fleet trends continue and there is no resolution to 
some of the aircraft operating limitations at the current airfield, the Wood River 
Region’s options for continued core air service into the future (four to eight years) 
will be significantly limited.  
 

Source: Faa Forecast 200�

Graph 5-1  Turboprops and Jets Operations Comparison
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Table 5-15 provides information on specific flights to/from FMA.  Of most impor-
tance are the core service flights, Salt Lake City and Seattle.  With regard to the 
performance of SkyWest Airlines and Horizon Air, SkyWest Airlines’ average load 
factor for Embraer 120 operations in similar size communities is 57.5 percent, and 
the corresponding load factor for Horizon Air is 70.7 percent.  Typically, a load fac-
tor around 47.0 to 50.0 percent is the breakeven point for turboprop operations.  
Naturally, the breakeven varies with operating costs and ticket prices, but both 
airlines are profitable in Sun Valley.  

table 5-15  Onboard passengers

Origin and  Destination Trips Passengers Load factor % Local

SUN-LAX 384 12,784 47.6 Seasonal

SUN-OAK 142 4,751 47.9 Seasonal

SUN-SEA 641 26,485 59.0 76.9

SUN-SLC 5,598 95,121 56.7 9.2

Total 139,141 40.5

Source:  data base products, inc. – year ended September 30, 200�

note:  locals include all passengers traveling between Sun valley and the destination 
shown whether they traveled on the nonstop flight or on other connecting flights.  

If traffic were to decline to the point that aircraft loads were below breakeven, 
service reduction and or community support, perhaps in the form of an MRg, to 
cover the shortfall might be required.Currently, there is no subsidy being paid to 
Horizon Air or SkyWest Airlines and no MRg agreements for any route except the 
seasonal Oakland to FMA route. On that route, the Sun Valley Co. announced in 
the Spring of 2006 that they did not have to make any MRg payments for the 
2005-2006 winter season, even though an MRg agreement was in place.  That 
said, if traffic were to decline to the point that aircraft loads were below break even, 
service reductions and or community support to cover a shortfall in profits might be 
required in the future. 

5.5.8 regional Growth and Development patterns 

5.5.8.1	 General
Background
The information presented in this section is intended to frame discussions as to 
what effects, possible benefits and/or new opportunities the construction of a 
new airport might bring to the areas surrounding each of the candidate sites.  The 
outcome of this analysis is dependant on individual perspective of a fundamental 
question; namely, is an airport’s principle function that of a core transportation link 
or should it also be viewed as an economic engine that can be a major contributor 
to new growth stimulus.  

It should be universally accepted that an airport provides growth and development 
options and opportunities to the community(s) served.  However, that growth and 
development is speculative and contingent on many factors that are difficult to 
document and beyond the scope of this study.  It also comes with some degree of 
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disruption and adverse impacts, as documented in other criteria.  It is expected that 
the stakeholders in this effort will exhibit different views on the trade-off between 
economic opportunity and impacts that come along with it.

Analysis
The three sites offer distinct advantages or disadvantages depending on one’s 
perspective.  All three sites serve the function of a critical transportation link.  It can 
be argued that, in general, the site closest to the primary population areas, Site 10, 
offers the greatest proximity advantage5.  The analysis in this section should primar-
ily evaluate the relative opportunities that may or may not be associated with each 
proposed location.  Information contained in the detailed analysis is intended to 
clarify what stimulus airports of similar configuration and function have created by 
comparative example and also to address typical on-airport land use functions.

5.5.8.2	Details
Background 
Numerous economic studies performed over the years demonstrate that airports 
offer significant economic benefit to their service area.  A study completed for the 
State of Idaho in 1998 titled the economic impact of airports concluded that the 
FMA is responsible for a payroll of $22.5 million and a total economic output of 
$90.6 million.  This represents the cumulative effect of direct spending plus second-
ary, or induced spending.  Much of this cumulative economic benefit occurs at the 
final destination of the traveler which is critical in this consideration, as that final 
destination is historically the Sun Valley Resort Area and its environs (including Hailey 
and Bellevue).  In the absence of a new, major recreational draw in the service area, 
this situation is expected to remain dominant regardless of which of the three loca-
tions is being discussed.

The questions then become what economic significance does an airport operation 
in-and-of itself bring to an area.  It is important to understand that while an airport 
encompasses a significant land area, the uses to which that land can be put are 
limited by FAA policy.  Airport lands can only be used for aviation related purposes.  
The FAA typically interprets this to mean airport property is for those activities 
(e.g., aircraft services, hangars) which must be located in proximity to the airfield 
operational surfaces or needed for the airport owner to be financially self-sufficient.  
The primary activities that now occur at FMA and will occur at a new airport will be 
related to the operation of the airport (e.g., AC operations, terminal operations to 
include security, rental car activities, FBO activities, flight schools, air charter opera-
tions, air freight activity, and aircraft storage).

Predictable economic activity on the airport is directly linked to the number of air-
craft operations and the amount of AC activity passing through the airport.  Other 
economic activity that may result from relocation of an existing or creation of a 
new aviation activity to a new airport location is more speculative and contingent 
on many factors that are difficult to document.  It is important to recognize that all 

5although a range of $60 million to $80 million is presented, $76.5 million was used in the 
summary as this figure was determined reasonable for planning purposes.
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revenues generated through the operational function of the airport (such as auto 
parking and landing fees) remain on the airport for purposes of operation and main-
tenance and capital improvement.  Airport operations of themselves do not gener-
ate a revenue stream off-airport.  

As part of this discussion, it could be argued that an airport could potentially stimu-
late greater growth to Lincoln County if it were located on Site 9, Camas County 
if it were located on Site 13, and would be less of a factor in stimulating economic 
growth in adjacent communities if the airport were located in Site 10.  

Analysis
It is informative to review comparative examples to the extent practicable.  While 
not identical, two situations have a degree of similarity to the Wood River proposal.  
The Yampa Valley Regional Airport (YVRA) located near Hayden, Colorado and the 
Eagle County Regional Airport (ECRA) located near gypsum, Colorado were origi-
nally small gA airports that have been significantly expanded in the last 20 years to 
accommodate air service to the Steamboat Springs, Colorado resort area and the 
Vail/Aspen/Summitt County, Colorado resort areas, respectively.  These two airports 
are somewhat distant from their primary service areas and are located in relatively 
rural areas; particularly in the case of YVRA near Hayden, Colorado which is a his-
torical mining and agricultural based economy.  Aerial photos of these airports are 
shown in the Exhibits 5-30 and 5-31.

yampa valley Regional airport, Hayden, colorado
The Yampa Valley Regional Airport (YVRA) located at the outskirts of Hayden, 
Colorado, provides primary air service, along with Denver International Airport (DIA) 
approximately 170 miles away, to the Steamboat Springs Ski Resort at Steamboat 
Springs, Colorado.  The airport is approximately 25 miles from the ski resort with 
a travel time of 40 to 45 minutes along two lane, US  Highway 40.  The reported 
2000 population of Hayden, Colorado was 1,634.  The airport is owned by Routt 
County, Colorado.  YVRA hosts five major airlines (American, Continental, Delta, 
Northwest and United) during the ski season (mid-December through March) 
with direct service from Atlanta, Chicago, Dallas/Fort Worth, Houston, Newark, 
Minneapolis, Salt Lake City and Denver).  Commuter service is provided year round 
to Denver by United Express.  (Note:  Information from Routt County Website).  The 
airfield is located at an elevation of approximately 6,600 feet.  Basic airport facilities 
include Runway 10-28, 10,000 x 150 feet with high intensity edge lighting; medium 
intensity approach lighting system with sequenced flashers; runway end identifier 
lights; precision instrument approach and control tower facility.   
 
The YVRA functions mainly as a transportation hub.  The airport had approximately, 
90,000 passenger enplanements per year primarily going to Steamboat Springs, 
Colorado.  Conversations in 2005 with the Airport Manager, Jim Parker, reveal that 
economic development and landside facilities have been “slow in coming.”  Parker 
reports that prospects are improving as they have a new gA area development plan 
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and are working on hangar construction.  It is believed that there is potential for 
industrial expansion around the airport.  There are discussions of a new hotel in 
proximity to the airport.  The airport has been annexed by the City of Hayden with 
city water and sewer extended to the airport with assistance from State Energy 
Impact Assistance grants.  Parker reports the town of Hayden sees the airport as a 
“benefit.”  The city draws approximately $260,000 per year in sales tax revenues off 
services at the airport, 10 percent of which is returned to the airport.

There is limited gA activity at the airport, reported with only two based aircraft.  
The majority of gA activity is transient.  The majority of local gA activity occurs at 
the Steamboat Springs Airport/Bob Adams Field (Runway 14-32, 4,452 x 100 feet)) 
where there are reported to be 63 based aircraft, all single- or twin-engine.  Terrain 
and airfield site conditions severely limit this airport’s capabilities.  

A report titled the economic impact of airport in colorado, 2003 identified that 
YVRA generated a total economic impact of $183 million.  The study further 
identified that total AC visitors (passengers visiting the area) spent $627 per trip.  
Multiplied by 96,258 visitors this produces a figure of approximately $62 million in 
total visitor spending.  By contrast, the Steamboat Springs Municipal Airport was 
reported to generate $7.5 million in total economic activity.

eagle county Regional airport, gypsum, colorado
The Eagle County Regional Airport, located between the cities of gypsum and Eagle 
along Interstate 70, serves multiple destination resorts including Vail, Beaver Creek, 
Aspen and a number of others in Summit County, Colorado.  Travel distance from 
the airport to Aspen is reported by the Airport Manager, Ovid Seifers, to be 78 miles 
taking approximately 1 hour and 20 minutes.  Seifers estimates approximately 15 
percent of the passengers go to Aspen while Vail is approximately 36 miles and an 
“easy” 45 minute travel time.  The November 22, 2004 flight schedule identifies the 
airport is served during the ski season by six airlines (American, Continental, Delta, 
Northwest, United, and US Airways).  Destination cities include:  Dallas, Chicago, 
New York, Los Angeles, Miami, Denver, Atlanta, Newark, Minneapolis, Philadelphia, 
Charlotte, and Houston.  The airport encompasses roughly 640 acres and is at an 
elevation of 6,535 feet mean sea level (MSL).  Terrain restrictions of up to 6,000 
feet are within 3.5 miles of the runway running from the southwest through to the 
north.  The constrained configuration requires ACs to use primarily the Boeing 757 
aircraft for performance reasons.

Basic airfield facilities include Runway 7-25, 8,000 x 150 feet, parallel taxiway, ter-
minal, aircraft parking aprons, medium intensity approach lighting system, a control 
tower, and other typical ancillary facilities.  Seifers indicated major improvements 
are planned for 2005 to include a 1,000 foot runway extension and improved radar 
systems to improve reliability.  One FBO serves the airfield.

In addition to scheduled air service which totaled 193,000 enplanements in 
2004, there is significant gA jet aircraft activity.  Aircraft include Boeing Business 
Jet, occasional 727’s, private 757’s, global express, and a large number of 
gulfsteams to include the g-V.  The aircraft parking ramp is at capacity during 
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Thanksgiving through March.  There are a reported 103 based aircraft, of which 
24 are jet airplanes.  Aircraft operations average 108 per day, of which 12 percent 
are commercial.  

The airport manager reports no significant development on the airport other than 
that associated with AC and FBO activities.  Three corporate hangars of roughly 
36,000 square feet are present.  Some off-airport development has taken place in 
close proximity; namely, upscale developments, both condominium and single fam-
ily, associated with new golf courses and second homes.  One development is as 
close as 1.5 to 2.0 miles from the Runway 25 threshold.  

The Town of gypsum considers the airport a benefit and has annexed it.  A big 
reason is the generation of approximately $550,000 per year, roughly one half of 
the city budget, in sales tax revenue from airport activities.  The town has to do little 
in return as the airport primarily is self-contained.  The cities and counties provide 
minimal off-hours ARFF support.

the economic impact of airports in colorado, 2003 concluded that the Eagle 
County Regional Airport generated $316 million in total economic activity.  It also 
identified $75 million in annual visitor spending resulting from the airport.

on-airport Jobs
FMA recently identified 130 jobs associated with their operations.  Jobs are catego-
rized as follows:  AC Related – 37; Airport Management/Operations – 11; FBO – 35; 
Car Rental – 20; Transportation Security Administration – 17; Air Traffic Control 
– 5; Concessions – 5.  It is expected in this case that the majority of on-site job 
positions will be filled by the current employees of the airport; however, it is also 
expected that additional jobs (±20 percent) will be created among these sectors at a 
new airport.

Airports are significant economic factors in state and local economies, as identified 
in the Idaho and Colorado economic impact studies of 1998 and 2003.  Airports 
do not, however, appear to offer any guarantee of direct benefit as a result of new 
on-airport job creation.  Jobs on-site are primarily associated with the conduct of 
airfield operations and provision of services.  Ancillary and induced development is 
possible, but it is contingent on many factors, such as market absorption and land 
use regulations, that are difficult to document at this point in time.

Opportunities are created, however, which otherwise might not have arisen, e.g., 
convenience stores and service facilities.  These activities are driven by the private 
sector initiative and controlled by the local governing authority.  The three finalists 
sites offer a choice, the selection of which will vary in large part as to an individuals 
or a stakeholders viewpoint on the priority of providing opportunity for economic 
growth versus preservation of the status quo.
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Site 9  
This site has a limited land envelope, but private land is available near the site.  
Significant BLM holdings are in close proximity.  Possible location or relocation of air-
port employees or others in the workforce to Shoshone area could take place.  This 
site is not expected to place a significant demand on local government and services 
due to secondary growth spurred by the airport.

Site �0 
Site 10 has limited opportunities due to surrounding BLM lands.  At this location an 
airport’s sole function would be a transportation hub.  No significant indirect impact 
to local government and services would be anticipated.

Site �3
This site is surrounded by private land.  Proximity to Soldier Mountain Ski area offers 
possible incentive to improve or expand an airport.  As with Eagle County, there is 
the potential stimulus for upscale, second home development.  Secondary growth 
opportunity may place greatest demand on local government services.

5.5.9 Compatibility with regional and Local planning Initiatives

5.5.9.1	 General
Background
The potential economic impacts of an airport need to be considered in the context 
of local and regional planning initiatives.  Due to the limited supply of affordable 
housing in the north valley and other factors, the south valley has experienced 
strong residential and commercial growth.  Commuter traffic and congestion along 
SH 75 have increased substantially in recent years.  Community plans must adapt 
to these changing infrastructure needs, but must also respond to the fiscal implica-
tions associated with the growing commercial and residential development.  Each of 
the communities must also decide what type of growth to encourage and how to 
preserve the natural and rural characteristics defining the area’s quality of life.

Analysis
Local, regional, and state planning organizations were contacted and copies of their 
comprehensive plans were obtained.  The comprehensive plans generally encour-
age: reasonable business/industry growth that does not increase the cost burden on 
existing communities, industry diversification, quality of life retention, natural/rural 
character preservation, and environmental protection.  A review of state and private 
organizations revealed a variety of funding and loan sources, as well as technical 
and administrative resources potentially available for economic development.  Each 
of the municipalities would ultimately have a strong role in guiding the growth that 
a new airport site may potentially provide.  
 

5.5.9.2	Details
Background 
Quality of life issues must be balanced with the standard of living for the region.  
Historically, the study area, south central Idaho, has had an agricultural, tourism and 
mining economic base.  Mining is in decline and agriculture is facing the increased 
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pressures from development.  Tourism remains an important industry for the area.  
Reliable and safe air service is a necessary component to the continued viability of 
tourism in the area and to meet the travel requirement of residents.    

In recent years, particularly in Blaine County, real estate development and construc-
tion of high end residential and second homes has resulted in an upsurge of proper-
ty values.  Available housing for the workforce is in demand, but limited affordable 
housing in the Wood River Region has resulted in increased commutes from Carey, 
Fairfield, Shoshone and further south.  

The three counties’ comprehensive plans’ goals include preserving the rural/natural 
character and promoting a diversified economy, the use of such lands which place 
less demand on the county and its resources.  These plans generally identify the eco-
nomic development goals that include evaluation of the future impacts of a project, 
including the analysis of the benefits/costs of services resulting from a development.  

The question is what type of economic engine will a new airport be? That answer 
is dependent on how the community and region wish to control or promote the 
growth opportunities that a new site could provide.   

Analysis 
blaine county comprehensive plan (��-9�) and Zoning Regulations 
(ordinance 77-5) – Plan includes an Airport Service System section which recog-
nizes the ongoing studies and projects at the Airport, including the consideration 
of a new airport in the future.  Draft plan update addresses re-use of the FMA site 
for other uses.

lincoln county comprehensive plan and land use Map (2003-last change) – 
Significant focus on land exchanges and the need to protect private land rights 
and to assess impacts to economic stability, local customs, culture, historic land 
use, and public access.  Changes to water rights are considered to be contrary to 
historical use.  An airport in Lincoln County would likely alter water use by con-
version from seasonal to year around use, although probably in a net beneficial 
way because the airport is a low volume consumer of water.  However, possible 
secondary development stimulated by an airport’s presence could have greater 
impact.  Specific review relative to plan objectives would be necessary.  A new air-
port can be expected to aid in the plan’s goals to promote tourism in the County 
and to increase employment opportunities and tax base.

camas county comprehensive plan and Zoning ordinance (�997) – Requires man-
aged growth with minimal impacts to the environment and agricultural produc-
tivity.  Development costs should be absorbed by developers and not by county 
residents and taxpayers.  Camas County is particularly affected by residential “spill 
over” from the Sun Valley area, the benefits of which may not be large enough 
to offset the additional service and transportation costs.  The County is propos-
ing to update this plan in the near future according to the Planning and Zoning 
Administrator.  An airport is currently not consistent with existing plan goals.  

•

•

•
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idaho department of commerce – The state relies heavily on local assessments 
for development initiatives and does not have a regulatory role.  Once a devel-
opment direction has been decided locally, the Department of Commerce may 
be a resource for grant and loan funds and to find additional funding sources.  
Recent initiatives in the statehouse have placed a high priority on rural economic 
development stimuli.  grant funds are available to support such efforts on a 
competitive basis.

Region iv development association – A not-for-profit corporation to encour-
age development and diversification in South-Central Idaho, can assist with 
planning, implementing, and developing community facilities.  The association 
operates or has involvement with several funding programs including: Economic 
Development Administration planning grant, Idaho Community Development 
Block grant Program, Idaho Rural Community Block grant Program, gem 
Implementation grant Program, Economic Development Administration Title IX 
Long Term Economic Deterioration grants, and state gem community planning 
and revitalization program.

camas county economic development corporation – this entity has a generalized 
goal of funding economic development programs within Camas County.  This or-
ganization is expanding and may provide guidance and support for development 
with Camas County at some point in the future, but at this point, works closely 
with the Region IV Development Association to establish economic development 
priorities and funding sources.

citizens for Smart growth – primarily a watchdog group whose focus is preserv-
ing the natural and rural character of Blaine County.  They have a strategic plan 
that generally conforms to the stated goals of the three county comprehensive 
plans.  Though possibly limited at this time, the organization has a technical staff 
that can potentially serve as a resource during the various study components as-
sociated with new airport development or airport reconfiguration.  

These plans emphasize that economic development must be compatible with the 
overall objectives of maintaining a rural character and protecting the quality of life 
currently enjoyed in the Wood River Region.  Comprehensive plans and zoning or-
dinances provide the mechanism for jurisdictions to control and effectively manage 
growth.  For any of these sites, decisions to revise the comprehensive plans would 
need to be made by local officials.  These revisions include a public involvement 
component.  Revision to the comprehensive plan would likely be required for a new 
airport at any of the three finalist sites.

Site 9
There is immediate proximity to BLM lands, conflict with land use policies unknown 
at this time.  This site has limited adjacent private land but enough available for 
aviation support and other commercial type uses.  It is a relatively remote location 
now subject to light industrial type activities, e.g.  gravel extraction operations.  

Site �0
It is surrounded by BLM lands.  This site conflicts with existing BLM land use plans.  
There is no non-aviation related activity opportunities in the immediate vicinity ex-
pected since it is all public land.  The airport itself would serve primarily as a trans-
portation hub.

•

•

•

•
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Site �3
This site is surrounded by private land which provides opportunity for development 
and has the maximum secondary development potential and flexibility of the three 
sites.  An airport does not conform to the established rural life style and environ-
ment.  This would need to be addressed in an update to the comprehensive plan.

5.5.10  Jurisdictional responsibilities

5.5.10.1	General
Background
This criterion considers the issues associated with a new airport with respect to cer-
tain jurisdictional responsibilities.  Specifically, this criterion addresses issues related 
to ownership and operation of an airport, as well as the provision of certain critical 
functions such as emergency response.

Analysis – Airport Ownership and Operation
Idaho law allows municipalities and counties to combine efforts for a particular pur-
pose, such as owning and operating an airport.  A multi-jurisdictional “joint powers 
agreement” is the mechanism for allowing that to take place.  A joint powers agree-
ment allows taxes to be levied if the owners decide to do that.  It is common for a 
greater degree of fiscal responsibility to go with the governmental entity that has 
the greatest resources.  In this case, that could mean Blaine County could potentially 
be a part of the ownership/operation of a new airport, even if it were physically lo-
cated in Lincoln or Camas counties.  On the other hand, certain responsibilities, such 
as zoning, must be controlled by the jurisdiction that currently has that power.  

Analysis – Emergency Response Capabilities
For providing emergency response at an airport, ARFF would be contained on-site 
and funded by Federal grants (for equipment) and from airport revenues (for opera-
tions).  Emergency medical response, however, would likely come from a combi-
nation of on- and off-site resources.  Due to the locations of the three sites being 
studies, additional investment may be necessary.  
  

5.5.10.2	Details
Background 
Issues related to ownership and operations of an airport are summarized previously 
and expanded upon in the following analysis section.  The intent at this time is to 
present the most fundamental information on that subject.  The subsequent feasibil-
ity analysis element of this study will probe deeper into the issue.  It should be noted 
that any airport owner accepting Federal grants-in-aid would be bound by the as-
surances tied to the grant.  

For the issue of emergency response, the following analysis provides details related 
to ARFF, as well as emergency medical response.  
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Analysis – Airport Ownership and Operation
Idaho counties and cities are authorized to purchase, lease, condemn, or otherwise, 
take over and hold lands not exceeding 1,280 acres in area for the purchase of con-
structing airports, Idaho Code §21-401.  In addition to authorizing the acquisition 
of lands necessary for an airport, this statute authorizes counties and cities to do all 
things necessary for the operation and management of an airport.  Any combina-
tion of tow or more local jurisdictions (counties or cities) may share in the cost of 
construction and maintenance of an airport, may authorize tax levies and may enter 
into agreements for the purpose of the construction and maintenance of an air-
port and for the division of the costs of construction and maintenance (Idaho Code 
§21-403 through §21-406).

Title 21 of the Idaho Code provides counties and cities with the power to acquire 
property for an airport and to operate and maintain that airport individually or 
through cooperative agreement.  Idaho Code §67-2328 provides the details regard-
ing those items which must be included in an agreement for the joint exercise of 
powers.  Under this section, appropriate action by ordinance or resolution of the 
participating public agencies is necessary before such an agreement becomes effec-
tive.  The agreement must specify at least the following items:

The duration of the agreement.

The precise organization, composition and nature of the separate entity together 
with the powers that the counties and/or the cities delegate to it.

The purpose or purposes of the agreement.

The manner of financing the cooperative undertaking and of establishing and   
maintaining a budget.

The methods to be employed in accomplishing the partial or complete termina-
tion of the agreement and for disposing of property at that time.

In short, the methodology necessary to establish a public entity composed of two 
contiguous local units of government to purchase, operate and maintain an airport 
is the same methodology that was utilized to form the FMAA.  The Joint Powers 
Agreement between Blaine County and the City of Hailey, which formed the FMAA, 
was authorized by these sections of the Idaho Code.
 
Analysis – Aircraft Rescue and Firefighting
The CFR Part 139 dictates the requirements for ARFF at commercial service airports.  
The level of response and equipment is categorized as an index.  FMA is currently 
rated an Index A airport, although it has equipment that would allow it to meet 
Index B.  This is based on Federal requirements based on the size of the largest air-
craft using the airport on a regular basis (defined as five or more commercial flights).  
A new airport will require equipment and personnel rated for Index B at a minimum 
(aircraft at least 90 feet in length but less than 126 feet in length, such as the Dash 
8 Q-400).  Due to market potential for mainline carriers, a new airport should be 
capable of upgrading to meet Index C requirements if necessary (aircraft at least 
126 feet but less than 159 feet, such as a Boeing 737 narrow body).  Upgrading 

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
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to an Index C facility would require an additional bay in the ARFF building, and an 
additional 1500-gallon rapid response vehicle.  Additional staff would be required to 
handle the additional equipment and overall workload.
 
At a new airport, the ARFF operation would likely become an established fire pro-
tection agency with its own jurisdiction.  

Analysis – Emergency Medical Response 
First response at FMA, meeting criteria set forth in CFR Part 139, is currently pro-
vided by the Hailey Fire Department and Wood River Fire and Rescue.

At a new airport site, transport time/distance will likely necessitate the full time 
presence of at least one ambulance on-site.  A second ambulance may be prudent 
to serve as a backup.  This operation will require additional personnel to staff it.  It 
is reasonable to assume that all personnel be trained to at least EMT-Basic, if not 
advanced.  Due to the proximity of St. Luke’s Wood River Hospital, it may also be 
planned to have paramedics on-site.  The airport would also need to meet state of 
Idaho and insurance licensing criteria in order to be Transport-Certified.  

Analysis – General Staffing
If additional staff were required for ARFF or emergency medical response purposes, 
it is likely that they would be cross-trained to serve the airport security function.  
This practice is common for an airport of this size.  Therefore, the additional staffing 
expenses may be mostly related to training.

New mutual aid/automatic aid relationships would have to be explored and es-
tablished.  The jurisdictional environments and inter-agency working relationships 
have evolved significantly over the past 10 years, indicating optimism for success in 
this area.  
 
Site 9
It is located entirely within Lincoln County.  Therefore, the County could own or 
enter into a joint powers agreement with Blaine County.  This would be a Lincoln 
County decision.

Site �0
It lies in Blaine County.  No intergovernmental agreements are necessary.

Site �3
It is located entirely within Camas County.  Therefore, the County could own or 
enter into a joint powers agreement with Blaine County.  This would be a Camas 
County decision.  
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5.5.11 environmental Justice
Background
Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal actions to address environmental Justice in 
Minority populations and low-income populations became effective in 1994.  The 
intent of the Order, as stated in the Order: “is to ensure that Federal departments 
and agencies identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of their policies, programs and activities on minority 
populations and low-income populations.”  The US DOT, Council on Environmental 
Quality, US EPA and FAA are the oversight agencies to ensure that federal aviation 
transportation policies, programs and activities do not result in a disproportionate 
high or adverse environmental impact to these populations.  

Environmental Justice is defined by the US EPA as:

… the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people 
regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect 
to the development, implementation, and enforcement of envi-
ronmental laws, regulations, and policies.  EPA has this goal for all 
communities and persons across this Nation.  It will be achieved 
when everyone enjoys the same degree of protection from environ-
mental and health hazards and equal access to the decision-mak-
ing process to have a healthy environment in which to live, learn, 
and work.  

