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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

Summer season enplanements are also indirectly related to the bed base availability but as evident
from other comparable airports, is usually a constant percentage of the winter enplanements. These
airports had similar summer national park and winter skiing numbers. There is no other information
available on which to base summer enplanements; therefore, basing total enplanement projections on
estimated skier days is a reasonable methodology for estimating year-round enplanements. (See
Supplement at Appendix H for more detailed analysis and calculation of enplanement and Alrport
usage projections). :

Response to Comment B-8

The Town will start a water quality monitoring program before the construction of the proposed
project begins to establish a baseline. This baseline would be established before the start of air
carrier service at Mammoth Yosemite Airport and would be used to detect any impacts on water
quality and water supply in the region.

Response to Comment B-9

With respect to the analysis of potential noise impacts, the Supplement describes the existing
envifonmental setting by reference to 1999 Airport operations. The noise impacts were analyzed to
calculate the effects of the new aviation demand forecast developed for the proposed project, which , -
allows for the re-initiation of commercial air carrier service at the Airport with improvement to
Airport facilities. '

The “relative quiet” in the area referred to in the comment is the converse of the existing noise in the
area. On a 24-hour basis, U.S. Highway 395, located adjacent to the Airport, contributes substantial
noise to the area in the vicinity. U.S. Highway 395 runs along the Airport boundary and generates
substantial noise as shown in the Exhibits N-4, N-5, N-6, and N-7. As discussed in Section 3.7.2,
the proposed project would only slightly increase the area exposed to noise of CNEL 65 and higher.
This area remains within the airfield boundary of the Airport on either Airport property or vacant
land controlled by the Town through lease or use permits.  There are no noise sensitive land uses and
no people living within the area exposed to CNEL 65 and higher. The CNEL 60 and higher noise
exposure area remains largely on Airport property, vacant land, or the U.S. Highway 395 right-of-
way. There would be no change in the number of people affected by the slight increase in the 60 and
65 CNEL aircraft noise contours. There would be a small increase in the sound that can be heard by
residents in the general vicinity of the Airport. There are no permanent residences within the area
exposed to CNEL 60 and higher reflecting the full build out of the project in 2022.- The wildlife
around the Airport is already exposed to existing traffic noise generated by U.S. Highway 395 and
aircraft operations at the Airport. Also, no significant night-time aircraft operations are expected to
occur at Mammoth Yosemite Airport. '

Alrcraft noise exposure has been quantified using the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL),
as required by the California Airport Noise Regulation [CCR Title 21, Subchapter 6]. Noise
exposure criterion levels of CNEL 60, 65, 70, and 75 were selected, as required by the California
Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. Because of the relatively small size of the
CNEL 70 and 75 noise exposure areas, which do not extend beyond the airfield, only the CNEL 60
and 65 are presented on the noise exposure maps and were considered as threshold values for noise
impacts. The methodology to analyze aircraft noise in the Supplement can be studied in detail in
FAA Order 1050.1D which is consistent with State of California standards.
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The Supplement uses a noise threshold of CNEL 60 for its determination of significance becausc 3
noise below that level is compatible with residential uses. The commentor also states that use of an E
absolute value is improper. In fact, the use of an absolute value is not improper when that value is

correlated to an actual impact as is the case here. CNEL 60 is the measurcment, while compatibility

with residential uses is the “threshold.”

Air carrier aircraft operations are anticipated to comprise a small percentage of the overall aircraft
operations at the Airport. The air carrier aircraft operated by the major airlines that typically operate
in similar high altitude airports include some of the quieter aircraft in the U.S. fleet. These aircraft
include the B-757, newer B-737, and Bae-146 aircraft. Commuter aircraft and regional jets are also
anticipated to enter the fleet mix at Mammoth Yosemite Airport. Business jets and turboprop
aircraft, such as the Gulfstream II, Lear 35, and other aircraft, can and are currcntly operating at
Mammoth Yosemite Airport and are as loud or louder than the proposed axr carrier passenger
aircraft. '

As discussed in Section 3.3.2.2 of the Supplement, noise analysis was also done to compafe single-
event noise analysis for sage grouse lek site 2. This analysis showed that the B-757 aircraft would
produce less single event noise than aircraft in the existing fleet and flight patterns at the Airport.

In addition to the noise exposure maps in the Supplement, a grid point analysis was conducted to
evaluate potential changes in noise exposure at specific points in the vicinity of the Airport as
described on Page III-87 of the Supplement. These areas, as shown on Exhibit III-21 of the
Supplement, include the Hot Creek State Fish Hatchery, the Hot Creek Ranch, the planned.
hotel/condominium complex on Airport property and SNARL. Table III-15 in the Supplement
summarizes the CNEL values calculated by the Integrated Noise Model (INM) for the proposed
project at these locations. None of these facilities are located within the existing or future CNEL 65
noise exposure area for the proposed project. Although each grid point would show some increase in
noise exposure levels with the proposed project, the noise exposure levels remain low both in general
and in the context of the existing land use at that grid point. It is anticipated that these areas would
also not experience direct overflights of air carrier jet aircraft because the planned operating
procedure is for air carrier jet aircraft to arrive on a straight-in arrival procedure from the east and
depart usmg an initial turn to the south, away from these development areas for departures to the
west.

Response to Comment B-10

The Supplement’s conclusions in this regard are based on the project s net additions of various
pollutants to the existing air quality context, as well as in comparison to the existing pollutant loads
in the region. (See Supplement at [1I-21, I11-25, 111-28.) That the project will reduce pollutants by
reducing car trips and vehicle miles traveled is an important part of this analysis and conclusion.

Please also see Responses to Comments [-40 and FF-2.
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

Response to Comment B-11

The comment does not accurately reflect the cumulative impacts analysis included in the
Supplement. In addition to the two projects selected for cumulative impacts analysis, the ¢
Supplement analyzes a broader range of potential cumulative impacts for potential traffic, biological,
and air quality impacts and, as for other impact areas, concludes that there will be no significant ’
cumulative impacts from the changed project. (See Supplement at III-60 through III-61; ES-3
through ES-7.) Nonetheless, the Town has prepared additional, clarifying cumulative impact ™
analysis. Please see Response to Comment A-2. V o

The original selection of projects for the cumulative impact analysis in the Supplement was based on
. the principle set forth in CEQA Guideline 15130 that an EIR should discuss the potential cumulative
impacts of other projects that,fwhen combined with the subject proj e?t]could result in a cumulatively
considerable incremental effect. In the supplemental EIR context, this principle focuses on the
potential impacts from changes in the project since the certification of the previous EIR, when those
changes are considered in conjunction With GTRer past, present, and future projects. (See CEQA
Guideline 15130(a)(1).) CEQA Guideline IST30(B)X(T) Tists factors to include when considering
whether to include a potentially related project in a cumulative impacts analysis. That list includes
the location of the project relative to the location of related projects and the type(s) of possible
related project(s) and the resources potentially impacted. With respect to location of the projects
considered for possible inclusion in the Supplement's cumulative impacts analysis, the Town
determined that only the two projects selected shared the common potential environmental impacts
with the changes to the Airport project that could together lead to potentially significant adverse
cumulative environmental impacts. The other seven projects are located many miles from the.
Airport and the Town concluded that they would have no significant cumulative impacts on .any of
the environmental categories being analyzed for changes to the proposed project in the Supplement.
For example, Sherwin Bow! Ski Area located six miles west of the Mammoth Yosemite Airport, is
currently on hiatus and has an uncertain future. The 1997 Record of Decision for the project
determined that the project would result in an unavoidable loss of habitat for mule deer, but
concluded that the impacts were reduced to an acceptable level by mitigation measures including:
restrictions on construction timing, vegetative screening, restrictions on fencing, official habitat
improvements, and monitoring. Thus, given the distance between that project and the Airport, and
these conclusions, the Town determined that it was not necessary under CEQA Guideline 15130 to
include the Sherwin Bowl project in the cumulative impact analysis for the Airport.

Response to Comment B-12

The reader should again refer to the scope of the Supplement, which is limited to the potential
impacts from the proposed changes in the project since the certification of the previous 1997
Subsequent EIR/EA and the 1986 EIR/EA. (See Supplement at Page i.) The current proposal would
allow for scheduled jet service similar to the proposal analyzed in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.
Because there has been no substantive change in the nature of the proposal since 1997, there can be
no additional potential growth inducing impacts over those analyzed and found to be less-than-
significant in the prior EIRs. (See Supplement at Section 5.3.)

In the 1980s, when Mammoth Meumaiﬁ Ski Area experienced over 1.5 million annual skier days,
Mammoth was accessible primarily by car, although there were some commercial flights available at
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that time. The skier day levels have since declined to under 900,000, even during periods when
commercial flights were available. Traffic levels on U.S. Highway 395 have not reached the full
capacity of the roadway and access to Mammoth Lakes is not a limiting factor to growth. Therefore,
enhancing alternate access opportunities to the region does not eliminate an obstacle to growth. The
proposed Airport improvements do upgrade an existing commercial aviation facility and support an
alternative method of transportation to the Mammoth Lakes area, but the Airport project does not
create access that was not previously there. The proposed Airport improvements and enplanement

levels are also consistent with the skier levels identified in the General Plan. [Town of Mammoth -
Lakes General Plan, 1987.] T

Previous environmental analyses of the proposed project determined that the project is not growth
inducing. Comments on the Supplement were received indicating concern that Airport development
would accelerate the rate of development and, therefore, would be growth inducing. Even if that
were the case, an analysis based upon this assumption still finds that no significant adverse
environmental effects result. This finding is supported by the Supplement and as described below.

As set forth in Section 5.3 of the Supplement, the re-introduction of air carrier jet service to
Mammoth Yosemite Airport' would not of itself cause or induce tourism or residential growth in the
Mammoth Lakes area. The potential increases in tourism and residential growth in the area are
anticipated in the General Plan and are separate from the Airport improvements, and do not rely on
them. These increases are anticipated to occur regardless of the Airport project. (See Supplement at
Section 5.3.) In fact, they are already occurring. (Id.) Also, improvements to the Airport are needed
regardless of this additional development, to serve the existing population, which is currently a three-
to six-hour drive from many services and amenities. Thus, there is no causal relationship between
the proposed project and the anticipated growth. That disconnect demonstrates that the project, and
even more clearly that the proposed changes in the project since the prior EIR was certified, are not
"growth inducing."” ’ ‘

The Mammoth Lakes vicinity is severely limited in its potential to grow for reasons unrelated to the
Airport and, consequently, neither the Town of Mammoth Lakes nor the federal land management
agency management plans for any notable additional growth in the vicinity of the Airport. Most of
the non-federal land within the town limits of Mammoth Lakes has been developed and the Town has
adopted an urban limits policy that controls development outside of that designated in the General
Plan. Outside of the Town, Mono County is 96 percent government controlled land with the majority
of private land being more than a 50-mile drive from the Airport. Without substantial changes in
federal policy related to development of public lands, there is no opportunity for significant induced
growth. Thus, factors other than access constraints, will keep the Mammoth Lakes area from
~ growing noticeably beyond the previous levels of visitation, regardless of the Airport improvements.

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines sets forth specific criteria for determining whether a project
will have potentially significant impacts. The criterion relevant to growth-inducing impacts further
demonstrates that the Town's conclusion here is appropriate under CEQA. That criterion states that a
project may have a significant growth-inducing impact if it "[i]nduce[s] substantial population

' The project represents a “re-introduction” of air carrier service to the Airport because commercial air carriers
operated at the Airport until 1995, In fact, United Express operated a service to Fresno in 1993 and 1994 that was
discontinued due to passenger dissatisfaction, because the flights were frequently overbooked. That demonstrates
that there is already latent demand for air carrier service to Mammoth, which also shows that the project is not
growth-inducing, but instead accommodates existing demand.
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growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly
é (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)." (CEQA Guidelines at Appendix
o G, § XII(a).) The proposed project does not directly induce substantial population growth because it
only includes a few new residences and a small commercial component. These new residences and
commercial components were analyzed in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA and are not changed as part
of this Supplement. The Airport improvements also do not indirectly induce growth because they do
not extend infrastructure in a way that allows something that could not, or did not, already exist to be
created. Commercial air service existed previously with the current Airport. The proposed
improvements are only necessary to accommodate the airlines' safety requirements and to provide an

alternative to existing means of accessing the Mammoth Lakes area - the automobile.

In summary, the proposed Airport improvements are specifically designed to serve the anticipated
demand from existing recreational and residential development with capacity to accommodate
development under the General Plan should it occur. The Airport project is consistent with the
General Plan, and any additional development near the Airport is severely constrained by the lack of
available, privately owned land. The proposed Airport improvements assist in reducing future
automobile travel, thereby providing an environmental benefit. For all these reasons, the project, and
particularly the changes in the project since the certification of the previous 1997 Subsequent
EIR/EA, will not have significant growth inducing impacts.
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State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044 ; o ' o '
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 : ‘ —_—T

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENT TO SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT (SSEIR), STATE CLEARINGHOUSE (SCH) NO. 2000034005, MAMMOTH
YOSEMITE AIRPORT EXPANSION PROJEC’I’, MONO COUNTY : ‘

California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Board staff) has reviewed the referenced SSEIR, -
dated October 5, 2001, for the proposed Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project and have the

following comments.

Backgroimd

The SSEIR was written in response 10 concerns raised during circulation of previous environmental
documents and to Incorporate revisions to the proposed project; including:

1) extending-the existing munway by 1,200 feet and widening by 150 feet; : I
2) Treplacement of an existing 4.8-foot-high barbed wire fence with an 8-foot chain link security fence:
3) construction of a new package wastewater treatment plant; S
4) updating an aviation demand forecast; and

5) relocation or replacement of the “Green Church” building.

The SSEIR does not supercedé the 1997 Subsequent Eﬁvironmemal Impact Report (SEIR) or the
Federal Environmental Assessment (EA). The evaluations of the SEIR and EA have not changed based

on information presented in the SSEIR.

General Comments

The SSEIR should be as complete and scientifically accurate as possible in order to support the

conclusions of the SSEIR. In reviewing the SSEIR, Board staff firid that the evaluations and resulting
conclusions are not based on a thorough understanding of the area’s hydrogeology or background water

quality. Both the quality ang quantity of data used in the evaluation of the Hydrology, Water Supply, '
and Water Quality were insufficient to adequately evaluate the potential impacts resulting from the C-1
proposed project.

Surface and ground water in the proposed airport complex and industrial park area flow toward Hot

Creek Springs, Hot Creek Fish Hatchery, and Owens Tui Chub habitat. Cold Freshwater Habitat and

Wildlife Habitat are both highly-valued beneficial uses that could be adversely impacted if the current

high quality of the water is not maintained. Board staff are concerned that the project could adversely

affect current high quality waters. High-quality water resources play a significant role in the health and .
viability of biological communities. ‘Any adverse impact 1o these resources, such as decreased supply or C-2
contamination, will have significant adverse effects on those communities. These potential impacts

need o be evaluated,
AR 001588

California Environmental Protection Agency

ze facing Californis is real. Every Californian needs 1o take irmmediste action to reduce CREERY consumption For g Ust
fi'“f‘\*‘ww\«‘rcb.s::x‘gﬁ;\/

The enerey ¢t
of vimple WEYS You can reduce demaad zad cut YOur energy €osis, sev vur Web-gite a1 fittg:




SCH No. 200003400506 T November 21, 2001

Specific Comments

The following specific comments address the SSEIRs conclusions regarding water quality and quantity.
Comments on the various categories will be addressed in the order presented in Table ES-1 of the SSEIR.

Categorv 3. Biological Resources

A United States Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) letter, dated July 23,

2001 (Appendix J of SSEIR), states that a loss of ground water due 10 pumping could have severe

consequences for Hot Creek springs (Hot Creek Fish Hatchery) and the Owens Tui Chub habitat. The

USFWS evaluation was based on the 1997 estimate .of maximum daily demand, for pumped water, of

16,000 gallons per day (gpd). This. 16,000 gpd is, however, for the airport terminal only. The average -

daily demand for the airport complex is 54,760-gpd (1997 Mammoth Lakes Airport Water and Sewer
™ Analysis). Furthermore, this daily average demand does not account for ground water usage by the : .
industrial park. Board staff share the concerns of the USFWS that impacts from increased ground water C-3
| pumping have not been fully defined and need to be further evaluated. L :

™ The SSEIR concludes “no mitigation measures™ are necessary for water resources (Section 3.3.3.4) under |
the Biological Resources Category because wetlands are absent. Board staff do not concur with this Cc-4
| conclusion without valid scientific verification of no significant impact due to ground water pumping. :
~ The 1997 Mammoth Lakes Airport Water and Sewer Analysis (MLAWSA) was based ona single well =
test which'is not enough data to thoroughly understand the aquifer system. Board staff feel that, ata -
minimum, ground water modeling should be performed to evaluate the potential for water quality B
impacts 10 biological resources due to ground water pumping. Data from steady state pumping tests,
using several wells, should be developed and used to model the impacggf the ground water withdrawals
necessary to provide water to all the identified water users. The modeling should also be updated, with
quarterly data from airport pumping operations, to predict if any future over draft situations would arise
that could have adverse impacts to Hot Creek springs and the Owens Tui Chub habitat. The effects of
ground water pumping and surface water diversion on wetlands at the project site should also be
evaluated. The SSEIR should also identify appropriate monitoring to evaluate the effects of the project if

|_implemented.

Board staff concur with the conclusion that no wetlands will be impacted (Section 3.3.4.4) by airport
expansion. The only wetlands area delineated at the airport is southeast of the existing runway. This area-
is not part of the proposed runway expansion. If the airport decides in the future to expand in this area,
then further review by Board staff will be necessary to determine possible impacts to the wetlands.

Categorv 5, Soil/Land Transformation

_The SSEIR briefly discusses iscues of stormwater control, both temporary and permanent, in Category
5 and 6 (Sections 3.5 and 3.6 of the SSEIR). A more in-depth discussion of on-site stormwater issues 7]
needs 1o be included in the SSEIR. Topographic maps identifying potential surface run-off routes for C-6
stormwaier along with identification and proposed locations of critical Best Management Practices
L(BMPs) control measures should be identified in the SSEIR. The excavation for the permanent drop =
inlets should be geologically Jogged and a representative percolation rate determined for each location.

Board staff request that drop inlet logs and percolation rates be subrmitied 10 the Regional Board for C-7
review. V

A
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[ Before construction begins, the Project Proponent is required 1o file a Notice of Intent (NOI) and obtaip ]

Discharge Stormwaier Associated with Construction Aciivities (Water Quality Order No. 99-08-DWQ).

~ contribute nutrients, along with petroleum products, via stormwater runoff to these water bodies. As

November 2 1, 2001

(%]
'

SCH No. 200003400504 : .

coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permirto

The NOI must be submitted 10 the Stormwater Unjt at:

State Water Resources Control Board P.O.Box 1977

Division of Water Quality _ Sacramento California 95812-1977
Storm Water Unit ~ ° . (916) 657-0919 *

The project must be designed and constructed 1o include both temporary (during construction) and
permanent. measures 1o ensure compliance with the General Permit requirements. ’ J

Catecorv 6. Hvdroloov, Water Supply. and Water Quality

part of project’s evaluation, the SSEIR rust consider potential cumulative effects of the proposed C-g

project, including water use requirements of the surrounding area. .
The SSEIR concludes, in Section 3.6.2 , that the available waier‘supply far éxceeds demand based on "
the MLAWSA and a single well test from 1986 which yielded a calculated transmissivity of 73.92 acre-

feet per.year perfoot._(The units for T are fi¥/d, or gal/day/foot.) ‘ SR

The SSEIR also estimates that the recharge 10 the aquifer in the airport area to be 7,500 acre-feet/year.
This recharge is purported to supply the ground water. Additionally, the SSEIR states that pumping
would be done from the Convict Creek drainage system, which is downgradient from the Mammoth *
Creek/Hot Creek Basin, so there would be no impact to the Hot Creek Basin. SSEIR also states (ES-5) .
that using BMPs would mitigate any potential water quality impacts from hazardous materials used on
site. S c o B S

The conclusions of no significant impact and no significant impact with mitigation on water quality, -
supply and hydrology (in Section 3.6) are based on the 1997 SEIR and EA centification and on the
SSEIR. These conclusions imply that the requirements of the California Environmenta] Quality Act
(CEQA) have been met. Board staff do not concur with the conclusions and implications of Section 3.6.
and are of the opinion that the CEQA analysis is inadequate. ‘

Based on the paucity of evidence presented, the statement that recharge water would be available for
pumping (Section 3.6.1) may not be valid. Wells in the area draw water from a depth of 200 feet and
recharge 1o this depth would depend on many factors, mainly the characteristics of the vadose zone, in
order for recharge of the aquifer to occur. No data were provided to determine the time necessary for
rainfall and runoff from snow melt 10 recharge the aquifer. Furthermore, subsurface recharge (from

upgradient sources) may not be sufficient to reach the predictions in the SSEIR. -
California Environmenral Protection Agency
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‘Recharge of sewage effluent from the proposed package treatment plant discharging to a leach field

would develop a relatively constant head 10 drive 2 wetted front downward through vadose zone. e

However, recharge would only occurin a specific area and it has not been determined whether this areas (-"‘ .
_is hydraulically connected 1o the zone being pumped or whether this would even be desirable. Impacts |
from discharge of waste from the wastewater plant also need to be evaluated. -

L. ,
The description of potential impacts due to pumping from the Convict Creek Watershed assumes there is

no hydraulic connection with the Mammoth Creek/Hot Creek Watershed. It is also assumed that, under

Jong-term steady-state conditions, no subsurface hydraulic connection would be established. Sufficient

data were not provided to support this assertion. Until the area’s hydrogeology is sufficiently defined and

aquifer characteristics quantified, there is no way to establish whether there would be an impact on the - C-12
Mammoth Creek/Hot Creek Basin from ground water. pumping in the Convict Creek Basin. ‘ -

acre-feet per year (16,000 gpd) was for the airport terminal -
only. When the pumping demands for the hotel, restaurant , and condominiums are added, the annual
average demand is 60.4 acre-feet (from the MLWSA). This figure does not include the industrial park
use or other surrounding uses. The SSEIR concludes that the area aquifer can supply 73.92 acre-

feet/foot, annually. However, this supply estimate is based data from the single well test and does not

™ include any long-term water level data which would include both wet and dry years. Itis difficult to

assume that'the aquifer’s characteristics can be accurately determined with such limited data and Board -
staff do not believe the estimated yield from the aquifer is supported by the data provided. In order to

provide an accurate, scientifically valid evaluation of water usage and supply, the existing and projected C-1 3
operational conditions and hydrogeology must be thoroughly characterized. The SSEIR and other

|_documents have not provided sufficient data to provide this characterization. ' ]

The estimated ground waster usage of 17.94

”Regarding potential hazardous material spills, the use of BMPs at the airport will mitigate against
hazardous materials contamination only if the BMPs are adequate and effectively implemented. A ic 1 4
review of the proposed Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan found the Plan to be -

Linadequatc.

"1t is the Board staff’s opinion that the SSEIR does not fulfill the requirements of CEQA. The ,
surrounding area and airport complex cumulative environmental impacts have not been adequately ;
evaluated 10 assess any potential impacts to water quality. We request the SSEIR be revised and re- C-15
issued as a drafi incorporating responses znd providing additional information to fully evaluate potential

|_impacts of the project. —

If you have any questions, please telephone me at (760) 241-7353, or Cindi Miton at (760) 241-7413.

Sincerely,

-~ s
ﬁﬁ/w . Pl
‘//’ 0 (
Douglas E. Feav, R.G.

Associate Engineering Geologist
cc: Anached Mailing List

DF/rp MamYosAImptSSEIR
AR 001591
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

o C. California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Lahontan Region
" Response to Comment c-1

The commentor incorrectly asserts that the quality and quantity of data used in the evaluation of the
Hydrology, Water Supply, and Water Quality was insufficient to adequately evaluate the potential
impacts resulting from the proposed project. ,

The Supplement used data from various sources to analyze the hydrology, water supply, and water
quality impacts of the proposed project. These data have been explained in more detail at the request
of Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (commentor), in addition, at the request of the
commentor well tests were conducted in January 2002. The results of these tests are included as
Attachment B to these Response to Comments. [Analysis of 96-hour Aquifer Test Data, Mammoth
Yosemite Airport, Mono County, California, Report dated February 8, 2002, by Richard C. Slade &
Associates.] These additional tests reaffirm the Supplement’s analysis that there are no significant
impacts on hydrology, water supply, or water quality due to the construction of improvements at
Mammoth Yosemite Airport proposed since the prior 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA was completed.

Consistent with CEQA Guideiines (Appendix G), Section 3.6 of the Supplement discusses the
following items to analyze the potential impacts of the proposed project. :

Surface Topography and Underground Water

As discussed in the Supplement, there are three surface drainage systems in the vicinity of the
Airport. (See Supplement at Exhibit I1I-16.) Exhibit N-8 shows the general topography in and
around Mammoth Y osemite Airport, and shows that the surface runoff flows in an easterly direction.
The area west of the Airport is within the western portion of the Mammoth Creek/Hot Creek
watershed of the Mammoth Basin drainage system. The area south of the Airport is within the
Convict Creek watershed. The drainage divide between the Mammoth Basin and Convict Creck
watersheds passes through the westerly portion of the Airport. The third drainage divide lies east of
Doe Ridge and flows into Crowley Lake.