DOT Order 5610.2, environmental Justice, finalized in 1997, was developed to 
establish procedures for DOT decision making to comply with EO 12898.  In this 
DOT Order, definitions and clarifications are provided.  Low-income is defined to 
be a person whose median household income is at or below the Department of 
Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.  Minority means a person who is 
Black, Hispanic, Asian American, American Indian and Alaskan Native.  Low-Income 
populations mean any ready identifiable group of low-income persons who live in 
geographic proximity – including geographically dispersed/transient persons such as 
migrant workers.  Minority populations are defined as any readily identifiable groups 
of minority persons who live in geographic proximity – including as circumstances 
warrant migratory workers and Native Americans.  The intent of the Order was not 
to establish a new regulatory process but to ensure that the NEPA process incorpo-
rated the intent of EO 12898 by including in the environmental impacts evaluation 
a determination if either of these population segments (low income or minority) 
would be impacted disproportionately.  

Airports can have both positive and negative impacts on the communities in which 
they are located.  Though most everyone in a community enjoys the benefits of air 
service, people living next to an airport may feel the brunt of the negative impacts.  
These residents can expect increased automobile traffic, noise, air pollution, light 
emissions and various other impacts to the natural environment.  Environmental 
justice addresses the disproportionate burden a segment of the population 
must shoulder.  
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Environmental justice concerns may arise in two ways: 1) a facility with community 
impacts, such as airport, is sited in a location that affects a certain segment of the 
population more heavily than another, and/or 2) a specific segment of the popula-
tion migrates near an existing facility with community impacts.  In regions where 
environmental justice is an issue, it is often unclear which dynamic is occurring, 
keeping in mind they both may be happening.  

As has been shown in this chapter, numerous physical, environmental, social and 
economic variables influence the location of a new airport.  Airport siting can also 
be political.  If there is well organized and well funded opposition to a specific 
site, this site will likely not be developed.  However, where no or very little opposi-
tion exists, community decision makers will often assume community approval.  
Unfortunately, some neighborhoods (commonly poor, disadvantaged, and politi-
cally disenfranchised) may be opposed to a particular site, but not have the ability, 
knowledge or resources to influence local decision makers.  

There are other reasons, aside from socio-political reasons why a facility such as an 
airport may be sited in a location that affects a segment of the population dispro-
portionately.  Land prices are a significant expense for a new airport.  Inexpensive 
land is often found in low-income or minority neighborhoods.  Financially then, it 
would make sense to acquire affordable land for an airport.  

Airport facilities may also be sited in areas with like uses, such as industry.  Industrial 
land is often on the outskirts of urban areas.  From a land use perspective it would 
then make sense to site an airport in this area.  But again those people with low 
incomes may also be living in the vicinity of these uses because of the land prices.  
The airport would add to negative externalities already being experienced by the 
residents of this neighborhood or could require a disproportionate share of low-in-
come or minority population relocations.  Adding negative environmental impacts 
from a facility to an already affected community is often politically easier than sit-
ing a similar facility in a community where noise, light, and air quality impacts are 
not issues.

analysis
At this phase of the study, 2000 census data were reviewed to determine the com-
position of the population in the vicinity of the three proposed sites.  Year 2000 US 
Census data were collected on income, housing and race in the communities in the 
Wood River Valley.  The purpose of this analysis is two fold: 1) to assess who might 
be impacted by the alternative sites, and 2) to provide a baseline for communities to 
evaluate future demographic changes near the airport.  This will help determine if 
environmental justice issues are present at a specific alternative airport site or arising 
next to the airport.  It may help answer future questions of causality.  For example: 
Is the airport directly responsible for disproportionate impacts on a segment of the 
population because it was sited near an existing population, or indirectly as a seg-
ment of the population relocated towards the airport?  In the latter, unjust land use/
development policies may be the root cause of the injustice rather than the airport.  
Data are analyzed at two scales, county and census tract; tracts being the smallest 
division for which Census data is available in the project area.
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County Scale
Site 9 is located in Lincoln County, Site 10 in Blaine County, and Site 13 in Camas 
County.  Blaine County is the most populated of the three counties with 18,991 
residents.  Camas has 991 and Lincoln 4,044 residents.  Lincoln and Camas coun-
ties contain a higher percent of people 65 years of age and older (13.1 percent and 
13.0 percent respectively) than does Blaine County (7.8 percent).  All three coun-
ties have approximately the same percentage of children less than five years of age.  
Blaine County’s County populations under five for Blaine, Camas and Lincoln are 5.9 
percent, 4.3 percent, and 7.5 percent, respectively.

White is the dominant race in the three-county region.  The Hispanic or Latino race 
has the next highest representation with 10.7, 5.5, and 13.4 percent for Blaine, 
Camas, and Lincoln counties respectively.  For Blaine County, African American or 
Black, American Indian and Alaskan Natives, Asian, and Native American and other 
Pacific Islanders, account as individual categories for 0.1 to 0.7 percent of the total 
population.  For Camas and Lincoln County the percent is between 0.0 and 1.2.  

Blaine County has the highest number of housing units – 12,186.  Camas County 
has 601 and Lincoln County has 1,651.  Blaine County also has the highest median 
value home price at $288,800, when compared to Camas’s price of $86,400, and 
Lincoln’s price of $75,700.  

Blaine County has the highest percent of high school graduates and college 
graduates (90.2 and 43.1 percent respectively) and Lincoln County has the lowest 
(77.4 and 13 percent respectively).  

The US Census Bureau identifies poverty thresholds.  In 2000, for a four-person fam-
ily unit with two children under the age of 18, this threshold was $17,463.  Blaine 
County has the highest median household income ($50,496), median family income 
($60,037), and per capita income ($31,346) out of the three counties in this analy-
sis.  This county also has the smallest percentage of families living below the poverty 
level (4.9 percent).  Lincoln County has the lowest median household income 
($32,484), median family income ($36,792), and per capita income ($14,257).  This 
county also has the highest percentage of families living below the poverty level 
(10.8 percent).  Camas County’s median has a household income of $34,167, me-
dian family income of $40,156, and per capita income of $19,550.  The percentage 
of families living in poverty is approximately 7.0 percent.  Table 5-16 summarizes 
these data.

table 5-16  County Incomes and Family poverty Levels

Blaine County Camas County Lincoln County

Median Household Income $50,496 $34,167 $32,484 

Median Family Income $60,037 $40,156 $36,792 

Per Capita Income $31,346 $19,550 $14,257 

Percent of Families in Poverty 4.9 7 10.8

Source: 2000 uS census
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US Census Tract Scale
Site 9 in Lincoln County is on the border between two census tracts (950100-
group 2 and 950100-group 1).  Numbers are averaged for these tracks for com-
parison purposes with other Census Tracts containing alternative airport sites 
and referred to as Census Tract 9501.  Site 10 in Blaine County is in Census Tract 
960100-group 2 (9601), and Site 13 in Camas County is in Census Tract 970100-
group 1 (9701).  

Census Tract 9501 has the lowest median household income, median family income 
and per capita income of the three sites.  It also has the greatest number of people 
and families below the poverty level among the Census Tract areas.  Census Tract 
9701 has the highest median household income, median family income, and per 
capita income of the three sites.  Census Tract 9701 has the lowest number of in-
dividuals and families living below the poverty level of the three Census Tract areas.  
Census Tract 9601 has neither the lowest of highest income numbers.

Summary
Comparing 2000 US Census County and Census Tract data, the area around Site 
9, which is in Lincoln County, shows to have the lowest income and highest minor-
ity population with the most diversity of the three sites.  However, the census data 
reviewed indicate that there is a small percentage of residents in all three counties 
with incomes below the poverty level and minority populations.  None of the areas 
are well populated and further study may be required to determine the composi-
tion of the affected populations at each site.  At this preliminary level of study, it 
cannot be concluded that a particular population, for which environmental justice is 
applicable, is affected disproportionately at any of the locations.   During the NEPA 
process, when a greater level of study is undertaken to evaluate the impacts of a 
new airport site, it can be determined if any of these sites result is a disproportion-
ate impacts to a low-income and/or minority populations.

5.6	 site	sCOring
Using the thorough analysis, the Planning 
Team scored the Physical and Environmental 
criteria and the Airport Advisory Committee 
scored the Social and Economic Criteria.  The 
Planning Team scored only the Physical and 
Environmental Criteria because it was deter-
mined these could be more objectively scored.  
At the April 26, 2005 and May 24, 2005 
Airport Advisory Committee meetings, data on the thorough analysis of the finalist 
sites were presented and discussed.  During the May 24, 2005 Advisory Committee 
meeting, the relative scoring of the finalist sites was conducted using the thorough 
analysis above, and a site was recommended to the FMAA.  This was a significant 
meeting in that the participation rate was high (18 of the 25 members were present 
and actively participated).  

Important Note: Sites are not 
scored relative to a benchmark 
or ideal location.  Rather, the 
sites were compared to each 
other and scored on a scale 
ranging from worst to best.  
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The scoring system used by both the Planning Team (when scoring the Physical 
and Environmental criteria) and the Advisory Committee (when scoring the Social 
and Economic criteria) to perform the thorough evaluation of the alternate airport 
sites consists of assigning a relative score to each of the three alternate airport 
sites on a scoring sheet.  This recognizes the fact that all three sites are generally 
considered suitable for the purpose of operating an airport, but that some scored 
better than others based on review of particular criterion.  After each individual 
criterion was scored, the scores were summed and the sites ranked based on their 
total score.  See Table 5-17 for a summary of alternative airport site scores by the 
Advisory Committee.

table 5-17  Scoring of alternate Sites Based on thorough analysis – Summary

Criteria Site 9 Site 10 Site 13

physical Suitability of Site

Availability of Adequate, Suitable Land Area 2 3 4

Terrain and Topographic Compatibility 4 1 3

Weather Related Constraints 3 2 3

Proximity to ground Transportation Systems 3 2 4

Physical Site Conditions 3 2 3

     Subtotal physical criteria �5 �0 �7

environmental

Wetlands 3 5 3

Water Resources 3 4 2

Land Use 3 2 4

Biotic Communities 2 1 3

Cultural Resources 3 1 4

     Subtotal environmental criteria �� �3 �6

Social and economic

Population Trends 2.2 2.3 1.7

geographic Proximity 2.4 2.6 1.8

Land Use Compatibility 2.5 1.5 1.9

Direct Impacts to Human Environment 2.7 2.7 1.5

Viability of Site Acquisition 2.8 1.3 2.8

Facility Costs 2.3 1.4 2.5

Air Service 2.0 2.0 1.7

Regional growth and Development Patterns 2.3 1.9 2.0

Compatibility with Regional/Local Planning 2.3 2.0 1.5

Jurisdictional Responsibilities 2.0 2.5 1.6

     Subtotal Social and economic criteria 23.6 20.2 �9.0
    
Total All Criteria 52.6 43.2 52.0

Sources: Wood River Region airport Site Selection and Feasibility Study advisory committee 
(social and economic criteria) and planning team (physical and environmental criteria)
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The numeric results of the relative scoring indicate that sites 9 and 13 were relatively 
even based on all of the 20 evaluation criteria, with Site 10 scoring below those 
two.  Site 13 scored better with regard to physical and environmental criteria while 
Site 9 scored stronger in the social and economic criteria areas.  After the numeric 
results were tabulated during the meeting they were displayed for all to see.  

5.7	 advisOry	COmmittee	COmments	and	
reCOmmendatiOns

The scoring sheets filled out by 
Committee members included an 
opportunity to comment on the scor-
ing and the relative comparison of 
the three finalist sites.  These com-
ments, as well as the scores provided 
significant input in the FMAA’s deci-
sion-making process.  The following 
Advisory Committee members (in 
alphabetic order) provided com-
ments on the sites below.  A writ-
ten summary of their site scores is 
also included.

bellevue chamber of commerce, Shaun Mahoney (alt. Justin brooks).
Neither person was in attendance.

city of bellevue, eric allen (alt.  tom blanchard) 
Mr.  Allen scored Site 10 the highest and Site 9 the lowest.  No comments 
were offered.

blaine county commissioners, Sarah Michael (alt.  len Harlig)
Ms. Michael scored Site 9 the highest and Site 13 the lowest.  She comments, “I 
favor Site 9 for a number of reasons: It is along our north-south Hwy 75 corridor, 
connecting Twin [Falls] to our Valley which is a major commerce and workforce cor-
ridor; it is slightly closer to Sun Valley; it doesn’t suffer the leakage effect to Boise; 
the county (residents) are supportive of a location in Lincoln Co.  or next door.”

blaine county pilot’s association, preston Ziegler (alt. tim Jeneson)
Neither person was in attendance.

camas county, bill davis (alt. Ron chapman) 
Mr. Davis scored Site 10 the highest and Site 13 the lowest.  He writes, “Comp 
Plan change is not a given in Camas and would have to be voted on by the people.  
Environmental study may be of a big concern because of proximity of Willow Creek 
which is a 303(d) listed stream.  Flash Flood in the area is also a concern.  Highway 
improvements are not going to be as fast as on Highway 75.”

2005 Site Selection advisory committee Meeting
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camas county chamber of commerce, edward Reagan (alt. dan olmstead)
Mr. Olmstead scored Site 13 the highest and Site 9 the lowest.  He says, “It might 
be useful to have comparative numbers for the existing site for each of the criteria.”

camas county econ.  dev.  committee, Reed Stewart (alt. Jerry young) 
Mr. Stewart gave Site 13 the highest score and Site 10 the lowest score.  No written 
comments were given.

carey city council, Robert Simpson (alt. craig adamson)
Neither person was in attendance.

city of Fairfield, david Hanks (alt. Scott Marolf)
Neither person was in attendance.

FaR part �35 operators, Steven garman (alt. Jack northcott) 
Mr. garman scored Site 10 the highest and Site 13 the lowest.  He comments, “I am 
very uncomfortable with site 9 and 10 because of weather.  The consultants have 
not generated good data there.  Site 13 is not endorsed by the host county, and 
it is too far away.  We need to include present site and its C-3 compliance before 
final recommendation is generated.  Also the committee was given only a 50% say 
in the selection.  The consultants were completely different than the [Site Selection 
Committee].  My thought was the consultants were just facilitators; this didn’t end 
up being the case.  Thanks!”

Hailey chamber of commerce, Jim Spinelli (alt. bud bolan)
Mr. Bolan scored Site 13 the highest and Site 9 and 10 identically for all criteria.  No 
comments were given.

city of Hailey, Susan Mcbryant (alt. Martha burke)
Ms. McBryant scored Site 10 the highest and Site 13 the lowest.  She says, “I would 
consider working with Lincoln Co., however it would be easier with Blaine Co.  
alone.  Of all the sites, I think the Lincoln site [Site 9] will face the least resistance 
from the governments involved – the tribes will probably react most with sites 10 
and 13.  Where ever this opt.  site is, we need to work with Roger and our local 
transportation committees to be proactive in providing shuttle service and as part of 
a region-wide transportation master plan.”

Horizon air, Ken Stevens 
He was not in attendance.

idaho Fish & game, Roger olson (alt. Mike Mcdonald)
Neither person was in attendance.

idaho dept. of transportation div. of aeronautics, Rodger Sorensen 
(alt. bob Humphrey) 
Mr. Sorensen scored Site 9 the highest and Site 13 the lowest.  No written com-
ments were given.
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city of Ketchum, Randall c. Hall (alt. dick Fenton)
Mr. Fenton scored Site 9 the highest and Site 13 the lowest.  Dick Fenton represent-
ing both the City of Ketchum and Sun Valley/Ketchum Chamber of Commerce has 
identical scores and comments for both parties.  

lincoln county, Rusty parker (alt. patty nance) 
Mr. Parker scored sites 10 and 13 relatively evenly.  Site 9 received the highest rela-
tive score and Site 10 received the lowest score.  He says, “Lincoln County [Site 9] 
would be my first choice, however that may change when cost to taxpayers and 
ability to raise funds for initial costs [are considered].
 
power engineers, Frank Halverson (alt. barry neiwert) 
Mr. Neiwert scored Site 10 the highest and Site 13 the lowest.  He writes, “The 
balance of inconvenience of time to access the airport and the cost of travel versus 
increased reliability is a very thin line when it comes to sustaining businesses in this 
valley that have significant travel requirements.  We must find ways to support those 
businesses in order to keep them here.”

Sawtooth board of Realtors, alan Reynolds (alt. bob dittmer)
Mr. Reynolds scored Site 13 the highest and Site 10 the lowest.  He writes, “Camas 
doesn’t want the intrusion.  [Sites] 9 and 10 are close to [Highway] 75 (hopefully 
improved), [Site] 10 is cursed by the Indians.  If [Site] 10 is truly un-acquirable, flush 
it, [Site] 9 by default.  How to get the money? Friedman is a very good B-III airport.  
During the FAA mandate, keep the B-III designation and live in harmony.  Or take 
the FAA empire builders out and eliminate them!”

Shoshone bannock tribes, carolyn Smith (alt.  lee-Juan tyler) 
Ms. Smith scored Site 9 better than Site 10 and 13 for all criteria except for 
geographic Proximity, where Site 9 and 13 both scored 3.  Site 10 received the low-
est score of 1 for all criteria.  She says that, “Site 10 will not be considered by the 
Shoshone Bannock Tribes because of Federal lands involved.  Formal government to 
government consultation needs [to] be achieved with the Federal Agencies involved 
including the FAA.  [Sites 9, 10, and 13] are within the Aboriginal and inherent 
lands of the Shoshone Bannock Tribes.”

Skywest airlines, leo Sperry
He was not in attendance.

Sun valley/Ketchum chamber of commerce, Maurice charlat (alt. dick Fenton)
Mr. Fenton rated Site 9 the highest and Site 13 the lowest.  For the Air Service cri-
teria, he scored all three sites as a 1.  He notes that, Site “9 is the best of the 3 sites 
but is a poor choice without a funding mechanism in place for MRgs to assure ad-
equate commercial air service.  In addition, without having thoroughly analyzed all 
the options at Friedman and without having analyzed the sites north of Timmerman 
Hill, we have no intelligent basis for comparison.”

city of Sun valley, Susan cutter (alt. lud Renick)
Ms. Cutter scored Site 9 the highest and Site 13 the lowest.  She comments, “I 
totally support site #9!”
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Sun valley aviation, Mike Rasch (alt. Wayne Werner) 
Mr. Rasch scored Site 9 the highest and Site 13 the lowest.  He comments, “None of 
these sites succeed in geographic Proximity.  Site 9 proximity to Hwy 75 makes that 
site better than Site 13 for that particular criterion.  I consider the lack of weather 
data (fog) a serious flaw in the evaluation of Site 9 in comparison to other sites 10 
and 13.”

Sun valley company, Wally Huffman (alt. Jack Sibbach) 
Mr. Huffman scored Site 9 the highest and Site 13 the lowest, Site 9 scoring much 
higher than the other sites.  He gave a score of 1 to Site 13 for all criteria, and the 
score of 1 to all criteria save geographic Proximity, to Site 10.  He writes, “All sites 
1-16 are fatally flawed in some way.  Sites 9, 10 and 13 are fatally flawed economi-
cally.  Site 13 is fatally flawed socially.  The existing site is flawed politically.  Any site 
is a compromise.  All existing, 13, 9 should be compared to each other exhaustively 
in the process to follow.”

Considerable discussion followed the scoring.  Issues of concern voiced during the 
discussion included:

Travel distance from the existing airport and the resort community north of the 
existing airport; Site 10 being the closest of the three options, and Site 13 the 
most distant.

Jurisdictional and management considerations and concerns with Sites 9 and 13 
being located in Lincoln and Camas counties respectively; only Site 10 is in 
Blaine County.

Shoshone-Bannock Tribe and Idaho IDF&g opposition to Site 10 based on treaty 
rights, big game migration corridors, and sage grouse habitat; Sites 9 and 13 are 
primarily on private lands.

Recognition that while Site 10 was located on public land administered by the 
BLM and that public land can be granted for airport use, that the process could be 
lengthy and complex; private lands might be easier to acquire favoring Site 9 and 
10.

Preference for access to the SH 75 corridor rather than the US 20 corridor to 
Site 13; Sites 9 and 10 are located east of SH 75.

Lack of economic impact information and impacts to AC operations at all three 
site; issue requires additional analysis in the opinion of several members.

Strong, organized opposition to Site 13 in Camas County.

In general, it was recognized that all sites had advantages and disadvantages but 
that in looking at all issues collectively, Site 9 offered the best overall compromise.  
The Advisory Committee collectively agreed to submit Site 9 as the preferred site for 
FMAA consideration at their June 7, 2005 regular meeting.  There were no objec-
tions voiced for the record by any of the Advisory Committee members on proceed-
ing with this recommendation.  The Advisory Committee members recommended 
that Site 9 be presented to the FMAA as the best alternate site for further study.  
(The FMAA evaluation process did not proceed as quickly as envisioned.  The evalua-
tion process is discussed in following sections and documented in Appendices E-L.)

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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5.8	 fmaa	alternate	airpOrt	site	seleCtiOn	deCisiOn
The FMAA realized that a successful study requires considerable opportunity for the 
public and interested parties to seek information and voice their opinion(s).  The 
FMAA also recognized that a decision of this magnitude with significant implications 
should not be rushed or treated lightly.  As a result, considerable time transpired 
and many additional events occurred between the May 24, 2005 Airport Advisory 
Committee recommendation and the actual FMAA decision on October 26, 2005.  
During this period, additional public outreach opportunities outside the purview 
of the Advisory Committee were provided concerning the three finalist sites by the 
FMAA, airport management and Planning Team members.  Significant amounts 
of additional data were collected and evaluated on the finalist sites by involved 
parties in order to ensure a comprehensive and balanced evaluation of the issues.  
Important events leading up to the final alternate airport site selection decision by 
the FMAA follow in this section in brief.  (See Appendix C for an index of all public 
participation events and correspondences associated with this project6.  A key is 
provided to help interpret the information.) The major items the FMAA considered, 
which are discussed in this section, include:

Site Selection Advisory Committee Process

Public Education/Involvement Process

FMA Expansion Options

general FMAA Discussions and Decision

Decision Process and Implementation

5.8.1 Site Selection advisory Committee process
The Site Selection Advisory Committee’s evaluation 
and recommendation of a single site for further 
analysis was accomplished at the May 24, 2005 
meeting.  This Committee was instrumental in 
refining alternate airport sites for FMAA consider-
ation from sixteen to three sites, and providing a 
relative scoring of those three sites.  The Advisory 
Committee with its diverse set of stakeholders provided many perspectives for the 
FMAA to consider.  After the May 24, 2005 meeting, the Advisory Committee, 
as it was configured, was dissolved by the FMAA.  The FMAA believed that the 
Committee had performed a valuable service, had fulfilled their expectations and 
therefore agreed that the Advisory Committee would no longer need to continue 
to meet as a body.  The FMAA did acknowledge there may be a continued need for 
committee or partial committee participation in future study steps.  This continu-
ing opportunity was documented in correspondence to each individual commit-
tee member.  A copy of this correspondence dated June 13, 2005 is included as 
Appendix D.

6For a detailed record of public comment/communication, please reference the index and 
request desired information from the FMaa.
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5.8.2 public education and Involvement process
Presentations and meetings were conducted with Blaine County, Camas County, 
Lincoln County, and other interested groups in the spring and summer of 2005.  On 
May 23, 2005 a presentation to the Hailey City Council took place to update them 
on the study process.  It was held prior to the Hailey City Council meeting.  The 
purpose of this presentation was to engage and receive input from the Council on 
airport development issues.  Principal topics discussed were 1) the need for the site 
selection study, 2) C-III compliance issues, 3) alternative site analysis, 4) and subse-
quent steps, e.g, EIS process.  On August 11, 2005 a Town Hall meeting was held 
in the City of Hailey which included airport relocation as well as other City issues of 
importance.  One alternative for providing a C-III compliant airfield at the current lo-
cation was presented at this meeting.  During this meeting, citizens were given the 
opportunity to voice their opinions about the existing airport and alternate airport 
sites.  Display boards on hand helped inform and guide the discussion.  This meeting 
was not exclusively dedicated to discussion of the airport, but rather encompassed 
many City of Hailey issues.

A Town Hall meeting was held in Fairfield (Camas County) August 24, 2005 to dis-
cuss the alternate sites with a focus on finalist Site 13.  Eighty-four people attended 
the meeting and 31 people spoke at the meeting.  Seventy percent attending regis-
tered in opposition of the location of Site 13.  The percent of speakers registering in 
opposition to the location of Site 13 was 60 percent.  A Town Hall Meeting was also 
held in Shoshone (Lincoln County) September 13, 2005.  

Five informal discussions at coffee houses in Blaine, Camas and Lincoln counties 
were held from 7 am to 8 am in March, April, and May of 2005.  Any topic was 
open for discussion, including airport relocation.  The Airport Manager and the 
Chair of the FMAA and other FMAA members were present at these “coffee talks” 
and engaged the public one-on-one with these issues.  

The site selection study was also a subject of discussion at each regularly sched-
uled meeting of the FMAA.  Study meetings were routinely scheduled and meeting 
agendas approved at these meetings.  The study team provided routine reports on 
monthly activities and work in progress.  Public comment was normally taken as a 
part of these briefings.  See Appendix E for an example of a typical meeting discus-
sion (July 7, 2005).

A formal public hearing took place on September 28, 2005 for purposes of inform-
ing the public on the regulatory issues the airport was operating within (both FAA 
rules and local policies), presenting more exhaustive and detailed options for ex-
panding the existing airport to C-III compliant status, and updating the public on the 
Wood River Site Selection Study (see Appendix F for the meeting agenda).  Nearly 
300 citizens, the FMAA, Airport Manager, Airport Engineer, Airport Attorney, and 
Planning Consultant attended the hearing and presented information.  The hearing 
lasted approximately three hours and was reported by local and Boise news outlets.
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The presentation touched on the policy 
related to the expansion of the existing 
airport and the site selection study, illus-
trated for the public and FMAA expan-
sion alternatives of the existing site (see 
Section 5.8.3 for detailed discussion), 
and summarized the year-and–a-half 
planning process.  FMAA members 
then asked airport staff and consultants 
questions related to the presentation.

Written comments were submitted by 
members of the public at the meeting.  Many sample letters were read to the audi-
ence as examples of the concerns sent by residents.  The issue of removing homes 
to make way for airport infrastructure was expressed, as was the safety and reliabil-
ity of the airport given limitations from the terrain.  Environmental and community 
issues related to alternate airport Site 13 in the Camas Prairie area were articulated 
to the FMAA.  
 
After the presentation, a large portion of the hearing was devoted to the public be-
ing allowed to ask questions of the FMAA members, airport staff, and the Planning 
Team with direct responses given.  Several people also spoke in support of expand-
ing the existing airport.  But, the majority of the 33 residents gave testimony in sup-
port of the planning process and in support of the effort to find a new airport site in 
the Wood River Region though there was disagreement about which of the finalist 
sites was best.  Most attendees related concerns about the possible impacts of ex-
panding the existing airport on the community of Hailey.  Concerns were also raised 
about the financial impact of an airport sited further from urban and resort areas 
and the environmentally sensitive areas around Site 13.  The complete transcript of 
this Public Hearing is included as Appendix G.

5.8.3 Friedman Memorial airport expansion Options
The issue of expansion of the existing airport at its present location received con-
siderable analysis during the preceding FMA Airport Master Plan Update process, 
which concluded in 2004.  It should also be noted that this issue was also evalu-
ated during preceding planning studies completed in the early 1990s.  The 1994 
plan stated that expansion would not occur at the current FMA location.  The 2004 
study identified that developing a C-III compliant airport at the existing site required 
significant community disruption and impact, came at a very high cost, and did 
not resolve several fundamental flaws associated with the airport site, e.g., terrain.  
However, the concept of expansion of the existing airport remained a controversial 
issue throughout the site selection process.  The information in this section was in-
cluded in the September 28, 2005 public hearing to address concerns and questions 
related to the existing site.  The desire to retain the existing airport location was 
driven by a strongly expressed concern that a more remote airport location would 
adversely affect ACs and the resort community economy.  Yet, expansion in the cur-
rent site has significant land use implications.

public Hearing September 28, 2005
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A clear understanding of expanding FMA at its current site to meet C-III demand 
was considered integral to the overall site selection process by the FMAA.  The study 
team was tasked with developing all physical expansion options and their associ-
ated costs.  Options were developed for expansion of the existing airport site, which 
were presented to the community at the September 28, 2005 public hearing.  Public 
hearing presentation slides are included in Appendix H.  A summary of the expan-
sion options presented and the outcome of the deliberation on expanding the exist-
ing site follow in the section below.
  
east expansion – The east expansion option would retain airport infrastructure and 
Taxiway B alignment but would move the runway east 150 feet.  It calls for relo-
cating Highway 75 east 150 feet and acquiring 88 homes and 46 acres of Flying 
Hat Ranch.  

option a – Impacts would be limited to east and south of the airfield.  Extending 
the runway and taxiway 1,000 feet, making the total runway length 8,500 feet, 
would require the acquisition of six additional businesses and 18 additional 
acres of Flying Hat Ranch.  The public cost of this option is estimated to be 
$130 million.

option b – This option would shift aircraft noise impacts to the east thereby in-
creasing noise levels around some residences.  This noise would likely be greater 
than existing Highway 75, which would have to be relocated to the west side 
of the airfield to Broadford Road.  The relocation of the road would require the 
acquisition of a right-of-way along Broadford Road, the acquisition of 26 homes 
and 256 acres of Flying Hat Ranch.  This option eliminates the need to acquire 
88 homes required by Option A.  Expanding the runway and taxiway 1,000 feet 
would require the acquisition of an additional three acres of Flying Hat Ranch.  
The public cost of this option is estimated to be $114 million.

 
West expansion – This option would retain the east property limit of the airport, 
which eliminated the impact to Highway 75 and private property to the east of the 
Highway.  It would require the relocation of parallel taxiway 150 feet to the east, the 
removal or relocation of west side airport support facilities, the demolition of exist-
ing infrastructure, the acquisition of 195 acres of Flying Hat Ranch, the construction 
of a new runway and parallel taxiway, the reconstruction of airport infrastructure, 
and the closure of the airfield for approximately three years.  Adding 1,000 feet of 
runway and taxiway to this option bringing the total length of up 8,500 feet would 
require the acquisition of an additional 19 acres of Flying Hat Ranch.  This option 
basically requires demolition of the current airfield and construction of a new C-III 
airfield in its place.  The public cost of this option is estimated to be $99 million.

South expansion – This option would realign the runway.  It would require the 
acquisition of 472 acres of Flying Hat Ranch and 17 acres south of Flying Hat Ranch.  
A new runway and two parallel taxiways would be needed.  Two parallel taxiways 
are considered necessary with this option in order to provide a functional airfield for 
ground movements.  There would be minimal impact to the existing airfield and air-
field closures or restrictions would be intermittent.  This option would maximize the 
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use of open space to the south and minimize impacts to property east and west of 
the airport.  Extending the runways and taxiway 1,000 feet to 8,500 feet would re-
quire the acquisition of an additional 20 acres south of Flying Hat Ranch and poten-
tially more dwellings.  The public cost of this option is estimated to be $132 million.

The presentation at the public hearing reiterated that no improvement option 
regardless of capital investment would mitigate or alleviate fundamental flaws asso-
ciated with the site such as severe terrain, lack of all weather approach procedures, 
and incompatible land use near the airport.

In summary, Hailey residents would be greatly impacted by any expansion option.  
Home relocations would be needed in any east expansion.  A west expansion would 
require a lengthy closure of the airport and substantial impacts to airport facili-
ties.  A southern expansion would require substantial land acquisition.  The costs of 
expansion options are estimated to be similar to building a new airport.  Public costs 
for expansion options range from $99 to $132 million, while the public costs of 
building a new airport range from $79 to $98 million.  given the analysis above and 
the information summarized in Appendix G, and in consideration of the fact that 
viable options for a new airport do exist, expanding the airport beyond its current 
boundaries is not the airport owners’ or the community’s preference.

5.8.4 FMaa Board Discussions and Decision
Considering the analysis in Section 5.8.3 as well as public input, a formal deci-
sion by the FMAA was made not to pursue expanding the existing airport site as 
a way to accommodate current and projected demands.  This decision was made 
at the October 4, 2005 FMAA Meeting (see Appendix I).  The FMAA also di-
rected the planning team to focus financial analysis (including a detailed analysis 
of operating and maintenance costs) on the preferred alternate airport site once it 
was established.

Also, at the October 4, 2005 meeting the FMAA reaffirmed by unanimous vote their 
commitment to the following portion of the Preamble to the �99� Master plan: 

…as pressure for use reaches the physical limits of the facility, we 
need to look for alternatives away from the valley cities rather than 
at the present site. 

The decision not to expand the airport was based upon numerous facts.  Larger and 
faster C-III aircraft are landing at FMA than what the airport was originally designed 
to handle.  These aircraft are arriving in greater numbers each year.  The FAA will 
not allow FMA to continue accepting C-III aircraft unless FMA progresses forward 
with a plan to be C-III compliant with FAA design requirements.  FMA is not compli-
ant with RSA or OFA dimensions, runway to parallel taxiway separation, and RPZ 
area.  It is compliant with the object free zone length, but not width (Appendix G, 
slide 16).
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FMA cannot refuse landing rights to any classification of aircraft, and if sufficient 
number of aircraft operations in a higher that C-III classification take place, FMA 
would be required to expand to meet those standards.  Aviation demands drive 
airport facility compliance requirements, which drive expansion.  Though the po-
tential demands for air service in the valley have no limit, the existing airport site 
does have limits.  

Compliance cannot be accomplished without expanding the airport; and the 
expansion alternatives come with significant physical, social and economical im-
pacts.  Despite significant capital investment, the airport would remain physically 
constrained by the mountainous terrain and urban development with sensitive land 
uses nearby (see Appendix H, slide 15).  Safety is a concern at the existing site, 
as there are numerous non-compatible land uses in close proximity to the airport 
(Appendix G, slide 15).  Every attempt was made to define physically feasible op-
tions to expand FMA at the existing site (see Appendix G slides 19-31) to comply 
with C-III standards.  Because of this decision, a comparative evaluation between 
the existing site and the final alternate site did not take place.  The existing airport 
was deemed non-viable.  Therefore the final recommended alternate site resulting 
from the study is the site for a new airport to serve the Wood River Region.

On October 19, 2005, members of the FMAA performed an on-site inspection of 
the three finalist sites.  The Authority was joined by the Airport Manager, the senior 
engineer on the planning team as well as members of the public, the press, and 
legal council.  See Appendix J for a complete list of attendees.

The study team pointed out to the FMAA and others in attendance that while all 
three sites (9, 10 and 13) were considered acceptable, each site had its own unique 
personality and individual advantages and disadvantages.  The minutes of this spe-
cial FMAA meeting are included in Appendix J.

On October 21, 2005, the Airport 
Manager, the FMAA Chair, and a 
senior member of the Consultant 
Team traveled to Seattle to meet with 
FAA Northwest Mountain Region 
representatives to discuss the Wood 
River Region airport Site Selection and 
Feasibility Study.  The FAA was up-
dated on the progress of the project, 
following which the FAA representa-
tives asked the Airport Manager and 
Consultant team member questions, 
and commented on the study.

october �9, 2005 on-Site inspection
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The FMAA met at a special FMAA meeting October 26, 2005 (See Appendix K).  
The goal of the meeting was to vote on a preferred alternate site from the three fi-
nalist sites, after considering the Advisory Committee recommendation, public hear-
ing input and other public comments received, and additional data.  At this meet-
ing, a motion was made by FMAA Member Harlig to remove Site 13 from the three 
final candidate sites for consideration as a preferred alternative site.  The reasons 
given by Harlig as well as FMAA Members McBryant, Bowman, and Chair Burke are 
as follows:  

Site 13 is not along SH 75.

Advisory Committee scoring of economic and social criteria did not favor Site 13.

An airport is not welcome in the area by neighboring residents.

Bussing to Twin Falls would involve additional wasted travel time because of the 
distance from Site 13 to SH 75.

Camas County represents economic competition.

It is the least viable politically.

There is a preference to keep an airport in Blaine County.

The motion passed with FMAA Member Fairfax in opposition.  He gave several rea-
sons for his support of Site 13 at the meeting which follow:

The runway is not constrained (wind less of a problem).

The approaches are not over a desolate area.

The site is grassland not lava rock.

The site has greater economic viability because it is further from Twin Falls airport 
(a competitor).  

Second homeowners in Camas County represent flying consumers.

FMAA Member Harlig then moved to select Site 10 as the preferred alternative site 
to recommend to the FAA for subsequent study.  Harlig read aloud the “Findings 
of Fact” synopsis (see below) in support of his recommendation.  He also com-
mented that Site 10 resided within Blaine County, it is supported by Blaine County 
Commissioners and the Blaine County business community, its access road could 
be exclusively used for airport use, it is adjacent to SH 75, and no private property 
would be involved in land acquisition.  This motion was seconded by FMAA Member 
McBryant.  The motion passed 4 to 1 with FMAA Member Fairfax in opposition.  In 
his opposition, he mentioned complications to Site 10 that include Native American 
Treaty Rights, that Site 10 is the most difficult site on which to construct an airport, 
it overlies a gas main, and it is difficult for gA to use due to wind, hills and darkness 
in the surrounding area.  In response to this opposing comment, Board members 
acknowledged the attributes at Site 10 (especially proximity and minimal effect 
on the human environment) were deciding factors and it was acknowledged that 
any new airport site would have potential environmental impacts.  With that vote, 
the Friedman Memorial FMAA chose Site 10 to be recommended as the preferred 
airport site (See Appendix K for meeting minutes).
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In deciding on Site 10 during the special FMAA meeting, the FMAA made findings 
of fact.  These facts support and justify the decision to pursue siting an airport in the 
area of Site 10.  These facts are:

FINDINGS OF FACT
FMA is currently close to complying with federally regulated B-III airport de-
sign standards, but is still not at the full required standard.  This B-III standard 
was identified in the 1994 Airport Master Plan, approved by the FMAA, and 
accepted by the FAA.  Since 1994, $16 million has been spent to reach this 
B-III classification.  

FAA regulations, policy, and assurances prevent FMA from denying landing rights 
to larger and faster aircraft, i.e., C-III and above.  These FAA regulations require 
FMA to accept such higher-than-airport-classification aircraft, even if the airport 
design classification is only B-III.

Both AC and private C-III aircraft are landing frequently at FMA.  The number of 
C-III aircraft operations at FMA substantially exceeds the limited number of arriv-
als and departures allowed by the FAA at B-III airports.

The FAA requires airports serving this higher number of C-III aircraft to comply 
with C-III safety standards.  FAA has told FMA it must become C-III compli-
ant.  Becoming C-III compliant at the City of Hailey location requires: expand-
ing present FMA boundaries for runway and taxiway separations and acquiring 
additional property to meet required safety and object free zones.  Additional 
land is also required to accommodate parking, waiting, and operational space for 
larger aircraft.

FAA’s requirement for C-III standards may be achieved by enlarging the present 
location or moving to a new location.  The Airport owners (Blaine County and 
the City of Hailey, Idaho) have continuously said on behalf of their residents, since 
1990, that if the present FMA footprint cannot meet future aviation requirements 
an alternative site shall be found.  Additionally, the area surrounding the Airport, 
in both neighborhood and city land use density and population, has increased 
substantially since 1990, making a FMA expansion more costly than building a 
new airport elsewhere, and more devastating to homes and businesses of local 
residents; and would mean that further expansion in the future will be even more 
devastating and costly.

Thorough studies by professional consultants and engineers approved by FAA 
have factually demonstrated what physical impacts will be imposed on sur-
rounding cities and residents and what fiscal costs are involved in expanding the 
present FMA.  Enlargement of the present FMA will provide no protection against 
further enlargement for the next classification of aircraft.  The recent require-
ment to expand for C-III classification at FMA’s B-III Airport is proof of this reality.  
Finally, no expansion of the present FMA reduces the mountain terrain encroach-
ments or weather and altitude limitations at the present site.

A Site Selection Committee, self-appointed by 25 Stakeholder Agencies or 
groups invited by the FMAA to participate in selecting and recommending an al-
ternative site for a new airport, held 10 meetings over a year period, culminating 
in a recommendation of three finalists sites (Sites 9, 10, and 13).  Of the three, 
Site 9 received the most Committee support, and a recommendation of the three 
sites, including the preferred site, was sent to the FMAA.  

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.
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The FMAA held a special Public Hearing on September 28, 2005, attended by 
about 300 people, and took public comment (verbal as well as written) on the 
present FMA location and on future alternative sites.  The information and slide 
presentation for the Public Hearing was posted on the FMA website prior to the 
Public Hearing.  This Special Public Hearing was the culmination of more than 
two years of FMAA monthly and special meetings and 12 months of public Site 
Selection Committee meetings and public workshops on airport relocation issues.  
Additionally, the FMA has received and stored years of correspondence and com-
munications from the public on airport relocation issues.

The Blaine County Board of Commissioners has provided correspondence to 
the FMAA, indicating their preference for a new airport site to be located in the 
Highway 75 corridor located as close as is reasonable to the population centers 
of Blaine County, consistent with safety and reliability, and located within Blaine 
County’s land use jurisdiction if possible.  Many business leaders in the Blaine 
County community have expressed similar preferences.

 

5.8.5 Site 10 reasoning
The FMAA faced a challenging task in reaching a decision on a preferred alternate 
airport location.  This issue was a major focus in Blaine County and Camas County 
communities in 2005.  Attention to the process also heightened in Lincoln County 
during the spring and summer of 2005.  A substantial number of individuals, busi-
ness people and organizations weighed in with their comments about each site.  
The FMAA considered this public input and technical information presented by the 
study team.  While cursory review of only technical information may lead one to the 
conclusion that the FMAA selected the least feasible site, this is far from the case.  
All sites were considered suitable for the purposes of developing a functional airport 
that meets all safety and design standards and has improved all-weather capabili-
ties, though each site had advantages and disadvantages.  Recognizing this fact, the 
FMAA included additional political factors in their decision that would lead to a suc-
cessful airport relocation.  Key factors in the decision became geographic proximity, 
a preference for a location along SH 75 and significantly, a location in Blaine County 
which has an experienced and willing airport sponsor.  The public process was 
instrumental in leading the FMAA to focus on these three critical parameters as keys 
to ultimate project implementation success.

5.8.5.1		Geographic	Proximity
Siting of the airport in as close proximity as possible to the existing airport and the 
Sun Valley Resort was a focal point of the business community.  The FMAA and 
study team received multiple correspondences from individuals and business groups 
relating the importance of this issue and the significance of proximity to the suc-
cess of the local economy.  The importance of close-as-possible proximity was also 
echoed by the current ACs, Horizon Air and Sky West Airlines, see Appendix L for 
AC correspondences.) Both carriers expressed concern with leakage to Boise from 
a location along US Hwy 20 (Site 13) cutting into their already tenuous profitability.  
Sites 9 and 13, while considered acceptable, are located at the outer limits of the 
travel distance the carriers thought acceptable.  Site 10 is clearly within the travel 
distance/time stated as desirable.
 

8.

9.
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5.8.5.2	Proximity	to	SH	75
The preference for a site located adjacent to SH 75 became apparent as the study 
progressed.  Representatives of both sponsors (City of Hailey and Blaine County) ex-
pressed this preference verbally and in correspondence on more than one occasion 
during the process.  SH 75 is the major north-south economic development corridor 
between Twin Falls, Shoshone and the Wood River Valley.  Additionally, SH 75 is 
slated for major improvements by the Idaho DOT during the next 10 years.  Sites 9 
and 10 are located along this corridor while Site 13 is located west of SH 75 along 
US 20.  Also, a number of individuals highlighted the hazard with big game crossing 
US 20 between Site 13 and SH 75 and the dangers they pose to increased traffic 
that would result from an airport.

5.8.5.3	Political	Jurisdiction
Political jurisdictions became an important consideration in the siting decision.  
Citizens from both Camas County (Site 13) and Lincoln County (Site 9) asked during 
public meetings what authority Blaine County and/or the FAA have to site an airport 
in another community or county.  The answer was, no authority.  Barring regional 
agreements, cities cannot influence land use policy in other cities, (only states have 
this level of control if they so choose to exercise it).  In the case of Sites 9 and 13, 
the land use decisions required to legally construct an airport reside with the County 
Commissioners of Lincoln and Camas counties respectively.  While this response 
may have offered some comfort to local residents, it also raised a concern as to the 
feasibility of the intergovernmental cooperation required to successfully execute the 
projections for Sites 9 and 13.  The feasibility of the intergovernmental coopera-
tion was not a concern evidenced for Site 10 being entirely in Blaine County.  This 
concern appeared legitimate as evidenced by the comments provided by represen-
tatives of Camas and Lincoln counties during the May 24, 2005 meeting at which 
comparative scoring was completed (see Section 5.7).

Camas County initially embraced the idea of an airport located in the eastern por-
tion of the county.  The county commissioners drafted a letter to the FMAA request-
ing inclusion in the study area.  Time proved that this request was not made with 
the benefit of public input.  As the process moved forward, it became apparent 
that there was significant, well organized opposition to the concept of an airport at 
Site 13.  

The organization “Preserve the Camas Prairie,” spoke for the opposition.  This orga-
nization submitted several significant critical reviews on many aspects of the study 
process and the technical analysis of the individual site parameters.  Copies of these 
submittals are a part of the source comment record.  They presented a significant 
hurdle to developing an airport on Site 13 and could be expected to offer significant 
resistance to local land use decisions that supported an airport on Site 13.  Several 
public meetings in Camas County identified that while many supported the con-
cept, a majority of county residents were skeptical if not opposed to the proposal.  
Camas County Commissioner, Bill Davis’ comment at the May 24, 2005 meeting, 
“Comprehensive land use plan change is not a given in Camas….” certainly raised a 
flag of caution.
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Lincoln County (Site 9), on the other hand, initially expressed little interest in an 
airport south of the Blaine County-Lincoln County line.  As the process moved 
forward, Rusty Parker, a Lincoln County Commissioner and Site Selection Advisory 
Committee member, attended the December 7, 2004 FMAA meeting and expressed 
strong interest in the new airport being located in Lincoln County.  The current 
Site 9 location was a result of that expression of strong interest.  While Lincoln 
County remains interested in the airport, opposition has surfaced as well as concern 
over the financial commitment to construction and operational costs expressed.  
Mr. Parker noted this in his comments at the May 24, 2005 committee meeting, 
“Lincoln County (Site 9) would be my first choice, however, that may change when 
cost to taxpayers and ability to raise funds for initial costs are considered.”  This was 
again an indication that the FMAA (or the Sponsors) would not be in control of a 
project with major ramifications to Blaine County and the Wood River Valley.

5.8.5.4	 Implementation
The FMAA recognized that Site 10, like all other sites, presents challenges for con-
structability as was discussed in the thorough evaluation.  Water acquisition, waste 
water disposal, earthwork and a gas main will make engineering more difficult 
than other sites.  Conversely, there will be much fewer impacts to wetlands, water 
resources and farmland in Site 10 if Sites 9 or 13 were to have been chosen.  Site 10 
scored well on several critical socio-economic criteria as well.  Though clearly Site 10 
scored the lowest in the scoring of finalist sites it offered the opportunity to develop 
a consensus and create a coalition of support that is critical in successfully relocating 
FMA.  Though Site 13 appeared to be the easiest physical site on which to build an 
airport (potential environmental issues set aside), the majority of the individuals on 
the Site Selection Committee ranked Site 13 the lowest in the important social and 
economic categories.

Evaluation of scoring by several key individuals during the May 24, 2005 Advisory 
Committee meeting substantiated this view with regard to the social and economic 
issues.  Comments of note follow:

Eric Allen, City of Bellevue – Scored Site 10 highest

Steve garman, Highly respected corporate pilot – Scored Site 10 highest

Susan McBryant, Mayor, City of Hailey – Scored site 10 highest, and stated it 
would be easier to work with Blaine County alone

Frank Halverson, Power Engineers (large employer in Hailey) – Scored Site 10 
the highest

•

•

•

•
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C h a p t e r  6

Financial Feasibility Analysis and 
Conceptual Funding Plan

This chapter addresses:

Airport CIP

Sources of Funding  
and Conceptual  
Funding Plan

Historical and Ten 
Year Projected Airport 
Revenues

Historical and Ten Year 
Projected Operating 
Expenses

Projected Operating 
Revenue, Initial 
Five Years of New 
Airport Operation

Overall Financial 
Feasibility and Cash 
Flow Analysis

•

•

•

•

•

•

This chapter examines the financial feasibility of constructing a new airport to 
serve the long-term aviation needs of the Wood River Region.  It also includes an 
examination of continued investments in FMA until such time as the new airport 
is completed.  The centerpiece of this element of the Wood River Region Airport 
Site Selection and Feasibility Study is a conceptual funding plan, which outlines 
the sources of funding for the capital investment in public infrastructure needed to 
make a new airport a reality.  

Included in this analysis are forecasts of anticipated operating revenues and expen-
ditures the FMAA may expect over the next ten year period for the FMA as well as 
for the initial years of operation of the new airport.  A ten year CIP is also provided 
to establish the general framework and guidance for financing the planning, design 
and construction of the new airport while at the same time meeting anticipated 
capital improvement and operational needs of FMA during construction of the 
new airport. 

The techniques utilized in this analysis are consistent with industry practices for simi-
lar studies in connection with evaluating the feasibility of large-scale airport CIPs.  
While it is believed that the approach and assumptions are reasonable, it should be 
recognized that some assumptions regarding future trends and events may not ma-
terialize.  Achievement of the proposed CIP and the operating results is dependent 
upon the occurrence and variation of future events. 
  
This analysis is built upon the following:

Consideration of the FMA’s existing financial structure, airline and major tenant 
agreements, as well as the airport’s historical financial performance. 

A schedule for the planning and construction of the new airport with an antici-
pated occupancy date of 2015, and the first full year of operation in 2016. 

The 2004 Friedman Memorial Airport Master Plan Update enplaned passenger 
forecast for determining anticipated FAA AIP entitlements funds and Passenger 
Facility Charge (PFC) revenues that may accrue to the FMAA during this period.  
The enplaned passenger forecast assumes a CAGR of approximately 3.8 percent 
through 2022.

Identification of potential capital funding sources, such as the AIP and PFC pro-
grams.  Eligibility and receipt of AIP discretionary funds were also estimated while 
options for funding the required local share of project costs are also addressed.

A funding plan for the airport CIP assuming sources of financing from AIP entitle-
ment and discretionary funds, PFC revenues, the Airport’s Operating and Capital 
Reserve Fund, State of Idaho grants-in-aid, and sale of existing Airport land.  With 
the exception of operating revenues, all funds are in current dollars to match 
the CIP.

•

•

•

•

•
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Examination of historic operating revenues, all funds are in current 2006 dollars to 
match the proposed CIP. 

Projections of revenues, expenses, and net cash flows from the operation of 
the Airport for the period of FY2007-2015 based on historic financial activity 
of the Airport, consumer price index (CPI) changes during the past eight years 
and airport management input on future trends.  To match the current dollars 
of the CIP, operating revenues are also stated in net present value terms.  Net 
Present Value (NPV) is a valuation method based on discounted cash flows.  NPV 
is calculated by discounting of a series of future cash flows to determine their 
current value. 

benchmarking of airport facilities and key financial elements against peer airports.

Projections of revenues, expenses, and net cash flows from the operation of the 
new airport for the period of FY2016-2020 to provide a conceptual understand-
ing of the costs of operating a new airport during its initial five years of operation.

This chapter, which presents the results of this feasibility analysis, is organized 
as follows:

Airport Capital Improvement Program

Sources of Funding and Conceptual Funding Plan

Historic and Ten Year Projected Airport Operating Revenues

Historic and Ten Year Projected Airport Operating Expenses

Projected Operating Revenues for the Initial Five Years of Operation of the 
New Airport 

Projected Operating Expenses for the Initial Five Years of Operation of the 
New Airport

6.1	 Airport	CApitAl	improvement	progrAm
Table 6-1 presents the proposed FY2007-2015 CIP for FMA and is based upon the 
assumption that continued investment is necessary at the current airport site while 
the FMAA undertakes the requisite environmental studies as well as project plan-
ning, design and construction activities for the new airport.  Cost estimates present-
ed in this plan were developed utilizing 2006 dollars and were derived in part from 
the 2004 Friedman Memorial Airport Master Plan Update and the development 
Cost Estimates presented in Chapter 5 of this study.  These estimates are based 
on a planning level of detail and while appropriate for planning purposes, actual 
project costs will likely vary from these estimates once project design and engineer-
ing estimates are developed and construction bids received.  The cost data also 
include project contingency allowances, typical at this stage of planning, as well as 
design and construction management costs.  Each project included in this plan was 
analyzed for AIP and PFC funding eligibility and a preliminary funding scenario was 
developed for each project indicating the source of funding including FAA, State of 
Idaho, local and private funding sources.  