The existence of the watershed divide between Mammoth Basin and Convict Creek Basin does not
mean that a ground water basin divide also exists in the same place. (See Responses to Comments in
1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.) The groundwater gradient in this area is different than the surface water
gradient. The groundwater gradient flows across the watershed divide in a southwest to northeast
direction, from Mammoth Creek/Hot Creek water shed to the Convict Creek Watershed. (See 1986
EIR/EA at, Figure 18, Area Groundwater Levels.)

The Response to Comments for 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA contain exhibits showing groundwater
gradient for the year 1987 and 1996 respectively. These data were obtained from Howle and Farrar
(1996) and from a report entitled, “Groundwater Conditions and Potential Reuse of Reclaimed Water
at Mammoth Lakes™ by Kenneth Schmidt and Associates (October 1996). ‘

Water Wells

In 1998 and 1999 three new water wells (Nos. 98-1, 99-1, and 99-2) were drilled on the Alrport
property. See Exhibit N-9 for location of these wells. The results of these pumping tests, and water
quality tests are supported by tests done in January 2002.
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

Well No. 98-1 is located west of the other two wells and Well No. 99-1 is the most easterly well.
The grade of the surface of the blue clay gradually slopes from west to east. Pumping tests were .
conducted on both Wells 99-1 and 99.2. The water quality tests showed satisfactory primary
drinking water. There were fairly high levels of iron, aluminum and zinc, which appeared to be
attributable to sediments found in the samples, and it was anticipated that with usage these sediments

‘would decrease. Water from these wells has been used since 1999 in the Airport system and the
water has proven to be good quality for domestic use. : ‘

In January 2002, at the request of Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) a
pumping test was conducted on Well No. 99-1. Well No. 99-2, the Airport well, LV-19, SNARL
Well, Church Well, ESN Well, and SQ Well were used as observation wells and are shown on
Exhibit N-9. The purpose of these pump tests was to determine the transmissivity? of the soil, the
capacity of the well, the draw down of the water table due to pumping, and the rate of recovery after
pumping stopped. These tests were conducted by Triad/Holmes Associates and Richard C. Slade and
Associates and support the results of previous studies, which indicated that there would be no
significant impacts on hydrology, water quality and water supply in the region due to the needs of the
proposed Airport improvements. (See Attachment B to Response to Comments.) ‘

~ These studies demonstrate that there are three separate aquifers in the Airport influence area. The

upper aquifer extends from the ground surface to a depth of approximately 60 feet. The middle
aquifer extends from a depth of approximately 100 feet to 136 feet. The lower aquifer extends from
a depth of 270 feet to 409 feet. The upper two aquifers, in a cobble, gravel and sand soil, produce
* cold, quality water. The lower aquifer, in a broken rock formation, produces warm water that smells
of sulfur and is apparently of geothermal origin. The upper two aquifers aré separated by 2 cobble
clay layer. The lower two aquifers are separated by a gray blue clay layer. Airport Wells No. 99-1
and 99-2 draw from the middle aquifer and the operating Airport well, and wells on other properties
surrounding the Airport appear to draw from the upper aquifer.

The pumping test showed shallow draw down in the well being pumped and even less draw down in
the adjacent Airport well used as an observation well. The draw down occurred rapidly after
pumping started, but full recovery occurred within a short time period after pumping stopped. The
transmissivity was high.

These tests indicate a large water quantity in the aquifer being pumped, resulting in a minimal draw
down and rapid recovery after the tests have ended. The tests showed no effect on groundwater in
the upper aquifer therefore it can be concluded that other wells in the area which are at greater
distance from the Airport wells and appear not 10 be in hydraulic continuity with the Airport wells
would not be affected even if the pumping is at higher rates and for longer duration of time (much
greater than the 4-day aquifer test). . -

Typical geologic cross sections were prepared by Triad/Holmes and Associates showing the
generalized geological formation of the upper soils in this region. These sections are included in
Attachment C to Response to Comments.

? Transmissivity (T) is a measure of the ability of an aquifer to transmit water to 2 pumping well, and is expressed in
units of gallons per day per foot of aquifer width (gpd/ft).
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

Storm Water Discharge

Because of the porous soils on and adjacent to the Airport, no surface storm water currently runs off
the Airport property or is expected to run off the Airport property as a result of the proposed
improvements. The upper 60 to 70 feet of soil consists of cobbles, rock, and sand, which are
pervious and storm water infiltrates directly into the surface stratum. Al storm water from the

All storm water from the commercial aircraft p'arking apron, the future terminal building, and the
automobile parking lot would be collected in a storm drainage system, discharged through an
oil/water separator, and then discharged into the ground in a leach field. See Exhibit N-8 for location

water infiltrates the sand and gravelly soil soon after leaving the pavement. The lack of any erosion
i in the sand and gravelly soils beyond the pavement edges is further evidence of high percolation. In

' the spring, while the ground is still frozen and the snow piled in the infield areas of the Airport by
snow plowing operations melts, some water will accumulate in the areas between the runway and
taxiway but this water quickly infiltrates the soil when the ground thaws. Even in these conditions ,
there is no storm water runoff from Airport property.

All of the storm water that now falls on the paved aircraft and automobile parking areas is collected
In a storm drain system and discharged into a leach pit. This leach pit is approximately 10’ x 20’ x 6’
deep and it has never been observed to be full of water, and any water that accumulates in the leach
pit infiltrates into the soil immediately after the storm.

property. Therefore the Hot Creek Springs, Hot Creek Fish Hatchery and the Owens tui chub habitat
would not be affected by storm water runoff from the Airport.

Sewage Treatment

As specified in Section 3.6 of the Supplement, a new package treatment plant would be installed on
the Airport and would be located as shown on Exhibit N-8. This treatment plant would be sized to
accommodate current and forecast use. The design and maintenance of this package treatment plant
would be in accordance with the requirements and regulations of the RWQCB and Mono County
Health Department. The proper permits for the discharge of waste would be obtained from these
agencies prior to the installation of these facilities. No wastewater disposal system would be within
100 feet of a stream or in areas where groundwater is believed to be less than five feet below the
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

surface of the ground. The discharge of either treated or untreated wastewater to streams would be

prohibited. Wells to sample groundwater would be provided to monitor both performance of the

subterranean wastewater disposal and to access adverse water quality impacts. Treated discharge

from the treatment plant would be discharged into the upper gravel layer through a leach field. "

Sludge from the sewage treatment plant would be disposed of at the Benton Crossing Land Fill. This
facility already accepts sludge from the Mammoth Community Water District. A complete report of
waste discharge for the package treatment plant would be filed with Regional Board staff at least
120 days prior to plant construction. '

Conclusions

All water at the Airport for irrigation and domestic use would be obtained from Well 99-1 and Well
99-2 pumping from the middle aquifer and carried through the existing and future water system,
including the existing storage tank. All water used, except for the landscaping water, would be
delivered back into the upper stratum of gravelly soil at the sewage treatment plant leach field.
Some water used for irrigating landscaping would retum to the atmosphere by evaporation or
transpiration. It is anticipated that in an average year, eight to nine acre-feet of water would be used
for landscaping. Storm water would be returned to the upper stratum of sand and gravel. Water from
the runway and taxiway complex would be returned to the upper stratum of sand and gravel at the
edge of the runway/taxiway, which would be within 100 feet of the location where it falls. Storm
water from the apron, terminal, and parking lot would be returned to the upper sand and gravel
stratumn at the storm water leach field area.

The sewage treatment plant leach field infiltration area and the apron storm water leach field
infiltration area are both located between the active water wells and the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery and
Hot Creek Springs and Owens tui chub habitat. - The net effect is expected to result in some
groundwater draw down in the center aquifer at the wells and some groundwater build up in the
upper aquifer at the leach fields. The build up should not be extensive since the soil is so porous that
water discharge would quickly dissipate. This build up, however, would protect the water supply at

the Hot Creek Springs and the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery from being depleted or the groundwater

from lowering.

Response to Comment C-2

Please see Response to Comment C-1. The comment raises issues that were analyzed in the prior
EIRs. The Supplement only analyzes the potentials impacts of the changes to the proposed project
since the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA. There should be no effect on the surface or groundwater at the
Hot Creek Springs, Hot Creek Fish Hatchery, or Owens tui chub habitat. The water gradient is such
that water infiltrating the groundwater would flow away from the Hot Creek Springs, Hot Creek Fish
Hatchery, and Owens tui chub habitat, eliminating the risk of contamination of groundwater in these
areas. (See Response to Comments in 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.) Water quality of discharge of
storm water and treated discharge would remain good because of sewage treatment and oil-water
separator.

The well test conducted on the Airport Well No. 99-1 shows that the Airport wells draw from the
middle aquifer while the wells and groundwater at the Hot Creek Springs, Hot Creck Fish Hatchery
and Owens tui chub habitat areas are influenced by the upper aquifer. (See Attachment B to these
Response to Comments.) Pumping from the Airport well for four.days at a rate higher than predicted
average discharge from the two Airport wells, 45 gallons per minute (gpm) showed no draw down in

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental impact Report March 2002
Appendix N — Written Comments and Responses N-52

Y
R




Mammoth Yosemite Airport

the wells located in the upper aquifer and only minor local draw down in the middle aquifer. After
pumping was stopped in the well test, full recovery was rapid, indicating a high porosity aquifer and
a large water supply.

All recharge of storm drain water and treated sewage discharge would be to the upper aquifer, which
would tend to raise the groundwater table at the Hot Creek Springs and Hot Creek Fish Hatchery
rather than lower it.

The operation of the Airport water wells and sewage and drain water treatment facilities is not
“expected to have any detrimental effect on the water supply, water quality, or discharge at the Hot
Creek Sprmgs Hot Creek Fish Hatchery and Owens tui chub habitat.

Response to Comment C-3

Please see Response to Comment C-1. The average daily demand for the Airport complex, including
the Airport facilities and the commercial developments, is 54,760 gallons per day (gpd), which is
roughly equivalent to 38 gpm. The average daﬂy demand for the Sierra Business Park located north
and ‘west of the Airport is 13,508 gpd (9.4 gpm)’. The wells providing water to the Sierra Business
Park draw from the upper aquifer as explained in Response to Comment C-1. The wells that would
serve the Airport draw from the middle aquifer. The well tests conducted on the Airport wells
showed no draw down on the wells surrounding the Airport that draw from the upper aquifer and
only local minor draw down in the water level for the middle aquifer. The Airport wells draw from a
different aquifer than the other wells. The total demand for both the fully developed Airport and
- fully developed Sierra Business Park is 47.4 gpm.

The Airport test well was pumped at a rate of 45 gpm continuously for four days, which represents
118 percent of the average daily demand for the fully developed Airport. This pumping test showed
high transmissivity values, small and local draw down, and very rapid recharge after pumping
stopped, indicating a large supply of water in the aquifer and only minor draw down even after
extended periods of time. (See Attachment B to these Responses to Comments.) The tests also
indicated that pumping from the middle aquifer at the Airport had little or no effect on the water
levels in the upper aquifer. These tests support the previous available data and the conclusion in
Section 3.6 of the Supplement that there is an adequate good quality water supply in the aquifer
which would not be effected by the proposed project and there would be little or no effect on the
water currently available for use at the Hot Creek Springs and Owens tui chub habitat.

Rain falling on the runway and taxiway paved surfaces would flow across the pavement to the edge
of the pavement and then would infiltrate into the pervious soils that form the upper aquifer. The
surface waters from the commercial aircraft parking area, the automobile parking area, and the
terminal building would be collected and disposed of in a surface drainage leach field and would
recharge the upper aquifer. The treated sewage discharge from the package treatment plant would
also recharge the upper aquifer. The quality of the water discharged from the sewage treatment plant
would be controlled by the operation of the plant itself. The quality of the water from the storm
drainage system would be controlled by passing the water through an oil/water separator prior to
discharge into the leach field. Therefore, water quality will not be adversely affected by the proposed
project.

* Sierra Business Park Specific Plan and Draft EIR prepared by Baker Planning and Environmental Services dated
July 21, 2000,
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

Due to the operations at the Airport, there would be some water pumped from the middle aquifer and
deposited in the upper aquifer and all surface runoff would be re-deposited in the upper aquifer. The
net effect would be a slight humping of the water table in the upper aquifer, which would protect the
Hot Creek Springs and Owens tui chub habitat from water table degradation.

Response to Comment C-4

Please see Responses to Comments C-1 and C-3. As stated in Section 3.3.1.4, a wetlands analysis
and delineation was prepared by the office of Jones and Stokes Associates, Sacramento, California
along with a special-status species survey in a report entitled Biological Study for the Mammoth
Yosemite Airport Expansion Project, September 2000. (See Supplement at Appendix 1.) The results
of these studies show that there are no waters of the United States, including wetlands, located on the
project site for the proposed Runway 9-27 extension and the Airport development area. The
information presented in the Responses to Comments C-1 and C-3 and in the Biological Study
confirm the conclusion stated in the Supplement.

Response to Comment C-5

Please see Responses to Comments C-1 and C-3. A well test was conducted at the request of
- Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) on one of the Airport wells using the
other Airport wells and surrounding wells as monitoring wells. These tests were conducted
continuously for a period of four days. The methodology, location, duration, and type of testing were
all coordinated with the Victorville Office of the RWQCB Lahontan Region, and the tests were
conducted in strict accordance with the agreed methodology. (See Attachment B to these Response
to Comments.) The results of these tests corroborate previously available data and show that the
Airport wells draw from the middle aquifer and transmissivity values are high and the quantity of
water available in this aquifer is very large compared to the withdrawal, as was previously
understood to be the case. :

Response to Comment C-6

Please see Responses to Comments C-1, C-3, and C-5. There would be no effect of groundwater
pumping and surface water diversion on wetlands at the project site because there are no wetlands on
or near the proposed Airport improvements site. There is no surface storm water runoff from the site.
There is minimal surface runoff diversion on the runway/taxiway complex — for a distance of
approximately 100 feet. There is some diversion of runoff water from the apron and roadway section
in that this water is collected in a storm drain system and discharged through an oil/water separator
into a storm water leach field — approximate diversion of 2,000 feet. All of the storm water that
drains off from the runways and taxiways and into the storm water leaching facility infiltrates the
pervious sand, gravel and cobble layer and does not run off the site.

A series of percolation tests were conducted in 1999 for a study done for Hot Creek Aviation
development project. These tests were done on the infield of both east and west end of the runway at
Mammoth Yosemite Airport. These tests showed a high percolation rate at these sites ranging from 1
to 4 minute per inch (min/inch).
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

The following is a list of critical Best Management Practices control measures incorporated as part of
the proposed project.

a. No oil changes or car maintenance would be allowed on-site.
b. No wastewater disposal system would be within 100 feet of a stream or in areas where
: ground water is believed to be less than five feet below the surface of the ground. '

c. The discharge of either treated or untreated wastewater to streams would be prohibited.

d. Wells to sample groundwater would be provided to monitor both performance of the
subterranean wastewater disposal and to access adverse water quality impacts.

e. Sewage effluent will be treated by a package plant that would provide secondary treatment
with supplemental nitrate reduction.

f. All new pavements for the commercial aircraft parking apron, automobile parkmg lot, and

terminal roadway will be designed such that all the drain water from these areas would be
collected in inlets and pipe structures.

g. These drainwaters would be carried through an oil/water separator to separate any oils from
the stormwater.

h. The discharge from the oil/water separator would be tested on a routine basis to determine
the continuing effectiveness of this type of treatment. h

i. To address accidental spills of fluids, such as aviation fuel the Town has adopted a Spill
Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan for the Airport.

Response to Comment C-7

Permanent drop inlets proposed for the project would be shallow and are not expected to be deeper
than eight feet, which would place all of the inlet structures in the upper gravel layer. The inlet
structures would be watertight, as would the underground piping system in the apron and roadway, so
that storm waters collected in these areas would be diverted to the oil/water separator before they are
discharged into the leach field. The oil/water separator would be monitored and maintained in such a
manner as to prevent hydrocarbon build up. The excavation for the inlet structures would be
geologically logged if required. As discussed in Response to Comment C-6, percolation tests
conducted on the soils in this area showed a high percolation rate, which is consistent with the lack of
surface runoff of storm waters at this site.

Facilities would be available at the Airport for deicing aircraft. Fifty percent (50%) diluted glycol
would be used for this purpose. The glycol breaks down readily and rapidly when exposed to the
atmosphere, but to protect against any glycol contamination an area would be set aside on the apron
for deicing aircraft. This area would drain to a central inlet structure. Piping from this inlet structure
would be valved such that when deicing operations are taking place all of the glycol and drain water
from the deicing area would be drained into a holding tank and at all other times the drain water
would discharge directly into the oil/water separator and leach field. The glycol collected in the
holding tanks would be trucked ofT site and properly disposed of or recycled at an approved location.

There would only be a few deicing operations at the Airport since most atrcraft operations occur in
Visual Flight Rule (VFR) weather, in which deicing is generally not required. During the past § to
10 years, there have only been three or four aircraft per year that required deicing. It is not expected
that deicing requirements would increase, and the large airline aircraft proposed to use this Airport
would generally operate in good weather conditions and would have short turnaround times, which
would further minimize the requirement for deicing the air carrer aircraft.
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Response to Comment C78

As specified on Page I-9 of the Supplement, the Airport would file a Notice of Intent (NOI) and

obtain coverage under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General

Permit to Discharge Stormwater Associated With Construction Activities. This notice will be filed
with the State Water Resources Control Board Division of Water Quality, Storm Water Unit,
Sacramento, California. The project will be designed and constructed to include both temporary
(during construction) and permanent measures to insure compliance with General Permit
requirements. : :

Response to Comment C-9

Please see Response to Comment C-1. There would be no storm water runoff from the Airport in the
future and there is no storm water runoff occurring today because of the high infiltration rate of the
surface gravelly stratum. All water pumped from the groundwater, except that used for landscaping,
would be recharged into the existing groundwater. :

There would be little risk of contributing nutrients along with petroleum products via storm water
runoff to Crowley Lake or the Upper Owens River since there would be no storm water runoff that
reaches these water bodies.

Response to Comment C-10

Please see Response to Comment C-1. The pumping tests on the Airport well conducted in January
of 2002, at the request of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region, showed that
the water from the wells is pumped from the middle aquifer, that this pumping does not affect the
water table in the upper aquifer from which most other wells in the area draw, and that when pumped
at the average water demand for full build-out of the Airport and the Sierra Business Park, only a
small local draw down of water is realized. When pumping stops, the recovery is rapid. These data
show high transmissivity values, a large supply of water available, and little or no effect on the
groundwater in surrounding regions.

Response to Comment C-11

Regional Geological Maps and Geological Cross Sections for the area have been prepared by
Triad/Holmes & Associates and are included in Attachment C to Response to Comments. These
sections show the extent of the pervious layers in the region. The results of well tests conducted in
January 2002 indicate the upper soils are separated into two aquifers by a relatively impervious
cobbly clay layer. All water pumped from the Airport wells would be taken from the middle aquifer.
Water recharge would be into the upper aquifer. Other wells in the area draw from the upper aquifer.

Response to Comment C-12

Please see Responses to Comments C-1 and C-11.
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Response to Comment C-13

Please see Response to Comments C-1. The new well test conducted in January 2002 corroborate
previously available data and clearly shows adequate supply of groundwater to satisfy Airport
demands at full build-out, as well as the demands for the Sierra Business Park, without affecting
wells on surrounding properties or groundwater characteristics in either the upper or middle aquifers.

Response to Comment C-14

The comment asserts that the existing Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan is not
adequate. The comment fails to state, however, in what respects the Plan is not adequate or what it
would need to include to become adequate. In any case, the Town has prepared a new plan, the draft
of which is attached as Attachment D to Response to Comments. A Professional Engineer would
certify this draft plan, once all the design elements of the proposed project at Mammoth Yosemite
Airport have been finalized.

Response to Comment C-15

The lead agency believes that the information obtained from the tests conducted in January 2002
corroborates previously available data, which formed the basis of the analysis in the Supplement.

The Supplement analyzes the following items to determine whether there are potentially significant
impacts on water from the proposed project.

¢ Creates or contributes runoff which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm-
- water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;

» Violates applicable water quality standards or water discharge requirements;

* Substantially depletes groundwater resources or interfere with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of a local groundwater table
level;

* Substantially alters the existing drainage network;

e Place within a 100-year flood hazard area, structures which would impede or redirect .flood
flows.

* Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map.

The information presented in the Supplement and in this response to comments clearly show that the
proposed project does not have any significant environmental impacts Hydrology, Water Supply and
Water Quality and do not meet any of the above items. Please see Section 3.6 of the Supplement for
more details.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANS:<JRTATION
DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS - M.S.#40
1120 N STREET -
~ 0. BOX 942873
s~ .CRAMENTO, CA 94273-0001
_ rHONE (916} 654-4959
FAX (916) 653-9531

Mr. William Taylor , - November 21, 2001
Town of Mammoth Lakes L

P.O. Bax 1609

Memmoth Lakes, CA 93546

Dear Mr. Taylor:

Re: Town of Mammoth Lakes’ SDEIR (Prior SCH# 96112089) for the
Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project; SCH# 2000034005

The California Department of Transportat:ion, Division of Aeronautics, reviewed the .
above-referenced document with respect to airport-related noise and safety impacts
pursuant to CEQA. The following comments are offered for your consideration. :

According to the SDEIR, the proposed improvements at Mammoth Lakes Airpart are
needed to allow the airport to support air carrier service. Since the improvements
will include a runway extension, the Division of Aeronautics will require an
~ amended State Airport Permit. The airport will not be allowed to have commercia] ~
., Service until the Division of Aeronautics has issued an amended permit. Please
: I‘amend the EIR to include language stating the need for an amended airport- -
operating permit by the Division of Aeronautics. For assistance with the permit
requirements, - the applicant should also be advised to contact our Aviation
Consultant for Mono County, Mr. Jim Michel, at (916) 654-5253. The plans to
lﬁngﬂle{l,;fit@ngthcn‘ and widen the runway-and extend the taxiways should also be
submitted to Mr. Michel for review. ' : ‘

-

As part of the amended permit process, we must ensure that the proposal is in full
compliance with CEQA. In addition to reviewing the draft EIR, we will also require
copies of the Final EIR and the Notice of Determination should the project be
approved. The proposal should also be submitted to the Mono County Airport Land
Use Commission (ALUC). ’

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. If you have
any questions, please call me at (916) 654-5314.

Sincerely,

-
a,:KZéf‘\ij éLug f\QU\B
ANDY HESNARD
Aviation Environmental Planner

AR 001604
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Mammeoth Yosemite Airport

D. Caltrané Division of Aeronautics

Response to Comment D-1

A new State Airport Operating Permit would be obtained from Caltrans Division of Aeronautics
before resumption of commercial air service at Mammoth Yosemite Airport. The Final Supplement
will be provided to the Division of Aeronautics as will a Notice of Determination upon the Town of
Mammoth Lakes action on the Project. The Mono County Airport Land Use Commission (“ALUC”)
is on the mailing list for all of the CEQA documentation made available to the public.