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Table 6-1

Wood River Region Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Study
Financial Feasibility Analysis and Conceptual Funding Plan

AIRPORT CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (CIP)

FAA FAA NON-FAA
TOTAL ELIGIBLE ELIGIBLE ELIGIBLE

PROJECT COST SHARE LOCAL SHARE LOCAL SHARE

FISCAL YEAR 2007:

a. Environmental Impact Statement 2,100,000$ 1,995,000$ 105,000$
b. Replace Runway 13-31 Porous Friction Course 3,690,000 3,505,500 184,500

5,790,000$ 5,500,500$ 289,500$ -$

FISCAL YEAR 2008:

a. Acquire Snow Removal Equipment 721,000$ 648,900$ 72,100
b. Snow Removal Equipment Facility Ph. I 390,000 351,000 39,000

1,111,000$ 999,900$ 111,100$ -$

FISCAL YEAR 2009:

a. Replacement Airport Master Plan/Pre-Engineering 833,000$ 749,700$ 83,300
b. Snow Removal Equipment Facility Ph. 2 278,000 250,200 27,800

1,111,000$ 999,900$ 111,100$ -$

FISCAL YEAR 2010:
a. Parallel Taxiway Relocation 2,000,000$ 1,800,000$ 200,000

2,000,000$ 1,800,000$ 200,000$ -$

FISCAL YEAR 2011:
a. Design Replacement Airport (Ph. I) 1,850,625$ 1,665,563$ 185,063$

1,850,625$ 1,665,563$ 185,063$ -$

FISCAL YEAR 2012:

a. Design Replacement Airport (Ph. II) 1,847,755$ 1,662,980$ 184,776$
b. Construct Replacement Airport (Ph. I) 15,869,063 14,282,156 1,586,906

17,716,818$ 15,945,136$ 1,771,682$ -$

FISCAL YEAR 2013:

a. Design Replacement Airport (Ph. III) 1,428,700$ 1,285,830$ 142,870$

b. Construct Replacement Airport (Ph. I) 15,869,063 14,282,156 1,586,906
c. Construct Replacement Airport (Ph. II) 10,475,898 9,138,559 1,337,340

27,773,661$ 24,706,545$ 3,067,116$ -$

FISCAL YEAR 2014:

a. Construct Replacement Airport (Ph. II) 10,475,898$ 9,138,559$ 1,337,340$

b. Construct Replacement Airport (Ph. III) 13,286,650 11,867,235 1,419,415

c. Rental Car Makeup/Drop Off Lots/Service Ctr. 783,647 783,647$
d. Terminal Building Auto Parking 900,000 900,000

25,446,195$ 21,005,794$ 2,756,755$ 1,683,647$

FISCAL YEAR 2015:

a. Construct Replacement Airport (Ph. II) 10,475,898$ 9,138,559$ 1,337,340$

b. Construct Replacement Airport (Ph. III) 13,286,650 11,867,235 1,419,415
c. Rental Car Makeup/Drop Off Lots/Service Ctr. 783,647 783,647$

24,546,195$ 21,005,794$ 2,756,755$ 783,647$

Total Capital Improvement Program  (FY2007-FY2015) 107,345,493$ 93,629,130$ 11,249,070$ 2,467,293$

Existing Airport Portion of CIP (FY2007-FY2010) 10,012,000$ 9,300,300$ 711,700$ -$

New Airport Portion of CIP (FY2011-FY2015) 97,333,493 84,328,830 10,537,370 2,467,293

Sources:  Friedman Memorial Airport Board; Toothman-Orton Engineering Company; Mead & Hunt, 2006.

Notes:   All costs based on 2006 values. 

             Airport CIP reflects public infrastructure investment - additional private investments required for FBO and private aircraft storage hangars.

table 6-1  airport Capital Improvement program (CIp)
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Graph 6-1  Funding Sources existing airport (FY2007-2010)

Graph 6-2  Funding Sources New airport (FY2011-2015)
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Wood River Region Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Study
Financial Feasibility Analysis and Conceptual Funding Plan

CONCEPTUAL FUNDING PLAN FOR AIRPORT CIP

Funding Source Subtotal Total %

Funding Sources (FY2007-FY2010)

    AIP Entitlement 4,000,000$ 40.0%
    AIP Discretionary 5,300,500 52.9%
    Passenger Facility Charge 377,200 3.8%
    Airport Reserves (local match) 274,500 2.7%
    State of Idaho ($15K per year) 60,000 0.6%

    Subtotal Funds (FY2007-FY2010) 10,012,200$ 100.0%

Funding Sources (FY2011-FY2016)

    FAA Letter of Intent ($10M per year for 5 years) 50,000,000$ 51.4%

    Other AIP Discretionary 665,563 0.7%
    FAA Entitlement ($1M per year) 6,000,000 6.2%
    FAA Facilities & Equipment Program -- Navaids 2,000,000 2.1%
    Passenger Facility Charge (2011-2015) 2,880,708 3.0%
    Sale of FMA Property (purchased with grants) 1/ 27,448,000 28.2%
    Sale of Airport Property (airport-owned) 1/ 3,450,000 3.5%
    Local Funds 4,814,023 4.9%
    State of Idaho ($15K per year) 75,000 0.1%

    Subtotal Funds (FY2011-FY2015) 97,333,293$ 100.0%

Total Funds (FY2007-FY2016) 107,345,493$

Funding Analysis FY2007-FY2010:

    CIP Cost 2/ 10,012,000$
    Anticipated Funds 10,012,200$
    Funding Gap (Surplus) (200)$

Funding Analysis FY2011-FY2015:
    CIP Cost 2/ 97,333,493$
    Anticipated Funds 97,333,293$
    Funding Gap (add previous surplus) (0)$

Sources:  Friedman Memorial Airport Authority, Toothman-Orton Engineering Company, 
               Mead & Hunt, and the Federal Aviation Administration, 2006.

Notes: 1/ Sale of FMA property does not include the original Friedman parcel.
2/ See Table 6-1 

Contribution

table 6-2  Conceptual Funding plan for airport CIp
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For Airport CIP
The CIP covers FY2007-2015 and represents the cost of those elements dedicated to 
public infrastructure improvements which is estimated to be $107 million, with ap-
proximately $105 million of this amount eligible for Federal grant funding (typically 
at 80-90 percent Federal participation).  Approximately $2.5 million will be required 
from the FMAA and/or the private sector to provide automobile parking for the AC 
terminal area and facilities to serve rental car concessionaires since these amenities 
are not eligible for Federal grant funding.  Finally, it is estimated that $36.0 million 
will be required from private sources for the construction of private aircraft hangar 
and FbO facilities to meet forecasted demand for private aircraft storage during 
the initial years of operation of the new airport.  For purposes of this analysis, it is 
projected that all large turbine aircraft based at FMA will relocate to the new airport 
while only 60 percent of smaller GA aircraft will relocate.

Of the $107 million total CIP, approximately $10 million is devoted to investments at 
the existing airport, such as rehabilitation of the existing runway surface as well as 
completion of planning and environmental studies for the new airport project.  The 
remaining $97 million (FY2011-2015) is dedicated to the phased design and con-
struction of the new airport. Projects recommended during FY2007-2010 include 
the acquisition of snow removal equipment and upgrades to the airfield that will, 
at a minimum, be necessary to continue operations at the existing airport while the 
new facility is being constructed.  It is also noteworthy that subsequent to FY2009, 
no additional capital projects are programmed for the existing airport, other than 
miscellaneous expenditures accounted for in the FMAA’s annual operating budget1. 

6.2	 SourCeS	of	funding	And	ConCeptuAl	funding	plAn
Table 6-2 presents the conceptual funding plan for the public infrastructure as-
sociated with the Airport’s CIP based on the descriptions of the proposed capital 
improvement projects, the phasing of these projects and their associated costs.  As 
previously noted,  facilities such as a FbO and private aircraft storage hangars are 
slated to be financed by corporations or individuals interested in those facilities.  The 
charts on the next page indicate the source of funds for the CIP FY2007-2015 (see 
Table 6-2 for detailed funding source information).

�the majority of the current hangar leases will have expired when the new airport is predicted 
to become operational; however, there are several leases that extend beyond this predicted 
date or have options for renewal which if executed will extend the lease term beyond the 
predicted date. these leases may have a residual value if terminated  early and an associated 
cost. this value is subject to numerous undefined variables, not the least of which is  the 
timing for  a new airport. this value will ultimately be established through a future negotia-
tion process at the time actual events can be defined. due to the indeterminate nature of this 
process no cost has been included in this analysis for the value of these few leases.
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It is assumed this CIP will be accomplished through a combination of the following 
funding sources:
•  Federal AIP Grants
•  PFC Revenues
•  FAA Facilities & Equipment Program
•  Airport Operating and Capital Reserves 
•  Sale of Existing Airport Property
•  State of Idaho, dOT 

A total of $10.0 million in AIP, PFC revenues, State of Idaho grants, and Airport 
Capital and Operating Reserves are expected to be available to fund the initial four 
years of this CIP.  These same sources of revenue, along with funding from the 
FAA’s Facilities and Equipment program, proceeds from the sale of existing airport 
land and AIP discretionary funding through the FAA letter of Intent (lOI) or simi-
lar funding program, will be the sources of funds utilized to construct the new 
airport facility.

It is significant to note that this conceptual funding plan does not assume any use 
of local tax dollars.  Federal grant monies come from fees imposed on users of the 
national air transportation system through airline ticket taxes, aircraft fuel taxes, etc.

Passenger
Fiscal Projected Entitlement Facility
Year Enplanements 1/ Funds Charges 2/ 3/

2007 88,979 1,000,000
2008 92,040 1,000,000 363,650
2009 95,101 1,000,000 375,744
2010 98,162 1,000,000 387,838
2011 101,223 1,000,000 399,932
2012 104,284 1,000,000 412,026
2013 107,770 1,000,000 425,799
2014 111,256 1,000,000 439,572
2015 114,742 1,000,000 453,346

Total Entitlement and PFC Revenue $9,000,000 $3,257,908

Source:  Mead & Hunt, February 2006.
Notes: 1/PFC calculations assume 90 percent of enplanements are eligible for PFC collection.

2/Assumes a net collection of $4.39 per eligible enplaned passenger.
3/2005 PFC Application committed through approximately 2007.

                Projected enplanements from 2004 FMA Master Plan Update.

table 6-3  projected airport entitlement Funds and pFC revenue
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6.2.1 Federal airport Improvement program Grants
Federal grants for the FY2007-2015 FMAA CIP are available through the FAA AIP.  
The current AIP legislation provides both entitlement funds (based on annual en-
planed passenger levels) and discretionary funds for eligible projects undertaken by 
an airport sponsor.  Projects eligible for FAA AIP funding were defined based upon 
guidelines contained in FAA Order 5100.38A, Airport improvement Handbook.  As 
a general rule, only those airport projects that are related to non-revenue produc-
ing facilities, such as airfield construction, public use areas of a terminal, and land 
acquisition, are eligible for federal funding.  under most circumstances, projects 
that qualify for AIP funding are eligible for up to 90 percent of total project costs 
although the most recently enacted FAA Authorization legislation increased federal 
participation to 95 percent.  While it is possible that future federal funding cycles 
may continue at this expanded level, the maximum level of federal participation 
for this CIP beyond FY2007 is conservatively assumed to be 90 percent. Through 
the AIP, each primary airport is apportioned no less than $500,000 per year.  based 
on recent (1999-2006) and projected annual enplanement levels at the Airport, it 
is assumed the Airport’s federal entitlements for the period FY2007-2016 will be 
$1.0 million per year as presented in Table 6-3, with a total of $10.0 million in AIP 
entitlement funds pledged for use in the program. 
 
Table 6-4 (page 6-9), lists each project component for the new airport, includ-
ing a determination of expected federal funding participation and correspond-
ing non-federal share.  For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the space 
allocation ratio for the new AC terminal complex will be 80 percent federal 
and 20 percent local. 

AIP discretionary funds are required during the initial four years of the program 
to complete the EIS, Runway 13-31 Pavement Rehabilitation Project and paral-
lel Taxiway relocation. Total anticipated AIP discretionary funds for these projects 
are estimated to be $7.3 million.  Given the importance of these projects, in terms 
of improved safety and enhancing the capacity of the National Air Transportation 
System, it is expected that the likelihood of receiving the required level of discretion-
ary funding for this work to be very high.  

In order for the CIP associated with construction of the new airport to be successful, 
it will be necessary for the FMAA to apply for, and FAA to award, a lOI, a typi-
cal mechanism for funding this type of project.  The lOI is required to accomplish 
construction of the new airport in an efficient and timely manner and represents a 
commitment by the FAA to pay a certain amount of AIP funds to an airport sponsor 
over a number of years in order to fund a major airport CIP.  The majority of resourc-
es allocated through a lOI are from the AIP discretionary fund and as indicated on 
Table 6-2, a $50 million lOI, payable in five annual installments of $10.0 million per 
year, for completion of the new airport.  discussions with the FAA indicate that this 
is a reasonable level of funding to assume for this project.
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Non-Federal
Facility/Item Total Cost FAA % FAA Cost Share

Federally Eligible:

Phase I
Site Preparation 17,275,000$ 90.0% 15,547,500$ 1,727,500$
Infrastructure 4,312,500 90.0% 3,881,250 431,250
Infrastructure(Utilities) 4,250,000 90.0% 3,825,000 425,000
Construction Subtotal 25,837,500$ 23,253,750$ 2,583,750$
Design Engineering 1,850,625 90.0% 1,665,563 185,063
Construction Engineering/Observation 3,316,875 90.0% 2,985,188 331,688
Construction Contingency
 & Administration 2,583,750 90.0% 2,325,375 258,375

Subtotal Phase I 33,588,750$ 30,229,875$ 3,358,875$

Phase II
Airfield 16,304,000 90.0% 14,673,600 1,630,400
Infrastructure 600,000 90.0% 540,000 60,000
Air Carrier Terminal Complex 8,692,500 80.0% 6,954,000 1,738,500
Construction Subtotal 25,596,500$ 22,167,600$ 3,428,900$
Design Engineering 1,847,755 90.0% 1,662,980 184,776
Construction Engineering/Observation 3,271,545 90.0% 2,944,391 327,155
Construction Contingency
 & Administration 2,559,650 90.0% 2,303,685 255,965

Subtotal Phase II 33,275,450$ 29,078,655$ 4,196,795$

Phase III
Air Carrier Terminal Complex 1,815,000 80.0% 1,452,000 363,000
Airfield 285,000 90.0% 256,500 28,500
Air Traffic Control Tower 4,000,000 90.0% 3,600,000 400,000
Navigational Aids 2,280,000 90.0% 2,052,000 228,000
Airport Support Facilities 2,630,000 90.0% 2,367,000 263,000
Aircraft Parking Aprons 10,530,000 90.0% 9,477,000 1,053,000
Construction Subtotal 21,540,000$ 19,204,500$ 2,335,500$
Design Engineering 1,428,700 90.0% 1,285,830 142,870
Construction Engineering/Observation 2,879,300 90.0% 2,591,370 287,930
Construction Contingency
 & Administration 2,154,000 90.0% 1,938,600 215,400

Subtotal Phase III 28,002,000$ 25,020,300$ 2,981,700$

Total Federally Eligible 94,866,200$ 84,328,830$ 10,537,370$

Non-Federally Eligible:

Parking & Rental Car Facilities 2,100,000$ 2,100,000$
Construction Administration
  Engineering, Contingency 367,293 367,293
Total Non-Federally Eligible 2,467,293$ 2,467,293$

Total Project Cost 97,333,493$ 84,328,830$ 13,004,663$

Source: Toothman-Orton Engineering Company and Mead & Hunt, January 2006

table 6-4  replacement airport (Site 10) Design & Construction Costs
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6.2.2 Faa Facilities & equipment program
The FAA provides funding for acquisition and installation of aircraft navigational aids 
through its Facilities and Equipment Program including instrument landing systems, 
weather monitoring systems, and approach lighting systems.  It is anticipated that a 
full instrument landing system (localizer, glide slope, and approach lighting system), 
an automated weather observation system, and runway visual range (RVR), will be 
provided for the new airport.  Therefore, it is proposed that 100 percent funding 
for the acquisition and installation of these systems be obtained through the federal 
Facilities and Equipment Program.

6.2.3 passenger Facility Charges
In order to provide the required local matching share for AIP grants, the FMAA has 
the capability to levy an Airport PFC.  PFC revenue collection is authorized under 
the enabling legislation included in the Aviation Safety and Capacity Expansion Act 
of 1990 and Part 158 of the Federal Aviation Regulations, the Passenger Facility 
Charge Program (14 CFR, Part 158). 

PFCs are collected for enplaning passengers at the Airport and these funds are used 
to finance all or a portion of capital improvements that are identified by the Airport 
and approved by the FAA.  To be eligible for PFC funding, a project must preserve or 
enhance safety, security, or capacity of the national air transportation system, reduce 
or mitigate noise from an airport, or provide opportunities for enhanced competi-
tion between or among ACs.
  
The Airport received FAA approval for the collection of PFC revenue in 1992.  Since 
that time, the Airport has completed three PFC applications and implemented all of 
the projects contained in the first two applications.  The Airport is currently col-
lecting a $4.50 PFC for reimbursement of local funds dedicated to previous AIP 
projects as identified in the Airport’s 2005 PFC application and are obligated until 
approximately January 2008.  For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the FMAA 
will continue to collect a $4.50 PFC over the entire planning period and that the 
funds collected will continue to be used to implement eligible Airport improvement 
projects through FY20152. 

As shown in Table 6-5 (page 6-11), it is expected that $3.25 million in PFC revenues 
will be collected at the Airport from FY2008-2015.  As noted in Table 6-2, local 
Funds are slated for use for the balance of this capital development program.

2discussions in the airport industry indicate a high probability that PFcs may be authorized at 
an increased amount; perhaps six to seven dollars.  if this were to occur, the Airport would 
take advantage of it and PFc revenues would increase from the amount projected.
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6.2.4 Sale of existing airport property
The sale of approximately 109 acres of land at the existing airport site holds the 
potential to generate $30.9 million in net revenue for use in construction of the pro-
gram.  It is assumed that the FMAA will sell the existing property prior to the start 
of construction of the new airport, using the monies for the project.  Since federal 
funds were utilized to acquire portions of the existing site, the FMAA is required 
to invest the proceeds from the sale of land to offset the cost of the new airport.  
details of the disposition of existing airport property are as follows:

Total Airport Property . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 211.07 Acres

Original Friedman Grant (Reverts to Friedman Trust) . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102.10 Acres

land Acquired Exclusively with FMAA Funds  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14.70 Acres3

land Acquired with a Combination of FAA  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94.33 Acres 
Grant and Airport Funds

 
based on land values estimated by local developers and real estate profession-
als, the per-acre value of the property to be released is assumed to be $283,000.  
Collectively, it is assumed that this property sale will generate approximately 
$30.9 million for use in constructing the new airport.

6.2.5 State of Idaho Department of transportation Grants
Historically, the State of Idaho has provided as much as $15,000 per year 
to the FMAA for capital improvement projects.  It is recommended that the 
FMAA approach the State to obtain a commitment of $15,000 per year for this 
nine-year period.

6.2.6 Local Funds
The Airport currently maintains an Operating and Capital Reserves Fund in which it 
maintains reserve of net operating revenue to be used to fund local share require-
ments of Airport projects or unexpected operating expenses as required.  For pur-
poses of this analysis, it was assumed that the unrestricted portion of this fund (with 
a net present value of approximately $2.1 million) would be used to fund a portion 
of the local share of AIP and PFC eligible projects and total project costs of those 
projects ineligible for AIP and PFC funding.

���.58 of the �4.7 acres would be sold by the FMAA

•

•

•

•
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6.2.7 private Funding Sources
It is anticipated that certain types of development, such as the FbO and private 
aircraft storage hangars, will be funded solely from private funding sources.  
Historically, conventional and T-hangar development projects at the Airport have 
been implemented by private individuals or businesses funding the construction of 
hangar facilities on lands leased to those parties by the FMAA.  It is expected that 
this practice will continue in order to establish such facilities at the new airport.  To 
this end, 43,000 square feet of T-hangar storage space and 180,000 square feet of 
conventional hangar space are projected to be constructed with the use $26 million 
in private funding.  In addition, ten acres of property at the new airport site will be 
dedicated to a new FbO complex for office and hangars, aircraft parking aprons, 
and auto parking and infrastructure at a total cost of $10.4 million.  Again, the FbO 
would be privately financed.  discussions with key players in this segment of the air 
transportation business indicate that it is reasonable to assume private financing for 
these facilities.

6.3	 HiStoriCAl	And	ten	YeAr	projeCted	Airport	revenueS
Table 6-6 (page 6-14) depicts the Airport’s historical revenues from FY1997-2006.  
As shown in this table, the major sources of non-airline revenue during this period 
include automobile rental revenue, FbO Revenue, fuel flowage revenue and hangar 
rental revenue.  These areas of Airport revenue account for $1,153,550, or approxi-
mately 72 percent of total budgeted Airport revenue in FY2006.  The remaining 
non-airline revenue sources are anticipated to generate $259,750 in budgeted rev-
enue, or 16.2 percent while the ACs serving Friedman Municipal Airport will provide 
$188,000 in rents, fees, and charges (excluding PFC revenue) or 11.8 percent of 
airport revenue for this period. FY1997-2005 and budgeted revenues for FY2006 
are presented in this table.

Estimates of the Airport’s future revenues (Table 6-7, page 6-16), were devel-
oped based on historical trends from FY1997-2006, the terms of the Airport’s use 
Agreement with signatory airlines as well as an analysis of the potential growth in 
revenues from non-airline Airport Operations. 

Revenue at the Airport consists of both rents and fees generated through the 
operating cycle of the Airport and non-operating revenue generated through such 
sources as investment income and other non-aviation related rentals and fees.  For 
purposes of this analysis, Airport revenues have been classified as airline revenue 
and non-airline revenue, with projections made by major source of revenue within 
each of the following classifications:

6.3.1 aC revenue
The Airport’s airline use agreement, executed in June 1992 and amended annually 
thereafter, is a compensatory agreement whereby carriers desiring to operate at the 
Airport are charged for the use of the airfield and terminal facilities on a straight 
unit cost basis.  More specifically, carriers pay for use of facilities based on a unit 
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rate (i.e., $25 per square foot of terminal space) that is established annually by the 
FMAA.  Presently, the FMAA collects rents and fees from ACs for leased space in its 
terminal building consisting of ticket counters and office areas, gate fees, and utility 
fees as well as an airfield landing fee. 

Total AC revenue for FY2006 is budgeted to be $188,000. Forecasts of future AC 
revenue are based on projected net cost allocated to the signatory airlines each fis-
cal year in order to maintain a balanced budget throughout the planning period.  As 
shown in Table 6-7, AC revenue for scheduled airline activity at the Airport is pro-
jected to increase from $188,000 in FY2006 to $573,820 in FY2015, representing 
a CAGR of approximately 13.2 percent.  While this rate of growth is greater than 
the historical 10 year rate (1997-2006) of 4.3 percent, it is important to note that 
the current airline cost per enplaned passenger ratios for the Airport are significantly 
below peer airports in the region as established in the 2004 FMA benchmarking 
Survey.  As such, even with a 13.2 percent CAGR, airlines operating at the Airport 
in 2016 will be paying $5.00 per enplaned passenger to the FMAA, which is slightly 
higher than the amount currently paid by carriers at peer airports.  One factor to 
consider related to increased airline rents, is the need in FY2015 to add airport staff 
(Personnel Expenditures) in anticipation of the opening of the new airport.

6.3.2  terminal auto parking revenue
Public parking facility revenues represent the FMAA’s share of fees collected for 
short and long-term parking fees at the Airport.  under a contractual agreement 
(currently with Car Park), the FMAA receives a percentage of total parking revenue 
received at the Airport from AC passengers utilizing these facilities.  Airport parking 
revenues from the parking concession have increased from $36,000 in FY1997 to 
$128,000 in FY2006 (budgeted).  Future projections of public parking revenue at 
the Airport were developed based on estimates of future passenger activity and the 
ten year historical trend for the Airport.  As shown in Table 6-7, (page 6-15), public 
parking revenue at the Airport is projected to increase from $128,000 in FY2006 to 
$255,873 in FY2015 representing a CAGR of 8.0 percent which is half the historical 
growth rate for this revenue source. 

6.3.3 rental auto Concession revenue
Rental auto concession revenue at the Airport includes all fees associated with 
rental auto agencies operating at the Airport including terminal area counter space, 
percentage of sales fees, utilities and ready and return and service and storage area 
parking spaces.  Rental auto concession revenues have increased from $250,519 
in FY1997 to $337,000 in FY2006 (budgeted).  Projections of future rental auto 
concession revenues at the Airport were developed based on projected passenger 
activity levels and historical trends. As shown in Table 6-7, rental auto concession 
revenue is projected to increase from $337,000 in FY2006 to $447,519 FY2015, 
representing a CAGR of approximately 3.2 percent.
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6.3.4 FBO revenue
FbO Revenue consists of rent on leased space for property and facilities owned and 
developed by the FMAA, a percentage of the tiedown fees for transient aircraft, 
transient landing fees, and a Commission fee paid by the current FbO. This category 
of revenue has increased from $100,713 in FY1997 to $408,500 in FY2006 (bud-
geted).  Projections of future FbO revenue at the Airport were developed based on 
projected activity levels and historical trends. As shown in Table 6-7, FbO revenue is 
projected to increase from $408,500 in FY2006 to $816,593 FY2015, representing 
a CAGR of approximately 8.0 percent.  This CAGR is more conservative than the 
historical level of growth of 17 percent due to the fact that all available and devel-
opable property for FbO facilities has been maximized at FMA.  Moreover, it is highly 
unlikely that additional investments in facilities will be made by the private sector in 
the near term given the very constrained amortization period for such investments 
and given construction of the new airport.  Nonetheless, a CAGR of 8.0 percent is 
attainable given the strength of the local market and its existing ability to support 
GA activities. 

6.3.5 Fuel Flowage revenue
The FMAA currently receives $0.08 per gallon for all 100ll fuel and $0.10 per gal-
lon for all Jet A fuel sold at the Airport.  This source of revenue has increased from 
$104,119 in FY1997 to $204,000 in FY2006 (budgeted) representing an increase 
of 7.8 percent per year during this ten year period.  For purposes of projecting 
future anticipated revenues from the sale of fuel, this rate was applied throughout 
the forecast period of FY2007-2015 yielding $401,050 in revenue to the FMAA by 
FY2015.  Again, given the strength and growth in GA activity in recent years, it is 
expected for this annual rate of growth to continue for the foreseeable future.

6.3.6 hangar revenue
Revenue from the lease of FMAA owned hangar space has witnessed a growth 
rate of 3.2 percent per year between 1997 and 2006 increasing from $146,600 to 
$204,000 during this period.  Many of these agreements will be renegotiated in the 
coming years; therefore, it is reasonable to apply a growth rate during the forecast 
period to reflect rents more in line with current market rates (a conservative 10 
percent growth rate is used for this analysis) to yield revenues of $481,021 by the 
year FY2015.

6.3.7 Summary of airport revenue
As shown in Table 6-7, total revenues at FMA are projected to increase from 
$1,601,300 in FY2006 to $3,179,739 in FY2015.  This represents a CAGR of ap-
proximately 7.9 percent.  Projections of future revenues were developed by examin-
ing the factors that impact major elements of Airport revenue as described above. 
Actual levels of future revenue at the Airport may differ from these projections.  
Examples of some factors that could impact future levels of Airport revenue include 
changes in the level of passenger activity at the Airport, the entry of another airline 
or a downturn in the economic activity of the region.  
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In considering these data, it is clear that the FMAA has benefited from a very strong 
growth trend in GA activity over the past ten years as revenue from FbO, fuel, 
hangar, and land rents currently comprise approximately 35 percent of the Airport’s 
revenue base. Moving forward, it will be important for the FMAA to continue to 
reap the benefits of GA activity in the Greater Wood River Region while at the same 
time boost revenue receipts from its airline partners comparable to peer airports in 
this region.

6.4	 HiStoriCAl	And	ten	YeAr	projeCted	operAting	expenSeS
The Airport’s historical operating expenses for FY1997 through FY2006 are pre-
sented in Table 6-8 (page 6-19), while projected operating expenses (FY2007-2015) 
are presented in Table 6-9 (page 6-20).  As shown in this table, Personnel Expenses 
(inclusive of salaries and employee benefits) have consistently represented the larg-
est category of Airport expense over these years.  In FY2006, Personnel Expenses 
account for approximately $861,903 or approximately 54 percent of total operating 
expenses for the Airport.  The next largest components of total Airport operating 
expenses in FY2006 were utilities ($89,750), Professional Services - Administrative 
($80,000), Contracts labor – Administrative ($74,800), and Insurance ($73,704).