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental impact Report Ctarch 2002
Appendix N — Wrilten Comments and Responses N-59
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"DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

~astern Sierra-Iniand Deserts Region
ishop Field Office '

407 W. Line Street

Bishop, CA 93514

(760)872-1 171

November 16, 2001

TOWH OF B L
COLANETY DEVELOPMEL | DETART 7N

Mr. Bill Taylor

‘Senior Planner

Town of Mammoth Lakes -
Community Develepment Department
P.O. Box 1609

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project
' Mammoth Yosemite Airport
Draft Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
- SCH # 2000034005 _ .
- -~ -Mono-County -

~ Dear Mr. Taylor:

The Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the Draft Supplement to
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SSEIR) for the Mammoth Yosemite Airport
Expansion Project, SCH #2000034005. The revisions to the proposed project that are
the subject of this SSEIR include four components: extension of the runway by 1,200
feet (rather than 2,000 feet); increase in runway width from 100 feet to 150 feet;
replacement of an existing 4.8 foot barbed wire fence with an 8-foot chain link security
fence, and construction of a new package wastewater treatment plant (instead of a
leach field). )

The Department is providing comments on this SSEIR as the state agency
having the statutory and common law responsibilities with regard to fish and wildlife
resources and habitats. California’s fish and wildlife resources, including their habitats,
are held in trust for the people of the State by the Department (Fish & Game Code
section 711.7). The Department has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and the habitats necessary for biologically
sustainable populations of those species (Fish & Game Code section 1802). The

AR 001606
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Mr. Bill Taylor
Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project

November 18, 2001

Department's fish and wildlife management functions are implemented through its
administration and enforcement of the Fish and Game Code (Fish & Game Code
Section 702). The Department is a trustee agency for fish and wildlife under the
California Environmental Quality Act (see CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Regs. Sec.
15386(a)). The Department is providing these comments in furtherance of these -
statutory responsibilities, as well as its common law role as trustee for the public’s fish
‘and wildlife. E

The Department has written comment letters addressing the
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) '
prepared by the Federal Aviation Administration for this project dated March 16, 2000, E- 1
November 14, 2000, January 8, 2001, and April 19, 2001. We responded to the Notice -
of Preparation for this project on May 11, 2001. These letters are hereby incorporated
by reference into this letter. | HE

Potential environmental impacts include, but are not necessarily limited to,
increased noise and adjacent use impacts to Department hatchery operations and
residences at the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery; direct loss of important wildlife habitat for
mule deer, sage grouse, and mountain lion; indirect impacts to sage grouse foraging
and nesting habitat and leks; increased mortality to sage grouse as a result of project
fencing; disturbance to deer migration areas and increased road kills from project- 4
related facilities and operation; disruption of seasonal foraging areas and patterns for
raptors including bald and golden eagle, northern harrier, American peregrine falcon,
Swainson's hawk, prairie falcon, American kestrel, red-tailed hawk, ferruginous hawk,
rough-legged hawk, and other raptors; disturbance to nesting waterfow! and other
aquatic and riparian birds; alteration in the quantity or quality of surface or ground
water, including impacts to spring flow, habitat for Owens tui chub, and domestic water

supply for Fish Hatchery residences. '

The document discusses earlier environmental documents prepared for the
project, and states that the only project changes which need to be discussed in this
SSEIR include those mentioned in the opening paragraph above. However, CEQA
Guidelines 15162 also provides that “no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that
project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in light
of thz whole record, one or more of the following:.....3) New information of substantial
importance, which was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of
reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete....... shows
any of the following.....a) the project will have one or more significant effects not
discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration...”. The Department believes
that the new information of substantial importance which was not known and could not E-2
have been known at the time the 19856 EIR and 1997 Subsequent EIR were certified
includes recent genetic investigations conducted by University of Denver indicating

¥
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Mr. Bill Taylor
Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project

November 16, 2001

that the Mono County/Lyons County pOpUlathﬂ of sage grouse is genetically distinct
from other populations of sage grouse throughout its range, and therefore, is a small,
isolated population which deserves careful management attention. This was not known
at the time the 1986 and 1997 documents were certified. The awareness of the decline
of sage grouse throughout its range, necessitating petitions to list the Gunnison sage
grouse in Colorado and eastern Washington population of sage grouse, has also
increased since the 1886 and 1997 documents were certified. Therefore, the ‘
Department believes the entire Mammoth Yosemite Airport Development Project Master ‘
Plan as described in the 1986 EIR and 1997 Supplement, including hotel, ‘ - E-2
condominiums, roads, and any other associated infrastructure, should be analyzed to
evaluate potential significant impacts to this smail genetically distinct and xso!ated
population of sage grouse :

The Department has brought up our concerns regarding the unique status of thss
sage grouse population in all of our previous correspondence. The current SSEIR
does not address this issue. The Department believes the fi nal document should more -
fully discuss this issue, as the current SSEIR appears to minimize the importance of

this unique resource. .
The Department also dxsagrees with conclusions in the SSEIR that “no -
significant impact to sage grouse-er-their-habitat is expected to occur as a result of the - |~ ————
introduction of commercial aircraft service at Mammoth Yosemite Airport”. Asthe S
document states on Page 11140, nest initiation rates and distances females move to )
establish nests could play a role in the long-term viability of the Long Valley sage
grouse population. No conclusions have been reached at Jackson Hole Airport. ‘ E-3
regarding nest initiation rates and distances females move to nest. Therefore, one =T
cannot-logically-make the assumption-that-the-proposed-Mammoth Airport.
improvements will not impact nest initiation rates and distances moved to nest, thereby
impacting long-term viability of the Long Valley population. The fact that two nests
were located outside the airport security fence at Jackson Airport tells us nothing about
whether those young were successfully fledged into the population. ' .

—

‘The Department believes that statements attributed to sage grouse researchers
and data collected by these researchers should be accurately characterized in the final
document. The Depariment is concerned that statements attributed to Dr. Robert
Gibson may have been misinterpreted in the SSEIR. Any mi isunderstandings regarding
" data used in the SSEIR should be clarified in the final document. The Department
continues to believe that indirect, cumulative, and growth-i -inducing impacts o sage
grouse in Long Valley could be significant, and the final document should be revised to
include mitigation measures to address this impact. The SSEIR acknowiecges that E-4
cumulative, range-wide impacts such as habitat loss and drought, are ii iikely
contributing to the range-wide decline of sage grouse. This argues for careful analysis
of additional developments producing additional habitat loss and disturbance.

.
e
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Mr. Bill Taylor
- Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project
November 16, 2001 :

project on the mule deer migration corridor or the Long Valley sage grouse population.-

are acknowledged to have potential for cumulative impacts to wildlife resources. This
does not make sense when one is analyzing the impacts to a migratory species that
moves many miles between winter and summer range, such as the Round Valley and
Casa Diablo deer herds. These deer are absolutely dependent on the maintenance of
the migration corridor for the maintenance of the herd. All of the projects along the
migration corridor impact the ability of the deer to move along the corridor between
‘winter and summer ranges. ' ' '

-

In particular, SSEIR is misleading in its summary of impacts associated with the
Rimrock Ranch project. As we stated in our letter to Mono County on the DEIR for
Rimrock Ranch, the 100-acre parcel that the Department purchased several years ago
was purchased as a project in and of itself, and was not considered as part of any
development project at the time, or as mitigation for the development of the remaining

80 acres. When the DEIR for Rimrock Ranch was released, the Department :
commented to Mono County that the loss of another 80 acres within the migration
corridor was a significant impact and mitigation for those acres should be required. As
stated in our September 8, 2000 letter to Mono County: . :

that implementation of the Rimrock Ranch Specific Plan will not produce.
cumuiative impacts because the subject property has been identified for
development in the Wheeler Crest Area Plan and is adjacent to existing

=2 zzwithinthe Round Valley Deer Herd migration-corridor and-winter-range will likely
have cumulative impacts which should be addressed in any environmental
document produced for the area. Some of these developments include Pine
Creek Communities at Rovana ( Inyo County), Sierra Business Park, Mammoth
Airport Expansion, Lakeridge Ranch, and developments within the Town of
Mammoth Lakes.” '

The Department also disagrees that the Sierra Business Park will not contribute
to significant cumulative impacts. Although the DEIR for Sierra Business Park was
approved, the Department does not agree with its conclusions. As stated in our
September 5, 2000, letter to Mono County:

“The document also does not address potential impacts to the deer her
migration cornidor that roughly parallels Highway 395 from Mammoth south to
Round Valley. The EIR should contain an analysis of the cumulative impact to
the Round Valley Deer Herd of developing additional land located within this
herd's migration corridor. In summary, we believe the document as written is

4

The SSEIR does not adequately analyze the cumulative impacts of the pfoposed |

Only two projects, the Sierra Business Park and Airport Commercial Development Plan,

-- —=The-Department-also disagrees with the statement on Page.72 of the Draft EIR |

developed areas. The Department believes any and all additional development

L

E-5

E-6
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Mr. Bill Taylor
Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project
November 16, 2001

5 ~ incomplete and should be revised and recirculated to include discussions of the |
‘ above items, plus proposed mitigation measures to offset impacts identified
above.” ' S | '

“The statement made on Page 60 that the impact to the sage grouse lek that is
% mile away is less than significant because the site is located in an excavated
basin that is not used by this lek for nesting or breeding, is unsubstantiated by
the evidence presented in Appendix D, Biological Assessment. Information
presented on Page 3-1 of the Biological Assessment states that the Western
States Sage Grouse Committee established a set of guidelines regarding
vegetation manipulation of sage grouse habitat. The guidelines state that the -
area within 1.8 miles of a lek is important for nesting. Although the vegetation on
the project site is unsuitable for nesting, increased activity and human use of the E-6
site could nevertheless disrupt nesting activity around the project site. The '
speculation that the proposed project’s impacts on the sage grouse lek are less
than significant should be verified by a qualified biologist familiar with sage
-grouse biology and impact analysis. ‘

The Department also had the following comments regafding cumulative impacts | -
of the Crowley Lake Estates project in our comment letter of September 12, 2001, to
—=MeRE-CoURty:= e e e S - s S ' A eee—

“The Department believes the Cumulative Impact analysis found on page 113 of
the DEIR does not adequately address the cumulative impacts to the Round
Valley herd of the proposed development. As stated above, the incremental loss
of habitat along the migration corridor, increased harassment of deer by dogs,

-} ——-——vehicles:-noise; lighting, and human: presence;-continues to negatively impact the
deer resource. The Department believes that mitigation for the incremental loss
of deer habitat is required.” -

In summary, the Department believes that the proposed project, when analyzed
in the context of all of the other proposed and approved projects within the deer
migration-corridor,- will have a significant cumulative impact on the mule deer.resource.
The final document should contain a more thorough analysis of the curnulative impact
_of the proposed project on the Round Valley and Casa Diablo deer herds, and offer
potential mitigation measures to offset the impact. Potential mitigation measures could
include purchase of habitat within the migration corridor, contribution to a land trust or E.7
other entity to purchase habitat within the migration corridor, or other measures. A -
regional, multi-agency approach will be necessary to address these impacts.
~ The mitigation measures on Page 111-57 call for the security fence to be
monitored for the effectiveness of the fence design for reducing raptor and raven
perching. The fence design is also proposed to be monitored to determine its

5
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A Mr. Bill Taylor
Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project
November 16, 2001

effectiveness in preventing deer from funneling out onto Highway 395." These
mitigation measures should also include a mechanism to modify the fence design and E-8
location based on the results of the monitoring.

B The SSEIR also states that a colony of bank swallow, a State listed Threatened 7]
species, has been observed nesting in the gravel pit, which is proposed for e
-revegetation as mitigation for the loss of deer and sage grouse habitat. Other sites are

also proposed in the SSEIR as revegetation sites. The Department recommends that

mitigation for the loss of deer habitat, it is likely that the site will no longer be suitable

for bank swallow nesting. This impact should be addressed in the final document, or

an alternate site found. Disturbance to the bank swallow colony will require an
Incidental Take Permit pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2081 from the _J
|_ Department. ' :

The Department may be providing additional detailed comments relative to
impacts to sage grouse and mule deer. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on _
the SSEIR. If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Denyse Racine,
Environmental Scientist, at (760)872-1158. :

Sincerely,

T o e LT T Sl ',“'W:‘ » e . - "" !;7}“';“::— iy S T e . .
. s %t&m.; J o

Darre Wong, Supervisor
Habitat Conservation Program

cc: Brian Grattidge, State Clearinghouse
Carolyn Yee, Caltrans
Steve Addington, BLM
Kathleen Morse, Inyo National Forest
Janill Richards, Deputy Attormey General

£F 001611
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

E. Department of Fish and Game
Response to Comment E-1

The Town of Mammoth Lakes acknowledges that the commentor has the statutory and common law
responsibility with regard to fish and wildlife resources and habitat. Prior comments by the
commentor were considered during the scoping process for the Supplement and are addressed in the
Supplement, or earlier environmental documents. ‘

Response to Comment E-2

With respect to legal requirements for preparing a supplemental EIR, please see Response to
Comment B-4. ' : ' :

The genetic distinction of the MOnci/Lyons Counties sage grouse populations has not been formally

- recognized by any agency with management authority over the species and, therefore, is 'still

speculative. Petitions to list the sage grouse in Colorado and Washington state, both a thousand
miles from the project site, are irrelevant to this analysis. Further, the commentor's web site itself
states that Mono County, along with Lassen County, has the most stable sage grouse population in
California. (See http://www.dfg.ca.gov/licensing/sagegrse/sagegrouse.html.) This discussion plainly
does not indicate that there are problems with the sage grouse population, contrary to this comment.

The Supplement fully analyzes potential impacts to the sage grouse from changes in the project since
the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA. (See Supplement at Section 3.3.1.2 and Section 3.3.2.2.)

Response to Comment E-3

Researcher Matt Holloran, Wyoming Cooperative Research Unit, University of Wyoming, provided
an update on the two sage grouse nests that were located directly outside the Jackson Hole Airport

security fence (within 300 yards of the fence), in a location where aircrafts fly as low as 160 feet

above ground. The two nests were from one female, and the one nest that contained eggs was
predated.

According to Mr. Holloran, if nest initiation rates are declining at the Jackson Hole Airport, one
would expect to see a gradual decline in recruitment of male sage grouse. However, the general
trend at the Jackson Hole Airport, as elsewhere, is a decline that cannot be attributed to one factor,
rather the decline is likely the result of cumulative, long-term impacts including drought and habitat
loss and conversion.

Information on nest initiation rates and distances females move to nest for sage grouse at the Jackson
Hole Airport is available in the 2001 Annual Report prepared by the Wyoming Cooperative Research
Unit on sage grouse seasonal habitat use and survival in Jackson Hole, Wyoming. (The information
is presented as a progress report. The project has not been completed; therefore the information
presented is not complete. Any speculation is the author’s and is not peer-reviewed or published.)

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report March 2002
Appendix N - Written Commenis and Responses N-66
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

The following demographic results are present in the report:

1. 37 potential nesting (radio-tagged) females

2. 30/37 (87 percent) initiated nests

3. [7/8 (88 percent) in 1999; 11/13 (85 percent) in 2000; 12/16 (75 percent) in 2001]

4. 15/32 (47 percent) successfully hatched

5. [4/7 (57 percent) in 1999; 5/11 (45 percent) in 2000; 6/14 (43 percent) in 2001]

6. 8/15 (53 percent) successful through early brood-rearing (chicks lost < 14 days post hatch)
7. 3/4 (75 percent) in 1999; 1/5 (20 percent) in 2000; 4/6 (67 percent) in 2001] _

8. 6/8 (75 percent) successful through late brood-rearing (fledged > 1 chick on August 15)

9. 3/3 (100 percent) in 1999; 0/1 (0 percent) in 2000; 3 /4 (75 percent) in 2001]

10..15 chicks fledged (15/37 = 0.41 chicks per potential hen; 2.5 chicks per brood)

At Jackson Hole Airport, the majority of females nested within six kilometers of the Airport lek site!

Approximately ten to fifieen percent of hens move a much greater distance than six kilometers before .

nesting. In sum, it does not appear that the Jackson Hole Airport adversely impacts nest initiation
rates and distances females move to nest. Being a comparable airport it is unlikely that the proposed
-project at Mammoth Yosmeite Airport would affect sage grouse by causing a disturbance that would
lead to a reduction in the local population. (See Supplement at Section 3.3.2.) Therefore, no
significant impact to sage grouse or their habitat is expected to occur as a result of the introduction of
commercial aircraft service at Mammoth Yosemite Airport. '

Dr. Gibson has been contacted. The reference to the statement of Dr. Gibson regarding the
relationship of the proximity of aircraft to sage grouse flushing has been removed from the
Supplement at Page I11-40. The removal of this information does not change the conclusion of the
analysis.

Response to Comment E-4

Please see Response to Comment A-2 regarding cumulative impacts.

Response to Comment E-5

Please see Response to Comment A-2.

Response to Comment E-6

Please see Response to Comment A-2.

Response to Comment E-7

The majority of deer migration occurs on the west side of U.S. Highway 395, away from the Airport.
The proposed project would result in the elimination of 9.5 acres of mule deer habitat. This is not a
significant impact. The proposed mitigation measure addresses this habitat loss. (See Supplement at
Section 3.3.3.2.) Compensation for this habitat loss is provided at a ratio of one acre for every one
acre of degraded deer habitat. This habitat loss is insignificant when the overall acreage of publicly
owned lands available for use by the deer during their migration is considered. It should be noted

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmentat Impact Report March 2002
Appendix N - Written Comments and Responses M-B7
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

that mule deer are not a threatened or endangered species. Thus this is not considered a significant
impact and any mitigation measure undertaken by Town of Mammoth Lakes is voluntary.

Response to Comment E-8

The text of mitigation measure (1) under “Mule Deer” at Section 3.3.3.2 has been modified with
inclusion of the following language at the end of the measure;

“The CDFG deer biologist and the Caltrans biologists should work with the project
proponent to continue to evaluate the effects of the fence on mule deer. Based on this
evaluation, the project proponent shall modify the design of the fence within the
parameters of FAA requirements and standards.”

Response to Comment E-9

The text of mitigation measure (2) under “Mule Deer” at Section 3.3.3.2 states that the mitigation at
the gravel pit should proceed in a manner such that any bank swallow nest sites are not disturbed, and
the habitat is not modified in such a way as to cause future nest failure.

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental lmpact Report March 2002
Appendix N~ Written Comments and Responses N-68
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November 28, 2001

Mr. Bill Manning, Airport Manager o i

Mr. Bill Taylor, Senior Planner
The Town of Mammoth Lakes
Pcst Office Bax 1609
Mammoth L.akes, CA 83546

SPECIAL DELIVERY VIA FACSIMILE

Dear Mr. Marining and Mr. Taylar:

Please accept this letter as my formal support for the Mammoth Yosemite Airport expansion. ]

As a full-time Mammoth Lakes resident of twenty-two years, and professional businesswomen, |
strongly suppart commercial air service to the Mammoth Yosemite Airport and would like to have
my thoughts and opinions noted. There are four very viable reasons why airport sesvice to
Mammoth Lakes should be implemented.

1. Alr service from Mammoth Lakes o elsewhere helps and assists the local traveling o ;
community. | personally depend on air trave! for business, and pleasure, as does statistically
112 of the local population. T - ’ .

2. Air service will provide our visitors with a convenient, customer service level of satisfaction
which supports the very concept of a truly world renowned Destination Resort. Our
custorners are world wide, and not just from Southem Califomnla, the San Francisco Bay |
Area, and Las VVegas. People who spend their hard-eamed dollars to enjoy first class
accommodations expect air sarvica. ‘

3. Air service holds the potential for Increasing the “job creation model” which is the foundation
upon which our economic vitality is based. Small businesses create and add to our Eastern
Sierra communities, i.e., Lone Pine Film Festival; rock dimbing in Bishop; fishing Twin Lakes
west of Bridgeport, and of course our beautiful mountain with its own four seasons.

4. Lastly, the marketing program that our lodging industry instituted after the tragic events of
September 11, 2001 wes exemplary with their banners stating, “Thanks for Traveling &',
Visiting”. As well as the President’s message to get back to our lives; complemented with a
renewed pride In our country; time spent with family and friends, and the appreciation for the
natural beauty of cur Eastemn Siera. These are reasons enough for moving forward to

‘enhance, and thus improve the infrastructure of our community, which will support and
benefit our children in years ahead. o

Respectifully,

Yims, sl

Tammy Testhout, Partner
MAMMOTH PROPERTIES
2310 Main Slreet

Post Office Box 424
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93548

Cez Wally Hofmann, Publisher

1
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

F. Tammy Teachout, Mammoth Properties, Mammoth Lakes, California

Response to Comment F-1

The commentor expresses support for the project and the adequacy of the EIR. The Town
acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record for the project.

Final Supplement {o Subsequent Environmental Impact Report Aarch 2002
Appendix N — Written Comments and Responses N-70
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To: P , }%
Town Offices 0 J’;
C/0 Bill Taylor *
Senior Planner l
PO Box 1608 Mammoth , COMIETY [
Lakes, CA 93546-1609 }

™D
2

VO TH
P oEpapTunind

Hello Bill:

I know my e-mail is up against the "mid-night hour,* but I want my
thoughts and opinions noted in support of The Mammoth Lake's Airport
expansion. My succinct bullet points follow, along with my phone

numbers
if further questions about my position are necessary.

1) Air service from Mammoth Lakes to elsewhere helps and assists the
local traveling community. No 171-plus mile drives for flights to the
Bay Area, LAX, Dallas, Atlanta, London, Frankfurt, Rio, or visits to
family on the North Shore of Oahu.

2) Air service will provide our visitors with a convenient, customer
service level of satisfaction which supports the very concept of a
truly

world renowned "Destination Resort." Our customers are world-wide, and
not just those from Southern Califormnia, the Bay Area, and Las Vegas.
They travel, and expect to be treated well, will spend time ‘and their
hard earned dollars to enjoy their vacation and time with family, etc.

3) Air service holds the potential for increasing the "job creation.
model® which is the foundation upon which our economic vitality is
based. Small businesses create and add to our communities. (i.e..
Communities of the Eastern Sierra like Lone Pine and their Film
Festival, bouldering in Bishop, fishing up at Twin Lakes west of
Bridgeport, and of course our beautiful mountain with its own four

seasons) .

4) Lastly, the marketing program that our lodging industry instituted
after the tragic events of September 11, ,2001 with their banners
stating, "Thanks For Traveling & Visiting;" the President's message to
get back to our lives; complimented with a renewed pride in our
country,

time spent with family and friends, and an appreciation for the natural
beauty of our Eastern Sierra. These are reasons enough for moving
forward, enhancing, and thus improving the infrastructure which will
support and benefit our children in the years ahead.

Sincerely,

Tony Fryer

Managing Editor

The Real Estate Book of the Bastern Sierra
760/934-2614
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

G. Tony Fryer, The Real Estate Book of the Eastern Sierra
Response to Comment G-1

The commentor expresses support for the project and the adequacy of the EIR. The Town
acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record for the project.

Final Supplement lo Subsequent Environmental impact Report “March 2002
Appendix N - Writlen Comments and Responses N-72
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA BARBARA

| SANTA BARBARA - SANTAGRUZ

SERKELEY - DAVIS  IRVINE - LOS ANGELES » MERCED - RIVERSIDE  SAN DIEGO * SAN FRANCISCO ’

Route 1, Box 198

/1016 MT. MORRISON ROAD

MavaoTH Laxes, CA 93546 ]
hap:// prs.ucop.edu/ reserves /snard heoml

. . SIERRA NEVADA AQUATIC RESEARCH LABORATORY (SNARL)

November 2 6,1 2001

Mr. William Taylor

‘Community Development Department | * e

Town of Mammoth Lakes NOV 2 6 2001

P.O. Box 1609 | SR
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 , o COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMEN

RE: DSSEIR, MAMMOTH YOSEMITE AIRPORT EXPANSIQN

Dear Bill:

Please accept the following comments on the above mentioned EIR. On March 15, 2001
there was a meeting attended by representatives from the Town, Hot Creek Aviation,
Mammoth Mountain Ski Area, and myself. At that meeting, we agreed upon several
mitigation measures that were to be included in the revised project description. These
must be included in this document. Furthermore, in a conversation with you, you agreed
that a memo from me to you regarding that meeting would be included as part of the
scoping of this document. These mitigation measures are:

1. The agreement to move the "engine run-up” area to a midfield location in order to’
mitigate run-up noise impact to SNARL. This is completely absent from the DSSEIR

and is critical to the mitigation of noise impact. ; ‘
~ 2. Development of a comprehensive water quality assurance plan. Although such a plan

not included. The elements include:

« prohibitions on indusirial waste from the hangers

- putting all airport waste systems on the proposed package plant

« developing a fail-safe system for preventing contamination of the stormwater
system by de-icing fluid

« an analysis of risk of catastrophic fuel or oil spills at the airport or on US 385

L.« plans to clean-up such a spill

~ 3. Atime schedule for replacement of all non-compliant outside lighting.

" Finally, the DSSEIR does not accurately detail the current situation of the Green Church.

We have determined, by consultation with professional house movers, that the church

AR 001619
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[ cannot be relocated. Therefore, the Town will be required to fund the construction of a

suitable replacement building at the main SNARL campus. Because of the constraints of

-the existing infrastructure at SNARL, the Town will be required to fund the replacement of

a new water line, a power line to the new building, an extension of a LP gas line to the
new building, a new leach field, and new parking. The document should also recognize
that funds have already been provided to the University for planning, engineering, and
architecture. The document should also indicate that in order for the replacement to
‘mitigate the impact, the new building must be constructed before commercial air traffic’
uses the airport. Last, the DSSEIR should indicate that the existing Green Church will

remain in its current location and be used for storage or some other purpose cons:stent '
with the restriction on public assembly , J

Thank you,

.00 Do

Daniel R. Dawson
Director
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

H. University of California, Santa Barbara, Sierra Nevada Aquatic Research Lab
(SNARL) ‘

- Response to Comment H-1

As described in Section 3.7.1 of the Supplement, there is an engine runup area located at the eastern
end of Runway 9-27. For reduction in existing noise levels, a new mid-field runup area will be
constructed in conjunction with the Airport improvements. This runup area will replace the current
runup area and would reduce the noise reflection off of Doe Ridge towards the Sierra Nevada
Aquatic Research Laboratory (SNARL) facility. This is a mitigation measure for existing aircraft
operations at the Airport. Additionally, Mammoth Yosemite Airport already has a policy that
restricts low level flights over both the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery and SNARL facility. This policy
will be applied to commercial flights as well.