Estimates of the Airport’s future operating expenses were developed based 
on a review of historical trends, the FMAA’s actual expenditures for the period 
FY1997-2005 and budgeted expenses for FY2006.  For purposes of this analysis, 
expenses at the Airport are examined in the following classifications:
•  Personnel Expenditures
•  Administrative Expenses
•  Operational Expenses
•  Miscellaneous Capital Expenses
•  Summary of Projected Total Airport Expense

These operating expense categories represent all Airport expenses associated with 
day-to-day operations.  Each expense category, and the assumptions used to project 
expenses for each, is discussed in the following sections.

6.4.1 personnel expenditures
This category of expenditures represents personnel expenses for Airport manage-
ment, administrative, Aircraft Rescue & Firefighting (ARFF), operations, and mainte-
nance employee salaries, wages, overtime, retirement, social security and medicare, 
life insurance, medical insurance, state unemployment insurance, and worker’s 
compensation.  between FY1997 and FY2006, these costs increased from $354,451 
to $861,903.  As shown in Table 6-9 (page 6-18), future salaries and labor ex-
penses at the Airport are projected to increase from FY2006 levels to $1,876,409 in 
FY2015.  This factors a compounded annual increase of approximately 7.0 percent, 
plus an increase in overall airport staff by three positions (one in FY2009 and two in 
FY2015) to assist with operation of the existing airport and preparation for the new 
airport operation.  These staffing levels are below those for peer airports, but are 
considered reasonable by airport management.
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6.4.2 administrative expenses
Administrative expenses consist of a myriad of sub-accounts including travel, sup-
plies and equipment, insurance, utilities, professional services (i.e. legal, account-
ing, auditing, etc), and miscellaneous expenses.  This category of expenses fluctu-
ated significantly between the years of FY1997-2006 due to litigation expenses 
and revenue. Given the data anomalies these expenses created, they have been 
deleted from the historical model to provide a more consistent CAGR.  between 
FY1997 and FY2006 (budgeted), overall administrative expenses increased from 
$164,328 to $522,254 representing an average annual increase of approximately 
13.7 percent.  The growth in these expenditures during this period is derived from 
significant increases in utility charges, insurance premiums, and the Contracts-
labor account.  Most significant was the increase in the Contracts-labor line item 
in FY2001 because of additional security requirements imposed upon the FMAA 
by the Transportation Security Administration (TSA).  It is expected that future 
Administrative Expenses will moderate, yielding growth rates more consistent with 
the CPI and industry trends mostly in the two-four percent per year range with 
the exception insurance, which should continue to outpace inflationary rates at 
8.0 percent per year.

6.4.3 Operational expenses
The Airport’s Operational Expenses reflect the delivery of public safety services, 
building and grounds maintenance, security, and vehicle fuel and maintenance for 
the Airport.  between FY1997 and FY2004, resources dedicated to these functions 
remained relatively flat; however, during FY2005 and FY2006, increased demands 
for repairs and maintenance of aeronautical equipment, security, and cost escala-
tions for fuel and lubricants resulted in the ten year CAGR increasing to approxi-
mately 3.0 percent.  As the result of these changes, overall Operational Expenses 
increased from approximately $130,000 in FY1997 to $168,000 in FY2006 (bud-
geted).  As shown in Table 6-7, Operational Expenses are projected to increase 
from $168,000 in FY2006 to $227,649 in FY2015 with most expenditure line items 
increasing at a rate of 3.0 percent per year with the exception of Supplies and 
Equipment, ARFF and Operations, and Fuel and lubricants, which should grow at 
4.0 percent per year and ARFF maintenance which is slated to increase annually 
by 5.5 percent due to age of the equipment and corresponding increase in annual 
maintenance costs. 

6.4.4 Miscellaneous Capital expenses
Throughout its operation of the Airport, the FMAA has funded Miscellaneous 
Capital Expenses through its annual Operating budget.  These expenses have 
historically included vehicle acquisition, local matching funding for FAA grants, 
snow blades, computer equipment, radios, maintenance equipment, major non-
AIP airfield and building repairs, and lighting upgrades.  This annual allocation has 
averaged approximately $25,000 per year between FY1997 and FY2006.  based on 
discussions with Airport management, it is reasonable to assume that the FMAA will 
be required to address miscellaneous capital expenses of $50,000 per year during 
the next ten years. 
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6.4.5 Summary of projected total airport Operating expenses
As shown in Table 6-9 (page 6-20), total Airport operating expenses for FMA are 
projected to increase from $1,515,157 in FY2006 to $2,794,832 in FY2015.  This 
represents a CAGR of approximately 5.0 percent.  These projections of future expen-
ditures were developed by examining historical trends and factors that may impact 
major elements of Airport expenditures as described above. 

6.4.6 analysis and Conclusions
Given the sound financial results from the operation of FMA, it is clear that the 
FMAA and staff have been diligent in seeking to enhance the revenue base of this 
facility while at the same time being prudent in its approach to operating this facility 
despite significant structural changes to its expenses created by new federal man-
dates for security.

Table 6-10 presents a summary of historical airport operating revenues and expens-
es and net income.  It also presents an analysis of the airline’s cost of conducting 
business at the Airport.  Table 6-11 presents similar information for FY2015.

The analysis of projected revenues and expenses indicate that the airlines cost of 
operating at the Airport will increase from $2.64 in FY2006 (budget) to $5.00 in 
FY2015.  This figure, which equates to a present value of approximately $3.50, is 
considered on the low side of the industry.

Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget
1997 fy1998 fy1999 fy2000 fy2001 fy2002 fy2003 fy2004 fy2005 fy2006

Net Income 227,843$ 247,841$ 221,320$ 351,768$ 283,708$ 160,930$ 270,321$ 313,478$ 486,214$ 86,143$

Total Airline Revenues 129,136$ 126,436$ 133,990$ 141,721$ 136,346$ 148,353$ 169,434$ 172,163$ 241,051$ 188,000$
Enplanements 60,939 61,430 68,303 71,611 59,253 64,515 73,883 70,191 68,209 71,270

Cost Per Enplaned Passenger 2.12$ 2.06$ 1.96$ 1.98$ 2.30$ 2.30$ 2.29$ 2.45$ 3.53$ 2.64$

Source:  Mead & Hunt, April 2006.

table 6-10  historical airport Net Income, FY1997-FY2006

table 6-11  Forecast of Net Income, FY2006-2015
5805617 2535277

Budget Projected

Budget Item fy2006 fy2007 fy2008 fy2009 fy2010 fy2011 fy2012 fy2013 fy2014 fy2015 Total

Operating revenue $1,601,300 $1,722,468 $1,854,332 $1,997,932 $2,154,421 $2,325,071 $2,511,286 $2,714,624 $2,936,806 $3,179,739

Operating expenses $1,515,157 $1,591,606 $1,681,400 $1,854,899 $1,961,943 $2,075,862 $2,197,121 $2,326,213 $2,463,669 $2,794,832

Net Income 86,143$       130,863$     172,931$     143,034$     192,479$     249,208$     314,165$     388,411$     473,137$     384,907$       2,535,277$    

(Present Value of Net Income) 1/ 86,143         127,068       163,074       130,876       170,921       215,067       262,956       315,778       373,305       294,838         2,140,026$    

Total Airline Revenues 188,000$     212,816$     240,908$     272,708$     308,705$     349,454$     395,582$     447,799$     506,908$     573,820$       

Enplanements 71,270         88,979         92,040         95,101         98,162         101,223       104,284       107,770       111,256       114,742         

Cost Per Enplaned Passenger 2.64$           2.39$           2.62$           2.87$           3.14$           3.45$           3.79$           4.16$           4.56$           5.00$             

Source:  Mead & Hunt, April 2006.

Note: 1/ Net present value assumes a 3% discount rate.
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6.5	 projeCted	operAting	revenue,	initiAl	5	YeArS	of	
new	Airport	operAtion

Table 6-12 (page 6-24) provides a preliminary forecast of anticipated revenues 
the FMAA may expect during the initial five years of operation of the new airport 
(FY2016-2020).  In evaluating potential results for generation of revenue at the new 
facility, it is important to underscore the fact that the preliminary nature of assump-
tions for aviation activity at the new airport naturally inhibits accuracy at this time.  
Therefore, it is recommended that the FMAA refine these estimates as the planning 
and design of the new facility progresses in order to capture a more accurate assess-
ment of the ability of the new airport to generate revenue and make the facility as 
self-sufficient as possible.

For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the current airport is not retaining 
its full base of passengers as evidenced by cancelled flights, diversions and passen-
ger re-bookings to nearby competing airports.  It is further assumed that when the 
new airport is opened, the operational restrictions which create these passenger 
diversions will be eliminated and the airport’s passenger base will grow beyond the 
2004 Master Plan Update forecast of 3.8 percent per year.  In order to temper this 
unconstrained growth trend and rely on a more conservative approach, the revenue 
forecasts presented herein reflect only those passengers known to be diverted dur-
ing winter operations (November-March).  The volume of diverted enplaned passen-
gers is based upon AC data which revealed that 7,682 passenger boardings were 
diverted to neighboring airports during the four month period of November 2003-
March 2004.  It is assumed that the growth in diverted passengers will mirror the 
overall growth in enplaned passengers for FMA during 2004-2016 (3.8 percent 
per year) yielding a total volume of diverted passengers in 2016 of 12,018; there-
fore, in the first year of operation of the new airport total enplaned passengers are 
expected to be 133,732.  It is possible that the new airport could exceed this level 
of passenger activity in its first year of operation through the attraction of addi-
tional passengers currently avoiding the use of SuN throughout the year because of 
operational constraints. 

Establishment of a revised passenger forecast reflecting a more unconstrained 
environment is important as a number of revenue categories can be factored by per 
passenger revenue generating capacity.  Just as the airline industry evaluates cost 
per enplaned passengers to assess how affordable and efficient an airport oper-
ates, so does an airport operator consider these types of benchmarks for forecasting 
revenue per enplaned passenger for parking revenue, concession fees, and rental 
car concessions.  Accordingly, FY2016 Terminal Auto Parking and Terminal Shops 
Revenue are derived by calculating revenue and enplanement for 2015 and applying 
this factor to the “unconstrained” passenger forecast estimate for FY2016.  upon 
establishment of this base revenue in FY2016, the historical CAGR is applied for 
the remainder of the period for these revenue categories.  likewise, the estimate 
for rental car revenue for FY2016 is attained by establishing a base-year calculation 
determined by revenue and deplaned passenger and applying historical CAGR for 
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CAGR 1/

Budget Item fy2016 fy2017 fy2018 fy2019 fy2020 2016-2020

Airport Operating Revenues:

Air Carrier Revenue 768,773 799,524 879,476 967,424 1,064,166 4.0%
Terminal Auto Parking Revenue 289,464 312,621 337,631 364,641 393,813 8.0%
Automobile Rental Revenue 506,270 522,471 539,190 556,444 574,250 3.2%
Transient Landing Fees 12,969 14,266 15,692 17,261 18,987 10.0%
Terminal Concessions Revenue 89,257 94,612 100,289 106,306 112,684 6.0%
FBO Revenue 881,921 952,475 1,028,672 1,110,966 1,199,844 8.0%
Fuel Flowage Revenue 432,332 466,054 502,407 541,594 583,839 7.8%
Hangar Revenue 298,820 307,785 317,018 326,529 336,325 3.0%
Miscellaneous Revenue 27,405 28,282 29,187 30,121 31,085 3.2%
Postal Carriers Revenue 18,393 19,680 21,058 22,532 24,109 7.0%
Ground Transportation Permit Revenue 20,812 22,269 23,828 25,496 27,281 7.0%
Tiedown Permit Revenue 30,145 31,110 32,105 33,133 34,193 3.2%
Interest Income 23,770 24,246 24,731 25,225 25,730 2.0%

Total Airport Operating Revenues $3,400,332 $3,595,394 $3,851,284 $4,127,673 $4,426,306

  Personnel Expenditures 2,007,758 2,255,356 2,413,231 2,582,158 2,762,909 7.0%

Administrative Expenses
Travel Expenditures - Administrative $22,621 $23,300 $23,999 $24,718 $25,460 3.0%
Supplies/Equipment - Administrative 17,471 17,995 18,535 19,091 19,664 3.0%
Insurance - Administrative 159,121 171,851 185,599 200,447 216,483 8.0%
Utilities - Administrative 215,285 223,896 232,852 242,166 251,853 4.0%
Professional Services - Administrative 118,420 123,156 128,083 133,206 138,534 4.0%
Maintenance - Office Equipment (Admin) 22,204 23,092 24,015 24,976 25,975 4.0%
Rent/Lease Equipment - Administrative 2,960 3,079 3,202 3,330 3,463 4.0%
Dues/Membership/Publications 22,847 23,532 24,238 24,965 25,714 3.0%
Postage - Administrative 6,720 6,921 7,129 7,343 7,563 3.0%
Education/Training - Administrative 45,467 46,832 48,236 49,684 51,174 3.0%
Contracts Labor - Administrative 79,737 82,129 84,593 87,131 89,744 3.0%
Contracts Labor - Janitorial 37,648 38,777 39,940 41,139 42,373 3.0%
Miscellaneous - Administrative 18,815 19,379 19,961 20,559 21,176 3.0%

  Total Administrative Expenses $769,315 $803,939 $840,382 $878,755 $919,177

Operational Expenses

Supplies/Equipment - ARFF/Operations 56,249$ 58,499$ 60,839$ 63,273$ 65,804$ 4.0%
Fuel/Lubricants 29,605 30,789 32,021 33,301 34,634 4.0%
Vehicles/Maintenance 30,910 31,837 32,793 33,776 34,790 3.0%
ARFF Maintenance 8,541 9,010 9,506 10,029 10,580 5.5%
Repairs/Maintenance - Building 27,000 101,810 104,864 108,010 111,251 3.0%
Repairs/Maintenance - Airside 34,000 40,120 41,324 42,563 43,840 3.0%
Repairs/Maintenance - Aeronautical Equip. - - - - - 3.0%
Security 33,598 34,606 35,644 36,713 37,815 3.0%

  Total Operational Expenses $219,903 $306,672 $316,990 $327,666 $338,713

  Miscellaneous Capital Expenses $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000

Airport Traffic Control Tower $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Airport Operating Expenses $3,046,976 $3,415,968 $3,620,604 $3,838,579 $4,070,798

Net Income $353,356 $179,427 $230,680 $289,094 $355,507

Total Airline Revenues $768,773 $799,524 $879,476 $967,424 $1,064,166
Enplanements 129,806 145,309 161,269 177,703 194,630

Cost Per Enplaned Passenger $5.92 $5.50 $5.45 $5.44 $5.47

Source:  Mead & Hunt, April 2006.

Note: 1/ CAGR = Compounded Annual Growth Rate

table 6-12  Forecast of airport Operating expenses and revenues, FY2016-2020
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the balance of the analysis. Finally, Ground Transportation Permit Revenue is forecast 
to increase during the first year of operation of the new airport by 15 percent over 
2015 in anticipation of greater demand for such bus and van service to and from 
the new airport.  beyond the initial year of operation, this category of revenue is 
expected to grow at its historical CAGR of 7.0 percent.

based upon discussions with airport management and considering overall market 
conditions, it was determined that revenue derived from fueling activities, GA ser-
vices, ground rent, interest income, and cargo operations should continue to grow 
at their respective historical CAGRs.  This conclusion is based upon the fact that 
GA and FbO facilities at the new airport will be commensurate with existing facili-
ties and should therefore continue to generate revenues on par with the existing 
infrastructure provided by the FMAA.  Hangar Revenue is estimated based upon 
210,000 square feet of hangars being available at a ground lease rate of one dollar 
per-square-foot (2006 dollars).  This rental rate equates to $1.34 per square feet in 
2016 dollars.  Such a rate is appropriate to consider in order to reflect the cost of 
private and FbO investment in new facilities and corresponding potential decrease 
on overall hangar revenue. 

As indicated in Table 6-12 (page 6-24), the FMAA can expect $3.4 million in oper-
ating revenue for the first full year of operation of the new airport with AC revenue 
comprising 24 percent of this total ($5.92 per enplaned passenger), non-airline ter-
minal revenue generating 30 percent, and GA and fueling activities to generate 44 
percent of the airport’s revenue.  The mix of airline to GA revenue should continue 
as programmed in 2017 until such time as more GA facilities are brought on-line 
and other non-airline type of revenue generating facilities (i.e. gas and convenience 
mart at the entrance to the Airport) are developed.

6.6	 projeCted	operAting	expenSeS,	initiAl	5	YeArS	of	
new	Airport	operAtion

Projected Operating Expenses for the initial five years of operation of the new 
airport are also presented in Table 12.  Overall expenditures during the initial year of 
operation (FY2016) are forecasted to be $3.05 million, including continuation of the 
Miscellaneous Capital Expense allocation of $50,000 per year by the FMAA, with 
overall expenses growing to $4.07 million by FY2020.

In considering the appropriate forecasting techniques to use when extrapolat-
ing expenditures during this period, the Study Team assumed that the majority of 
expense categories would continue to grow at historical CAGR; however, Personnel 
Expenditures, Travel Expenditures-Administrative, utilities-Administrative, Education 
and Training-Administrative, Contracts labor-Administrative, Contracts labor-
Janitorial, Repairs and Maintenance-building are expected to exceed historical 
growth trends.
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Personnel Expenditures
In terms of Personnel Expenditures, an additional operations position is proposed to 
be added in FY2017 to assist with the growing operation.  In FY2006, the cost per 
position is $47,534 per year inclusive of benefits.  This current year cost was fac-
tored to 2017 levels by applying a seven percent CAGR per year and applying this 
increase throughout the initial period of operation of the new airport.

Travel Expenditures-Administrative and Education and 
Training-Administrative 
For the Administrative accounts, the sum of $5,000, factored to 2015 dollars, was 
added beginning in FY2015.  $5,000 (in 2015 dollars) was added in FY2015 while 
$10,000 (in 2017 dollars) was added in FY2017 in both accounts to reflect the ad-
ditional training and travel costs required for the additional positions added for the 
operation of the new airport.

Utilities-Administrative (estimates)
The Administrative account was built upon a percentage breakout of utility costs for 
the existing airport.  Pursuant to the FMAA’s FY2006 budget, 10 percent of utility 
costs are dedicated for operating the airfield, 53 percent are for terminal building 
(aggregating telephone, water, garbage, sewer, gas and terminal, and electrical and 
terminal), 12.5 percent is for maintenance of NAVAIds, and 24.5 percent is dedi-
cated to the remaining aspects of airport operations.  The FY2015 utilities line item 
was broken down by these percentages and a cost per square foot for the exist-
ing airfield as well as cost per square foot of existing terminal was developed and 
applied to square footage estimates for new airfield (1.7 million square feet) and 
terminal (45,000 square feet). A 15 percent credit was applied to all rates assum-
ing efficiency gains from the use of more modern energy efficient systems.  For the 
2017-2020 period, the historical CAGR was applied to the 2016 base year.  It is 
assumed that aeronautical equipment installed at the new airport will be maintained 
by the FAA and that the FMAA will no longer pay for the maintenance and upkeep 
of these systems.

Contracts Labor-Administrative
Pursuant to the FY2006 budget, 13.4 percent of the Contracts labor Administrative 
account is dedicated for janitorial services.  Accordingly, a cost per square foot rate 
for janitorial services in FY2015 was calculated at $0.853 and applied to the new 
45,000 square foot building.  Thereafter, the historical CAGR was applied through-
out period 2016-2020.  

Contracts Labor-Janitorial, and Repairs and Maintenance-Building
FY2016 is held constant with 2015 recognizing usual and customary warranty 
period for all new building systems.  In FY2017, the study team obtained FY2006 
service contract data from a comparable non-hub airport that has four escalators 
and two elevators and inflated this amount to FY2017 and added this amount to 
the $27,000 from FY2016 and the historical CAGR was applied for the balance of 
the period.
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6.7	 overAll	finAnCiAl	feASibilitY	And	CASH	flow	AnAlYSiS
This section presents a discussion of the feasibility of implementing the CIP for a 
new airport; and provides a view of anticipated cash flow from airport operations 
while the CIP is being implemented as well as for the initial years of operation of a 
new airport.

6.7.1 Feasibility of Capital Improvement program
The CIP for the period FY2007 through FY2015 includes continued investments in 
the existing airport; and environmental, planning, design and construction activities 
associated with a new airport.  The improvements associated with a new airport 
include those public infrastructure facilities necessary for a fully functional AC 
airport to serve the aviation needs of the Wood River Region, and is sized appropri-
ate for the anticipated demands.  Some additional capacity is factored in for facili-
ties such as passenger terminal building, as this is a reasonable industry practice.  
Overall, the Conceptual Funding Plan for the $107 million CIP indicates that 
implementation of the project is feasible.  This analysis has attempted to be 
conservative, meaning cost estimates are considered on the high side while rev-
enue estimates are considered on the low side.  Strong support for this project is 
shown by the FAA, via anticipated grants-in-aid from the AIP.  Further, the current 
Airport owners have demonstrated their support for the project by pledging capital 
reserves and other local monies (such as PFC) to the project.  It is worth noting that 
the funding plan as presented herein does not include any local taxpayer monies to 
support it.  It is further acknowledged that economic support for continuation of 
commercial air service, which has been a successful program in the Valley recently, 
is possible to continue in the future.  This is believed to be true regardless of the 
airport location; and is ultimately the one area where local economic support may 
be necessary.

In order to achieve this program, it is essential that the FMAA obtain fair market 
value for the 109 acres of property available for its disposal at the existing airport 
site, close on the sale of this property prior to the start of construction of the new 
airport, and use these funds for construction of the new airport. 

6.7.2 analysis of Operating revenues and expenses
The analysis of operating revenues and expenses for the existing and new airport 
was accomplished to get a sense of the changing operating needs, and the ability 
of the airport to maintain self-sufficiency.  It is also intended to estimate the effect, 
over time, on tenants (including airlines) cost to operate at the airport.

This section summarizes financial operating projected cash flow during the FY2007-
2015 and FY2017-2022 period. The purpose of presenting these cash flow analyses 
is to demonstrate the Airport’s capability to generate sufficient revenues to cover 
operating expenses during these periods and be in a position to implement con-
struction of the new airport as recommended in the CIP.
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In Table 6-11 (page 6-22), projected Airport expenses are subtracted from projected 
Airport revenues on an annual basis through 2016 to estimate the Airport’s net 
revenue in each of those years.  As presented, the FMAA can generally expect to 
generate positive cash flow and net income commensurate with historical financial 
performance.  during this period, airline costs per enplaned passenger are projected 
to increase from $2.64 in FY2006 to $5.92 in FY2016 (present value of $5.92 in 
FY2016 is approximately $4.50 in current dollars, assuming a 3 percent factor).  As 
previously noted, the Airport’s current airline cost per enplaned passenger is signifi-
cantly below other peer airports in the region ($2.26 vs. average of $5.03); there-
fore, the FMAA should be in a position to negotiate airline rates and charges more 
consistent with industry standards; however, the ability to do so may be limited 
based upon the current financial condition of the airline industry.  

Table 6-12 (page 6-28), provides a very conceptual forecast for anticipated costs 
and revenues associated with operation of the new airport.  It will be essential for 
the FMAA and staff to continually update this forecast as planning and design of 
the new airport progress in order to enhance its accuracy and relevancy..

based on very broad and general assumptions relative to operations at peer airports, 
it is plausible to assume that the FMAA can expect to generate $3.4 million in rev-
enues during the initial year of operation of the new airport growing to $4.4 million 
in FY2020.  Expenses are expected to be $3.0 million during year one of the new 
airport (2016) and are forecasted to increase to $4.1 million in FY2020.  Airline cost 
per enplaned passenger is projected to decrease from $5.92 in FY2016 to $5.47 in 
FY2020, within industry standards for reasonableness.

6.7.3 alternate project Funding Methods
This analysis presents a rational and logical case that building a new airport in the 
Wood River Region appears to be financially feasible.  One must be cautious be-
cause certain assumptions may not materialize.  As a result, alternate approaches to 
funding the project are explored below to demonstrate the project remains feasible 
under additional scenarios.

First, it is should be generally understood that if funds do not materialize as as-
sumed in this analysis, project construction can be phased to some degree, match 
available funds.  Subsequent new airport master planning will address the phasing 
issues in more detail.

Alternate funding sources, which are not included in this feasibility analysis, can 
also be used to generate additional revenues in support of project implementation.  
These funding sources include:
•  Airport debt financing
•  Special facility charges
•  Increased PFC revenues
•  Additional FAA discretionary funds
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Airport debt
The May 1994 Joint Powers Agreement entered into between blaine County and 
the City of Hailey for the operation of FMA specifically prohibits the FMAA from 
“borrowing money and incurring indebtedness, not exceeding the budget revenues 
and expenses for the then-current fiscal year of the Authority….”  It is unknown if 
the agreement and its conditions will remain in effect at a new airport.

based on this analysis, it is not anticipated that Airport debt would need to be is-
sued to support the project.  However, if some of the principle assumptions used in 
this analysis were to change dramatically, it is feasible to use bonds to support the 
project.  Revenues from PFCs would be used to repay the bonds.  This is a typi-
cal funding mechanism that many airports throughout the country use.  In order 
to use such a funding mechanism; however, the future airport owner would need 
to seek an amendment to the above referenced agreement (or establish a differ-
ent agreement) to authorize the issuance of debt backed exclusively by future PFC 
revenue collections.

Special facility charges
The FMAA should consider establishing a Customer Facility Charge to fund rental 
car facilities at the new airport.  This type of funding instrument is typical for similar 
size airports.

Increased PFC revenues 
This analysis conservatively assumes that the current PFC limit of $4.50 will con-
tinue through the financial period.  discussions within the FAA and throughout the 
industry indicate that an increase in the maximum amount collected per enplaned 
passenger may occur in the next several years.  Current numbers being discussed 
are on the order of $6-$9, or a 33-100 percent increase.  If this happens, the Airport 
should take full advantage of it by amending its PFC application for the higher 
amount, resulting in more collected PFC revenues.

Additional FAA discretionary funds
Since this project is considered by the FMAA and the FAA as a safety project first 
and foremost, it may be possible to achieve higher levels of Federal funding than 
the $50 million lOI which forms the basis of this analysis.  The FAA contribution 
used on this analysis is considered by the FAA to be a reasonable assumption for 
conceptual planning purposes.  Such funding is at the discretion of the FAA.
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Presentation Outline

• Regional demographic trends

• Airline/air service issues

• Aviation demand scenarios

• Airport facility requirements
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Wood River RegionWood River Region
Airport Site Selection/Feasibility StudyAirport Site Selection/Feasibility Study
Wood River RegionWood River Region

Aviation Demands and Facilities
August 24, 2004

Supporting Materials 

Originally presented at the

August 24, 2004

Site Selection Advisory

Committee Meeting
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• 2004 Master Plan Update/Demographic Trends
– Historical Information
– County wide demographic trends
– 20-year MPU activity projections

• Local Trends

Regional Demographic Trends
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Historical Information - Passengers

6.1% Compounded Annual Growth Rate
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• 2004 Master Plan Update/Demographic Trends
– Historical Information
– County wide demographic trends
– 20-year MPU activity projections

• Local Trends

Regional Demographic Trends
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Historical Information - Passengers
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Correlation: FMA Enplanements and Population

Year Enpl Population Enpl/Person
1990 34,286 14,530 2.36
1991 40,878
1992 50,496
1993 55,200
1994 63,004
1995 64,731 18,001 3.60
1996 63,071 18,660 3.38
1997 60,939 19,004 3.21
1998 61,430 19,212 3.20
1999 68,303 19,529 3.50
2000 70,189 20,111 3.49
2001 59,073 20,791 2.84
2002 64,515 21,415 3.01
2003 73,883 22,152 3.34

Average 3.19
CAGR (1995-2003) 1.67% 2.63%

R squared 0.70

Population

CAGR     6.1%     3.3%     42%CAGR     6.1%     3.3%     42%

Historical Information - Passengers
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Historical & Projected Population

Source:  Historical Data: US Dept of Commerce; 

Projections: Woods & Poole Economics
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Historical & Projected Employment

Source:  Historical Data: US Dept of Commerce; 

Projections: Woods & Poole Economics
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Historical & Projected Retail Sales

Source:  Historical Data: US Dept of Commerce; 

Projections: Woods & Poole Economics
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Regional Demographic Trends
Historic and Projected Population & Retail Sales (rates)

Growth in population and economic activity is projected to 
remain very strong, with Blaine County outpacing that 

projected for the surrounding counties of Camas and Lincoln

1.80%1.70%3.58%0.84%0.75%2.61%(2002-2030)

8.07%15.61%5.92%1.92%2.86%3.31%(1990-2002)

CAGR

$23.75$8.41$858.235.311.2841.882030

$14.41$5.24$320.854.211.0420.382002

$5.68$0.92$160.973.350.7413.791990

LincolnCamasBlaineLincolnCamasBlaineYear

Retail Sales ($M, $1996)Population (000)

Source:  Historical Data: US Dept of Commerce; 

Projections: Woods & Poole Economics
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Local Trends – Housing Units 
(history)

9 %615563Shoshone

Source: 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census

31 %9,5237,250Total

14 %2,3392,051Sun Valley

21 %2,9472,439Ketchum

68 %2,4931,480Hailey

17 %225192Fairfield

NA187NACarey

37 %717525Bellevue

% Change20001990City
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From 1990 to 2002, by ZIP Code

Hailey, Bellevue and Fairfield had the fastest growing ZIP 
code populations from 1990 to 2002.

Local Trends – Population Change

City Associated CAGR
Zip Code with Zip Code 1990 % 2002 % 1990-2002

83333 Hailey 6,389 29% 10,509 35% 4.23%
83313 Bellevue 2,260 10% 3,350 11% 3.33%
83340 Ketchum 4,071 19% 5,116 17% 1.92%
83327 Fairfield 686 3% 982 3% 3.03%
83352 Shoshone 2,088 10% 2,694 9% 2.15%
83349 Richfield 775 4% 896 3% 1.22%
83320 Carey 832 4% 1,028 3% 1.78%
83251 Mackay 1,186 5% 1,281 4% 0.64%
83314 Bliss 754 3% 935 3% 1.81%
83278 Stanley 472 2% 552 2% 1.31%
83226 Challis 2,455 11% 2,507 8% 0.17%

21,968 100% 29,850 100%

Population

Airport Site Selection/Feasibility StudyAirport Site Selection/Feasibility Study
Wood River RegionWood River Region

Local Trends – Recent Issues

• Assessed value of Blaine County property 
(change since June 2004, Source Wood River 
Journal)
– Old Hailey: 25%
– Woodside: 10-40%
– Old Bellevue: 20%
– Sunrise/Bellevue: 20%
– Chantrelle/Belleview: 20%
– River Meadows: 10-50%
– Carey: 10-30%
– Sun Valley subdivisions: 10-50%

• Recent new retail/housing development in 
Hailey
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Local Trends – Recent Issues

• Sun Valley Resort Master Plan
– Vision for 2,749 additional residential units

• Future development in Fairfield/Soldier 
Mountain

• Growth in Carey – over 500 new residential 
units in the planning process

Airport Site Selection/Feasibility StudyAirport Site Selection/Feasibility Study
Wood River RegionWood River Region

Passenger Enplanements
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Based Aircraft
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• Trends since September 11, 2001

• Regional airline fleets

• Aircraft orders and options

• Aircraft economics

• Air service opportunities and threats

Air Service Agenda

Airport Site Selection/Feasibility StudyAirport Site Selection/Feasibility Study
Wood River RegionWood River Region

• Restructuring and downsizing of legacy 
carriers

• Rapid growth of low-cost carriers

• Phenomenal growth of regional carriers

• Growth of regional jets

• Reduction in turboprop fleets, “drop the prop”

Trends Since September 11, 2001
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Regional Airline Fleets

– Horizon Air
• Dash 8 400 (70 seats) - 17
• Dash 8 200 (36 seats) - reduced to 

28

– SkyWest Airlines
• EMB 120 (30 seats) - 91 in 2001, 74 

in 2004

– Mesaba (Big Sky) 
• Metro III (19 seats) - 16 in 2002, 10 in 

2004

Airlines in the Northwest are 
reducing turboprop fleets

Airport Site Selection/Feasibility StudyAirport Site Selection/Feasibility Study
Wood River RegionWood River Region

Regional Aircraft Orders and Options

U.S. Airline Regional Aircraft Orders / Options 2004 - 2016
Aircraft type Power Seats Option Order Total
Canadair CRJ 100/200/440 Jet 50 569 125 694
Canadair CRJ 701 Jet 70 315 70 385
Canadair CRJ 705/900 Jet 90 10 23 33
DHC-8-400 Turbo 68-78 15 - 15
Embraer Legacy 135 Jet 37 25 17 42
Embraer ERJ 140 Jet 44 20 20 40
Embraer ERJ 145 Jet 50 326 118 444
Embraer 170 Jet 70-78 87 86 173
Embraer 190 Jet 98-108 100 100 200
Total 1,467 559 2,026

Airlines are not purchasing turboprop 
aircraft with lower seating capacity
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U.S. Regionals/Commuters
Fleet by Aircraft Type
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Aircraft Economics

* Airlines can offer lower airfares in markets 
that support jet service

* Every aircraft has an optimum stage length 

10.5¢35070Dash 8 Q400

11¢50050CRJ 200

130

37

19

Seats

27¢200Beech 1900

8¢1000B-737 300

21¢250Dash 8 Q200

Cost/Seat MileStage LengthAircraft
Type
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Miles to Ski Resorts

114105BreckenridgeBreckenridgeDenver, CO

9098KeystoneKeystoneDenver, CO

11094Winter ParkWinter ParkDenver, CO

10575Copper MountainCopper MountainDenver, CO

11470TellurideTellurideMontrose, CO

7155South Lake TahoeS Lake TahoeReno, NV

5547Olympic ValleySquaw ValleyReno, NV

6544Big SkyBig SkyBozeman, MT

5742DurangoPurgatoryDurango, CO

4537AvonBeaver CreekVail, CO

4537Park CityPark CitySalt Lake City, UT

3736Vail VillageVailVail, CO

5632AltaAltaSalt Lake City, UT

5831Mt. Crested ButteCrested ButteGunnison, CO

3628Steamboat SpringsSteamboatHayden, CO

2525SandySnowbirdSalt Lake City, UT

4620WhitefishBig MountainKalispell, MT

2414Teton VillageJackson HoleJackson, WY

207Snowmass VillageSnowmassAspen, CO

Drive time in 
minutes

Distance
in miles

Closest lodging 
accommodations

Ski areaAirport

Restricted
Airports

Many mountain 
airports with short 
drive distances are 
operationally
restricted

Airport Site Selection/Feasibility StudyAirport Site Selection/Feasibility Study
Wood River RegionWood River Region

Route Maps – Pasco and Missoula

PDX

DEN

PSC

SLC

SEA

BIL
BOI

HLN

FCA

MSP

MSO

Air service to hub airports is similar in many 
smaller markets in the West
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Hub Options – Unrestricted Airport

DEN

SEA

OAK

MSP

LAX

557 miles

474 miles

1,045 miles

697 miles

587 miles

706 miles

PHX

SUN

SLC

222 miles

• Unrestricted access 
opens up the 
possibility of year-
around service to DEN

• Large aircraft 
seasonal charter 
service would be an 
option

• The stage length to 
multiple large 
population centers fits 
well for regional jets

1,185 miles

DFW

433 miles

PDX

Airport Site Selection/Feasibility StudyAirport Site Selection/Feasibility Study
Wood River RegionWood River Region

Key Points – Air Service/New Airport

• Post Sept. 11 restructuring of legacy carriers reduces 
emphasis on smaller markets

• Turboprop aircraft are being phased out 

• Regional airline fleet plans and new aircraft orders 
favor markets that can be served with regional jets

• Jet service can provide more competitive airfares

• Typical airport-to-ski area drive time, in the West, is 20-
65 minutes

• Air service follows demand for service

• Unrestricted airport access opens up service options to 
multiple hubs 



A p p e n d i x  A  Av i a t i o n  D e m a n d s  a n d  F a c i l i t i e s   

pA g e  A - 1 �  W o o d  R i v e R  R e g i o n  a i R p o Rt  S i t e  S e l e c t i o n  a n d  f e a S i b i l i t y  S t u d y

Airport Site Selection/Feasibility StudyAirport Site Selection/Feasibility Study
Wood River RegionWood River Region

Strategic approach:
• Define multiple, reasonable scenarios

• Develop plan to accommodate various 
“futures”

Key demand components:

• Commercial passenger enplanements

• Aircraft operations

• Based and critical aircraft

Aviation Demand Scenarios

Airport Site Selection/Feasibility StudyAirport Site Selection/Feasibility Study
Wood River RegionWood River Region

Factors effecting demand
• Demographic trends (e.g., population)

• Economic activity

• Beds in the market (unique to resort location)

• Airline seats in the market

• Air service options

• Airline ticket pricing

• Service reliability

• Adequate/unrestricted airport facilities

Passenger Enplanements
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Community issues
• Existing airport cannot accommodate existing 

and future demand

• Airport location means different things to 
different people
– SVC (close proximity to resort, competitive)
– Private jet operators (convenience to final 

destination)
– Airlines (reliability, profitability, flexibility)
– Hailey/Bellevue residents (physical impacts, safety)
– Visitors (reliability, cost, access from multiple hubs, 

options, amenities)

Passenger Enplanements

Airport Site Selection/Feasibility StudyAirport Site Selection/Feasibility Study
Wood River RegionWood River Region

New airport built to replace FMA
• Passenger enplanements could grow long-term

from 75,000 to 200,000 annually

• Aircraft operations could grow long-term from 
55,000  to 90,000 annually

• Based aircraft could grow long-term from 140 to 
200

• Critical aircraft typical narrow-body (737/A320)

Demand Scenario One
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New airport to accommodate commercial 
service and large general aviation 
planes (small GA to remain at FMA)

• Passenger enplanements could grow long-term
from 75,000 to 200,000 annually

• Aircraft operations:
– 30,000 to 40,000 annually at new airport
– 30,000 to 40,000 annually at FMA

• Based aircraft could be in the 100 to 150 range

• Critical aircraft typical narrow-body (737/A320)

Demand Scenario Two

Airport Site Selection/Feasibility StudyAirport Site Selection/Feasibility Study
Wood River RegionWood River Region

New airport built to accommodate 
relocated commercial and cargo activity

• Passenger enplanements could grow long-term
from 75,000 to 200,000 annually

• Aircraft operations
– 10,000 to 15,000 annually at new airport
– 45,000 to 70,000 annually at FMA

• Based aircraft could be in the 100 to 250 range

• Critical aircraft typical narrow-body (737/A320)

• Practical issues make this scenario difficult

Demand Scenario Three
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Terminal

• 2.5 X 0.5 miles

GA

Scenario Comparison

AirfieldAirfield

5445054440Scenario 3

5608040440Scenario 2

68020040440Scenario 1

Total AcresGATerminalAirfield

Demand Scenario Facility Land Requirements Comparison

Generic Airport LayoutGeneric Airport Layout
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Appendix B / Native American Consultation Letters  
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Appendix C / Wood River Site Selection 
and Feasibility Study Public  

Participation Index 



 



FRIEDMAN MEMORIAL AIRPORT 
AIRPORT SITE SELECTION AND FEASIBILITY STUDIES

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION DOCUMENTATION
DOCUMENT IDENTIFIERS

Notes
1. Document ID Prefixes: 2. Document Types:
AA = Airport Authority AL = Attendance List
AC = Advisory Committee BB = Board Brief (Airport Authority)
K = Kiosks CT = Contract Related
LN = Legal Notice DL = Dates and Locations
MI = Miscellaneous LT = Letter
PH = Public Hearing MA = Meeting Agenda
PR = Press Release MAR = Meeting Agenda, Revised
PW = Public Workshop MM = Meeting Minutes/Results
SP = Stakeholder Presentation MMR = Meeting Minutes/Results, Revised
WP = Web Page PB = Published (Legal Notice/Press Release)

PC = Public Comment
PM = Presentation Materials
RQ = Request (Legal Notice/Press Release)



FRIEDMAN MEMORIAL AIRPORT - AIRPORT SITE SELECTION AND FEASIBILITY STUDIES
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION DOCUMENTATION

DOCUMENT LOG

Advisory
Document Document Committee Prepared By Date # of Pages Description

 ID Type Meeting # Copied

MI-1 LT NA Gene Dallago 28-Feb-03 1
Letter thanking Rick Baird for participating in Feb 19 '03 Talk of the Valley 

radio show

AA-1 BB NA Mead & Hunt 21-Apr-03 4
Attachment #9, Master Plan Update (Revised Draft Chapter 3: 

Demand/Capacity and Facility Requirements Analysis)

AA-2 BB NA FMA Staff 6-May-03 2
Board Brief Outline, 5/6/03 Meeting, Master Plan Update (long-range airport 

facility requirements)

AA-3 MA NA FMA Staff 6-May-03 1 5/6/03 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-4 MM NA FMA Staff 6-May-03 4
5/6/03 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, Master Plan Update (Review of 

Chapter 3: Demand/Capacity and Facility Requirements)

LN-1 RQ NA FMA Staff 12-Jun-03 3 Legal Notice Request re: July 1, 2003 Airport Authority Meeting

LN-2 PB NA
Wood River 

Journal 18-Jun-03 1 Published Legal Notice re: July 1, 2003 Airport Authority Meeting

LN-3 PB NA
Wood River 

Journal 25-Jun-03 1 Published Legal Notice re: July 1, 2003 Airport Authority Meeting

AA-5 BB NA FMA Staff 1-Jul-03 1
Board Brief Outline, 7/1/03 Meeting, Master Plan Update (Intro to Chapter 4: 

Alternative Plan Concepts)

AA-6 MA NA FMA Staff 1-Jul-03 1 7/1/03 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-7 MM NA FMA Staff 1-Jul-03 4
7/1/03 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, Master Plan Update (Chapter 4: 

Alternative Plan Concepts to be presented at 8/12/03 meeting)

LN-4 RQ NA FMA Staff 3-Jul-03 4 Legal Notice Request re: August 12, 2003 Airport Authority Meeting

LN-5 PB NA
Wood River 

Journal 30-Jul-03 1 Published Legal Notice re: August 12, 2003 Airport Authority Meeting

LN-6 RQ NA FMA Staff 4-Aug-04 3 Legal Notice Request re: September 4, 2003 Airport Authority Meeting

AA-8 BB NA Mead & Hunt 12-Aug-03 2
Attachment #8, Master Plan Update (Public Presentation of Alternative Plan 

Concepts)

AA-9 BB NA FMA Staff 12-Aug-03 1
Board Brief Outline, 8/12/03 Meeting, Master Plan Update (Chapter 4: 

Alternative Plan Concepts)

AA-10 MA NA FMA Staff 12-Aug-03 1 8/12/03 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-11 MM NA FMA Staff 12-Aug-03 5

8/12/03 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, Master Plan Update (Review of 
Chapter 4: Alternative Plan Concepts, discussion related to need for 

consideration of relocating airport)

LN-7 PB NA
Wood River 

Journal 13-Aug-03 1 Published Legal Notice re: September 4, 2003 Airport Authority Meeting

PW-1 AL NA Mead & Hunt 26-Aug-03 1 Aug 26 '03 Public Information Workshop Sign-in Sheet

PW-2 PC NA Various 26-Aug-03 5 Public Comment from Aug 26 '03 Public Information Workshop

LN-8 PB NA
Wood River 

Journal 27-Aug-03 1 Published Legal Notice re: September 4, 2003 Airport Authority Meeting

LN-9 RQ NA FMA Staff 28-Aug-03 3
Legal Notice Request re: September 24, 2003 Public Hearing, Master Plan 

Update Alternative Plan Concepts

AA-12 BB NA FMA Staff 4-Sep-03 1
Board Brief Outline, 9/4/03 Meeting, Master Plan Update (public workshop 

scheduled for Aug 26 '03, public hearing scheduled for Sep 24 '03)

AA-13 MA NA FMA Staff 4-Sep-03 1 9/4/03 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-14 MM NA
Toothman-Orton 

Mead & Hunt 4-Sep-03 1
Attachment #1, Master Plan Update (Consulting Team Recommendations: 

"Build New Airport" is best long-term alternative, begin site selection process)

AA-15 MM NA FMA Staff 4-Sep-03 5
9/4/03 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, Master Plan Update (Consulting 
team recommends the Board consider researching alternative airport sites)

LN-10 PB NA
Wood River 

Journal 10-Sep-03 1
Published Legal Notice re: September 24, 2003 Public Hearing, Master Plan 

Update Alternative Plan Concepts

LN-11 PB NA
Wood River 

Journal 17-Sep-03 1
Published Legal Notice re: September 24, 2003 Public Hearing, Master Plan 

Update Alternative Plan Concepts

PH-1 PC NA Various 24-Sep-03 33 Public Comment from Sep 24 '03 Master Plan Update Public Hearing

PH-2 PC NA Mead & Hunt 2-Oct-03 1
Memo providing summary of written public comments from Sep 24 '03 

Master Plan Update Public Hearing
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MI-2 LT NA
C.L. "Butch" 

Otter 6-Oct-03 1
Letter thanking Mary Ann Mix for stopping by to discuss FAA's apparent 

changes to policy re: large aircraft

MI-3 LT NA Mary Ann Mix 7-Oct-03 1
Letter thanking Congressman Otter for discussing new FAA policy on aircraft 

weight limits

MI-4 LT NA Mary Ann Mix 7-Oct-03 1
Letter thanking Congressman Simpson for discussing new FAA policy on 

aircraft weight limits

AA-16 BB NA FMA Staff 7-Oct-03 1

Board Brief Outline, 10/7/03 Meeting, Master Plan Update (Chapter 4: 
Alternative Plan Concepts, Recommendations/Public Workshop/Public 

Hearing)

AA-17 MA NA FMA Staff 7-Oct-03 1 10/7/03 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-18 MM NA FMA Staff 7-Oct-03 5

10/7/03 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, Master Plan Update (Board 
passed motion to accept consultant's recommendation to pursue an 

alternative airport location)

MI-5 PC NA Wally Huffman 20-Oct-03 2
Response to Authority's determination that relocation of the airport is the 

preferred planning alternative

MI-6 PC NA J. Orin Edson 27-Oct-03 1
As a principal of the Friedman Hangar Partnership, J. Orin Edson comments 

on Authority's study of airport relocation

AA-19 BB NA Mead & Hunt 28-Oct-03 1
Attachment #6, Master Plan Update (agenda for FAA/Project Coordination 

Meeting, FAA Airports District Office, Seattle, WA)

AA-20 BB NA Mead & Hunt 28-Oct-03 3
Attachment #7, Master Plan Update (Key Milestones presented at 

FAA/Project Coordination Mtg, FAA Airports District Office, Seattle, WA)

AA-21 BB NA Mead & Hunt 28-Oct-03 2
Attachment #8, Master Plan Update (memo documenting discussion at FAA 

Airports District Office in Seattle, WA on 10/28/03)

AA-22 BB NA FMA Staff 4-Nov-03 1
Board Brief Outline, 11/4/03 Meeting, Master Plan Update (10/28/03 mtg with 

Northwest Mountain Region FAA personnel)

AA-23 MA NA FMA Staff 4-Nov-03 1 11/4/03 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-24 MM NA FMA Staff 4-Nov-03 5

11/4/03 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, Master Plan Update (Board 
passed motion to begin process of developing scope of work for financial and 

site feasibility studies)

MI-7 PC NA Various 10-Oct-03 35 Public Comment generated by Ron Reese

SP-1 DL NA FMA Staff 20-Nov-03 1
FMA Master Plan Update Summary Presentations:  List of Stakeholders and 

presentation dates

SP-2 PM NA FMA Staff 20-Nov-03 4
FMA Master Plan Update Summary Presentations:  example PowerPoint 

presentation, 11/20/03, Hailey Rotary

AA-25 BB NA FMA Staff 2-Dec-03 2
Board Brief Outline, 12/2/03 Meeting, Master Plan Update (Scope of Work 

outline for site/financial feasibility study)

AA-26 PM NA FMA Staff 2-Dec-03 5
12/2/03 Airport Authority Meeting PowerPoint Presentation:  New Airport 

Recommendation, Interim Improvements, Next Steps

AA-27 PC NA
Save Friedman 

Airport 2-Dec-03 2
Attachment #2, memo outlining concerns of the Save Friedman Airport 

citizens group

AA-28 MA NA FMA Staff 2-Dec-03 1 12/2/03 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-29 MM NA FMA Staff 2-Dec-03 5

12/2/03 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, Master Plan Update (discussion 
re: Site/Financial Feasibility Study Scope of Work, formation of advisory 

group, and "Save Friedman Airport" citizens group)

AA-30 BB NA FMA Staff 6-Jan-04 1
Board Brief Outline, 1/6/04 Meeting, Master Plan Update (Master Plan Team 

working on final Master Plan chapters)

AA-31 MA NA FMA Staff 6-Jan-04 1 1/6/04 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-32 MM NA FMA Staff 6-Jan-04 4
1/6/04 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection and 

Feasibility Studies (Advisory Committee update)

LN-12 RQ NA FMA Staff 15-Jan-04 4 Legal Notice Request re: February 10, 2004 Airport Authority Meeting

AA-33 CT NA FMA Staff 19-Jan-04 1
Attachment #7, FY '04 Project Schedule (Preliminary list of Friedman 
Memorial Airport contracts anticipated to be in place by Sep 30 '04)

AA-34 CT NA
Toothman-Orton 

Mead & Hunt 4-Feb-04 32
Attachment #9, New Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Studies (Draft 

Scope of Consultant Services, 2/4/04)

LN-13 PB NA
Wood River 

Journal 21-Jan-04 1 Published Legal Notice re: February 10, 2004 Airport Authority Meeting

LN-14 PB NA
Wood River 

Journal 28-Jan-04 1 Published Legal Notice re: February 10, 2004 Airport Authority Meeting

AC-1 BB NA FMA Staff 27-Jan-04 1
Attachment #10, New Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Studies (list of 

organizations invited to participate in the Advisory Committee)
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AC-2 BB NA FMA Staff 22-Jan-04 1
Attachment #11, New Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Studies (example 

letter inviting participation in the Advisory Committee)

AA-35 BB NA FMA Staff 10-Feb-04 3

Board Brief Outline, 2/10/04 Meeting, Master Plan Update (Progress on 
documents), New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility Studies (scope of work 

and steps towards forming advisory committee)

AA-36 MA NA FMA Staff 10-Feb-04 1 2/10/04 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-37 MM NA FMA Staff 10-Feb-04 5

2/10/04 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (Advisory Committee nominations, Scope of Work 

Finalized)

AA-38 BB NA Mead & Hunt 18-Feb-04 6
Attachment #7, Master Plan Update (Final Draft, Chapter 4: Alternative Plan 

Concepts)

AC-3 CT NA FMA Staff 20-Feb-04 2 Request for Proposals for Advisory Committee Meetings facilitator

AC-4 LT NA FMA Staff 22-Jan-04 3 Letter and mailing list inviting participation in Advisory Committee

AA-39 CT NA FMA Staff 22-Feb-04 1
Request for Independent Estimate for professional services, letter from FMA 

to Leigh Fisher Associates

AC-5 BB NA FMA Staff 2-Mar-04 1
Attachment #14, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility Studies (list of 

nominated Advisory Committee members)

AA-40 BB NA FMA Staff 2-Mar-04 1

Board Brief Outline, 3/2/04 Meeting, Master Plan Update (Alternative Plan 
Concepts, Alternative Cost Estimates, Draft Airport Layout Plan, Draft Capital 
Improvement Plan), New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility Studies (scope of 
work forwarded to FAA, independent cost estimates inquiries, steps towards 

forming advisory committee)

AA-41 MA NA FMA Staff 2-Mar-04 1 3/2/04 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-42 MM NA FMA Staff 2-Mar-04 4
3/2/04 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 

Feasibility Studies (1st Advisory Committee mtg scheduled for 5/25/04)

AA-43 CT NA
Federal Aviation 
Administration 3-Mar-04 2

FAA review comments on draft Scope of Consultant Services for the New 
Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Studies

AA-44 CT NA
Leigh Fisher 
Associates 5-Mar-04 1

Proposal for providing independent cost estimate for New Airport Site 
Selection and Feasibility Studies

MI-8 MM NA BCATAG 10-Mar-04 2
3/10/04 Blaine County Air Transportation Advisory Group Meeting Minutes, 

Discussion of Site Selection Advisory Committee nominations

AA-45 CT NA
Toothman-Orton 

Mead & Hunt 23-Mar-04 34
New Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Studies, Final Scope of Consultant 

Services, 3/23/04

AA-46 BB NA Mead & Hunt 23-Mar-04 8
Attachment #9, Master Plan Update (Draft, Chapter 6: Environmental 

Overview)

AA-47 BB NA Mead & Hunt 29-Mar-04 5
Attachment #8, Master Plan Update (Draft, Chapter 5: Capital Improvement 

Plan)

AA-48 BB NA FMA Staff 6-Apr-04 2

Board Brief Outline, 4/6/04 Meeting, Master Plan Update (Chap 5: Capital 
Improvement Plan, Chap 6: Environmental Overview), New Airport Site 

Selection & Feasibility Studies (KMP Planning selected as meeting facilitator, 
progress on independent estimate, prime and alternate Advisory Committee 

candidates)

AA-49 MA NA FMA Staff 6-Apr-04 1 4/6/04 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-50 MM NA FMA Staff 6-Apr-04 4
4/6/04 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 

Feasibility Studies (mtg facilitator chosen)

AA-51 CT NA
Leigh Fisher 
Associates 30-Apr-04 3

Summary of independent cost estimate for New Airport Site Selection and 
FeasibilityStudies

AC-6 BB 1 FMA Staff 4-May-04 1
Attachment #9, New Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Studies (Draft 

Letter inviting Advisory Committee members to 1st meeting)

AC-7 BB 1 FMA Staff 4-May-04 1
Attachment #8, New Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Studies (Draft 

agenda for 1st Advisory Committee meeting)

AA-52 BB NA Mead & Hunt 4-May-04 13
Attachment #9, Master Plan Update (Draft, Master Plan Update Executive 

Summary)

AA-53 BB NA FMA Staff 4-May-04 1

Board Brief Outline, 5/4/04 Meeting, Master Plan Update (Draft Executive 
Summary, Final Review Draft Master Plan Update), New Airport Site 

Selection & Feasibility Studies (Formalize Advisory Committee)

AA-54 PM NA FMA Staff 4-May-04 1
5/4/04 Airport Authority Meeting PowerPoint Presentation: CIP Highlights-