The commentor should also note that, just as this Supplement ¢nly analyzes potential impacts from
changes in the project since the prior environmental review, it only proposes mitigation measures for
those impacts. The mitigation measures previously identified for impacts determined in the prior .
review, and imposed as part of the prior approvals, generally remain applicable and will be imposed
for this revised project as well. Therefore, even though a particular mitigation measure may not be
identified in the Supplement, it may well be part of the project.

Response to Comment H-2

The development of a Water Quality Assurance Plan and a Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasures Plan is included in the Supplement as Mitigation Measures. (See Supplement at
Section 3.7.3.) As discussed in Section 3.7 and Responses to Comments C-1 through C-15 where
further evaluation was conducted, the proposed project would have no significant environmental
impacts on hydrology, water supply, or water quality during either the construction or operation of
the proposed project after meeting all the design requirements. This is because it would not create or
contribute runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm-water drainage systems
or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. There would be no violation of
applicable water quality standards or water discharge requirements and it would not substantially
deplete groundwater resources or interfere with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of a local groundwater table level. The project will not
impede or redirect flood flows or place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area.

The proposed project would comply with all federal, State and local laws pertaining to storm water
runoff and drainage systems.

Industrial waste from the hangars is not within the scope of this CEQA document as the hangars are
not part of the changes to the proposed project being analyzed in the Supplement. Nonetheless, the
Town and Hot Creek Aviation have agreed to connect the hangars to the wastewater treatment plant
to better assure the protection of water quality.

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report March 2002
Appendix N — Written Comments and Responses N-75
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

Response to Comment H-3

The existing, ﬁon-conforming lighting on the Airport ramp area will be replaced at the time of the
terminal apron improvements.

Response to Comment H-4

The Town has agreed to replacement of the "Green Church." Replacement of the Green Church is
identified under Section 3.8.4 of the Supplement and in the mitigation measure summary on page E-
6. The mitigation description under Section 3.8.4 should have been under Section 3.8.3, Mitigation
Measures. The Town will fund the replacement of all utilities to the new building and it is
anticipated that the building will be constructed in advance of initiation of air carrier aircraft
operations at the Airport.

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmenta! Impact Report March 2002
Appendix N - Written Comments and Responses N-76

-
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' KATHLEEN H. GOODHART

A Ml' Wilham T. TaYIOI' s V . ) ) 415 693-2012
Town of Mammoth Lakes : " - kgoodhart@cooley.com
P.O. Box 1609 B

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Re: Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project Draft Supplement to Sub‘sequé’n‘t‘
Environmental Impact Report ' '

Dear Mr. Taylor:

‘ Coolcy Godward LLP and Earthjustice, as co-counsel, write on behalf of the Sierra Club, .

the Califomia Wildemess Coalition (“CWC”), the Natural Resources Defense Council
(“NRDC?), California Trout, Inc. (“Caltrout™), and the National Parks Conservation Association

("NPCA”) (collectively the “Commenting Parties”) to express their very serious concerns about

the environmental review process regarding the proposed major expansion of the Mammoth-

Yosemite Airport (the “Airport”). Specifically, we provide in this letter comments in response
to the Draft Supplement to the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (the “DSSEIR™)
regarding the Mammoth-Yosemite Airport Expansion Project (“Expansion Project”) issued by
the Town of Mammoth Lakes (the “Town”) and dated October 5,2001.

[~ If completed, the Expansioﬁ Project would have profound environmental impacts on the

| region. While the DSSEIR improperly suggests that the Expansion Project entails little more than

the lengthening of a runway, in reality, this project seeks to transform a local airport that

airport that would serve thousands of Boeing 757-200s (maximum seating capacity 239), Boeing
737-800s (maximum seating capacity 189), and BAE-146s (seating capacity between 82 and 112)

expansion necessary to accommodate them, would have a substantial and deleterious impact on
the environment. Moreover, the DSSEIR states that this commercial airline service is expected to

L increase the number of- passenger enplanements from zero in 1999 to 159,900 in 2007, and to

333,800 by 2022." (See DSSEIR at I-6.) Moreover, the DSSEIR defines “enplanements” as

' As discussed more. fully in Section I1I(D) below, the DSSEIR is misleading in defining as a single
“enplanement” a passenger’s roundtrip usage of the Airport. (DSSEIR at 1-6.) In a footote to
Table I-1, the DSSEIR explains that “[tJotal passengers are twice” the number of enplanements,
(DSSEIR at [-6), because passengers will use the Airport twice — i.e. to armive and to depart. The
DSSEIR should not focus on the number of enplanements as defined, rather the DSSEIR should focus
on the total number of passengers using the Airport.

S,

currently serves airplanes with a seating capacity of fewer than 30 people into a commercial |

per year. (See DSSEIR at I11-18, 11I-19.) These larger jets, along with the construction and

|

oL

i
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEFARTINY,

-1
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Mr. William T. Taylor
Town of Mammoth Lakes
November 26, 2001

Page 2

thus the actual increase in numbers of passengers will be from zero in 1999 to 319,000 in 2007,

H
et

roundtrip flights, undcrcountmg by half the number of passengers acmally using thc Airport, and ] | 2 :

and to 667,660 by 2022. The DSSEIR does not fully take into account the impact that these A
passengers — many of whom are expected to come ﬁom around the country to tour the
surrounchng area — would have on the environment. :

In this letter, the Commenting Parties express their serious concerns rcgardmg numerous ,
madequaczes n the DSSEIR, mcludmg : -

The DSSEIR misrepresents the background facts relating to the Expansion

Project. See Section I below.

The DSSEIR lacks necessary detail regardmg numerous aspccts of the
Expansion Project. See Section II below.

The DSSEIR misleadingly implies that the Expansion Project is smallcr than
prevmusly approved prolects See Section III below.

The DSSEIR fails to identify and focus on various environmental impacts of
the Expansion Project, inciuding increased vehicular and air traffic, water
pollution, air pollution, noise, and neganve impacts on biological resources.

See Sccnon IV below.

The DSSEIR contains a cursory and wildly inaccurate discussion of the
growth-inducing impacts on the Expansion Project. See Section V bclow.

The DSSEIR inadequately addresses the Expanszon Project’s curmnulative
impacts. See Section VI below.

Contrary to the requirements of CEQA, the DSSEIR does not'propose any

alternatives that might attain the project objectives but would lessen the
significant effects of the project. See Section VII below. :

In light of the substantial impacts of the Expansion Project, the Town must
prepare a subsequent EIR, not a mere supplement to an existing EIR. See
Section VIII below. '
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Mr. William T. Taylor
Town of Mammoth Lakes
November 26, 2001.

Page 3

L BACKGROUND

" As an initial maﬁer; it is belpful to clarify the background concerning the Expansion
Project, particularly because the DSSEIR’s description of this background is inaccurate. In July

- 1386, the Mono County Airport Land Use Commission and the United States Department of

Agriculture issued a joint Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Assessment (the

“EIR”) conceming the Mammoth/June Lake Airport Land Use Plan. The EIR did not
- contemplate that large commercial jets would operate at the Airport. (See EIR at 35.)

In 1997, the Town sought environmental review of a new and different pmpo'scdk

expansion of the Airport. The Town issued a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report and
Environmental Assessment (the “1997 SEIR”). The 1997 SEIR did contemplate some future
commercial jet service at the Airport, projecting that: (1) by 2005, 1,460 Boeing 737s would

result in 40,000 annual passenger enplanements; and (2) by 2015, a total of 2,920 Boeing 737s |.

and 757s would result in 95,000 enpl‘anements.2 (See 1997 SEIR at 5-6.) It should be noted that
the 1997 SEIR appears to use the standard definition of “enplanements” —-ie. each passenger

using the Airport constitutes one “enplanement” — not the definition used in the DSSEIR, which.

undercounts by 50% the projected total number of people using the Airport. Ultimately, the
plan detailed in the 1997 SEIR never was implemented. . o

In OétobchOOO, the Town issued a Draft Environmental Assessment for further

development-of the=Airport (the “Draft EA™-=The Draft EA proposed an Airport expansion |

that would lead to 159,000 enplanements by 2007, growing to 287,500 enplanements by 2017.
(See Draft EA at IV-12.) The Draft EA uses the same definition of “enplanements” as is used in
the DSSEIR. The Sierra Club and other parties commented on the inadequacies of the Draft EA.
In December 2000, the Town issued a Final Environmental Assessment (the “EA”), and the
Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA™) issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (“FONSI)
under the National Environmental PolicyAct (42 U.S.C:-§ 4321 er seq.), based on the Draft EA.

Ultimately, however, the FAA made no final decision on the FONSI or on approving the Airport

Plan.

Thereafter, various interested parties filed comments on the EA and the FONSI, including

the United States Department of Interior, the California Department of Justice, the California
Department of Fish and Game, Earthjustice, the Sierra Club, CWC, Citizens Against Sprawl, and
Yosemite Regional Trust The Sierra Club, CWC, NRDC, and NPCA then filed a lawsuit to
challenge the inadequacies in the EA and FONSL InJ uly 2001, the lawsuit became unripe when

* Apparently, the 1997 SEIR did not address the issue of the Alrport’s runway being too narrow to
accommodate Boeing 737s or 757s.

12
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Mr. William T. Taylor
Town of Mammoth Lakes
November 26, 2001
Page 4

the FAA responded to the complaint by announcing that it “has not made a final decision under
the National Environmental Policy Act or taken final agency action to approve a revised airport
_layout plan based on the FONSL” (Letter from Richard Laverdure, Special Assistant U.S.
[ Attorney, to Counsel for Sierra Club er al. (July 24, 2001)) (copy attached) The DSSEIR is
rmsleadmg in stating that the “FAA made a Finding of No Significant Impact . . . for the project
in December 2000,” (DSSEIR at xi1), but neglecting to mention that the FAA has made Do final

detcrmmatloxx

On April 13, 2001 ~ during the time when the cont'dversy ‘over the EA/FONSI was
ongoing — the Town issued a Notice of Preparation, which notified interested parties that the

Town would issue a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (See DSSEIR at Appendix B.)
On October 5, 2001, the Town issued the DSSEIR, which is a supplement to the 1997 SEIR,

| _rather than a subsequent EIZR as specified in the Notxce of Preparatxon,

O IL THE DbSElR'S DESCR.U’TION OF THE EXPANSION PROJECT LACKS DETALL AS TO'

THE S COPE AND IMPACTS OF TIIE PROJECT

The DSSEIR fails to “include detaﬂ sufﬁcxent to enable those who did not participate in

its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised in the proposed
project.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of the University of California, (1988)
47 Cal.3d 376, 404-05 [253 Cal.Rptr. 426]). As discussed more fully below, the DSSEIR does
not provide important details concerning: :

* The Town’s assumptions concerning future traffic patterns, including the optimistic
assumption that 70% of Anpon users would use the bus systcm

*  How jet fuel will be transported to the Airport and stored at the Aizpon.
* The parking facilities related to the Airport.

* The design, construction, and utilization of the water, storm water, and sewage
treatment facilities.

« The Airport’s preparedness, if any, to provide contaminant cleanup.

* The current baseline noise level, and how much the Expansion Project would increase

noise levels in the area.

AR 0041626

;
'wimﬁw

-3



Mr. William T. Taylor
‘Town of Mammoth Lakes
November 26, 2001

Page 5

* The E\:pansmn Project’s effects on biological resources, including, but not lumted to,

the Sage Grouse, Bald Eagle, Owens Tui Chub, Lahontan Cutthroat Trout, and Sierra

Bighom Sheep

* The potential growth- mducmg effects of the Expansxon Project and/or how thc Town -

might seek to control these effects in light of the fact that the Airport is in a non-
_ contiguous pomon of the Town and much growth could occur outside the Town s

boundaries.

* The increased-visitor impacts on the Town itself, including, but not limited to, -

) 1mpacts on air quahty water usage, and traffic.

* FAA gradc and Iine-of»sight visibility standards, which would require further
expansion of the Airport to accommodatc the Iarge )ets that the Expansion Pro_;cct

seeks to accommodate

* The specxﬁcatzons constructlon operations, and enwronmcmal impacts of the luxury
RV park. - ’

e The Town’s decision not to analyze other pro_;ects that together thh the Axrport
E‘{panszon could have cumulative impacts on the environment. o

L. THE DSSETR 1S MISLEADING IN 1TS DES (‘RIPTIO OF THE PROJECT

The DSSEIR fails to “[iJnform governmental decision makers and the public about the

potential, significant environmental effects of the proposed activities.” (14 Cal. Code Regs. §
15002(a).) '

B Size of the Hypansion Project s

i
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project referenced in the 1997 SEIR. (See, e.g., DSSEIR at ES-1, i, vi, vili, xi-xii, I-1, I-6 to 1-8,
1I-2.) The DSSEIR also repeatedly emphasizes that the Expansion Project seeks to lengthen the
runway from 7,000 feet to 8,200 feet, instead of the proposed expansion from 7,000 feet to
9,000 feet contemnplated in the 1997 SEIR. (See zai) Indeed, the DSSEIR inaccurately states that

th»‘* current proposal “calls for less land disturbance™ than the 1997 SEIR. (DSSEIR at XiL.)

The DSSEIR mis eadmeh’ imphes that the E*{panszon Project is smaller in scope than the
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disturbance caused by expansion of the taxiways. (See DSSEIR at xii.) Thus, the Expansion

- proposing a project that is more than two-and-a-half times as large as the 1997 plan. The public .

| square feet of land — over ren football fields — beyond the pavement proposed in the 1997 plan. 1

Mr. William T. Taylor
Town of Mammoth Lakes
November 26, 2001
Page 6

The DSSEIR, however, understates the fact that under thé ;Expansion Project, the enn’re'
8,200 foot runway would be widened by 50 feet, and the DSSEIR fails to mention land ;

Project in fact contemplates an additional 530,000 square feet of runway (see, e.g., DSSEIR at "
ES-1) as compared to the 200,000 square foot expansion approved in 1997. (See DSSEIR at ii;
SEIR at 7.) Moreover, the DSSEIR contemplates expansion of parallel taxiways by 265,000
square feet and expansion of cross taxiways by 20,625 square feet — both of which are substantial
increases over the 1997 plan. (See DSSEIR at ii; SEIR at 7.)

In total, the DSSEIR proposes an additional 815,625 square feet — nearly 19 acres — of
pavement, as opposed to 311,250 square feet in the 1997 SEIR. (See DSSEIR at i1; SEIR at 7.)
Rather than hide this increase, the DSSEIR should make clear to the public that the Town is

should understand that the Expansion Project requires the Town to pave an additional 504,375

The DSSEIR is misleading in implying that only the added runway and taxiways would
cause land disturbance. The DSSEIR fails to discuss the grading necessary to provide the
required object-free areas, runway safety zones, the required shoulders and slopes along the sides
and ends of the runway, the maximum 0.8% runway slope at the east end, and the required line-
of—sxght vxsxbxhty and the effects of runway gradc on runway length. .

-

The DSSEIR also is misleading in its minimal discussion of the runway paving needed.
The requirements for strengthening the existing runway must be discussed. The addition of
strengthening elements would require paving over the entire area of the existing runway. If
regrading 1s required to meet visibility standards, then part or aH of the existing runway would ]
have to be replaced.

3. Tie DSSEIR Does Not Adequately Address Tuture I'hases of the Expansion
- Project

The DSSEIR also fails to include discussion of both contemplated and reasonably
foreseeable future phases of project. “An EIR must include an analysis of the environmental
effects of future expansion or other action if (1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the
initial project; and (2) the future expansion of action will be significant in that it will likely change
the scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental effects.” (Laurel Heights, 47 Cal.3d
at 396.) The DSSEIR describes the 8,200 foot runway as the “first stage runway length.”
(DSSEIR at I-8.) This statement suggests an ultimate intention to extend the runway, likely to
9,000 feet or beyond. The DSSEIR never fully considers such a runway expansion, but rather,

.. ."'5,,: |
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Mr. William T. Taylor
Town of Mammoth Lakes
November 26, 2001

Page7

rejects such an expansion as an alternative because (1) it would require a special use permit from '

USFS and (2) it “would have environmental impacts that are greater than the [Expansion
Project].” (DSSEIR at IV-5.) ' - o : ,

The DSSEIR inadequately addresses the issue of future expansion related to increased
‘passenger visits. The DSSEIR projects that by 2022 an additional 667,600 passengers would

travel through the Airport each year. (See DSSEIR at I-6.) These addi.t_ionalj people surely would |
- require an increase in airport facilities, including, for example, parking and retail facilities, as well

as water-treatment capacity. Moreover, as discussed more fully in Section V below, the DSSEIR
does not adequately address the significant growth-inducing impacts that these additional
passengers would have. o ‘ B

C. . The DSSEIR’s Disctission of Annual Aircraft Operations Is Misleading

The DSSEIR is misleading in its summaxy",of the total number of ‘annual aircraft _
| -operations at the Adirport. The DSSEIR forecasts that the number of aircraft -operations would- --| -
-decrease and cites comparable annual aircraft operations numbers in the 1986 EIR and the 1997

SEIR. (DSSEIR at iii.) This summary fails to point out that the Expansion Project
fundamentally would alter the fype of aircraft using the Airport, understating the fact that the

Expansion Project seeks to bring thousands of large commercial jets to the Airport. Indeed, it is
undisputed that under the Federal Aviation Regulations, the Airport is currently prohibited from

receiving airplanes-with a seating capacity of more than 30 passengers. (DSSEIR at I-8.) Thus,
the Expansion Project is specifically designed to bring the Airport into compliance with Federal
Aviation Regulations that would permit the Airport to receive Boeing 757-200s and 737-800s —

commercial jets that can carry up to 239 and 189 passengers respectively. It is therefore

extremely misleading to purport to compare, for example, the 30,000 forecast annual aircraft
operations in the 1986 EIR — which projected operations of small airplanes — with the 23,650
aircraft operations in the DSSEIR. (See DSSEIR at 11, 1-6.)

D.  "The DSSEiR’s Definition of Enplanements Is Misleading

The DSSEIR’s discussion of the number of enplaned passengers is misleading because it
conceals the fact that the DSSEIR represents a substantial increase in passenger “enplanements”
over the “enplanements” contemplated in the SEIR. The DSSEIR explains that “[e]nplanements
represent passengers boarding an aircraft. Total passengers are twice that number.”” (DSSEIR at
I-6.)  This definition not only is inconsistent with the standard dictionary definition, it is
inconsistent with the definition used in the SEIR. In its common usage, the word “enplane”

* Also troubling is the DSSEIR’s attempt to obscure the definition in smaller font size in a table. {See
DSSEIR at1-6.) ”

AR 061629
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means to “go or put on board an aircraft,” and therefore, an “enplanement” is one boardmg,

~ rather than one round-irip flight (THE NEW OXFORD AMERICAN DICTIONARY 565 (2001).)
The Town nowhere indicates in the 1997 SEIR that it might be using any deﬁmﬂon other than
the standard dictionary definition (see SEIR at 4-6), as the Town now indicates that it is dmng in
the DSSEIR. « ’ ‘

T The result of the DSSEIR's use of a non-standard definition of “enplanements” is that the
DSSEIR does not clearly or adequately explain that the Expansion Project represents a dramatic -
increase in the number of airplane passengers over cumrent usage levels and over the levels -
contemplated in the 1997 SEIR. For example, the SEIR projects 95,000 “enplanements™ by
2015, and the DSSEIR projects 287,500 “c:nplanemems” by 2017. Yet, these two documents use
different definitions of “enplanement.” 1If the DSSEIR used the SEIR's (and the dictionary's)

provide an apples-to-apples comparison, the DSSEIR conceals the fact that the Expansion
Project proposes approximately a sixfold increase in the number of passengers using the airport
contemplated in the SEIR. The number of passengers using the Airport is the appropriate figure .
to be considered because: (1) it clearly indicates to the public the increased number of people.
who will travel through the Airport, which in turn shows the full environmental impact of -
operating the Airport; (2) it reflects the traffic impacts of the total number of people who will
have to travel both 0 and from the Airport; and (3) it indicates the increased number of airplane
L operations needed to take these passengers o and from the Airport. The DSSEIR should be
revised and should use the standard definition of “enplanements” so that the public  will
understand the full scope of the Expansion Project. ) .

. The DSSEIR"s Discussion of the Numiber of Passeng geis Using the Airpm tis
Based on Unsupported Assumptions

[ The DSSEIR caicu%ates the number of projected enplanements by using a formula based on
the number of “skier days.”" Yet, the data that the DSSEIR provides from other airports that are
near skiing destinations show no correlation between the number of skier days and the number of
passengers arriving at the airport. (See DSSEIR at Appendix H.) Accordingly, the DSSEIR’s [-11
passenger projections are based entirely on speculation, and the actual number of passengers
using the Airport could be substantially higher than the DSSEIR projects. An increase in the
number of passengers using the Airport would, of course, increase the environmental impacts of
| the Expansion Project. V

o

SSSEER defines “skier days” as “the number of days multiplied by the number of skiers visiting
&1@ Qiz resort.” {DSSEIR at [-5))

AR 001630
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o

v, THe DSSEIR Fairs To DISCUSS SEVERAL SICNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL
- LFFECTS OF THE EXPANSION PROJECT :

Under CEQA, “[a]n EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects -

of the proposed project.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a).) . The DSSEIR, however, fails to
‘address significant environmental effects on air quality, water quality, noise pollution, and
biological resources. - : ’ : ‘ S

Al The DSSEIR's Anélysis of the Expassion Project’s Effécts on Traffic Falls
Far Short of Meeting CEQA Requirements :

The DSSEIR’s traffic analysis fails to comply with CEQA because: (1) the analysis
ignores the increased number of people who would visit the area; (2) the analysis relies on
unsupported assumptions; (3) the analysis fails to explain mitigation measures; and (4) the
_Studies on which the analysis is predicated are flawed. ~ _ _ - . . o

gL 1. The DSSEIR's Traffic Aunulysis Impreperly funores the Increased
Number of Peopie Whao Wiil Visit the Area

T

The Town has represented that the Expansion Project would result in thousands of
commercial flights from large cities such as Chicago and Dallas. (See DSSEIR at ES-1, ES-2)
Because Californians currently represent nearly ninety ‘percent of the region’s visitors (see
DSSEIR at H-28), this influx of passengers from out of state would produce a substantial
increase in traffic. ‘ ' ‘

The DSSEIR largely ignores this serious traffic problem, assuming that upon arriving in
Mammoth Lakes, 70% of visitors will rely solely on public transportation. (See DSSEIR at ITI-
64) It is much more likely, however, that tourists would rent cars at the Airport in order to have
increased mobility and tour the numerous attractions in the North Inyo County/South Mono
County area. The DSSEIR, however, does not entertain this possibility, and does not examine
the environmental impacts thereof, including (without limitation) the impacts from increased

traffic. '

B The Town also has failed to consider the number of fuel trucks needed to service the
Airport. The fuel tanks proposed to support the Airport are relatively small. (See DSSEIR at I-
12.) As such, once the number of fli ghts increases, fuel trucks would need to service the Adrport
in greater numbers. This increased fuel truck service poses a severe threat to drivers in the area,
especially considering Highway 395°s condition during the winter months. Indeed, the DSSEIR
states that “U.S. Highway 395 between Bishop and Mammoth Lakes has a steep grade making

——y
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 for difficult driving during periods of inclement winter weather. . . .” (DSSEIR at IV-26.) The"
DSSEIR should therefore consider the impact of the large numbcr of fuel trucks on vehicular
traffic and safety. o

2. The DSSEIR’s Traffic Analysxs Improperly Relies on Unsupparted
Assumptions

Although the DSSEIR states “[i]t is anticipated that 70% of Airport users would use the
bus system,” (DSSEIR at III-64), the DSSEIR offers little evidence or analysis beyond
“discussions” with other airport managers to support this optimistic view regarding use of public
transportanon (See id)) Nor does the DSSEIR provide ﬁgures rcgardmg current bus usage at the .
Airport or in the Mammoth Lakes area generally

—

The DSSEIR also artachcs a report ﬁom a hired traffic consultant that contains other |~
unexplained assumptions. (See DSSEIR at Appendix L.) For example, although the consultant -{
utilizes average daily traffic numbers from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) |[-1 .
Handbook, the averages in the handbook vary considerably, and the DSSEIR fails to explain |
whether the numbers used in the analysis are a minimum, average, or something in between. _J
Likewise, the study makes substantial “trip reductions™ due to “pass-by trips,” often with no 7]
indication why such reductions are being made. (See, e.g., DSSEIR at Appendix L, 8 (“It should |
be noted that 100 percent of the restaurant trips were removed from the overall trip I-15
generation.”).) Because of these reductions, the study’s traffic projections could be significantly
lower than those realized under the airport expansion. - o

3. The DSSEIR’s Fails To Explain Mitigation Efforts

According to Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines, a project is considered to have a -
significant impact regarding traffic/transportation if it (1) causes an increase in traffic which 1s
substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of street system (ie. results in
substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume of capacity ration on roads,
or congestion at intersections); or {2) exceeds, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service [LOS] standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated
roads of highways. [-16

Here, the studies submitted with the DSSEIR clearly indicate a significant traffic impact
and cannot support the finding of no significant impact in the DSSEIR. For example, the current
LOS for the intersection of Hot Creek Road and Highway 395 i1s LOS B (10.8 seconds). (See
DSSEIR at Appendix L, Table A, at 6.) 1f the Expansion Project were implemented, the LOS
could be as high as LOS F (58.7 seconds). (See DSSEIR at Appendix L, Table C, at 20.)
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Apparently, the Town relies on mitigation measures to conclude that the LOS would not
increase. However, the DSSEIR does not describe or analyze those mitigation measures.

Additionally, Table III-13 indicates that even with a connection to Benton Crossing Rd.,
the cumulative impacts of airport and other traffic would still cause LOS D conditions at the 395-
Hot Creek intersection. (See DSSEIR at 1II-66.) Elsewhere, the DSSEIR states that the
connection to Benton Crossing would mitigate the cumulative traffic problem.. (See DSSEIR at
111-70.) The DSSEIR, however, does not explain how LOS D might be avoided. In short there is

the influx of passengers of commercial jets. Also missing from the DSSEIR is any actual analysis
of proposed mitigation, which should be included regardless of whether the LOS would be C, D,

E,orF.

4. The DSSEIR Relies on Traffic Studies That Are Flawed

—

example, the traffic count the DSSEIR relies upon was performed by a two-hour hand count.
(See DSSEIR at Appendix L, at 26-27) * To obtain accurate information regarding traffic

peniod. " Furthermore, the study was performed from 4 p.m. to 6 p.m. on November 16, 2000,

|_the_ski season to_determine whether the roads are able to handle the increased traffic is

meaningless. The DSSEIR cannot be considered for approi(al absent analysis of traffic impacts
|_during the height of the ski season, which is clearly not November 16. '

volumes may be seen in winter, traffic patterns dre different in summer based on the numerous
tourist destinations, including Yosemite, Mono Lake, and Devil’s Postpile National Monument,
and analysis of the variable traffic patterns to reach those remarkable destinations must be

assessed.

- Furthermore, while the DSSEIR provides'some information regarding vehicular traffic on

within the Town of Mammoth Lakes. The DSSEIR only provides that congestion in the Town
would be reduced by bus service and fewer tourists driving due to the Airport Expansion, but
provides no data or analysis in support. (See DSSEIR at I1I-64.) Such traffic impacts could be
significant considering the increased number of enplanements the DSSEIR projects, regardless of
whether such passengers utilize the Town’s proposed shuttle service. Thus, the DSSEIR should

assess traffic impacts within the Town.

no actual analysis of mitigation, which should be included regardless of the level of LOS based og -

~The ‘traffic studies on which the DSSEIR relies are flawed in several respects. For .|

conditions, a traffic count through mechanical means should be performed for at least a week-long .

well before the height of the winter ski season. (See id) A study done prior to the busy part of

[ The study also fails to provide: analysis of traffic impacts in summer. Although highest -

Highway 395 near the airport, the DSSEIR provides little information regarding traffic impacts

116,
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- B. The DSSEIR Discussion of Potestial Water Pollution Is Inadequate
[ The DSSEIR also states that the Mammoth Lakes airport expansion would include the
construction and utilization of the water treatment plant. (See, e.g., DSSEIR at ES-1.) The
'DSSEIR, however, provides little information regarding the plant. Indeed, the DSSEIR contains
no information regarding the specifications of the water treatment plant, the use of the water
‘treatment plant, or what the construction of a water treatment plant would entail. There is also
no indication regarding how much sewage the water treatment plant would have the capacity to
handle, and whether this plant would be sufficient to handle the roughly 8,000 gallons of sewage
envisioned by the DSSEIR. (See DSSEIR at 1II-79.) 'The DSSEIR also makes no mention of |-2 0
where or how the Town would dispose of the sewage. The DSSEIR provides only that the | ,
disposal would be “subterranean,” but this conclusory statement fails to comply with CEQA’s
requirement that the DSSEIR disclose the significant effects that this sizeable treatment facility -
would have on the environment. Moreover, the water and sewer demands utilized in the DSSEIR
are derived from the 1997 SEIR. (See DSSEIR at III-96.) Because the number of pro;cctcd
passengers-usingthe Axrpon would increase from 125,000 in 1997 16 more than 333,000 in the
DSSEIR, the 1997 figures do not adequately reflect the demands that would be created under the
Expansmn Project. New calculanons rt:gardmg the plant are therefore necessary. :

i

The DSSEIR 1s also madcquate bccause it contains no specific information regarchng how
the Town would monitor ground water for potential hazardous contamination.  Although
“hazardous matenials contamination could have a devastating effect-on the-waters of the Hot Creek
springs, and thus, have a devastating effect on the Owens tui chub, the DSSEIR merely states [-21
that the FAA and the Town have “proposed some measures to monitor contamination. . . .”
(DSSEIR at [1]-54 (emphasis added).) The DSSEIR makes no attempt to explain what these
measures might be, whether these measures would be adequate, or the types of hazardous
contamination that these measures would monitor. Also, while the DSSEIR vaguely mentions
monitoring, it presents no plan for c/eaning up hazardous contamination.

—d

b —

The DSSEIR s discussion of potential water pollution also is flawed because the DSSEIR
relies on an analysis regarding the acquifer reliability that was performed using data from a 1986 [-22
study. (See SEIR Appendix E, 3.) That data is stale, and the DSSEIR must provide current V
information and research on acquifer reliability. .

o

[~ In addition, although the DSSEIR proposes collecting and filtenng storm water from
aircraft aprons, tie downs, and automobile parking areas, the DSSEIR fails to address how storm
water from runways and taxiways would be handled The Lahontan Regional Water Quality

Control Board has stated that the facility must handle water from more than a 20-year storm, I-
which is a storm that produces an inch of rain in one hour. Such a storm could generate an

o

e INY
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estimated 1 million gallons per hour of storm-water runoff from the expanded portions of the

runways and taxiways contemplated in the Expansion Project. The DSSEIR, however, makes no | I 23

mention of this storm water or how this storm water might be collected or filtered. Nor does the
DSSEIR address the impacts of this additional storm-water runoff on the environment. -

C. The DSSEIR Mistakenly Concludes that the Airport Expansion’s Impact on
Noisein the Area Would Not Be Significant

~ An overall increase in noise would result from the Expansion Project’s introduction of
large commercial jet traffic at the Airport.  Although local residents, businesses, and tourists
would suffer increased noise from thousands of Boeing 757-200s and 737-800s flying overhead,
the DSSEIR presumes without sufficient analysis that the noise would be within acceptable -
levels. The DSSEIR bases its noise analysis on figures showing that aircraft roughly one mile
from runway -end on-takeoff will be similar to the noise produced by an alarm clock. - (See
DSSEIR at F-2.) The DSSEIR then purports to justify this increased noise by claiming that
under CEQA Guidélities, Appendix G, a project has a significant environmental Impact to noise if

standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other _
regulatory agencies.” (DSSEIR at I11-86.) ‘ ‘ o :
The DSSEIR cites an erroneously narrow legal standard. Under CEQA, the issue is not
just whether the Expansion Project generates noise that violates a local ordinance; but also,
whether the Expansion Project would substantially increase ambient noise levels. Indeed, CEQA
specifies five separate categories of noise that create a significant impact, including: “[A]
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project” and *“a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.” (See CEQA Guidelines, App. G.)
The DSSEIR improperly ignores these standards, fails to set forth what current ambient noise
levels are, and fails to explain whether the Expansion Project would substantially increase these

._ [-2_4.

noise levels (which ssems likely given the noise generated by large jet engines). (See DSSEIR at )

111-84 to I11-94.)

In addition, the DSSEIR fails to address the impacts of noise on the surrounding National
Parks, National Forests, and Wildness Areas surrounding Mammoth Airport. As the National
Park Service pointed out in their letters to the FAA dated May 24, 2001, (see Appendix C), the
noise caused by large jets flying into the Airport could disrupt and possibly compromise the
geologic formation in Devils Postpile National Monument and also negatively impact wildlife in
nearby Yosemite National Park Moreover, the DSSEIR fails to discuss the increased noise

AR G016
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L)within the Town itself. The DSSEIR iﬁadg:quaxely addresses ‘the‘impact‘ of noise by failing to J

. address these concerns.

D.  The DSSEIR Provides No Analysis of the Impact of Certain Expansion
Features on Biological Resources

The DSSEIR fails to analyze the impact of various co'mkpon‘ems of the EXpahsion Pfoject o

on the area’s biological resources, including the impact that vastly increased numbers of visitors
would have on threatened or endangered species and their habitat. ‘ '

1. Sage Grouse (CA Dep’tof Fish & Game Speciés of Concern)
The DSSEIR states that “[O]ﬁe of Long Valley’s largest sage grouse lek sites is Iocated: )
approximately three miles east of the Airport along the flight path to Runway 27.”° (DSSEIR at

have no-significant impact upon the sage grouse lek sites. The DSSEIR makes this conclusion
without addressing many of the facts contained within the-document. For -example, the DSSEIR
notes that a dry meadow at the east end of the runway may be a lek site, and this area “might be
removed or disturbed by construction . . . .7 (See DSSEIR at I11-37.) -Yet, the DSSEIR fails to
explain whether the Expansion Project’s proposal to pave over someé of the potential lek site,
disturb the potential lek site with construction activities, and restrict access 10 the potential lek |
L-site by erecting.a-fencezwould:be significant. (See-id.) The DSSEIR-also-states that proposed ]
~ wire fencing might have an adverse effect on the sage grouse, causing deaths due to the sage -
grouse’s low flight levels, and interfering with sage grouse strutting grounds. (See id) The |
DSSEIR speculates that the 8-foot chain link fence contemplated in the Expansion Project might
somehow reduce Sage Grouse mortality because it would provide “greater visibility” than the
existing 4.8-foot barbed wire fence. (/d) This unsupported speculation not only ignores the
reality that a larger fence likely would have a greater impact on the Sage Grouse, but also ignores
the DSSEIR’s prior statement that the larger fence would be designed to blend in with the
environment, (DSSEIR at I1I-8), which suggests that the fence would be less visible and
| potentially more dangerous 10 the Sage Grouse.

-

~ Contrary to CEQA, the DSSEIR does not examine reasonable mitigation measures that ]
would lessen the impact of the Expansion Project on the Sage Grouse. (See Cal. Pub. Res. Code §
21003(c).) Among other things, the DSSEIR does not adequately discuss whether Airport hours
of operation might be restricted during the sage grouse’s “display period” {mid-March through

111-32.) The DSSEIR, however; in a conclusory fashion, finds that the Expansion Project would .|’

‘A lek is “a paich of ground used for communal display in the breeding scason by the males of
certain birds and mammals . . .. Each male defends a small territory in order to attract females for
mating.” (THE NEW OXFORD AMERICAN DICTIONARY 975 (2001).) N

2r
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mid-May).® Indeed, the Town has indicated that there would be “no

(See Letter from Darrel] M. Wong, California Department of Fish and Game to

restrictions” on operations,

Federal Aviation Administration, at 2'(April 19, 2001)) (copy attached).

2. Bald Eég!e (Fc‘dc«rziﬂy Listgd ‘Threatened Species)

DSSEIR at I11-54.)

-

. would have no significant impact on the

water in which the Owens Tui Chubs live. Moreover, as discussed

|_ contamination,

The DSSEIR contains an inadequate analysis of the environmenta] impacts that the
Expansion Project would have on the Bald Eagle. While the DSSEIR cl
basis that “[n]o indirect effects on the bald eagles, their habitat, or prey are expected to occur as a
result of the proposed project,” (DSSEIR at III-55), the DSSEIR fails to examine how growth- |
_ inducing impacts could lead to habitat loss, Likewise, the DSSEIR summarily (and improperly)
[ concludes that the possibility that large jet planes might collide with the Bal ,
“adversely affect” the ‘Bald Eagle population, (DSSEIR at 1II-55), even though the DSSEIR ‘ ’_31
recognizes that Bald Eagles have been seen perching less than a mile from- the Alrport. (See J :

3 Owens Tui Chub (Federally Listed Endanperced Specices)

[ The DSSEIR mentions that a large population of Owens Tui Chub is located roughly ]
three-quarters of a mile from the runway at Hot Creek headsprings. (See DSSEIR at 1I1-54.)
Without explanation or analysis, the DSSEIR concludes that because ground water flows to the | 1-32
-~cast, and the Owens Tui Chub population is located in the northwest, the Expansion Project

t impact on the Owens Tui Chub population. (See DSSEIR at I11-54.) _|
~ The DSSEIR fails to analyze: (1) whether growth-inducing impacts would damage the Owens
Tur Chub’s habitat; or (2) whether the flight emissions from the large jets would pollute the
’ above in Section IV(B), the
DSSEIR does not explain how the Town plans to monitor the Owens Tui Chub’s habitat for | 1-33

potential contaminants, nor does jt explain how the Town might respond to ha:«:ardcmswI -

d Eagles would not

Herman C. Bliss,

aims without any stated 1_30

—

—

. Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (ederaily i.isted Fndangered Soecies)

Hot Creek, located less then one mile from the proposed Expansion Project, is the most
productive and popular wild trout stream in the region and in California, with over 15,000 angler
days per year. In addition, the California Department of Fish and Game Hot Creek Hatchery is

6 e v N .
The DSSEIR merely states that [oJbservations of sage grouse at the Jac

kson Hole Airport indicate

that males are not easily disturbed by aircraft noise while on the lek.” (See DSSEIR at HI-413 The
DSSEIR, however, cites no other support for this conclusion, nor does it state how such }-*29

“observations” were made, or who made them.
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also visited by tens of thousands of visitors each year, and thé Hatchery is immediately adjacent
to the proposed project. ' ‘ N

B The noise and air quality implications of hundreds of commercial jet takeoffs and landings

on these existing attributes are not adequately evaluated in the DSSEIR. This is a serious. | 1-34

oversight and deficiencies within the draft DSSEIR should be corrected.

-

5. 'Sier:a Bighorn Sheep (Feder’aﬂy Listed Endangered Species)

The DSSEIR concedes- that a total of only 125 Sierra bighom sheep currently survive. ]
(See DSSEIR at 111-36.) Two populations of Sierra bighorns exist roughly twelve and twenty
miles, respectively, from the Airport. (See id) The DSSEIR fails to analyze whether the [-35
Expansion Project would have a significant impact on the Sierra bighoms though increased noise o
—or through habitat destruction resulting from growth-inducing impacts and increased tourism. T
Rather, the DSSEIR simply concludes that although large jets would fly at low altitude within
three miles of ‘s’hsep”h”abitat; these jets would not affect the sheep. (See DSSEIR at 111-55, II-
56.) The DSSEIR contains no analysis of how noise affects Sierra bighorn behavior, nor does it
state what the ambient noise level is in the two areas where the sheep live, nor does it explain
how the Expansion Project might affect this noise level. The DSSEIR also concludes, without
any factual support, that “[tJhe potential increase in the number of tourists arriving at the .
Mammoth Lakes area would have no effect on the quota of back-country use permits issued by 1-36
[the United States Forest Service].” (DSSEIR at I11-56.) The DSSEIR, however, completely fails |
to consider the fact that greatly increased visitation would produce considerable pressure to
increase backcountry quotas. Moreover, some visitors inevitably would engage in unpermitted
backpacking and camping within the area. An EIR, therefore, must consider the degree to which
|_the Expansion Project could damage the Sierra bighom’s habitat. o ‘

s

6. Other Species

— ey

The DSSEIR also fails to analyze several significant effects that the Expansion Project
would have on various animal species. The DSSEIR, for example, does not adequately consider [-37
|_the potential impact of the fence plan on deer migration or whether the Expansion Plan should |
include migration corridors for the deer.! The DSSEIR also fails to adequately consider the 7
Expansion Project’s effects on raptors (including, but not limited to, bald eagles, golden eagles, 1-38

e,

s

’ The DSSEIR only speculates that (1) Caltrans plans on constructing an undercross for the deer
under Highway 395 and (2) the Town would post warning signs requinng motorists along Highway
395 to slow down for the deer. The DSSEIR, however, does not consider the impact of such an -~
undercross, nor does it consider the 1mpacts on traffic that would result from lower highway speeds or I "
L“cons't:mmicm of an undercross. (See DSSEIR at I11-58.). ,“
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A Although the Proposed Airport Expapsion Would lpevitably Induce Sprawl
) in the Area, the DSSEIR Provides Littie or No Discussion of the Issue -
The Expansion Project forecasts that hundreds of thousands of passengers would use the
‘Airport-annually. This dramatic increase in visitors likely would lead to substantially increased
property development in the region, which would, in turn, inevitably induce significant sprawl in
the Mammoth Lakes area. = Yet, contrary to CEQA’s mandate, the DSSEIR provides no

development within the Town. (See DSSEIR at V-4, V-3.) As to growth outside of the Town’s

governmental bodies own most of the land. (/d.)

CEQA cases, however, make clear that existing plans and zoning do not set the bounds
for CEQA impacts analysis because the Town obviously can amend such plans and zoning 1in the

In the Stanislaus case; the court held that the EIR required for @ golf course project had to look at
its potential to induce nearby residential development. Not only was there no current plan for
such development of any land adjacent to the - proposed course, that acreage was zoned for
agricultural use. Nonetheless, the court held that potential residential development had to be

“occurrenceZ.(Id. at157.) . = T S

growth might occur, how such growth might impact the environment, or how such impacts could
_be mitigated. In addition, it should be noted that the Airport is located within a non-contiguous

part of the Town. Thus, the Town has no control over sprawl that may occur near the Airport

or in other areas outside its borders. As such, the Town's “urban limits policy” is insufficient

either to (1) mitigate for the impact of sprawl caused by the expansion, or (2) to provide a valid

basis for the conclusion that the expansion would not have a substantial impact on the
5 environment. (See DSSEIR at V-4, V-5.)

CoTYn Y - T
- ¥

= The Orowth-Inducement Anuivsis in the DESEIR Is Fuully
=. ne rowth-rncocement ANRIYVEIN IR b Sxnorrdoiy oraus

L

The DSSEIR fails to analyze the growth-inducing impacts that the Expansion Project
would have on the environment. Rather, the DSSEIR merely concludes, without any evidentiary
support, that “[o]ther than the direct and indirect jobs related to employment at the airport, . . .
growth is expected with or without the improvement of the airport.” (DSSEIR at V-4.) It is
disingenuous for the DSSEIR to assert on the one hand that hundreds of thousands of passengers

AR 001640

discussion regarding the scope and mitigation of such sprawl. Rather, the DSSEIR summarily
concludes that the Town’s “urban limits policy” would restrict growth to high density

jurisdiction, the DSSEIR essentially assumes that there would be no such growth because various
future. (See, e.g., Stanislaus Audubon Soc’y v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144.) .

explored because “[z]oning is subject to change and amendment of a general plan is not a rare

Thus, the DSSEIR fails to comply with CEQA because it provides no analysis of where -
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[~ would use the Airport, while claiming on the other hand that the related increase in tourism
would have no secondary growth-inducing impacts, Indeed, the DSSEIR projects that there )

~ would be an increase in tourism that would “stimulate secondary economic growth in services

DSSEIR claims (again with no evidentiary support), however, that this tourism increase would

. | attributable to the Expansion Project.

'

C.  The DSSEIR Provides No Information Regarding the PmposedVLuxur'y RV
Park ‘ o '

The DSSEIR states that the Mammoth Lakes airport expansion would include the

construction of a Juxury RV Park. (See DSSEIR at iii, xii.) The DSSEIR, however, provides no-
information Tegarding-the specifications, construction, or use of the RV park. Nor does the

DSSEIR assess how the RV park could foster further secondary growth.

VI THE DSSEIR’S DIsCussioN bF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF THE EXPANSION
NPROJECT.IS_'L’\’A.DEQUATE .

If the project’s incremental effect IS cumulatively considerable, when viewed in

offered by the community, such as additional hotels and restaurants.” (DSSEIR at V-4) The

occur with or without the jet service promised in the Expansion Plan. (See id) Thus, the -

conjunction with other developments in the area, an EIR must discuss the project’s cumulative . -

impacts. (See 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15130(a).) Under CEQA, “a cumulative impact consists of an
impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together

with other projects causing related impacts.” (/d. §15130(a)(1).)

" The DSSEIR incompletely details some potential impacts caused by increased population
resulting from the airport expansion, including increased fire danger, habitat loss, increased
numbers of dogs and cats, tourists camping away from established campsites, and overdraft of
water. The DSSEIR, however, remarkably concludes that these impacts would not be significant.

While the DSSEIR states that nine other projects are currently proposed in the region, the
Town only considers two of those projects to have cumulative impacts with the airport
expansion project. (See DSSEIR at 1I-9.) The DSSEIR fails to comply with CEQA because it
. does not explain why the seven other projects raise no issues concerning cumulative impacts.
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™ Moreover, the DSSEIR improperly fails to define the r{:icvant geographic area for
cumulative-impacts-analysis, as required by 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15130(b)(1)BX3). Rather, the

cumulative impacts, without identifying what the relevant region is, or how the DSSEIR defines
this region. Moreover, the DSSEIR fails to consider the cumulative impacts of any. projects
| outside the undefined region. : '

ViL  THE DSSEIR DOES NOT CONSIDER THE PROPER RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

The DSSEIR’s analysis of alternatives violates CEQA. The CEQA Guidelines provide
that EIRs shall “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the
project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project . . ..” (Pub. Res. Code §

Project,” would have greater impacts than the proposed project, in direct contravention of the

Guidelines.® Because the DSSEIR does not consider any expansion feature that would have a less.

significant impact upon the environment than the Project, the DSSEIR misleadingly suggests that

the Project is the most desirable alternative from an environmental perspective. Accordingly, the
- DSSEIR’s “alternatives” analysis is invalid under Publ. Res. Code § 15126.6(a).

The DSSEIR’s summary rejection of all alternatives mrat would have a less significant

15126.6.) Most notably, the DSSEIR rejects the possibility of constructing an airport elsewhere.
™ (See DSSEIR at IV-26 to IV-29.) For example, the DSSEIR declines to consider development at
nezrbv Bishop, arguing that Bishop is too far from the attractions in the Mammoth Lakes area.
(See 1d) In reality, Bishop offers a viable alternative that the Town must consider because: (a)
Bishop is only about 40 miles away; (b) Bishop is the largest community in the North
Inyo/South Mono county area; (c) Bishop provides a central location to many local attractions;
(d) Bishop provides a more central and convenient hub for the larger area’s attractions; (€)
Bishop’s airport is at a lower altitude, resulting in lower payload penalties; (f) Bishop offers
fewer obstructions and better weather; and (g) Bishop currently has several existing runways, and
improvements already funded and in progress. All of these factors indicate that a potential
expansion of Bishop offers a feasible alternative to the Expansion Project, and under CEQA this
| alternative warrants consideration and review. (See Laurel Heights, 47 Cal.3d at 403))

g (TR 1 M E2] : M i M : £l
Of course, the “No Project” alternative makes no attempt 10 aliain any of the Expansion Project’s
basic objectives as is required by CEQA. '

"~ 15126.6(a).) All of the alternatives considered by the DSSEIR, with the exception of “No |

|_ impact upon the environment is improper. (See Pub. Res. Code § 21003; 14 Cal. Code Regs. § _

—

DSSEIR merely states that there are nine other potential projects in the region that could have

1-46
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- Mr. William T. Taylor
e Town of Mammoth Lakes
November 26, 2001
Page 21

VHL  BECAUSE THE EXPANSION PRCIECT WOULD HAVE SUBSTANTIAL IMPACTS ON
THE ENVIRONMENT, THE TOWN MUST FILE AN EIR RATHER THAN A SUPPLEMENT
TO AN EIR g ' :

B As discussed briefly above, the DSSEIR is styled as a mere supplement to the 1997 -
SEIR. Under CEQA Guidelines § 15163, a lead agency “may choose to prepare a supplement to
an EIR rather than a subsequent EIR” if, inter alia, “[o]nly minor additions or changes would be
necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply to the project in the changed situation.”
The DSSEIR does not, however, propose “minor additions or changes” to the 1997 SEIR/EA, but 1-49
rather sets forth a new development plan that will have substantial impacts on the environment .
as discussed above. Indeed, the DSSEIR consists of more than 450 pages (including

-attachments), which confirms the fact that it does not set forth minor changes or additions to the
1997 SEIR. Such extensive changes require the filing of a complete EIR for the ExpansionJ

- [_Project. : ‘

[ Ifthe Town wishes to pursue the Expansion Project, then we respectfully submit that the=y -~
‘| "Town ‘should combine a future Environmental Impact Report with an Environmental Impact
Statement, so that the NEPA and CEQA aspects of the Expansion Project can be considered
together. Both NEPA and CEQA strongly recommend such coordination. (See 40 CF.R §
1506.2 (2001); 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15222.) Coordination of the CEQA and NEPA processes ,_50
would not only serve to eliminate duplicative procedures, but would also create much needed
clarity, which would help the public to review and understand impacts of the Expansion Project.
As it stands, the public must not only sift through the DSSEIR, but also cross-reference it with
the 1986 EIR, the 1997 SEIR, and the 2000 EA/FONSIL.  This cumbersome process should be J

streamlined.
I ConcLusion
| [~ Inlight of the overwhelming number of legal deficiencies in the DSSEIR discussed above, |

the DSSEIR clearly does not provide an adequate basis under CEQA upon which to approve the
Expansion Project. Before any final approval can be given to the Expansion Project, a
significantly revised subsequent EIR must be prepared. Such a document must correct the
informational and analytical gaps in the DSSEIR and must present and analyze a range of [-51
environmentally superior alternatives that can be compared to the Expansion Project. Moreover
|2 subsequent EIR must be circulated in draft form for full public comment because it would |
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|Cooley Godward 11p]

Mr. William T. Taylor
Town of Mammoth Lakes
November 26, 2001

Page Twenty-Two

present new data and analysis' that are essential in anaiyzing the environmental impacts of the

Expansion Project.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the DSSEIR.