New Airport

AA-55 MA NA FMA Staff 4-May-04 1 5/4/04 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-56 MM NA FMA Staff 4-May-04 7
5/4/04 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (discussion of Advisory Committee configuration)
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LN-15 RQ NA FMA Staff 10-May-04 4 Legal Notice Request re: June 8, 2004 Airport Authority Meeting

AC-8 LT 1 FMA Staff 11-May-04 1 Letter inviting Advisory Committee member to 5/25/04 committee meeting

AA-57 CT NA
Toothman-Orton 

Mead & Hunt 14-May-04 5
Man-hour and cost proposal for tasks defined in Final Scope of Consultant 

Services, New Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Studies 

PR-1 RQ 1 FMA Staff 20-May-04 7
Press Release Request re: May 25, 2004 Site Selection Advisory Committee 

Meeting

AC-9 MA 1 KMP Planning 25-May-04 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #1:  Meeting Agenda

AC-10 PM 1 KMP Planning 12-May-04 2
Advisory Committee Meeting #1: Roles and Responsibilites, Suggested 

Ground Rules

AC-11 PM 1 KMP Planning 24-May-04 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #1: Overview of Study Steps & Schedule

AC-12 PM 1 KMP Planning 25-May-04 3 Advisory Committee Meeting #1: PowerPoint presentation

AC-13 PC 1 KMP Planning 25-May-04 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #1: Comment Form #1

AC-14 MM 1 KMP Planning 25-May-04 3 Advisory Committee Meeting #1: Meeting Results

AA-58 CT NA FMA Staff 28-May-04 5
New Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Studies: Selection of Consultant, 

Record of Negotiation, Reasonableness of Cost Determination

AA-59 BB NA Mead & Hunt 8-Jun-04 13
Attachment #12, Master Plan Update (Revised Draft, Master Plan Update 

Executive Summary)

AA-60 BB NA FMA Staff 8-Jun-04 1

Board Brief Outline, 6/8/04 Meeting, Master Plan Update (Revised Draft 
Executive Summary), New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility Studies 

(Advisory Committee update, contract Record of Negotiation)

AA-61 MA NA FMA Staff 8-Jun-04 1 6/8/04 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-62 MAR NA FMA Staff 8-Jun-04 1 6/8/04 Airport Authority Revised Meeting Agenda

AA-63 MM NA FMA Staff 8-Jun-04 7

6/8/04 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (discussion of Twin Falls County and Jerome County 

participation as "part of public" not "stakeholders")

AA-64 CT NA
Blaine County 

Recorder 4-Mar-04 2
Recorded document accepting FAA grant for New Airport Site Selection & 

Feasibility Studies

SP-3 PM NA FMA Staff 14-Jun-04 5
FMA Master Plan Update Summary Presentations:  example PowerPoint 

presentation, 6/14/04, Hailey City Council

AC-15 LT 2 FMA Staff 16-Jun-04 1
Letter to Advisory Committee members regarding 6/22/04 committee meeting 

#2

LN-16 RQ NA FMA Staff 17-Jun-04 3 Legal Notice Request re: July 13, 2004 Airport Authority Meeting

LN-17 PB NA
Wood River 

Journal 16-Jun-04 1 Published Legal Notice re: July 13, 2004 Airport Authority Meeting

AA-65 LT NA
Federal Aviation 
Administration 21-Jun-04 1

FAA review comments on Record of Negotiation and Reasonableness of Cost 
Determination for New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility Studies

AA-66 LT NA
Federal Aviation 
Administration 23-Jun-04 6 FAA grant offer for New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility Studies

AC-16 MA 2 KMP Planning 22-Jun-04 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #2:  Meeting Agenda

AC-17 PM 2 KMP Planning 7-Jun-04 1 Advisory Committee Mtg #2: Revised Overview of Study Steps & Schedule

AC-18 PM 2 FMA Staff 16-Jun-04 9
Advisory Committee Mtg #2: Contact information for committee members, 

FMA board and staff, and consultants

AC-19 PM 2 FMA Staff 22-Jun-04 9 Advisory Committee Meeting #2: PowerPoint presentation

AC-20 MM 2 KMP Planning 22-Jun-04 4 Advisory Committee Meeting #2: Meeting Results

AC-21 LT 2 KMP Planning 28-Jun-04 1
Advisory Committee Meeting #2: Suggestions for preparing more detailed 

meeting results

LN-18 PB NA
Wood River 

Journal 30-Jun-04 1 Published Legal Notice re: July 13, 2004 Airport Authority Meeting

AA-67 BB NA FMA Staff 13-Jul-04 3

Board Brief Outline, 7/13/04 Meeting, Master Plan Update (Final Draft Master 
Plan to be forwarded to FAA), New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility Studies 

(FAA grant offer to fund the study)
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AA-68 MA NA FMA Staff 13-Jul-04 1 7/13/04 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-69 MM NA FMA Staff 13-Jul-04 5
7/13/04 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 

Feasibility Studies (development of Site Evaluation Criteria)

AC-22 LT 3 KMP Planning 28-Jun-04 1
Advisory Committee Meeting #3: Letter accompanying meeting presentation 

materials 

AC-23 PM 3 Toothman-Orton 25-Jun-04 1 Aircraft size comparison sheet

AC-24 PM 3 Toothman-Orton 19-Jul-04 3 Draft Site Evaluation Criteria

AC-25 PM 3 Toothman-Orton 19-Jul-04 1 Draft Fatal Flaw Evaluation Criteria

AC-26 PM 3 Mead & Hunt 19-Jul-04 2 Memo presenting process to evaluate candidate sites

AC-27 MA 3 KMP Planning 27-Jul-04 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #3:  Meeting Agenda

AC-28 PC 3 KMP Planning 9-Jul-04 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #3:  Public Comment Form

AC-29 MM 3 KMP Planning 27-Jul-04 6 Advisory Committee Meeting #3: Meeting Results

AA-70 BB NA FMA Staff 3-Aug-04 2

Board Brief Outline, 8/3/04 Meeting, Master Plan Update (Final Technical 
Report completed), New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility Studies (initial 

site inventory, site selection criteria)

AA-71 MA NA FMA Staff 3-Aug-04 1 8/3/04 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-72 MM NA FMA Staff 3-Aug-04 6
8/3/04 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 

Feasibility Studies (site evaluation criteria, sites to be evaluated)

PR-2 RQ NA FMA Staff 4-Aug-04 1 Press Release Request re: August 4, 2004 Public Information Workshop

PW-3 AL NA Mead & Hunt 4-Aug-04 1 Aug 4 '04 Public Information Workshop #1 Sign-in Sheet

PW-4 PM NA Mead & Hunt 4-Aug-04 6 Aug 4 '04 Public Information Workshop #1 Presentation Posters

PW-5 PC NA Various 4-Aug-04 3 Public Comment from Aug 4 '04 Public Information Workshop #1

AC-30 PM 4 Mead & Hunt 16-Aug-04 1 Initial Site Inventory Map

LN-19 RQ NA FMA Staff 16-Aug-04 4 Legal Notice Request re: September 8, 2004 Airport Authority Meeting

AC-31 MA 4 KMP Planning 24-Aug-04 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #4:  Meeting Agenda

AC-32 PC 4 KMP Planning 13-Aug-04 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #4:  Public Comment Form

AC-33 PM 4 Mead & Hunt 24-Aug-04 32 Advisory Committee Meeting #4:  PowerPoint Presentation

AC-34 MM 4 KMP Planning 24-Aug-04 3 Advisory Committee Meeting #4:  Meeting Results

AC-35 AL 4 FMA Staff 27-Aug-04 4 Revised list of Site Selection Advisory Committee members

LN-20 PB NA FMA Staff 1-Sep-04 1 Published Legal Notice re: September 8, 2004 Airport Authority Meeting

AA-73 BB NA FMA Staff 8-Sep-04 2
Board Brief Outline, 9/8/04 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 

Studies (upcoming advisory committee mtg and public workshop)

AA-74 MA NA FMA Staff 8-Sep-04 1 9/8/04 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-75 MM NA FMA Staff 8-Sep-04 4
9/8/04 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 

Feasibility Studies (site evaluation process)

AA-76 BB NA FMA Staff 5-Oct-04 1
Board Brief Outline, 10/5/04 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 

Studies (meetings with Shoshone-Bannock Tribes)

AA-77 MA NA FMA Staff 5-Oct-04 1 10/5/04 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-78 MM NA FMA Staff 5-Oct-04 4
10/5/04 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (public workshop reshceduled from Nov 11 to Nov 3)

MI-10 MM NA BCATAG 13-Oct-04 2
10/13/04 Blaine County Air Transportation Advisory Group Meeting Minutes, 

Discussion with SkyWest Airlines
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AC-35 MA 5 KMP Planning 26-Oct-04 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #5:  Meeting Agenda

AC-36 PC 5 KMP Planning 26-Oct-04 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #5:  Public Comment Form

AC-37 PM 5 Mead & Hunt 26-Oct-04 12 Advisory Committee Meeting #5:  Initial Screening Criteria 11x14 maps

AC-38 PM 5 Mead & Hunt 26-Oct-04 10
Advisory Committee Meeting #5:  Information on initial screening of candidate 

airport sites.

AC-39 MM 5 KMP Planning 26-Oct-04 6 Advisory Committee Meeting #5:  Meeting Results

AA-79 BB NA FMA Staff 2-Nov-04 1

Board Brief Outline, 11/2/04 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 
Studies (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes meeting, Advisory Committee Meeting, 

Public Workshop scheduled)

AA-80 MA NA FMA Staff 2-Nov-04 1 11/2/04 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-81 AL NA FMA Staff 2-Nov-04 2 11/2/04 Airport Authority Meeting Attendance Register

AA-82 PM NA FMA Staff 2-Nov-04 2
11/2/04 Airport Authority Meeting PowerPoint Presentation, New Airport Site 

Selection & Feasibility Studies (Advisory Committee Site Rankings)

AA-83 MM NA FMA Staff 2-Nov-04 5
11/2/04 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 

Feasibility Studies (discussion of Shoshone-Bannock Tribe participation)

PW-6 AL NA Mead & Hunt 3-Nov-04 5 Nov 3 '04 Public Information Workshop #2 Sign-in Sheet

PW-7 PC NA Various 3-Nov-04 22 Public Comment from Nov 3 '04 Public Information Workshop #2

SP-4 PC NA Various 7-Nov-04 28
Sign-in Sheet and Public Comment from Nov 7 '04 Bellevue Triangle 

Resident Meeting

AC-40 LT 6
Camas County 
Commission 12-Nov-04 1

Letter stating Bill Davis' top 3 sites (Sites 13, 9, 11) due to inability to attend 
Advisory Committee Meeting #6

MI--9 PC NA Various 15-Nov-04 44 Public Comment received Nov 1 '04 - Nov 17 '04

AC-41 MA 6 KMP Planning 16-Nov-04 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #6:  Meeting Agenda

AC-42 PC 6 KMP Planning 16-Nov-04 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #6:  Public Comment Form

AC-43 PM 6 Mead & Hunt 16-Nov-04 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #6:  Airport Distances and Drive Times

AC-44 MM 6 KMP Planning 16-Nov-04 5 Advisory Committee Meeting #6:  Meeting Results

AC-45 LT 6 Mead & Hunt 17-Nov-04 5
Memo from Tom Schnetzer to Rick Baird and the FAA, project progress 

report for the Airport Site Selection & Feasibility Studies

MI--11 PC NA Various 17-Nov-04 8 Public Comment received Nov 17 '04 - Nov 30 '04

MI--12 LT NA Horizon Air 30-Nov-04 2 Letter from Horizon Air to Mary Ann Mix re: airport site selection

AA-84 BB NA FMA Staff 7-Dec-04 2

Board Brief Outline, 12/7/04 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 
Studies (project update and seeking guidance from Board re: sites to receive 

continued study)

AA-85 MA NA FMA Staff 7-Dec-04 1 12/7/04 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-86 AL NA FMA Staff 7-Dec-04 5 12/7/04 Airport Authority Meeting Attendance Register

AA-87 MM NA FMA Staff 7-Dec-04 6

12/7/04 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (offer of donated land near Site 13; project progress report; 
multiple public comments; passed board motions: eliminate "Site 1" from site 

selection process; focus on Sites 8,9,10,12,13; expand 6-category list of 
ciritcal screening components)

MI-13 LT NA Toothman-Orton 29-Dec-04 2 Letter from T-O to BLM requesting additional written comment

AA-88 LT NA Mead & Hunt 4-Jan-05 4
Memo to Friedman Memorial Airport and Federal Aviation Administration, 

Project Progress Report for the Site Selection & Feasibility Study

AA-89 BB NA FMA Staff 4-Jan-05 1
Board Brief Outline, 1/4/05 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 
Studies (Interactions with BLM re: constructing an airport on public lands)

AA-90 MA NA FMA Staff 4-Jan-05 1 1/4/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda
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AA-91 MAR NA FMA Staff 4-Jan-05 1 1/4/05 Airport Authority Revised Meeting Agenda

AA-92 AL NA FMA Staff 4-Jan-05 2 1/4/05 Airport Authority Meeting Attendance Register

AA-93 PM NA
Bureau of Land 
Management 4-Jan-05 16

1/4/05 Airport Authority Meeting, Presentation documents from BLM re: Use 
of BLM Lands

AA-94 PM NA
Bureau of Land 
Management 4-Jan-05 3

1/4/05 Airport Authority Meeting, BLM PowerPoint Presentation re: Airport 
Relocation to BLM Lands

AA-95 MM NA FMA Staff 4-Jan-05 7

1/4/05 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (BLM presentation; Larry Schoen proposed the Board 
consider a site 12.7 miles south of Hwy 75/Hwy 20 intersection; Board 

directed consultants to include the site as part of the area in and around Sites 
8/9)

SP-5 PC NA Various 10-Jan-05 106
Public Comment generated from Jan 10 '05 Public Information Meeting in 

Camas County

AC-46 MA 7 KMP Planning 25-Jan-05 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #7:  Meeting Agenda

AC-47 PC 7 KMP Planning 25-Jan-05 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #7:  Public Comment Form

AC-48 PM 7 Mead & Hunt 25-Jan-05 3
Advisory Committee Meeting #7:  Process of Thorough analysis of Candidate 

Sites

AC-49 PM 7 Mead & Hunt 25-Jan-05 3 Advisory Committee Meeting #7:  PowerPoint Presentation Outline

AC-50 PM 7 Mead & Hunt 25-Jan-05 1
Advisory Committee Meeting #7:  Scoring Instructions for Thorough 

Evaluation

AC-51 LT 7
Blaine County 

Commissioners 25-Jan-05 2
Advisory Committee Meeting #7:  Items presented to the Airport Site 

Selection Committee by the Blaine County Representative

AC-52 LT 7 Maurice Charlat 25-Jan-05 2
Advisory Committee Meeting #7:  Questions posed to the FMAA from the Sun 

Valley/Ketchum Chamber and Visitors Bureau

AC-53 PC 7 Various 25-Jan-05 17
Advisory Committee Meeting #7:  Public Comment Submitted on Comment 

Form #7

AC-54 MM 7 KMP Planning 25-Jan-05 7 Advisory Committee Meeting #7:  Meeting Results

WB-1 LT NA Mead & Hunt 27-Jan-05 1
Email detailing changes made to information posted on the Friedman 

Memorial Airport/Wood River Site Selection Study Web Page

MI-14 LT NA
Blaine County 

Commissioners 31-Jan-05 1
Letter from Blaine County Commissioners to City of Hailey and FMAA re: 

assurance to commitment to the Airpot Master Plan

MI-15 LT NA
Federal Aviation 
Administration 18-Feb-05 11

Letter from FAA to FMAA providing answers to questions asked in a Feb 4 '05 
letter from FMAA to FAA

AC-55 PM 8 KMP Planning 18-Feb-05 1 Revised Study Steps, Meetings and Schedule

MI-16 LT NA Horizon Air 21-Feb-05 3
Letter from Horizon Air to FMAA answering questions asked in a Feb 10 '05 

letter from FMAA to Horizon Air

MI-17 LT NA Mead & Hunt 22-Feb-05 1
Meeting Memorandum documenting key points of a meeting between various 

stakeholders and SkyWest Airlines

MI-18 LT NA SkyWest Airlines 28-Feb-05 3
Letter from SkyWest Airlines to FMAA answering questions asked in a Feb 

10 '05 letter from FMAA to SkyWest

MI-19 PC NA Marshall Ralph 1-Mar-05 3
Letter from Marshall Ralph (Camas Cty resident) to Dirk Kempthorne re: 

FMAA conducting a 3 county study

MI-20 PC NA
Preserve the 

Camas Prairie 1-Mar-05 3
Letter from Preserve the Camas Prairie to FMAA re: issues that concern the 

group

MI-21 PC NA
Camas County 

Schools 8-Mar-05 1
Letter from Camas County Schools Superintendent to Bud Bolan re: Camas 

County students performance

MI-22 LT NA
Federal Aviation 
Administration 11-Mar-05 3

Letter from FAA to Rick Baird re: Runway Safety Areas and approach and 
departure procedure issues

MI-23 LT NA
Bureau of Land 
Management 11-Mar-05 3

Letter from BLM to Toothman-Orton answering questions asked in a Dec 29 
'04 letter from T-O to the BLM

MI-24 PC NA Joe Adamski 11-Jan-05 4
Letter from Camas County resident Joe Adamski to FAA re: Site Selection 

Study Process

MI-25 PC NA
Senator Clint 

Stennett 21-Jan-05 1
Letter from Senator Clint Stennett to Bill Davis, Camas County 

Commissioner, re: allowing time for public discussion and debate

MI-26 PC NA
Preserve the 

Camas Prairie 24-Jan-05 3
Letter from Preserve the Camas Prairie to FMAA and Site Selection 

Committee re: issues with Site Selection Study Process

MI-27 PC NA

Camas Soil 
Conservation 

District 25-Jan-05 2
Letter from Camas Soil Conservation District to FMA re: natural resource 

concerns and list of available studies for Sites 12 and 13
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MI-28 PC NA
Shoshone-

Bannock Tribes 26-Jan-05 4
Letter from the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes to FMA and FMAA re: proposed 

sites for a new airport

MI-29 LT NA
Federal Aviation 
Administration 28-Jan-05 2

Letter from FAA to Joe Adamski providing responses to Mr. Adamski's 
January 11, 2005 letter

MI-30 PC NA
Aircraft Owners 
& Pilots Asscn 1-Feb-05 1

Letter from Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association to FMAA stating existing 
airport works well for its primary users

AA-96 BB NA FMA Staff 1-Feb-05 2

Board Brief Outline, 2/1/05 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 
Studies (intense study of 3 areas, Camas County presentation, recent 

correspondence)

AA-97 MA NA FMA Staff 1-Feb-05 1 2/1/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-98 AL NA FMA Staff 1-Feb-05 1 2/1/05 Airport Authority Meeting Attendance Register

AA-99 MM NA FMA Staff 1-Feb-05 12

2/1/05 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (Jan 10 Camas County presentation; revised Advisory 
Committee meeting schedule; Jan 19 presentation to Blaine County; seek 

answers from the FAA; conduct a meeting with the airlines)

AA-100 LT NA
Friedman Mem 
Airport Authority 4-Feb-05 5

Letter from FMAA to FAA requesting response to questions posed by FMAA 
and Site Selection Advisory Committee

AA-101 LT NA
Friedman Mem 
Airport Authority 10-Feb-05 3

Letter from FMAA to SkyWest Airlines requesting input re: issues related to 
the Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Study

AA-102 LT NA
Friedman Mem 
Airport Authority 10-Feb-05 3

Letter from FMAA to Horizon Air requesting input re: issues related to the 
Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Study

MI-31 PC NA Diana McClure 15-Feb-05 2
Letter from Camas County resident Diana McClure to Idaho Fish and Gamre 

re: wildlife concerns and Site 13

AC-56 MA 8 KMP Planning 22-Feb-05 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #8:  Meeting Agenda

AC-57 PC 8 KMP Planning 22-Feb-05 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #8:  Public Comment Form

AC-58 PM 8 FMA Staff 22-Feb-05 4 Advisory Committee Meeting #8:  Study Fact Sheet, Questions/Answers

AC-59 PM 8 Mead & Hunt 22-Feb-05 19
Advisory Committee Meeting #8:  PowerPoint presentation regarding 

Potential Impacts of Airport Relocation on Commercial Air Service

AC-60 MM 8 KMP Planning 22-Feb-05 5 Advisory Committee Meeting #8:  Meeting Results

MI-32 LT NA
Preserve the 

Camas Prairie 1-Mar-05 40
Camas County Comprehensive Plan (Attachment to Mar 1 '05 letter from 

Preserve the Camas Prairie to FMAA)

AA-103 BB NA FMA Staff 1-Mar-05 2

Board Brief Outline, 3/1/05 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 
Studies (request input from FAA, meeting with air carriers, Lincoln County 

presentation, public comment, Sho-Ban Tribes comment)

AA-104 MA NA FMA Staff 1-Mar-05 1 3/1/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-105 AL NA FMA Staff 1-Mar-05 3 3/1/05 Airport Authority Meeting Attendance Register

AA-106 PM NA FMA Staff 1-Mar-05 4
3/1/05 Airport Authority Meeting, FMA Staff PowerPoint Presentation, New 

Airport Site Selection & Feasibility Studies Updates

AA-107 MM NA FMA Staff 1-Mar-05 8

3/1/05 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (letters received from FAA, Horizon Air, and SkyWest; 

discussion re: propsed site near Timmerman Hill)

AA-108 LT NA
Friedman Mem 
Airport Authority 11-Mar-05 5

Letter from FMAA to SV/K Chamber & Visitors Bureau providing responses to 
questions posed during 1/25/05 Advisory Committee Meeting

AA-109 LT NA
Friedman Mem 
Airport Authority 11-Mar-05 4

Letter from FMAA to Blaine County Board of Commissioners providing 
responses to questions posed during 1/25/05 Advisory Committee Meeting

AA-110 LT NA FMA Staff 14-Mar-05 7
Letter from FMA Staff to FMAA providing input regarding recent 
correspondence from FAA, Horizon Air, and SkyWest Airlines

AC-61 MA 9 KMP Planning 22-Mar-05 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #9:  Meeting Agenda

AC-62 PC 9 KMP Planning 22-Mar-05 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #9:  Public Comment Form

AC-63 PM 9 Mead & Hunt 22-Mar-05 5
Advisory Committee Meeting #9:  Thorough Evaluation Information Packet 

and Scoring Instructions

AC-64 PM 9 Mead & Hunt Mar-05 88

Advisory Committee Meeting #9:  Thorough Evaluation Information Packet, 
Sections 1.0 (Physical Suitability of Site), 2.0 (Environmental) and 3.0 (Social 

and Economic)

AC-65 PM 9
Mead & Hunt.   T-

O Engr. Mar-05 6
Advisory Committee Meeting #9:  Thorough Evaluation Information Packet, 

Sections 4.2 (Facility Costs)
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AC-66 PM 9
Mead & Hunt.   T-

O Engr. Mar-05 11
Advisory Committee Meeting #9:  Thorough Evaluation Information Packet, 

Sections 4.3 (Air Service)

AC-67 MM 9 KMP Planning 22-Mar-05 8 Advisory Committee Meeting #9:  Meeting Results

LN-21 LT NA

Blaine County 
Commissioner's 

Assistant 23-Mar-05 1
Email from Blaine County Commissioner's Assistant to FMA Staff regarding 

adding FMAA meetings to the Community Calendar

MI-33 LT NA SkyWest Airlines 28-Mar-05 2
Letter from SkyWest to FMAA Board re: SkyWest's vies of potential relocation 

of FMA

MI-34 LT NA Horizon Air 4-Apr-05 1
Letter from Horizon Air to FMAA Board re: Horizon's position about the 

expansion or relocation of FMA

MI-35 LT NA Mead & Hunt 12-Apr-05 3
Letter from Mead & Hunt to FMAA Board re: SkyWest Airlines and Horizon 

Air Correspondence

AA-111 BB NA FMA Staff 12-Apr-05 1

Board Brief Outline, 4/12/05 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 
Studies (coffee house discussions, consider continued study of a site in the 

Triangle)

AA-112 MA NA FMA Staff 12-Apr-05 1 4/12/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-113 MA NA FMA Staff 12-Apr-05 2 4/12/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda, Revised

AA-114 AL NA FMA Staff 12-Apr-05 3 4/12/05 Airport Authority Meeting Attendance Register

AA-115 PM NA FMA Staff 12-Apr-05 8

4/12/05 Airport Authority Meeting, FMA Staff PowerPoint Presentation, FAA 
NW Mtn Region Airport Conference Trip Report, New Airport Site Selection & 

Feasibility Studies Updates

AA-116 MM NA FMA Staff 12-Apr-05 11

4/12/05 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (discussion of options to expand at current site; motion 
passed to instruct the Advisory Committee to review sites in the Triangle)

MI-36 PC NA
Camas County 
Commissioners 13-Apr-05 1

Letter from Camas County Commissioners published in Camas Courier: 
phone survey of registered voters re: locating an airpot in Camas County

MI-37 LT NA
Bureau of Land 
Management 14-Apr-05 2

BLM Briefing Paper prior to April 27-28 Congressional Visit; Relocated Site 
#9, would require less BLM land acquisition

AC-68 LT 10 FMA Staff 18-Apr-05 1
Letter from FMA re: cancellation of April 26, 2005 Site Selection Advisory 

Committee Meeting

MI-38 LT NA
Bureau of Land 
Management 18-Apr-05 26

Letter from BLM to T-O Engineering re: Site 9 relocated to Lincoln County 
location, primarily on private land; copies of Wilderness Studies provided

MI-39 PC NA Marshall Ralph 19-Apr-05 2
Letter from Marshall Ralph (Camas Cty resident) to FMAA Board re: 

requested quality assurance in the site evaluation process

MI-40 PC NA Dan Kenney 21-Apr-05 1
Letter from Dan Kenney (Camas Cty resident) to Idaho Mountain Express re: 

planning and zoning restrictions on Site #13 

MI-41 PC NA Various 29-Apr-05 14 Petition expressing concerns with the airport site selection process

MI-42 PC NA
Gibson, Dunn & 
Crutcher, LLP 30-Apr-05 21

Letter from law firm representing Preserve the Camas Prairie to FMAA Board 
re: elimination of Site 13 from site selection process

MI-43 PC NA
Ed Simon, 

Ketchum Mayor 3-May-05 2
Letter from City of Ketchum Mayor Ed Simon to FMAA Board re: evaluating 

options for expanding or relocating the airport

AA-117 BB NA FMA Staff 3-May-05 3
Board Brief Outline, 5/3/05 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 

Studies (clarification of April 12 motion re: Triangle area site)

AA-118 MA NA FMA Staff 3-May-05 1 5/3/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-119 MAR NA FMA Staff 3-May-05 1 5/3/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda, Revised

AA-120 AL NA FMA Staff 3-May-05 5 5/3/05 Airport Authority Meeting Attendance Register

AA-121 PM NA FMA Staff 3-May-05 8

5/3/05 Airport Authority Meeting, FMA Staff PowerPoint Presentation (FAA 
NW Mtn Region Airport Conference Trip Report, New Airport Site Selection & 

Feasibility Studies Updates)

AA-122 MM NA FMA Staff 3-May-05 13

5/3/05 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (public comment re: site selection; motion passed to stop 
analysis of existing site; motion passed to not request review of Triangle site; 

consultants to prepare a MRG fact sheet)