Very truly yours,

Coélcy God;ﬂard LLP

S

Kathlden H. Goodhart
James C. Maroulis
~ John Kinsey

A@cMmm
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STATT OF CALIFORNIA - THE PESOURCES AGENCY ORAY DAVIS. Coven

Biahop Field Offics
407 W. Line Street
Bishep, CA 83514

DEPARTMENT OF ASH AND GAME ' :
Eastarn Sierma-inland Desarts Region : ‘ . @

(760)872-1171

April 19, 2001 -

Mr. Herman C. Bliss

Manager, Airports Division, AWP-500
Federal Aviation Administration

P.O. Box 92007, Worldway Postal Center
Los Angeles, CA 50009 .

Dear Mr. Bliss:

The Départment of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the

S | Information to the Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No -
Significant Impact (FONSI) for the Mammoth Yosemnite Airport Expansion Project, SCH
#200102045, dated March 18, 2001. The Department continues to belleve that the £a
does not contain the necessary supporting data and references to convincingly ,
demonstrate that there would be no significant effects on the environment, The
Department befieves that the proposed project.has the potantial to have significant
impacts on biological resources. We belisve that either the EA should-be-rewritten tg

- include mitigation measures, or an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should be

' prepared. , S B R ‘

The Department is- providing comments on this Supplemental Information as the
state agency which has the statutory and common law responsibilities with regard to
“fish and-wildlife resources and habitats. California's fish and wildlife resources, ,
including their habitats, are heid in trust for the people of the Stats by the Department
(Fish & Game Code saction 711.7). The Deparnment nas junsdiction over ihe ;
conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and the

habitats necessary for biologically sustainable populations of thoss species (Fish & V
Game Code section 1802). The Department’s fish and wildiife management functions -
-are implemented through its administration and enforcament of the Fish and Game

Code (Fish & Game Code Section 702). The Department is atrustee agency for fish

and wildlife under the California Environmental Quality Act (see CEQA Guidelines, 14

Cal. Code Regs. Sec. 13386(a)). The Department is providing these comments in
furtherance of these Stutory responsibilities, as well as its common law role as trustee
for the public’s fish and wildie. -

The Department provided comments on the proposed project on January 8,

1
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Mr. Herman C, Bliss
Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion ijec:
April 18, 2001

The Department provided comments on the proposcd project on January 8,

2001, November 14, 2000, and March 16, 2000. The Department continues to befieve
matmzamjmag&gwe&dmmm The Department had proposed earfier
that an effective mitigation measure could be to restrict the use of the flight comidor
during the display period (mid-March through mid-May) to between the hours of mid-
moming to late aftermoon. We were told at a meeting on Novermnber 29, 2000, that the .
Town of Mammoth Lakes would not restrict the air carriers’ hours of operations. ,
However, the Supplemental Information currently under review statas that disturbance
to grouse is not likely if flights are at mid-day when birds would be away from the leks.

i The Department continues to belleve that disturbance to sage grouse resulting in
sxgmﬁcam impacts to the Long Valley population could occur wrthou: these restrictions

/on operating hours.

; The Supplememal Information also Gles information collsctad from a sage
grouse lek located at the Jackson Hole Alrport. The two situations may not be
comparable because the information provided does not Indicate the level of use of the
Jackson Hole Airport, the type of aircraft, the hours of operation, the effects on femals
sage grouse, or long-term effects on the population. Additionally, as stated in our
November 14, 2000 letter, the Long Vailey sage grouse popuiatxon is a small, :
geneticaily dis‘dnct population of sage grouse. As such, itis more vul Inerable to
disturbance and potential population decline. :

The growth-Inducing impacts of the project have not been addressed in the
Supplemental Information. The DW@M@MM
- project could have slgnificant, growth-inducing impacts to sage grouse, mule deer,
Slerra Nevada bighorn sheep, raptors, and other wildlife species in the area. Recent
- news broadcasts report that the Town of Mammoth Lakes Strategic Marketmg Plan
projects that one million additional skier visits per season are necessary in order to keep
‘existing lodging profitable. The airport expansion project will undoubtedly play a key
role in providing these additional visitor use days. Additlonal visitation will resutt in
increased human presence and disturbance in backcountry and front country areas,
and additional pressures to adjacamnt pub ic lands and bro!og cal resources on those

- lands.

We continue to befleve that the cumnulative and growﬁw—inducing impacts of the
Airport Master Plan need to be revistted and updated. Receant changes In the habitat
capability of sage grouse and resulting population declines have occurred throughout
the range of the sage grouse, necessitating listing of one popul lation, and increasing
concam on the part of biologists and land managers for the remaining populations. )
Addgiiionai information regarding the genetic isolation of the Long Valley population has

~ aiso come to light within the last year. The analysis conducted in the 1897 Adrport

Master Plan EIR is out of date should be updated. We believe that a thorough analysis

ofthe developments broposed forthe loﬂg Valléy area, and mez_{mﬁm

gmuse, should be conducted. Direct, indirect, gmw*hqﬁduarzg and cumulative impacts

2
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Mr. Herman C. Bliss
Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project |
Apeit 19, 2001 '

impact analysis of the Long Valley population as a whole, as well as impacts to
individual leks. The analysis should include impacts at full buid-out and maximum
operational level of the airport. A comprehensive mitigation plan for thesa impacts
should be prepared. This analysis and mitigation ptan should include lands owned,
managed, or administered by tha Town, Mono County, USFS, BLM, DWP and privats -
- lands. Potential mitigation measures could include rel

habitat, or purchase of grazing leases.

S MY el s LN Mo, DI ek Lk r".wus

ocation of the county landfill, to N
reduce raven predation on sage grouse eggs and chicks, clesing roads into sage grouse®,

"
N

The Information on bird strikes in the Supplemental Information d not address

potential impacts to bald eagle, a state and federal listed specles. As we have stzfed in
our earfier commants, the Hot Craek, Crowley, and Laure! Pond areas surmounding the
airport support concentrations of wintering bald and goiden eagles. Ata mesting on
January 18, 2001, consuftants for the project discussed a study which investigated the
effects of jet aircraft on bald eagles. Our understanding was that this. study would be
presented in the Supplemental Information. Although the Supplemental Information - ’
contzins a faidy thorough discussion of the risk of bird strikes by passerines, the use of
the airport area by bald sagles Is not mentioned. No studies mvestigating impacts of jet
aircraft on bald eagles are mentioned in the Supplemaental Information. We believe thst

this issue rves a thorough anatysis. |

: We have not received a copy of the Biotoc;;ica} Assessment (BA) addressing
impacts to bald eagle. Owens tui chub, Sierra Nevada bighom sheep, and Lahontan
cutthroat trout. The information in the BA should be presented in the EA as well.  Since

—these-speciss-aro-state-listed as-well as-federally-listed, the Department will.need to = .

- .mmview.me-BAuin_order,m-detcmine-rf,tzkc.could‘occ:ur, and { an Incidental Take Permit
- under the California Endangered Species Act will be required. According to the
USFWS, consuitation pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act had not yet

occurred as of April 14, 2001,

The fence design and location should also be coordinated with Caitrans, as wel|
- Fas Wit thé Department and.the U.S. Forest Service, Analysis of deer.migration ~
carmidors indicates that it may be necessary to construct one or more: underpasses for
migrating deer under Highway 335. Fencing along both sides of Highway 395 to funnael
deer to the underpasses may also be necessary. A solution to the problem of dear
&rossing Highway 395 at Hot Creek Road must also be developed. This deer fancing
~"and mitigation plan should be developed by the responsible agencies and included in
the EA.

In summzny, the Department believes that the Supplemental Infarmation provided
has not demcnstrated that there wiill be no significant effect on the environment, and
therefore, a FONSI is inadequats for this project. Either an EIS shouid be prepared for

-the project, or the EA and FONS] should be rewrittzn to include mitigation capable of
reducing impacts below the level of significance,

-
~

Fus
34
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Mr. Herman C.7 3
‘Mammoth Yos.. .aAkportExpanmn Project
Apdi 19, 2001

L e

Thank you for the oppormhﬁy to comment on the proposacf project. i you have.
“any questions, you may contact me at the letterhead addreas, or call Ms. Denysa
Radine, Envwonmentai Speczailst i, at (780)872-1158

; : ‘ Sincersly,

mm. Supsrvisor /

Habitat Conaervaﬁon Program

¢t Mr. Brian.Grattidge, State Clearinghouse
' " Mr. Bill Taylor, Town of Marmnmoth Lakes
Dr. Elisha Novak, FA
~ Mr. George Walker, USFWS -
Mr. Steve Addington, BLM
- Ms. Kathieen Morse, USFS
Mr. Jeff Bailey, USFS -
~ Mr. Blll Manning, Town of Mammoth Lakes
‘Mas. Janifl Richards, DAG, Environmant Section, DOJ
Ma. Katy Walton, Caltrans

TOTAL P.ES
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U.S. Deparunent of Jusdce

United States A Horney ,
Northern Distriet of Ca/{famia

{0 Foor, Feders] Rulldiag 12131 4366357
438 Coaldm Gote Avenue, Lax Jaesy

Sme Frewctsco, Colifornin 3403  FAXHIS) Qser

JUI}' 243 2001

. Susan Britton :
Earthjustice Lezgal Defense Fund ‘
‘180 Monlgpmory Street, Sujio 1725
San Francisco, CA 941 01 )

Treat W. Orr
96 Manchester Street
Sun Prancisco, CA 94110

Ncar Susan and Trent:

As we discussed on July 11, the Federa] Aviation Administration (FA A) is currently
responding o comments received afler the Finding ofNo Significam Impacy (PONS]) was issued

and ir engaged in consultation with various ageucios. Al this thne the FAA has pot made 2 final

- decision under the Nutional Favironmental Policy Act or talen final ageney ction to. approve 3 N

~rc7ﬁscd‘i'r?rpb'rt‘lsybur*p'lfii‘f (ALP) bascd on the FONST A a future date, FA K wil] determine
~—-Whc!her—io~appm\?c~lhu—pmposcd airport expartsionand will iccuc 4 ssparaterecord of decision
- (ROD) to dacument tha AgEncy’s final, revicwable action, As you requestod, for purposcs ol this
- Hti;aiion,'ifthc AlLPis approved the FAA dgrees 1o identify the slatitory bases for jig decigion in
the ROD. ‘ ' » ;

v “‘#«k TTT— o - T
I s % k]
Becrives  Kpv-21-gy [RREAFTY Frooe210 822 2272 To~COULEY GODRARD LLP Pags 03
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Ilock forward to your favorable respousc, and sppreciate your cooperation in this regard.
Very truly yours, -

ROBILRT 8. MUELLIR, TTT
United Stares Attorney

RIC LAVERDURE
Special Assistant United States Attorney

cc (vla c-mail):

Dephne I;u)lcr, FAA
Paul Swoith, DOT

Racwivad  Kov-21-01 11:03am From-510 £22 2272 Te~COOLEY GOOKARD LLP Page D4
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ROBERT §. MUELLER, III (SEN 59775) | e
United Starea Antorney ‘ . NP i
CHARLES M. O’CONNOR (SBN $6320) silfaga, " Alg
Assistant United States Attorney Mot TS SZ -
Chicf, Environmenzal & Natural Resowces Unit e 2033 i 7 '
RICHARD P. LAVERDURE (SBN 197369) FiL ED il
Special Assistant United States Artorney )
430 Golden Gare Avenne - P.O. Box 316055 AU '
San Prancisco, California 54102 G 102001
Telephone (415) 436-6852 , . ~
Relmle@aes  Hemnow oo
: ' NONTHEAN D3 TRICT
Attorneys for Defendants | ST OF CALIFORNA
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
. NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
- SANFRANCISCO DIVISION
SIERRA CLUB; NATIONAL PARKS . '
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION; )
CALIPORNIA WILDERNESS COALITION;)
A NATURAL RESOURCESDEFENSE ' )  NO. C01-01892 ME]
COUNCIL, | o - , _
Plaintiffs, B STIPULATION AND (PROPOSED)]
« C ORDER OF DISMISSAL WITHOUT
v, : ) . PREJUDICE k
A ,, | :
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF )
TRANSPORTATION; ;rvow Y. ) .
.Y A,-Secretary of rration; ) e o ;
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMIN- y -
"ISTRATION; 204 JANE S, GARVEY. § —
Admin{swrawar, Federal Aviation o)
Administration, : )
’ )
Defendants. )
)
By and through their respective counsel, 15d pusumat to F.R.Civ.P. 41, the parties hereby

22

stipulate that the complaint be dixmissod without prejudice in light of the following:

23 Defendants represent that with respect 10 the subject matter of this sotion, they have made no
24 |l final decision nor taken fnal 3gency action under the Nzatonzal En\*ﬁnnm:mzi Policy Act (NEPA).
25 | based on te Finding ofNo Significant Inpact (FONSI) dated Decermber 21, 2000, The Federal

26 4 Aviation Administraton (FAA) intends to issue a separate Record of Decision (ROD) to doctiment
27 [ any final action that Zpproves & rovised airport layout plan. Tnus; the parties stipulate and agree thar
28 | this matter should be dismissed without prejudice.
Recaivag Rov=21-01  11:03ax Froe-810 522 1272 Te~CODLEY GODKARD LLP Pags 0%
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“p3.08/01 THU 12:33 FAL 4736, 81 TRENT Y ORR ©Agoeol

WG-48-01 11310 FromsUS a, Q@€YX OFF CIV BIY (AT T-SO P DL/O3  JohediT
1 g . . Respectfully submired, .
2 mﬁ; 2001 : ROBERT 5. MUELLER_ I
.o ‘ : Urited Statas Attornay ‘
3 : ‘
4
5 . . : LA
L - Anomvys for Defendanty |
. E ; ‘ ‘ ’ o
: 7 o %%:g’h/&ﬁ
‘ 9 D‘l:"td: . 2001
96 Manchester St A
ra San Frmcirco, CA Sal1o
11 : - . DEBORARSLREAMa b
RO L&nmm;;xn::y
s S Prancsco, CA 4104
: : Attomeys for Plainriffy
14
1s '
. { PURSUANT TO STIFULATION, IT JS SO ORDERED
16 -
17 '
| D= B 1000
18
X STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE.
20 -
21
22 "
23
24
3
2%
27
as §ﬁ1rinqkT!3N.x§§3€?ﬁ£ﬁ;g;ggﬁ<3u3;¥x o
OF SIMETIAL WITHOUT yxggg;gg—
C0i-012%2 MLl 2
TOTAL P.ES
To-COOLEY GODWARD LLP Pagr 06
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

PRIVATE !ND!VfDUAL COMMENTS

I. Sierra Club, California Wilderness Coalition, Natural Resources Defense
Council, California Trout, Inc., National Parks Conservation Association
(represented by Cooley Godward and Earthjustice)

Response to Comment I-1

The commentor incorrectly suggests that the proposed project seeks to transform a local Alirport.
This comment ignores the critical facts that air carrier service at the Airport has already been
approved and evaluated under CEQA, that such air carrier service with Jet aircraft has already been
provided at the Airport in the past, and that this ‘Supplemental EIR is evaluating changes to the
previously approved expansion plan. The Jet aircraft that would provide the proposed commercial
service would be only a part of the total number of aircraft operations at the Airport (5,000 out of a
total of 23,450 in the year 2022). This translates into less than fifteen operations per day for the -
future year 2022.

The use of enplanements (an enplanement represents one passenger boarding an aircraft) as a unit for
analyzing passenger counts is standard FAA methodology, and is consistent with the dictionary
definition provided in the comment. Airport operators and airlines frequently plan and manage air
passenger service by tracking, on a monthly and annual basis, enplanements per airline, per
destination, and so forth. Enplanement is, therefore, a common data point used in the air passenger
service industry. Passengers are assumed to make a round-trip through an airport, therefore this
definition of enplanements accurately reflects passengers and their impacts because an enplanement
captures each “visit” to an airport by a passenger — coming and going. This definition is clearly
explained in the document on Page I-6 of the Supplement

Response to Comment I-2

The Supplement has analyzed the environmental impact of forecast passengers using the Airport if
the proposed project is built. Please also see Response to Comment I-1 for the validity of use of
enplanements as the unit for passenger counts and Responses to Comments B-7, B-11 and B-12 for
discussion on cumulative analysis and growth inducing impacts of the proposed project. The
commentor incorrectly states that the 1986 EIR/EA does not contemplate jet service. The forecasts
of aircraft operations on Page 35 of the document envision large turbo prop and jet aircraft
operations.

Response to Comment |-3

Although the FAA has not yet issued a Decision regarding its December 2000 Finding of No
Significant Impact, the report and its conclusions are in the public record and are accurately reflected
in the Supplement. (See CEQA Guidelines 15150 (a).)

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report March 2002
Appendix N — Written Comments and Responses N-107
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

Response to Comment -4

Despite the error pointed out by the commentor, the Notice of Preparation informed the public that an
environmental review would be conducted and available for public review and comment. As
explained in the Response to Comment B-4, a subsequent and a supplemental EIR require
fundamentally the same level of analysis and public review. Therefore notice of one is functionally
equivalent to notice of the other. As best illustrated by these very comments on the Supplement, the
Notice of Preparation issued by the Town served the purposes intended by CEQA.

Response to Comment I-5

While the comment asserts that the Supplement "misleadingly" implies that the Expansion Project is
smaller in scope than the project referenced in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA, the comment itself in
fact seriously mischaracterizes the true extent of the project. The facts are as follows:

« Because the currently proposed expansion only lengthens the runway by 1,200 feet instead of
2,000 feet as evaluated in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA, the expansion will take place
entirely within already disturbed lands and almost entirely within existing Airport property.
Widening the existing runway, therefore, has far less severe impacts than lengthening the
runway by another 800 feet because under the current project there will be no disturbance of
previously undisturbed land. Indeed, the current proposal would impact thirteen fewer acres
of land than the prior proposal. (See Supplement at Exhibit I1I-14 and 111-15.)

e The comment’s claim that the currently proposed project is "nearly two-and-a-half times as
Jarge as the 1997 plan" is itself misleading. Again, while the current proposal would add
more paved surface in total than the prior proposal, the current proposal takes place within a
more compact area and within an already disturbed area. Therefore, from an environmental
impact perspective, it is in fact "smaller" than the prior proposal, not many times larger as the
commentor claims. ‘

e The comment’s claim that the Supplement "is misleading in implying that only the added
runway and taxiways would cause land disturbance" is itself misleading. Again, most of the
additional pavement would be within the already graded, already disturbed Airport area. The
runway extension area (already disturbed) requires little grading because it is already flat
since it is at the end of an existing, operating runway. The comment speculates without
support about additional grading being required, but that speculation is not consistent with
the facts. Moreover, under the prior proposal, fills up to 12 feet high would have been
required. This is avoided under the current proposal.

In sum, this comment largely consists of mischaracterizations of the facts and unsupported
speculation. The correct facts are set forth above and in the Supplement.

Response to Comment 1-6

The calculated areas of pavement and of land disturbance analyzed in Section 3.5 (See Exhibit II-14
and 111-15) of the Supplement takes into account all design requirements for line of site, shoulders,
safety areas, object free areas, and runway grade. The regrading of the runway and the impact of the
final project have been evaluated in the Supplement.

Final Supplement o Subseguent Environmenial impact Report March 2002
Appendix N — Written Comments and Responses N-108
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

Please also see Response to Comment I-5.

Response to Comment I-7

Strengthening the pavements and other improvements to the runway needed for use of the Airport by
Jet aircrafts has already been analyzed in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.

Please also see Response to Comment I-5.

Response to Comment 1-8

The currently proposed project will be constructed in phases. That is what the Supplement refers to
when discussing project phases. All currently planned phases of the project are analyzed in the
Supplement. No future expansion projects are planned nor are reasonably foreseeable at this time
because the currently proposed expansion will fully accommodate commercial airline traffic as
intended. A runway length analysis evaluating specific aircraft and markets was conducted and is
included as Appendix E of the Supplement. This study concluded that an 8,200-foot runway was
adequate for the aircraft service anticipated in the foreseeable future, including aircraft that are
common in the current U.S. fleet of aircraft and those being purchased by aircraft operators. This
analysis was also reviewed and concurred with by the FAA and American Airlines, the initial service
provider anticipated at the Airport. Projections of future expansion beyond those serving the
passengers contemplated under the marketing analysis would be speculative and therefore,
= counterproductive to the environmental analysis at hand. Accordingly, no description or analysis of
a “future expansion project” is required or appropriate here. If any additional improvement to the
Airport takes place in the future, those projects will be reviewed to calculate their impacts on the
environment.

The environmental analysis of the proposed project includes future air passengers at the Airport, and
facilities have been sized and designed to accommodate them. Public services and utilities demands
and all other environmental effects evaluated in the Supplement include the passengers for which the
Airport is being designed for as explained in Section 3.8.2.2. Please also see Response to Comment
B-12.

Response to Comment 1-9

The Supplement gives a detailed description of the fleet mix for the proposed project in the year 2022
in Table III-4 of the Supplement. It is important to note in the comparison of these forecasts that the
final forecast year is 2015 in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA and 2022 in the Supplement. In the 1997
Subsequent EIR/EA the forecast number of operations was 34,430 in 2015 with 2,920 air carrier
operations. In the 2001 Supplement the total number of aircraft operations forecast has decreased to
23,650 in 2022 with 5,000 air carrier aircraft operations.

As described on Page xi of the Supplement, there have been commuter service flights at the Airport
as late as 1994, therefore it is not a new proposal to develop air service at Mammoth Yosemite
Airport to regain skier numbers from prior years. Also, the projects analyzed in 1986 and 1997
contemplated commercial are service.

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report March 2002
Appendix N~ Written Comments and Responses N-109
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

The typical seating capacities for Boeing 757-200 and Boeing 737-800 for American Airlines are 188
and 156 respectively with typical two class seating arrangement used by American Airlines. The
comment incorrectly provides these numbers. '

Responsé to Comment |-10

The commentor incorrectly states that (1) the Supplement used a non-standard definition of
enplanements and (2) the Airport would generate a six-fold increase in the number of passengers
using the Airport over what was reported in the Supplement. As stated in Response to Comment I-1,
the Supplement uses enplanements as a unit for passengers as prescribed by the FAA. The 1997
Subsequent EIR/EA also uses the same definition of enplanements, hence the two forecasts are
comparable. Any analysis in the Supplement that required the total number of people using the
Airport, both enplaning and deplaning, was done by doubling the number of enplanements (adding
the number of enplaning and deplaning passengers), which is consistent with the definition of the
term enplanement. It should also be noted that the term enplanement is the standard industry
terminology used in such analyses and evaluations.

Response to Comment I-11

The research done in preparing the Supplement demonstrated that there is a clear correlation between
the number of skier days experienced at nearby ski resorts and the enplanement levels at the airports
serving the region. When examining the correlation between skier days and enplanement levels at
Yampa Valley Regional, Vail/Eagle County, and Aspen-Pitkin County airports, the following
correlation factors were calculated:

A correlation factor of 100 percent indicates that the independent variable (e.g., skier days)
completely explains the variations in the dependent variable (e.g., enplanements). As demonstrated
by the correlation factors (0.63, 0.86, and 0.77) produced by the Yampa Valley Regional, Vail/Eagle
County and Aspen-Pitkin County airports respectively, a relatively high correlation exists between
skier days and airport enplanements. ‘

YAMPA VALLEY REGIONAL AIRPORT

Estimated Winter
Year Enplanements (100%) Skier Days

1994 69,299 1,037,320

1995 93,173 1,027,701

1996 97,975 1,035,110

1997 110,170 1,121,487

1998 110,621 1,068,091

Correlation Factor = 0.6272
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- VAIL/EAGLE COUNTY AIRPORT

Estimated Winter

Year Enplanements (100%) Skier Days
1994 52,039 4,667,635
1995 70,094 5,476,402
1996 99,057 5,896,743
1997 143,887 6,136,048
1998 152,766 - 5,935,018

Correlation Factor = 0.8581

ASPEN-PITKIN COUNTY AIRPORT

Estimated Winter

YearEnplanements (100%) - Skier Days
1994 143,430 1,542,094
1995 120,411 1,518,723
1996 ’ 126,403 1,433,187
1997 134,889 1,536,309
1998 149,106 1,661,775
Correlation Factor = 0.7687

As presented in the study, for the Base Case Scenario, an enplanement per skier day ratio of 0.085
was assumed. (See Appendix H of the Supplement.) This ratio was based on the following factors:

* The five-year average ratio of enplanements per skier days at Vail/Eagle County Airport of
0.018 is influenced greatly by the fact that the region is served by a very high number of ski
resorts. In addition, the Vail/Eagle County Airport’s close proximity to Denver International
Airport with direct highway access, creates competition for visitors to the region. As a result,
the ratio of enplanements per skier days at Vail/Eagle County Airport were considered too
low for enplanements at Mammoth Lakes to be modeled after.

* Due to the comparable size and number of ski resorts in Vail and Aspen, the five-year
average ratio of enplanements per skier days at Vail/Eagle County, Yampa Valley, and
Aspen-Pitkin County airports (0.097, 0.091 and 0.087, respectively) were considered to be
more inline with what might be experienced at Mammoth Lakes. In addition, similar to
Mammoth Lakes, these airports are generally not in close proximity to nearby competing
airports.  As such, the ratio of 0.085 enplanements per skier day was considered to be
reasonable, and was based on the levels experienced at Aspen-Pitkin County Airport as it was
found to be most similar to the Mammoth Yosemite Airport.

Historical skier day figures were not available for the ski resorts in the vicinity of Jackson Hole and
Glacier Park International airports, and as such could not be used to develop comparable
enplanement to skier day ratios.
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Please also see Response to Comment B-7.

Response to Comment 112

The comment incorrectly states that the proposed project would result in thousands of air carrier
flights from large cities such as Chicago and Dallas. As explained in Appendix H of the Supplement,
the initial service provided by American Airlines would be from the airlines two major hubs located
at Chicago and Dallas. But it is anticipated that in the future the air service would be provided from

other cities such as Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Las Vegas where the majority of the visitors to

the Mammoth Lakes area originate.

The Supplement concludes on the basis of evidence from other comparable airports at- other ski
resorts that approximately 70 percent of arriving passengers on commercial airline flights allowed by
the expansion project will use public transit or private shuttle buses. Private shuttles are already
available to serve the airport and the Town is working to upgrade the public transportation system.
_This conclusion, and the related traffic analysis contained in the Supplement, as well as that
contained in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA, demonstrate that the project will not have significant
secondary traffic impacts. ‘ .

As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Supplement, the estimate that 70 percent of commercial airline
travelers will use transit is based on the following data sources:

e For the purposes of the analysis, it was assumed that all general aviation users would
continue to use private vehicles. This is a conservative assumption in that some general
aviation users may elect to use transit.

» _Discussions with airport managers at comparable airports indicate that shuttle bus services
capture 60 to 90 percent of visitors destined for hotel/resort/ski area:

- Yampa Valley Regional Airport serving the Steamboat Springs ski area in Colorado
reports that 90 percent of visitors are shuttled by bus to the hotel/resort/ski area.

- Gunnison County Airport serving Crested Butte and Monarch ski areas in Colorado
reports that 60 to 65 percent of visitors are shuttled by bus to the hotel/resort/ski
areas. ‘

The traffic analysis in the Supplement is based on enplanements, which is based on demand (skier
days), and supply (number of flights and the capacity of Airport). The origin of the passengers is
irrelevant to the traffic analysis. The traffic study addresses an increased number of automobile
travelers from Southern California who would visit the area, by incorporating a one percent annual
increase in traffic on U.S. Highway 395 compounded for 20 years, even though the Town anticipates
that the Airport expansion project will result in a reduced rate of increase in car trips from Southern
California. This annual increase data was supplied by Caltrans.

For analysis purposes, visitors arriving at Mammoth Yosemite Airport have been spread amongst
buses, shuttle vans, rental cars, private vehicles, and private vehicle pick-up and drop-off modes.
The modal split applied is 60 percent to buses, 10 percent to shuttles, 12.75 percent to rental cars, 4.5
percent to private parking, and 12.75 percent to private pick-up and drop-off. This is based on
existing modal split at comparable airports.
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The transportation consultant has reviewed the trip generation characteristics and the allocation of
passengers to different modes (buses, vans, rental cars, etc.) for reasonableness and concurs with the
data. '

Please also see Response to Comment B-12.

Response to Comment I-13

The number of fuel trucks serving the Airport is provided on Page 1-10 of the Supplement. It is
expected that one or two fuel trucks per day would service the Airport for the 2022 forecast aircraft

Airport in the early 1980s, when there were greater number of operations, without any problems.
Therefore, it is anticipated that these fuel truck operations would have no impact on traffic on U.S.
Highway 39s5.

Response to Comment I-14

The traffic study utilizes Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip rates for the gasoline service
station, hotel, campground, and high turnover sit-down restaurant. The specific rates are from the
ITE Trip Generation 6% Edition, land use codes 845, 3 10, 416, and 332, respectively. All these rates
were “averages” from the ITE trip generation data. Use of the ITE average rates is commonly done
and it is especially conservative in this analysis because both the service station and restaurant rates

- are reflective of urban locations, not remote rural conditions, which will be lower. The trip rates for
the residential high density (seasonal) land use were based on approved rates from the Town of
Mammoth Lakes for application in traffic impact studies.

Please also see Response to Comment 1-12 for more yinformation regarding modal split of passengers
used in the Supplement’s traffic analysis.

Response to Comment I-15

For explanation of the application of pass-by trips, please see Responses to Comments L-21, L-22,
and L-24. Project pass-by trips are never eliminated or removed. Instead, they are simply diverted
from U.S. Highway 395 into the project and back out again onto U.S. Highway 395. The percentage
assigned to pass-by character for each land use is reflective of the remote location of these uses. For
example, the service station, due to its remote location, is likely to attract the vast majority of its trips
(90 percent) from the existing traffic stream on U.S. Highway 395. Very few trips (10 percent) are
projected to be single purpose, meaning they stop only at the service station and return in the
opposite direction.

The restaurant trips are not removed, but rather 75 percent are assumed to come from the hotel, gas
station, residential development, and campground, and the balance (25 percent) as pass-by trips from
traffic already on U.S. Highway 395, which will stop at the restaurant, eat, and then continue on in
the same direction on U.S. Highway 395. Because of its common type and remote location, it is not
anticipated that the restaurant would draw single purpose visitors, for example from Bishop or

Mammoth Lakes, who would drive there, eat, and return in the opposite direction.
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Response to Comment 1-16

If the proposed project were implemented, the Level of Service (LOS) at the intersection of U.S.
Highway 395 and Hot Creek Road could be as high as LOS F without the mitigation measures
explained on pages 1I-67 through [1I-70 of the Supplement. After the implementation of these
mitigation measures; LOS D would be obtained, which is acceptable under Caltrans specifications.
Avoidance. measures are not required at LOS D, because it is the upper level of acceptable
conditions. ’ '

Response to Comment I-17

The purpose of the traffic counts taken on November 16, 2000, was to determine ambient turning
movement traffic levels for Hot Creek Road only. Traffic volumes on Hot Creek Road would not be
affected by the winter ski season. The attractions served by this road are the fish hatchery, Hot Creek
Ranch fly fishing camp, Hot Creek (closed in the winter), and a geologic site. Traffic to these sites
would not be increased in the winter ski season. Turning movements are always taken manually (i.e.,
by hand) and cannot be accurately counted mechanically. The hand counts reflect very low volumes
of less than 20 vehicles per hour per direction.

The traffic volumes for U.S. Highway 395 were provided by Caltrans for purposes of analysis in this
traffic impact study (See Page 4 of Appendix L of the Supplement.) The peak-hour traffic volumes
were obtained from the Caltrans Annual Traffic Count data (1999) for U.S Highway 395 between
McGee Creek Road and the junction of Route 203. “The traffic volumes represent a peak month. On
roads with large seasonal fluctuations in traffic such as U.S. Highway 395, the peak hour is the hour
near the maximum for the year but excluding a few hours (30 to 50) that are exceedingly high and are
not typical of the frequency of the peak hours occurring during the season. This is standard Caltrans
practice. :

Response to Comment 1-18

Peak levels are an important part of the traffic analysis. Peak levels occur in the winter; therefore it
is an appropriate time to look at winter traffic volumes for a traffic analysis, as done in Section 3.4 of
the Supplement. In the past year, bus shuttle service has been started from various gateway towns
including Mammoth Lakes to Yosemite National Park. This bus service, in conjunction with other
initiatives to reduce vehicular traffic in the region, would result in an improvement in traffic
conditions. Summer traffic peak hour volumes are less than those in winter, therefore, winter peak

hour volumes are the most appropriate to analyze.

The p.m. peak hour typical winter weekend condition was identified for traffic impact analysis
purposes based on previous work conducted for the Town of Mammoth Lakes and Caltrans, which
determined that it was representative of the 30" highest hour during the year. (See Appendix K of
the Supplement.) This previous work involved an analysis of daily traffic volumes on Route 203
entering the Town of Mammoth Lakes. Caltrans has a continuous count station on Route 203 east of
Old Mammoth Road. An examination of each day’s traffic volume for a two-year period was
performed. This analysis resulted in the conclusion that a typical winter weekend p.m. peak hour
(i.e., Saturday) represented an appropriate design (i.e., 30 highest hour of the year) and
environmental condition. This concept of the 30" highest hour is used by Caltrans for impact
analysis and highway design purposes. The winter weekend peak hour also has the most pronounced
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directional split of traffic resulting from the closing of the mountain skiing activities at the end of the
g day. This again represents the most severe traffic condition compared to non-winter months.

The peak tourist months at the other destinations/resorts in the area like Yosemite National Park
would be in summer months, or off-peak from the Mammoth winter ski months. It should also be
noted that the east entrance of Yosemite National Park through Tioga Pass the entrance most
accessible from Mammoth Lakes, is closed during winter months.

Response to Comment 1-19

The traffic modeling for the Town Transportation and Circulation Element is based upon full
development of the community and includes arrival trips by private automobile. To the extent that
Airport patrons utilize transit to a greater degree than visitors arriving by private vehicle, there will
be a reduction in vehicle trips from that anticipated in the General Plan and Air Quality Management
Plan. Please also see Response to Comment 1-12 regarding the validity of the assumption that a
majority of Airport patrons will use public transit or shuttles. These bus shuttles would work in
conjunction with the existing bus service in the Town of Mammoth Lakes hence decreasing the
traffic impacts. The proposed project will improve existing and future traffic conditions by providing
an alternative mode of transportation to people who are presently forced to drive to Mammoth Lakes.

An analysis of short term and long range (Town build out) traffic conditions within the Town has
been completed by the Town in the recently certified Final Subsequent Program EIR. for North
Village 1999 Specific Plan Amendment. The Town of Mammoth Lakes level of service (LOS)
standard for roadway segments and intersections is LOS D, which correlates to a volume-to-capacity
(v/c) ratio of 0.90 or better. Additionally, the Town accepts worse than LOS D roadway segment
operation if all intersections along such a roadway segment are demonstrated to operate at an
acceptable LOS (LOS D or better) for a typical winter Saturday p.m. peak hour condition, or other
time frames as deemed necessary by the Town. Currently, all roadway segments studied in the
Specific Plan were operating at an acceptable LOS for typical winter Saturday conditions. The full
buildout of the proposed project would generate approximately 15,419 additional typical Saturday
daily trips in the Town. Implementation of recommended mitigation measures included in the
Specific Plan EIR would reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level.
Collectively, at buildout, the 1999 Specific Plan Amendment, as proposed, is forecast to generate
20,200 daily trips, of which approximately 1,876 trips are forecast to occur within the peak hour for a
peak winter Saturday condition assuming implementation of the proposed 1999 Specific Plan
Amendment. All roadway segments studied in the EIR are forecast to operate at an acceptable LOS
assuming buildout of the Town General Plan with the proposed 1999 Specific Plan Amendment. ,

Response to Comment 1-20

The package treatment plant is designed to handle the expected sewage (8,000 gallons/day) produced
at the Airport with the implementation of the proposed improvements at full buildout in 2022. (See
Supplement at Page II-80.) Sludge from the sewage treatment plant will be disposed of at the
Benton Crossing Land Fill. This facility already accepts sludge from the Mammoth Community

Water District.
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Response to Comment 1-21

Please see Responses to Comments C-1 and C-14.

Response to Comment [-22

Please see Response to Comment C-1.

Response to Comment |-23

Please see Response to Comment C-1. No storm water runoff infiltrates the ground at the edge of
paved surfaces. Maximum displacement of point of infiltration will be 100 feet. Fuel spills from
possible accident will be handled as set forth under Emergency Response Plan.

Response to Comment 1-24

This comment is beyond the scope of the Supplement because the introduction of commercial jet air
carrier service has already been analyzed in the previously certified 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA and
the 1986 EIR/EA. The changes in the proposed project since the certification of these environmental
documents ‘would not result in significant noise impacts. Nonetheless, the Town provides the
following response. ‘

The comment starts from an incorrect premise that "[a]n overall increase in noise would result from
the [project's] introduction of large commercial jet traffic at the [Alirport." As discussed in Response
to Comment B-9, a noise analysis was also done to compare single-event noise analysis for sage
grouse lek site 2. (See Supplement at Section 3.3.2.2.) This analysis showed that the B-757 aircraft
would produce less single event noise than aircraft in the existing fleet and flight patterns at the
Airport. Also, the adjacent highway contributes to a high level of ambient noise at the Airport. (See
Supplement at pages 111-84 - 111-94.) The Airport is not a pristine, quiet environment as the comment
implies. Instead, it is an existing, operating airport alongside a busy highway.

Furthermore, there are very few sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Airport. The comment's
claim that "local residents, businesses, and tourists would suffer increased noise from thousands of
Boeing 757-200s and 737-800s flying overhead" contains multiple inaccuracies. First, local
residents, businesses and tourists would "suffer" no increased noise from the project because the
Airport is sufficiently far from the Town and other local residences that the noise has been attenuated
to a level that is not significant. The noise contour maps in the Supplement graphically demonstrate
this point. (See Supplement at pages T1I-88 though I1I-91.) The flight path diagrams in the
Supplement also demonstrate that few planes would actually fly over the Town or other residential
areas. (Supplement at Exhibits [1I-6 and 11I-7.) Second, citing "thousands™ of aircraft overstates the
fact that the actual number of commercial aircraft operations (Jandings and takeoffs) at the Airport in
20 years will be less than 15 per day, and initially will be only four or six per day. (

The comment also refers to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and its list of five categories of noise that
may constitute a significant impact. The proposed project does pot satisfy any of these criteria.

e First, the proposed project would not expose persons 10 noise levels in excess of standards
established in the Town of Mammoth General Plan or noise ordinance or any other applicable
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standard. (See Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan, Noise Section.). The General Plan
recognizes that there is an existing, operating airport at this site. Also, as previously stated,
existing aircraft operating at the Airport that are louder than the Jets that the project would
accommodate. Further, at its peak, the proposed jet service would be about one-fifth of the
total annual operations at the Airport. Thus, the proposed jet service will add little, if any, to
the existing noise generated by the Airport.

* Second, the proposed project would not result in the exposure of persons to excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. Again, the project site is an existing,
operating airport used by aircraft that are louder than those proposed to be introduced. Also,
the persons closest to the primary areas of groundborme noise or vibration on take off and
landing of commercial air carrier aircraft would be persons driving by at high speed on U.S.
Highway 395. U.S. Highway 395 is more than 400 feet from the runway centerline, and
noise generated by planes taking off and landing would not be directed at the highway. Thus,
the proposed project will not subject persons to excessive groundborne noise or vibration.

* Third, the project will not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity. The primary generator of ambjent noise at the Airport is U.S Highway
395. The project site is not a pristine, quiet environment. Rather it is an existing, operating
airport alongside a busy highway, which generates constant traffic noise. Those existing
characteristics contribute far more to the ambient noise levels than the commercial air carrier
service. :

* Fourth, the project will not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. Again, the
project site is an existing, operating airport. The proposed project would add approximately
one-fifth to the total number of annual operations. Some planes already operating at the
Airport are louder than those that would be introduced under the proposed project. These
conditions exist without the project. Thus, this criterion is also not satisfied. ’

* Finally, the project is not "within the vicinity of a private airstrip." The Mammoth Yosemite
Airport is owned and operated by the Town of Mammoth Lakes. Thus, it is not a private
airstrip. Accordingly, this criterion is not applicable here.

The comment ignores the fact that the Supplement is limited to impacts from changes in the project
since the previously certified EIRs. The noise analysis in the Supplement is more than adequate
when the appropriate scope of the document is recognized. In any case, the criteria for a significant
noise impact in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines are not satisfied here.

The analysis in the Supplement follows standard noise analysis practices as well as CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G. Please also see Response to Comment B-9.

Response to Comment 1-25

Devils Postpile National Monument and Yosemite National Park are too far from the Airport to be
directly impacted by the project. Exhibits 11-6 and 111-7 in the Supplement show the arrival and
departure flight paths for air carrier operations from Runway 9-27 in relation to the Devils Postpile
National Monument. The topography completely blocks the Devils Postpile from aircraft activity to
the east. The closest that air carrier aircraft would come to the Devils Postpile National Monument
would be approximately 12 miles. As described in Section 3.7.2 of the Szip;;iemcn; there would be
procedures in place, for aircraft operating under specified air traffic procedures, to ensure separation
from the high terrain in the area around the Airport.  Such procedures are common at high altitude
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airport. In this case, these procedures would route aircraft to the east, away from Yosemite National
Park, the Town of Mammoth Lakes and Devil’s Postpile. Aircraft must stay on this easterly routing
to ensure terrain clearance until the aircraft is above 16,000° MSL. Commercial flights already fly at
high altitudes over these areas many times each day. Flights from the Mammoth Airport will be at
sufficient enroute altitudes, along with other existing air carrier overflights, by the time they reach
these areas, if they are routed by air traffic control towards these general areas, so as not to pose an
additional noticeable impact.

Responsé to Comment |-26

The text under Section 3.3.2.2, “Habitat Loss”, page 1II-37 in the Supplement, has been revised as
follows in response to this comment. '

Habitat Loss

The dry meadow east of the approach end of Runway 9-27 is suitable habitat for sage
grouse winter use and summer foraging. (See Appendix I, Figure 2 of the
Supplement.) It could not be determined during the Biological survey if sage grouse
were using this area as a lek site. [Biological Study for the Mammoth Lakes Airport
Expansion Project. September 2000.] A small portion of the dry meadow might be
removed or disturbed by construction activities for the proposed project. This small
area of the dry meadow would also be disturbed by construction of the proposed
security fencing.

Although the dry meadow site could potentially be used as a lek, data on lek locations
collected for more than 30 years by agency personnel (e.g., BLM, CDFG) and
university researchers (e.g., Dr. Robert Gibson, University of Nebraska) indicates that
the dry meadow has never been used as a lek. Therefore, the removal or disturbance.
of a small portion of the dry meadow habitat is not considered a significant impact.

For the proposed project, an eight-foot high security fence would be constructed
around the airfield. Although sage grouse could fly over the fence to use the enclosed
sagebrush scrub habitat, the fence could inhibit their use of this habitat. However,
data from sage grouse at the Jackson Hole Airport indicates that the chain link fence
is unlikely to inhibit grouse use of the habitat. During the summer, sage grouse at the
Jackson Hole Airport regularly fly over the chain link fence that surrounds the airport
to forage in the meadow habitat at the end of the runway. [Personal communication,
Matt Holloran, University of Wyoming, January 9, 2002.] '

Response to Comment 1-27

The text under Section 3.3.2.2, “Fencing”, page 111-37 in the Supplement has been revised as follows
to reflect this comment. :

Fencing

Wire fences may adversely affect sage grouse. Sage grouse mortality from colliding
into wire strand fences has been documented by BLM biologists. Sage grouse often
fly low when moving short distances, and most likely collide into fences in the dark
or at Jow light levels. Thirty-seven sage grouse mortalities were recorded along the
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cattle fence located north of Lek 2 between April 1997 and February 1999 [Personal
Communication with Terry Russi.] In the Bodie Hills, sage grouse abandoned a lek
after construction of a five-strand wire fence adjacent to the lek site in 1995. Sage
grouse returned to the lek in fewer numbers after the fence was relocated, but.
continued to use other areas as strutting grounds. [Personal Communication with
Terry Russi.]

The eight-foot high security fence that would be constructed for the proposed project
would create a barrier with greater visibility to sage grouse than the existing barbed
‘wire fence. The new fence would likely reduce potential mortality to sage grouse
from bird-fence collisions. Since 1998, no radio-collared sage grouse (there are 61
collared birds) have collided with the eight-foot high security fence that surrounds the

- Jackson Hole Airport, nor have any non-collared birds been found next to the fence
[Personal communication, Matt Holloran, University of Wyoming, January 9, 2002.]
It should be noted that four collared roosters have collided with overhead power lines,
two of these collisions occurred near the Town of Jackson. As noted above, sage
grouse regularly fly in and out of the fenced area that surrounds the Jackson Hole

Airport.
Response to Comment 1-28

CEQA does not require mitigation measures for impacts that are not found to be significant. (CEQA
Guideline 15126.4(a)(3).) The Supplement concluded that potential impacts to the sage grouse from
the changes in the project since the previously certified 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA would be less-
than-significant. Thus, legally, the mitigation measure suggested by the comment is not required.
Also, factually, since the Supplement concluded there would be no significant impact to the sage
grouse, there is no reason to adopt such a mitigation measure.

Response to Comment 1-29

Support for this conclusion that male sage grouse are not easily disturbed by aircraft noise while on
the lek is based on phone conversations with the following two individuals: (1) Joe Bohne, Wyoming
Department of Game and Fish, Jackson, Wyoming. (A 25-year employee of the Department and
member of the Western Association Fish and Wildlife Agency Interstate Sage Grouse Working
Group Conservation Team), and (2) Mr. Matt Holloran, (a PhD candidate, University of Wyoming,
who, with his colleagues has been studying sage grouse seasonal habitat use and survival in Jackson
Hole, Wyoming since 1998.)

Response to Comment 1-30

Any growth-inducing impacts are unlikely to lead to habitat loss for the bald eagle because the
overwhelming majority of land in the vicinity of the project and in the region is administered by two
federal agencies, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the United States Forest Service
(USFS), and one municipal agency, the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). In
order for any growth to occur, development would have to take place on lands now owned or
managed by one of these agencies. This would require major changes to the policies of the subject
agencies.
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Respénse to Comment 1-31

Based on FAA data collected over a ten-year period (FAA 2000), the likelihood of bald eagle-aircraft
strikes is remote. Bald eagles represented only 23 of 27,433 bird strikes (0.2 percent) recorded in ten
years in the whole country. Airports that are located where bald eagles are year-round residents,
such as the Jackson Hole Airport, have never recorded any strikes, even though the eagles forage in
the vicinity of the airport. [Personal communication, Doug Johnston, Director of Operations,
Jackson Hole Airport, January 11, 2001.] The possibility of a strike cannot be ruled out, but is
considered remote for the reasons listed on page I1I-55 of the Supplement. Therefore, the proposed
project may affect, but is unlikely to adversely affect, the bald eagle. (See also, Appendices I
“Biological Assessment of Mammoth Yosemite Airport Project” and Appendix J “Biological

Opinion” of the Supplement.)

Response to Comment |-32

Based on the assessment of water quality impacts set forth in Response to Comment C-1, project
activities would not impact the Owens tui chub. As outlined in the CEQA guidelines Section
15126.2 the discussion of growth inducing impacts relates primarily to a description of the way the
project may affect economic and population growth. Environmental impacts from other projects are
addressed under cumulative impacts. Please see Response to Comment A-2 regarding cumulative
impacts. Please also see Response to Comment C-2 regarding impacts on Owens tui chub.

Response to Comment [-33

Please see Response to Comment 1-32.

Reéponse to Comment |-34

The environmental impacts of the changes to the proposed project with regards to air quality and
aircraft noise have been analyzed in Section III of the Supplement. It was found that these changes
would have no significant environmental impacts. (See Supplement at Sections 3.2 and 3.7.)

Response to Comment I-35

The impacts on Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep have been adequately addressed in the Supplement on
page I1I-55 and I11-56. The Airport is located over 12 miles from the nearest bighorn sheep habitat
and the flight path is over three miles from the closest sheep habitat. No impacts to sheep from noise
are expected, nor will the project cause habitat destruction. The USFS manages the backcountry
(i.e., sheep habitat) to minimize habitat alteration and destruction and emphasizes a “leave no trace”
ethic. Since there are no impacts, no cumulative analysis is necessary.