AA-123 LT NA City of Hailey 24-Feb-05 1
Letter from City of Hailey to FMAA re: City uphoding premise that the airport 

will not be expanded beyond its current fenced boundary

MI-44 LT NA Jeff Anderton 4-May-05 1
Letter from Jeff Anderton (Blaine County resident) re: positions stated at 

meetings are a matter of public record
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MI-45 LT NA Toothman-Orton 24-Mar-05 5 Letter from Toothman-Orton to BLM re: revised Site 9 location

MI-46 PC NA Various 12-Apr-05 11
Petition from Blaine County residents opposed to any future expansion of 

existing airport

AC-69 PM 10 KMP Planning 12-May-05 1
Advisory Committee Meeting #10:  Revised Study Steps, Meetings & 

Schedule

AC-70 PM 10 Mead & Hunt 16-May-05 3
Advisory Committee Meeting #10:  FMAA Board Direction to the Consultant 

Team and Advisory Committee

MI-47 PC NA
Preserve the 

Camas Prairie 16-May-05 10
Letter from "Preserve the Camas Prairie" to Advisory Committee members re: 

opposition to relocating FMA into Camas County

MI-48 LT NA
Hailey City 

Council 17-May-05 2
Letter from Hailey City Council to Rick Baird posing questions to consultants 

about the NEPA process 

SP-6 MA NA City of Hailey 23-May-05 1
Hailey City Council Meeting Agenda; workshop with Friedman Memorial 

Airport Consultants

AC-71 MA 10 KMP Planning 24-May-05 1 Advisory Committee Meeting #10:  Meeting Agenda

AC-72 PM 10 Various 24-May-05 22
Advisory Committee Meeting #10:  Scoring of Alternate Sites Based on 

Thorough Analysis

AC-73 MM 10 KMP Planning 24-May-05 6 Advisory Committee Meeting #10:  Meeting Results

MI-49 PC NA Kay Billington June-05 2
Letter from Kay Billington (Lincoln County resident) opposed to relocating the 

airport to Site 9

MI-50 LT NA Mead & Hunt 1-Jun-05 3
Memo from Mead & Hunt to FMAA Board and the community re: basic 

information on Minimum Revenue Guarantees (MRGs)

MI-51 PC NA
Preserve the 

Camas Prairie 7-Jun-05 4
Letter from "Preserve the Camas Prairie" to FMAA board re: opposition to 

relocating FMA into Camas County

MI-52 PC NA
Retailers 

Association 17-May-05 1
Letter from Ketchum/Sun Valley Retailers Association to Blaine County 

Commissioners re: economical impact of a new airport site

MI-53 PC NA
Wood River 

Lodging Assocn 20-May-05 1
Letter from Wood River Lodging Association to Blaine County 

Commissioners re: impact of a new airport site on tourism

MI-54 PC NA
Tracy & Connie 

Sorensen 6-Jun-05 1
Letter from Tracy and Connie Sorensen to Rick Baird requesting notification 

of all meetings regarding proposed Site 9

AA-124 LT NA Barry Luboviski 7-Jun-05 2
Letter from Barry Luboviski to FMAA Board re: constitutionality of using public 

funds for Minimum Revenue Guarantees

AA-125 BB NA FMA Staff 7-Jun-05 1
Board Brief Outline, 6/7/05 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 

Studies (Advisory Committee site scoring; MRG discussion)

AA-126 MA NA FMA Staff 7-Jun-05 1 6/7/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-127 MAR NA FMA Staff 7-Jun-05 1 6/7/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda, Revised

AA-128 AL NA FMA Staff 7-Jun-05 3 6/7/05 Airport Authority Meeting Attendance Register

AA-129 PM NA FMA Staff 7-Jun-05 3
6/7/05 Airport Authority Meeting, FMA Staff PowerPoint Presentation (FMAA 

special meeting scheduled for 6/21/05, Site Scoring)

AA-130 MM NA FMA Staff 7-Jun-05 8

6/7/05 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (public comment re: site selection; motion passed to 
cancel June 28 Advisory Committee meeting; FMAA special meeting 

scheduled for 6/21/05)

AA-131 PM NA Mead & Hunt March-05 40
Draft Wood River Region Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Study Report:  

Chapters 1 -3 and Appendix A

MI-55 PC NA
K/SV Restaurant 

Association 8-Jun-05 1
Letter from Ketchum/Sun Valley Restaurant Association to Blaine County 

Commissioners re: economical impact of a new airport site

AC-74 LT NA
Friedman Mem 
Airport Authority 13-Jun-05 2

Letter from FMAA to members of Site Selection Advisory Committee re: 
disbanding Advisory Committee

MI-56 PC NA Maurice Charlat 16-Jun-05 3
Comments from Maurice Charlat to Sun Valley/Ketchum Chamber Board of 

Directors re: disbanded Airport Site Selection Committee

MI-57 PC NA Bud Andrew 20-Jun-05 1
Results of a survey of 356 Lincoln County residents; 293 favor and 63 

oppose locating an airport in Lincoln County

MI-58 LT NA
FAA & Toothman-

Orton 22-Jun-05 2
Emails between Toothman-Orton and FAA re: socioeconomic impacts as a 

required part of the EIS environmental analysis

MI-59 LT NA FAA & FMA Staff 23-Jun-05 2
Emails between Rick Baird and FAA re: continuing actions to meet C-III 

standards at the existing airport

MI-60 LT NA FAA & FMA Staff 28-Jun-05 2
Emails between Rick Baird and FAA re: priority for discretionary funding to 

meet safety requirements

AC-75 LT NA SV/K Chamber 30-Jun-05 2
Letter from SV/K Chamber & Visitors Bureau to FMAA asking FMAA board to 

reinstate the Site Selection Advisory Committee
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AA-132 PM NA Mead & Hunt July-05 22
Draft Wood River Region Airport Site Selection and Feasibility Study Report:  

Chapter 4

MI-61 PC NA Marshall Ralph 7-Jul-05 1
Note from Marshall Ralph to FMAA board re: Camas County survey showing 

majority opposition to Site 13

MI-62 PC NA
City of Sun 

Valley 7-Jul-05 2
Letter from Jon Thorson to FMAA Board re: City of Sun Valley representation 

on FMAA; costs and economic impacts of airport relocation

AA-133 BB NA FMA Staff 7-Jul-05 2
Board Brief Outline, 7/7/05 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 

Studies (reschedule cancelled 6/21/05 FMAA special meeting)

AA-134 MAR NA FMA Staff 7-Jul-05 1 7/7/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda, Revised

AA-135 AL NA FMA Staff 7-Jul-05 4 7/7/05 Airport Authority Meeting Attendance Register

AA-136 PM NA FMA Staff 7-Jul-05 1
7/7/05 Airport Authority Meeting, FMA Staff PowerPoint Presentation (FMAA 

special meeting to be rescheduled)

AA-137 MM NA FMA Staff 7-Jul-05 8

7/7/05 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (public comment re: site selection; FMAA special meeting 

rescheduled for Sep 28)

MI-63 PC NA
Preserve the 

Camas Prairie 8-Jul-05 1 Email from Dave Konrad to Rick Baird re: airport site selection process

MI-64 LT NA FMA Staff 11-Jul-05 2 Email from Rick Baird to Dave Konrad, responding to Dave's 7/8/05 email

MI-65 PC NA Marshall Ralph 12-Jul-05 3
Letter from Marshall Ralph to FMAA Board providing responses to 

representations from Fairfield Mayor David Hanks

MI-66 PC NA Susan Cutter 18-Jul-05 2
Email from Susan Cutter providing comments re: planned Sun Valley 

Company expansion and dependable air service

AA-138 LT NA FMA Staff 20-Jul-05 1
Letter from Rick Baird to Camas County Commissioners re: researching 

option of pursuing relocation of FMA to Camas County

AA-139 LT NA FMA Staff 20-Jul-05 1
Letter from Rick Baird to Lincoln County Commissioners re: requesting that 

Lincoln County interested parties attend Sep 28 special meeting

PR-3 PC NA
Sun Valley 
Company 26-Jul-05 2

Letter from Wally Huffman to FMAA, Blaine County Commissioners, and 
newspapers providing responses to press release authorized by FMAA on 

July 25 '05

PR-4 PB NA

FMAA, Blaine 
County, City of 

Hailey 27-Jul-05 7
Press Release from FMAA, Blaine County Commissioners, and Hailey City 

Council and Mayor, published July 27 '05

PH-3 MA NA Toothman-Orton 28-Jul-05 2 Initial thoughts on an agenda for the Sep 28 '05 public hearing

MI-67 PC NA
Hailey Chamber 

of Commerce August-05 3 Results of Hailey Chamber Polls

MI-68 PC NA
Blaine County 

Commissioners 1-Aug-05 1
Letter from Blaine County Commissioners to FMAA re: airport fully within 

Blaine County borders

AA-140 BB NA FMA Staff 2-Aug-05 1

Board Brief Outline, 8/2/05 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 
Studies (agenda for Sep 28 special meeting; "next steps" of Site Selection 

Process)

AA-141 MA NA FMA Staff 2-Aug-05 1 8/2/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-142 MAR NA FMA Staff 2-Aug-05 1 8/2/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda, Revised

AA-143 AL NA FMA Staff 2-Aug-05 2 8/2/05 Airport Authority Meeting Attendance Register

AA-144 PM NA FMA Staff 2-Aug-05 1
8/2/05 Airport Authority Meeting, FMA Staff PowerPoint Presentation (agenda 

for Sep 28 meeting; "next steps" of Site Selection Process)

AA-145 MM NA FMA Staff 2-Aug-05 5

8/2/05 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (agenda for Sep 28 meeting; appropriate to discuss 

Friedman Grant with Hailey City Council)

PR-5 PB NA
Friedman Mem 
Airport Authority 12-Aug-05 2 Friedman Memorial Airport Authority Press Release, published Aug 12 '05

MI-69 PC NA City of Bellevue 16-Aug-05 2 Letter from City of Bellevue to FMAA re: airport relocation discussion

MI-70 PC NA
Preserve the 

Camas Prairie 17-Aug-05 2 Newsletter from Preserve the Camas Prairie re: airport relocation study

MI-71 PC NA Shelley Braatz 18-Aug-05 2
Letter from Shelley Braatz to SunValleyonline.com and Idaho Mountain 

Express re: progression of airport relocation process

MI-72 LT NA
Federal Aviation 
Administration 19-Aug-05 1 Letter from FAA to FMA re: consultation with the Native American tribes
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PH-4 MAR NA Toothman-Orton 23-Aug-05 2 Revised agenda for the Sep 28 '05 public hearing

PH-5 PC NA George Martin 25-Aug-05 3
Public comment from George Martin in response to Aug 24 '05 public hearing 

in Fairfield; opposed to locating airport to Camas County

MI-73 PC NA Various Sep-05 21
Petition supporting the efforts of the FMAA in identifying and developing a 

new, suitable airport site

MI-74 PC NA
Sun Valley On-

line.com 1-Sep-05 2
Poll results regarding airport relocation, expanding existing airport, and 

important issues for relocation

PH-6 AL NA
Preserve the 

Camas Prairie 2-Sep-05 7
Attendance list and poll results from Aug 24 '05 Fairfield Town Hall meeting 

(69.7% of sign-ins opposed to locating airport in Camas County)

AA-146 BB NA FMA Staff 6-Sep-05 1

Board Brief Outline, 9/6/05 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 
Studies (preparations for Sep 28 meeting; economic study data collection is 

in progress; Aug 24 Fairfield Public Hearing; invite to Sep 13 meeting in 
Shoshone)

AA-147 MA NA FMA Staff 6-Sep-05 1 9/6/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-148 MAR NA FMA Staff 6-Sep-05 1 9/6/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda, Revised

AA-149 AL NA FMA Staff 6-Sep-05 1 9/6/05 Airport Authority Meeting Attendance Register

AA-150 PM NA FMA Staff 6-Sep-05 1

9/6/05 Airport Authority Meeting, FMA Staff PowerPoint Presentation (Aug 24 
Fairfield Public Hearing; Hailey Town Meeting; Sep 13 Lincoln County 

meeting; Sep 28 FMAA Special Meeting)

AA-151 MM NA FMA Staff 6-Sep-05 7

9/6/05 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 
Feasibility Studies (Hailey Town Meeting review; courtroom recorder for Sep 
28 meeting; format for Sep 28 meeting; discussion re: alternatives for current 

FMA site; preferred alternate site will not be chosen on Sep 28)

SP-7 PM NA Toothman-Orton 6-Sep-05 3
Presentation Materials supplied by Toothman-Orton for the Aug 11 '05 City of 

Hailey Town Hall Meeting

PH-7 MAR NA Toothman-Orton 13-Sep-05 3 Revised agenda for the Sep 28 '05 public hearing

PH-8 LT NA
Friedman Mem 
Airport Authority 15-Sep-05 1

Example letter inviting Advisory Committee members to Sep 28 '05 Public 
Hearing

PR-6 LT NA
Gibson, Dunn & 
Crutcher, LLP 19-Sep-05 2

Letter from Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP to FMAA requesting copies of all 
public records relating to July 27 '05 and Aug 12 '05 press releases

MI-75 PC NA
Pepin Corso-

Harris 21-Sep-05 1
Email from Pepin Corso-Harris to Rick Baird re: FedEx services with airport 

relocation

MI-76 PC NA
Lincoln County 
Commissioners 23-Sep-05 1

Letter from Lincoln County Commissioners to FMAA Board requesting that 
Site 9 be chosen for further study as a possible airport site

PR-7 LT NA Barry Luboviski 27-Sep-05 1

Letter from Barry Luboviski to Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP responding to 
request for copies of all public records relating to July 27 '05 and Aug 12 '05 

press releases

MI-77 PC NA Pam Rheinschild 28-Sep-05 1
Letter from Pam Rheinschild, The Real Estate Center, to FMAA Board re: 

transfer and renegotiation of hangar ground leases

PH-9 LT NA FMA Staff 23-Sep-05 1
Email inviting Advisory Committee members, press, and members of the 

public to Sep 28 '05 Public Hearing

PH-10 MAR NA FMA Staff 28-Sep-05 2 Final revised agenda for the Sep 28 '05 Public Hearing

PH-11 AL NA FMA Staff 28-Sep-05 27 9/28/05 Public Hearing, Attendance Register

PH-12 PM NA FMA Staff 28-Sep-05 46 9/28/05 Public Hearing, PowerPoint Presentation 

PH-13 PC NA Various 28-Sep-05 31
9/28/05 Public Hearing, questions submitted by those attending public 

hearing

PH-14 PC NA Various 28-Sep-05 17 Public Comment from Sep 28 '05 Public Hearing

PH-15 PC NA
Sun Valley 
Reporters 28-Sep-05 45

Transcript of Sep 28 '05 Public Hearing (video and audio versions available 
at FMA office for check-out)

AA-152 BB NA FMA Staff 4-Oct-05 2

Board Brief Outline, 10/4/05 Meeting, New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility 
Studies (review of Sep 28 special meeting/public hearing; remaining study 

steps)

AA-153 MA NA FMA Staff 4-Oct-05 1 10/4/05 Airport Authority Meeting Agenda

AA-154 AL NA FMA Staff 4-Oct-05 2 10/4/05 Airport Authority Meeting Attendance Register
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AA-155 PM NA FMA Staff 4-Oct-05 4

10/4/05 Airport Authority Meeting, FMA Staff PowerPoint Presentation (FMAA 
to select an option for existing site to compare to preferred alternate site; 

comply with or change preamble?)

AA-156 MM NA FMA Staff 4-Oct-05
10/4/05 Airport Authority Meeting Minutes, New Airport Site Selection & 

Feasibility Studies ()

AA-157 LT NA FMA Staff 5-Oct-05 7
Letter from Rick Baird to FMAA board members re: materials for review in 

preparation for Oct 19 site visits; some graphics included

MI-78 PC NA
Preserve the 

Camas Prairie 21-Oct-05 3
Letter from Preserve the Camas Prairie to SunValleyonline.com:  dismayed at 

assertion that residents of Fairfield have welcomed a new airport

AC-76 LT NA
Friedman Mem 
Airport Authority 21-Oct-05 1

Letter from FMAA inviting former Site Selection Advisory Committee 
members and others to the FMAA Oct 26 '05 special meeting

SP-8 DL NA Various 24-Oct-05 1
New Airport Site Selection Presentations:  List of documented Stakeholder 

Presentations and presentation dates
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MINUTES OF A SPECIAL MEETING 

OF THE 
FRIEDMAN MEMORIAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY* 

 
October 26, 2005 

5:30 P.M. 
  
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 

 
BOARD MEMBERS: Chair – Martha Burke, Vice Chair – Susan McBryant, Secretary – 
Tom Bowman, Board – Leonard Harlig and Ron Fairfax;  
FRIEDMAN MEMORIAL AIRPORT STAFF:  Airport Manager – Rick Baird, Emergency 
Services/Airfield Operation Chief – Pete Kramer; Contracts/Finance Administrator – Lisa 
Emerick, ASC/Special Projects Coordinator/Executive Assistant – Steve Guthrie, Office 
Administrator – Roberta Christensen, Administrative Assistants – Alysia Heyer, Heather 
Gillespie;  
AIRPORT LEGAL COUNSEL:  Luboviski, Wygle and Fallowfield – Barry Luboviski; 
CONSULTANTS: Toothman-Orton Engineering Co. – Chuck Sundby; 
AIRPORT TENANTS/PUBLIC:  M.M. Charlat, Rodger Sorensen, Bill Pennock, Claude 
Ballard, Lawrence Schoen, Eileen Rodman, Marshall Ralph, Tom Heller, Lori Armstrong, 
Rusty and Carla Tews, Claudia Gaeddart, Cheryl Bennett, Jack Francis, Connie Sorenson, 
Dick Fenton, Marc Reinemann, Bud Bolan, Rob Cronin, Bert Redfern, Ed Reagan, Jim 
Spinelli, Jay Coleman, Devilan Haire, David Sealig, Bob Rodman, Kathy Lynn, Carl 
Bontrager, Mickey Garcia, Kay Billington, Kurtis Stutz, Bob Rice, Kleima Colter, Melidee 
Wright, M. A. Mix, Michael Rasch, Susan Cutter, Rusty Parker, Dustin Peak, Dave Konrad, 
Jon Marvel, Don Winter, Tara Hagen, Pepin Corso-Harris 
PRESS:  Wood River Journal – Kathleen Turner; Mountain Express – Pat Murphy and Pam 
Morris; Sun Valley Online – Gary Stivers; Karma Fitzgerald – Times News 

  
 
CALL TO ORDER: 

 
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. by Chair Burke. 

  
I. APPROVE AGENDA The Agenda was approved as presented. 
  
II.  OLD BUSINESS  
 A. Wood River Region New Airport Site Selection & Feasibility Studies – Alternative 

Site Selection (see PowerPoint) 
  
 Consultant Sundby gave a basic review of Sites 9, 10 and 13.  (Details from the 

PowerPoint are listed below.) 
Issues Site 9 Site 10  Site 13 
Runway Orientation 14-32 13-31 07-25 
Ownership Private/BLM* BLM Private 
Jurisdiction Lincoln County Blaine County Camas County 
Primary Access SH – 75  SH – 75  USH – 20 
Proximity --  Closest Most Distant 
Physical Constraints Yes Yes  Yes (Least) 
Constructability -- Most Difficult -- 
Infrastructure -- Most Difficult Least Difficult  

 *Bureau of Land Management (BLM)/Public 

 

 Consultant Sundby reviewed the scoring of the three alternative sites.  He reported the 
FAA had reviewed the Site Selection Process (SSP) and concluded that the intent to 
select a preferred alternative site was appropriate at this time.  The Financial Analysis, 
developing the appropriate documents for the FAA and involving the FAA in the 
implementation strategy and identifying next steps were in the Board’s future. 
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 Board Member Harlig inquired if there was an alternate BLM area near Site 10 that 
could accommodate an airport. 

  
 The Board and Consultant Sundby discussed the attributes of the area south of Site 10, 

which was the original Site 9, with better topographical characteristics and closer to 
Highway 75; the migration routes, wildlife, availability of water and rock characteristics’ 
impact on construction were common throughout Site 10 and this area.. 

  
 The Board thanked all who had been involved in the SSP. 
  
 The Board discussed eliminating one of the three alternative sites. If the majority 

agreed, to focus the site discussion more efficiently.  Chair Burke and Board Members 
Bowman, McBryant and Harlig proposed Site 13 to be taken from consideration for the 
following reasons: 
 

• Not along Highway 75 
• SSP scoring did not favor Site 13 
• Not welcome in the area by neighboring residents 
• Bussing to Twin Falls would involve additional wasted travel time because of 

the distance from Site 13 to SH-75  
• Camas County represents economic competition 
• Least viable politically 
• Preference to keep an airport in Blaine County 

 
Board Member Fairfax, a General Aviation (GA) pilot, preferred Site 13’s following 
qualities: 
 

• Runway not constrained (wind less of a problem) 
• Approach not over a desolate area 
• Grassland instead of lava rock 
• Economic viability  

1.   Twin Falls airport is a competitor (Site 13 further from Twin Falls) 
2.  Second homeowners in Camas County represent flying consumers 

  
 MOTION: Board Member Harlig to remove Site 13 from the three 

candidate sites for consideration as a preferred 
alternative site for reasons noted by Board Members 
McBryant, Bowman and Chair Burke.  Seconded by 
Board Member Bowman. 

 
   MOTION PASSED 

(Board Member Fairfax opposed.)  
  
 Access roads to the new airport would be available for Airport Improvement Program 

(AIP) funds.  It was determined the Board did not have to recommend an exact location 
at Site 10 and that Site 10 would be analyzed as an “area” on BLM administered lands. 
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 Board Members Harlig, McBryant and Chair Burke pointed out the following 
characteristics of Site 10: 
 

• Access road to SH – 75 exclusive use to airport (higher speed limit) 
• Virtually non-productive land 
• Blaine County jurisdiction 
• Supported by Blaine County business owners 
• Supported by Blaine County Commissioners 
• Least interference on peoples’ quality of life 
• Safer due to surrounding low population density 

  
 Board Member Harlig noted the following limiting qualities of Site 9: 

 
• Burmah Road access to SH – 75 had other users and subject to Lincoln 

County speed limits 
• Productive agriculture and mining 

  
 The Airport Manager stated the BLM would study Site 10 from a slightly different 

perspective.  They would study it as an airport in the area.  If the Board suggested the 
“area around Site 10” for FAA evaluation, then the current airspace package on Site 10 
would be sufficient, however, if the Board referred to the “southwestern area of Site 
10,” then the Board would need to issue further study for that particular airspace. 

  
 Board Member Harlig noted noise impacts to Site 10 were inevitable whether the 

airport was relocated to Site 9 or Site 10 due to the approaches. 
  
 Board Member Bowman understood Board Member Harlig’s intent, however, still had 

some preference for Site 9.  He reasoned Lincoln County had agricultural land, which 
was being developed; noise impacts would not be the same; and the length of the 
access road was unknown.  He commented on the stark beauty of Site 10; however, 
recognized the Blaine County Commissioners and business community’s request to 
have the airport, as close as possible, and suggested that Site 10 had his vote. 

  
 Board Member Fairfax mentioned the following regarding Site 10: 

 
• Native American Treaty Rights 
• Most difficult constructability 
• Gas pipeline 
• Difficult for GA to use due to wind, hills and dark emptiness 
• Best political move 

  
 Consultant Sundby agreed Site 10 would be the most difficult to construct due to the 

lava rock terrain, elevation changes and the need to relocate a gas pipeline; however, 
Site 10 was gradable.  If Site 9 were selected, then the easier constructability would be 
a trade-off for building on top of commercial gravel operations (which could be used at 
Site 10) and also had drainages to relocate.  Both Site 9 and Site 10 would require test 
wells; Site 9 had wells in the area but are not high production wells and Site 10 did not 
have a significant production well, the test well could be as much as 900 to 2000 feet 
deep, if not productive then water may need to be piped in from the northwest or 
northeast.  Consultant Sundby acknowledged that Site 10, in spite of its physical 
limitations, did not present any major obstacles to construction of an airport.  

  
 Board Member Harlig and Consultant Sundby discussed the airspace of the sites.  

Mead & Hunt’s airspace analyses showed that all three sites were acceptable for an 
airport and had the capability for future runway expansion. 
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 MOTION: Board Member Harlig moved to direct Staff to further 

study the southwestern portion of Site 10 and to 
recommend the two areas within Site 10 to the FAA.  
Seconded by Board Member Fairfax. 

  
 Legal Counsel Luboviski, Board Member McBryant and Consultant Sundby felt the 

motion could be rephrased.  It was suggested for the FAA to look at Site 10 as an area. 
 For the purpose of moving the process on, a site would need to be recommended to 
the FAA and that once the study goes through the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) process, then the Board could note interest in the southwestern portion of Site 10. 

  
 MOTION OPPOSED UNANIMOUSLY 
  
 MOTION: Board Member Harlig moved to select Site 10 as the 

preferred alternative site recommendation to the FAA 
and read aloud the “Findings of Fact” synopsis in 
support of recommending Site 10 (Minute Attachment 
#1), as well as, that Site 10 resided within Blaine 
County jurisdiction, supported by Blaine County 
Commissioners and Blaine County business 
community, its access road could be exclusively used 
for airport use, adjacent to Highway 75 and no private 
property would be involved in land acquisition. 
Seconded by Board Member McBryant. 

  
 Board Member Fairfax further annotated that Site 10 was the most expensive to build 

on, most difficult for land acquisition, was sage grouse habitat, the most dangerous for 
the GA to use and that there was virtually no verbal opposition to Site 10, except his.  

  
 Board Members McBryant, Harlig and Chair Burke made the following notes: 

[McBryant] the “stark beauty” of Site 10 would be an enhancement for travelers; [Burke] 
she was optimistic about land acquisition; [McBryant] Fish & Game personnel not at the 
meeting; noted GA aircraft was flying over Site 10 during the October 19, 2005; the 
wind blew at each of the three sites on October 19, 2005; [Harlig] the Board would 
determine the scope of work for the EIS process and decisions after that were beyond 
the Board’s control; and Site 10 was a central location of many surrounding and 
expanding communities. 

  
 Board Member Bowman noted appreciation for the work of the Staff and Consultant 

Team, which had helped the Board get to this point. 
  
 MOTION PASSED 

(Board Member Fairfax opposed.)  
  
 MOTION: Board Member Harlig moved to recommend that the 

Blaine County Commissioners reach out to the Lincoln 
County Commissioners to support and help plan for 
the impacts of the potential developments close to the 
airport (if needed).  Seconded by Board Member 
Bowman. 

 
   PASSED UNANIMOUSLY 

  
 The Airport Manager indicated Staff and Consultants would begin working on the next 

group of deliverables for Board Review. 
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III.  ADJOURNMENT 

MOTION: Chair Burke moved to adjourn the Regular Board 
Meeting.  Seconded by Board Member Fairfax. 

 
   PASSED UNANIMOUSLY 

 
 

 
The October 26, 2005 Special Meeting of the Friedman Memorial Airport Authority was 
adjourned at approximately 7:55 p.m. 

 
 

 
 

  
Tom Bowman, Secretary  

 
 
*   Additional resources/materials that should be reviewed with these meeting minutes include but are not limited to the Friedman Memorial 

Airport Authority Board Packet briefing, the PowerPoint presentation prepared for this meeting and any referenced attachments.  
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