Response to Comment [-36

The comment starts from an incorrect assumption that the project would result in "greatly increased
visitation." As demonstrated in the Supplement and throughout these responses, the project analyzed
in the Supplement, changes in the project since the previously certified EIR, will not in themselves
result in substantial additional visitation. Instead it will accommodate the restoration of lost visitor
numbers and other development currently underway or anticipated in the General Plan. (See
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Responses to Comments B-7 and B-12.) Because the project analyzed here will not result in the
assumed increase in visitation, there is no basis for analyzing the speculative impacts suggested by
the comment such as pressure on the USFS to increase backcountry quotas, unpermitted camping and
backpacking, or impacts to the habitat of the Sierra bighorn. Nonetheless, potential impacts to the
Sierra bighomn are analyzed at Section 3.3. 1.3 of the Supplement, which states that no Sierra bighorn
are known to reside within 12 miles of the project site.

The recently adopted Wildemness Management Plan for the Ansel Adams, John Muir, and Dinkey
Lakes Wilderness Areas established quotas for the affected wildernesses, This plan is predicated on
the Inyo National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP). The population projections
in the LRMP are consistent with the projections used by the Town of Mammoth Lakes in evaluating
the impacts of the project. CEQA does not require speculation regarding changes to regulations
unless those changes are reasonably foreseeable. Given the recent date of the adoption of the LRMP,
changes are not reasonable foreseeable.

Response to Comment 1-37

The effectiveness of the mitigation measure for deer migration will be assessed through a monitoring
program and will include a mechanism to modify the fence design and location based on the results
of the monitoring. The measure wil] be developed, approved, and implemented with federal, State,
and local agency coordination and consultation. Please also see Response to Comment E-7.

Response to Comment 1-38

As explained in Response to Comment 1-3 1, most bird strikes occur at low altitudes during takeoffs
- and landings (FAA 2000). The mitigation measure to minimize raptor perching opportunities in the
project vicinity will help to reduce the likelihood of birdstrikes. A lack of perch and nest sites
already-limits raptor use of the project area.

Disturbance to nesting raptors that causes the birds to abandon their nests and fail to reproduce could
reduce recruitment to the area’s population and would adversely affect a species population. The

significant effects to raptors appear to be at close distances (less than 500 feet above ground level)
with almost no effect at 2,000 feet or more. Therefore, the project would not be expected to

As noted in the Supplement at Section 3.3.2.2, “Disturbance to Nesting Raptors,” page 111-51, raptors
could forage in and near the project area. However, the Airport and its immediate surroundings do
not contain key foraging habitat for any raptor species, and given the elevation the air carrier aircraft
would be flying, the project is not likely to adversely affect foraging habitat for raptors. Text has
been added to Section 3.3.2.2 of the Supplement as follows to address this comment further.

Suitable nesting habitat for prairie falcons is protected cliff ledges. No suitable
habitat for this species is present in or immediately adjacent to the project area. The
nearest suitable habitat is located in Hot Creek, approximately two miles north of the
Alrport and in the Owen River Gorge, more than ten miles southeast of the Airport.
Red-tailed hawks and golden eagles use similar nesting habitat, although they will
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also nest on crags and in trees. Potential crag nesting habitat is located in the Owen
River Gorge and in Hot Creek. Potential tree nesting habitat is located east on Doe
Ridge, two miles west in the forest hills, and south of the project area along the Sierra
escarpment. The proposed air carrier flight paths do not pass over these habitats,
although the existing flight paths do pass over some of these locations. Therefore,
the proposed project is unlikely to adversely affect nesting prairie falcons, red-tailed
hawks, and golden eagles. These three species could potentially forage in and near
the project area. However, the Airport and its immediate surroundings do not contain
key foraging habitat for any raptor species, and given the elevation the air carrier
aircraft would be flying, the project is not likely to adversely affect foraging habitat
for raptors. . .

Resbonsé to Comment |-39

Refer to the Response to Comment I-28 regarding the need for mitigation measures. The project
proponent has proposed to work with Caltrans should the undercrossing be constructed. However as
referred to in the comment, there are no significant impacts to the mule deer therefore no mitigation
measurers are required. Refer to the Response to Comment A-2 regarding cumulative impacts.

Res‘ponse to Comment 1-40

The statement from Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford quoted in the comment is
preceded in the court's opinion by the following statement: "The significance of an activity depends
upon the setting." (Kings County, 221 Cal.App.3d at 718 citing CEQA Guideline 15064 (b).) The
court also states that "the EIR's analysis uses the magnitude of the current ozone problem in the air
basin in order to trivialize the project's impact.” In simple terms, the Hanford EIR reasons the air 1s
already bad, so even though emissions from the project will make it worse, the impact is -
insignificant.” (Id.) This is not the case here. Instead, as demonstrated below, the Supplement
recognizes the existing air quality in the area, and bases its conclusions on that as well as the specific
"setting" of the proposed project. This setting has these significant components.

The project is located approximately seven miles downwind from the closest population center, the
Town of Mammoth Lakes. As discussed in the air quality management plan for the Town of
Mammoth Lakes, particulate emissions in the Mammoth Lakes region are predominantly caused by
wood burning stoves and motor vehicle wraffic. The introduction of commercial air service to
Mammoth Lakes Yosemite Airport is expected to reduce particulate emissions in the region when
compared to the no project alternative by reducing visitor vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as more
people are accommodated in higher occupancy vehicles. (See Supplement at Table 11-10.)
Reduction/control of VMT in and around the Town of Mammoth Lakes is a stated goal in the State
Implementation Plan (SIP).

As discussed in the Supplement at page I11-25, the Great Basin Valleys Air Basin including Mono
County is an ozone transport region. According to Great Basin Unified Air Poliution Control District
(GBUAPCD) staff, all historic exceedence events in the Basin have been caused by pollutants
coming in from the western cities like Los Angeles through the San Joaquin Valley. [Personal
communication with Duane Ono at GBUAPCD.] As discussed in the report Second Triennial
Review of the Assessment of the Impacts of Transported Pollutants on Ozone Concentration in
California prepared by the California Air Resources Board, historical exceedence events/extreme

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report March 2002
Appendix N — Written Comments and Responses N-122

AR 001668



,W"%b

Mammoth Yosemite Airport

concentrations measured at the Mammoth Lakes air monitoring site occurred in July and August.
Project related operational emissions of NOx and VOC are expected to be highest during winter
months when visitor demand to the region is the highest. Project related emissions would not
contribute cumulatively to exceedence events in summer. The report also states, “based on the time
of day that the violations occurred, the characteristics of the violations, the predominantly westerly
wind patterns, and the comparatively small emissions in the Great Basin Valley Air Basin (GBVAB),

the staff considers these violations to be the result of overwhelming transport from the San Joaquin
Valley”. In light of these findings it is assumed that the proposed project will not contribute to new

overwhelmingly the result of transport from the San Joaquin Valley by westerly winds. It is
important to note that the Airport is located east of the Town of Mammoth Lakes and therefore
Airport related emissions would not contribute to pollutant concentrations in the Town during a
typical exceedence event. This conclusion is supported by discussions with the GBUAPCD staff,

[Personal communication with Duane Uno at GBUAPCD.]

Even with the lack of a significant air quality impact, because the proposed project is located in a
non-attainment area, approval of the proposed project is subject to an evaluation of the project's
conformity with the air quality management plan for the Great Basin Unified Air District. In
accordance with the General Conformity requirements, an air quality evaluation was performed for
the proposed project. In this evaluation, total direct and indirect emissions associated with the
project were compared to annual de minimis emissions levels as specified in 40 CFR 93.153. The
results of this analysis indicated that no de minimis thresholds would be exceeded as a result of the
project, nor would the project be considered regionally significant. Project-related emissions
represent a very small fraction of basin-wide emissions of NOx and VOC and would not constitute a
large percentage increase in emissions as stated in the comment. :

In summation, the proposed project will have a beneficial impact to air quality in the region by
reducing total vehicle miles traveled (in effect reducing the PM 10 emissions). Moreover, the project
is at the downwind edge of the non-attainment area. Thus, any additional air pollution generated by
the project will be dispersed away from populated areas and away from the non-attainment area.
These are the key facts of the "setting," which relate directly to the potential impacts of the project on
the environment, not just its contribution to the general air quality situation in the area.

For all these reasons, the Supplement's analysis of potential air quality impacts from the changes in
the project since the previously-certified EIR complies with CEQA's requirements, including those
set forth in the Kings County case. '

Respo}*tse to Comment 1-41

The proposed project would result in a reduction in the projected number of vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) in the region by providing an alternate mode of transport (air service) to and from the Town
of Mammoth Lakes. The reduction in VMT that would result from the implementation of the
proposed project would improve air quality in the Town and in the surrounding region. As discussed
in Response to Comment I-40, the air quality management plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes,
indicates that the particulate emissions in the Mammoth Lakes region are predominantly caused by
wood burning stoves and resuspended road dust. This is due to the fact that most homes and rental
units in the vicinity of Mammoth Lakes have wood stoves or fireplaces. Temperature inversions
during the winter season cause a buildup of wood smoke in the stagnant valley air. Particulate
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i

emissions from resuspended road dust and cinders add significantly to the particulate emissions A
problem in the area. The proposed project supports a reduction in future VMT’s and a corresponding :
reduction in the amount of resuspended road dust and cinders.

g

The effect of aircraft emissions on air quality in the Town of Mammoth Lakes would not be
significant due to; (1) the distance between the Town and the Airport and, (2) prevailing westerly
winds in the region, and (3) the mountainous geography in the Mammoth Lakes area. The Town is
west of the Airport and aircraft emissions would be dispersed by the prevailing westerly winds (i.e.
concentrations in the Town would be negligible). « '

Response to Comment 1-42

Please see Responses to Comments B-7 and B-12. Further, the Supplement’s conclusion that there
would be little or no growth in the vicinity of the Airport that is attributable to the project “because
various governmental bodies own most of the land” outside of the Town’s jurisdiction is supported
by the evidence as shown on Exhibit II-2 in the Supplement. It is reasonable for the Town to assume
that these agencies will not permit private development on that land in the foreseeable future. Also,
much of the public land in the area is subject to various federal land and resource management plans
that are required by federal law to protect open space and natural resources, and which the Town of
Mammoth cannot modify.- Thus, the Supplement’s reliance on existing planning and zoning
documents to support its conclusion is well justified, but there is no conflict with the Stanislaus
Audubon Society case cited by the commentor because there is other evidence in the record to
support the Town’s conclusion as well.

The Stanislaus court also viewed growth inducement as more of an economic, rather than political or
planning phenomena. Here, the Adrport project is serving the economic development of the
Mammoth Lakes area that is driven by private investment in resort, hotel and recreational properties.
The Airport itself is not an economic driver or an inducing agent of economic development. Instead,
the Airport improvements would only. provide an alternate arrival mode consistent with the long-term
plans of the Town of Mammoth Lakes as established in the Town’s adopted General Plan. That
relationship has not changed since the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA was certified.

Response to Comment 1-43

Please see Responses to Comments B-7 and B-12. Further, while the comment asserts that the
Supplement does not identify secondary impacts, the comment itself describes the Supplement’s
analysis of secondary impacts. Also, the recently certified Final Subsequent Program EIR for North
Village 1999 Specific Plan Amendment analyzed the impacts of the full buildout of the Town and
found that it did not have significant environmental impacts. This, combined with the lack of
availability of additional land for private development as explained in Response to Comment 1-30,
demonstrates that there would be no significant growth inducing impacts due to the changes in the
proposed project.

Response to Comment 1-44
The designation of land for development of RV parking was first set forth in the 1986 Mammoth

June Lake Airport Land Use Plan with an EIR certified by Mono County and re-evaluated in the
1997 Subsequent EIR/EA. The cumulative effects of this project and the development of the '
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adjoining projects were evaluated in those two documents. A final design for the park has not been
submitted, however, the RV park is a conditional use and fina] project design and approval is subject
to further discretionary and environmental review. ,

Response to Comment 145

Please see Responses to Comments A-2 and B-11.

Response to Comment 1-46

CEQA Guideline 15130(b)(1)(A) provides a lead agency with the option of providing a “list of past,
present, and probable future projects” for its cumulative impacts analysis. If that list is provided,
which it is in this case (Supplement at Page II-9, Exhibit I1-4), then no definition of the geographic
scope for cumulative impacts analysis is required, contrary to the comment. Nonetheless, the
Supplement also defines the relevant geographic scope of the cumulative impacts analysis by Exhibit
II-4, which contains a map of the area surrounding the project site and shows the location of projects
initially considered as part of the cumulative impacts analysis and shows those projects in relation to
the Airport project. Please also see Response to Comment B-11. .

Response to Comment 1-47

The Supplement’s selection of alternatives is reasonable and complies with CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines. (See Supplement at pages IV-1, et seq.) The commentor is correct in reciting Guideline
15162.6(a), which generally requires an EIR to consider a range of alternatives that would reduce
significant effects of the project. However, where there are no alternatives, except the no project
alternative, that meet the project’s objectives of providing commercial air service convenient to the
Mammoth Lakes area and reduce significant impacts, CEQA case law permits an exception to the
general rule. (See Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704.)
That is the situation here — the no project alternative is the only feasible alternative, besides the
proposed project, that reduces potential impacts versus the proposed project. The no project
alternative, however, does not meet the project’s objectives, therefore it is appropriately rejected on
that basis pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15126.6. As CEQA requires, the EIR analyzes other
alternatives as well, but ultimately those are rejected because they are environmentally inferior, they
fail to meet the project’s objectives, or both. (See CEQA Guideline 15126.6.)

In fact, the Supplement contains an extensive alternatives analysis, which started with eight
altemnatives to the entire project, even though as a Supplement its analysis is potentially limited to
changes in the project since the prior proposal. Four of the eight alternatives were eliminated
because they failed to meet the detailed performance criteria for an FAA certified commercial airport
set forth in Appendix E of the Supplement. Meeting these performance criteria is an obvious project
objective, since a project that fails to meet these criteria will not serve the purpose for which it is
proposed. The Supplement then analyzed the four remaining alternatives plus the no project
alternative and an off-site alternative (expanding the Bishop Airport) for each of the potential impact
areas in which the proposed changes in the project were analyzed.

From this analysis, the Supplement identified the environmentally superior alternative, which, in part
due to the reduction in the runway extension required for the project since the 1997 Subsequent
EIR/EA, is the proposed project. (See Section IV of the Supplement.) Thus, CEQA’s purposes have
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been fulfilled, albeit through selection of the original project, rather than selection of an alternative
after the EIR has been prepared. .

. Response to Comment |-48

Please see Response to Comment [-47. Further, according to CEQA Guideline 15126.6(a), an EIR
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision
making and public participation. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a
project. In particular, an EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are infeasible. The factors
that may be taken into account when determining the feasibility of alternatives includes whether the
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site or the site is
already owned by the proponent. Here, the project proponent, Town of Mammoth Lakes, does not
own and cannot reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the Bishop Airport. Instead,
Inyo County owns the Bishop Airport. Thus, the potential expansion of the Bishop Airport does not
offer a feasible alternative to the proposed project and as such it need not be evaluated further in the
Supplement.

 Response to Comment 1-49

Please see Response to Comment B-4. Further, the commentor notes that the Supplement consists of
more than 450 pages, including attachments. While this may be true, it only indicates that the Town
has prepared a thorough and complete document. The CEQA Guidelines do not set page limits for
supplemental or subsequent EIRs, nor do they distinguish one from the other by the number of pages.
Also, in the case of a supplemental or subsequent EIR, CEQA Guideline 15088.5(c) permits the lead
agency to recirculate only those chapters or portions of the EIR that have been modified.

Response to Comment I-50

Please see Response to Comment B-5. The commentor overstates the level of recommendation in
NEPA and CEQA that joint documents should be prepared where possible. Rather than “strongly”
recommending such coordination, CEQA Guidelines section 15222 states only that a lead agency
“should try” to prepare a combined document. '

Response to Comment I-51

The Supplement complies with CEQA in all respects and fully and objectively analyzes all potential
environmental impacts from the changes in the project since the proposal analyzed in the Subsequent
EIR certified by the Town in 1997.
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The Pasadena Casting Club is a

Tmembers live in Southern California.
_--location for our fishing activities is the Eastern .

We are greatly concerned about the

The @irport expansion SSEIR"desCribés“é”étozm‘water runoff

Pasadena Casting Club
P.O. Box 6
Pasadena, CcA 91102
November 14, 2001

Town of Mammoth Lakes
P.O. Box 1609 '
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Re: Mammoth Yosemite
Airport Expansion

Town of Mammoth Lakes: 

50+ year old organization

and composed of people "interested in
Most of our approximately 300

As a result, a pPrime

located in Pasadena, ca
fishing and conservation.

Sierra/Owens Valley north of Bishop, CA.

proposed Mammoth Yosemite

Airport expansion development described in the Draft _
Supplement to .Subsequent EIR (SSEIR), dated October 5, 2001.
Although the Draft SSEIR is impressive in length, it does
nG%madéﬁgﬁﬁf%dﬂin%ihﬁﬁSigﬁffieaﬂtwnegﬁt{ﬁﬁ”%ﬂVireﬂmEREQi
impacts of the proposed expansion, including the possible,
and in fact likely, harm to the fisheries in Hot Creek,
Convict Creek and the upper Owens River. 1In addition, the
pProposed airport expansion should be analyzed in connection
with other development in the Mammoth Lakes area so that all
of the cumulative negative impacts of such projects can be

assessed together.

J-1

collection system for certain portions of the airport.
However, there is no collection or treatment proposed for
storm water runcff from the greatly expanded runways. Not
only will oil and rubber residue be washed off such
but during winter months Type II and IV Anti-icer
: uids will most probably be used, be blown
and left on the runway to be washed
her Creek or Convict Creek and down
The treatment plans for Type

to reduce the toxic impacts of

0.

|

b by

et fot e
Q<

bt
i)

n
£
pa
r
H

g

bt by pot

1T
n

De-i

D
£
]

o
0]
WD oy

s

o
eve
tr

o}

Do 0

t
Om oy
!

o O

o
S
.
[

josd
[LNe

»
R

3

m }WA. rf bt
O @ e
w

¢
¢
{

}»m.‘

Q
o=
O

i

5
I
T

P

[N}

i

ki
Fiv

b
O
o

h

CT
[l e

@
o
< i

O
rt
b
]

AR 001673




_lasting Type II and Type-IV anti-icers. To ignore the

potential damage of such runway runoff, contaminated with 1 J_3%‘
0il and toxic chemicals, is a glaring deficiency in the '
project and the Draft SSEIR. ' : -

b
——

-

Although the Draft SSEIR attempts to address cOncerns about
the Owens Tui Chub and the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery, it does -
. not address the impacts on the very important trout '
" fisheries downstream of the hatchery in Hot Creek or in.
“Convict Creek and the Owens River. The water flow studies . J-4
included do not convincingly describe the storm water runoff| -
flows from the greatly expanded runway surfaces. Since all
water in the area eventually flows towards the Owens River,
to assert that such runway storm water runoff, especially in
heavy storms, will not migrate towards Hot Creek or Convict
LCreek is not believable. :

™ Hot Creek and the Owens River are world-famous destination
trout streams. The need for, and the wisdom of, the
proposed Mammoth Yosemite Airport expansion is highly
‘questionable. To allow such an over-developed expansion to ,
destroy the important fisheries in the area would be :l J-5
inexcusable. The Mammoth Yosemite Airport project should |
not be approved or funded until and unless it is proven that
no negative environmental impacts, including those on the
Hot Creek, Convict Creek and Owens River fisheries, will

. result from its construction or operation. In addition, . .
~ since there is much other development underway Or proposed 7
for the Mammoth Lakes area, all cumulative impacts of such :
development, including the airport expansion, should be J-6
analyzed and considered together prior to approval of the
Mammoth Yosemite Airport expansion. ‘ :

.

I

Thank you for your attention to our concerns. Please
contact Bruce G. Whitmore. (626-79%-8683) if there are any
guestions about this letter.

Yours truly,

Bruce G. Whitmore
1t Conservation Chairman
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cc:

PN

Elisha Novak : Forest Supervisor

Federal Aviation Administration Inyo National Forest

831 Mitten Road ' , : 873 N. Main Street
Burlingame,ACA 94818-1301 - Bishop, Ca 93514

William Manning - ~ cCalifornia Trout, Inc.
Mammoth Yosemite Airport 870 Market Street, #1185
Box 208 ) San Francisco, ca 84102

Mammoth Lakes, CA 9354¢
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J. Pasadena Casting Club’
Response to Comment J-1

Please see Response to Comment I-32.

Response to Comment J-2

Please see Response to Comment A-2,

Response to Comment J-3

Please see Responses to Comments C-1 and C-7. Further stormwater runoff pollution will be
prevented by the following methods: :

* All deicing will occur in special controlled deicing area.

* Very few aircraft will require deicing since they will not operate into the Airport during a
snowstorm or if one is forecast and will only be on the ground for one to three hours during
the daytime. High visibility minimums during IFR conditions dictate no operations during
snowstorm.

* When an aircraft is deiced, very little deicing fluid is left on any pavement outside the
deicing area and they will infiltrate the gravel soils at the edge of the pavement and will soon
lose toxicity.

* There will be no surface water discharge from the Airport.

* Deicing is a standard procedure at commercial airports throughout the country. Protocols for
protection of the environment are wel] established.

Response to Comment J-4

Please see Response to Comment C-1.

Response to Comment J-5

Please see the Supplement at pages H1-34, II1-35, and HI-54 for an analysis and conclusions
demonstrating that the changes in the proposed project will not result in significant impacts to area
fisheries or fish. Please also see Response to Comment C-2 on the same topic.

Response to Comment J-6

Please see Responses to Comments B-7,B-11, and B-12.

}'*“énai Supé?é?ﬂent to Sizgéégusznt Envis‘aﬂ&entaf ¥m§3;£‘{ Res;“}s);‘% ?IQQQQBE?
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lovember 20, 2001

C/O Bill Taylor

‘Senior Planner

[

P.O. Box 1609
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Dear Sir,

I'am wntmg this letter in support brmglng daily air service to the Mammoth :’ K-1
Yosemite Alrport | ) : -1

"This commumty has needed air service for a long time. Service i is vital to
providing continued development for the community of Mammoth Lakes. In
addition, is is imperative that daily air service be in place for our hospital to be
able to brmg medical specialists to our community to meet the needs of the
populace. Without air service, people in.our community must either drive to
Reno or Los Angeles to receive any specxalty medscai services.

, have been a board member of the Southern Mono Health Care District for over

“17 years and it is our hope on the board that with the advent of daily air service,

we can finally bring medical specialists to our community so the people of our
community will not have to leave our area to get the medical attentlon they SO -

vxtally need

f strongly request you do what ever necessary to bring daily air service to the
Mammcmh Yosemite Airport. o

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincereiy,

%ﬁ; ;{_j A AR 001677

Phil Hamilton
P.O. Box 133
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 o
“ 760-934-7102 | ’ LW e







Mammoth Yosemite Airport

K. Phil Hamilton, Mammoth Lakes, California
Response to Comment K-1

The commentor expresses support for the project and the adequacy of the EIR. The Town
acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record for the project.
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WILLIAM J. ROBENS
40 Estambre Road Santa fe, M 87508 ,
Ph: {505)466-6274 Fax: (505)466-6284  Email: biurnhens@earth!ink.net,

November 19,2001 . ‘ : - V.;, ="
oA | | NECEITED
o « i ;x
i ! Cy M H
William T, Taylor | | W 27 i
- Town of Mammoth Lakes i

- P.O.Box 1609 V ‘ (, S e *ruat'M

[Eati s AR R AN A L £

-Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546-1609 | B R A

Subj:  SSEIR for Mafmndth Lakes Airpd;t Expansion Project

Dear Sir:
Following are my comments on subject SSEIR.

I am limiting my comments only to my major objections. It is my expectation that other

reviewers will cover the details that I do not submit here. It is my belief that the entire document

needs to be rewritten as it falls far short of CEQA requirements.

General

To begin with, the SSEIR is a seriously flawed document. CEQA requires that a good faith effort .
- be made to address environmental issues and to determine environmental significance. The subject

~ document does not fulfill, even in the remotest sense, this obligation. It appears to have been

written primarily and specifically to support the project, which is clearly in violation of CEQA.

The document is misleading, and I believe, because of the unremitting pattern, purposely so. It
- repeatedly understates the environmental damage caused by the project and repeatedly overstates

the beneficial aspects of the project. It also repeatedly makes assumptions which lessen the
impacts of the project. An example follows.

™ Reliance on 1986 EIR. The SSEIR repeatedly references and relies upon the 1986 EIR. As

| of the Town in preparing a competent, unbiased, and relevant EIR.

calls for less land disturbance.” It goes on to mention the 800" decrease in proposed runway
length and the 50" increase in proposed width—seemingly this is the reason for less land

| disturbance. However, in spite of the decrease in length, a quick calculation of the new 8200°

anyone who has ever worked with CEQA and EIR's knows, and as common sense will reveal, 15
year old EIR's are far too old to be reliable. In this case not only is the time period for reliance L-1
extreme, but the project itself was much smaller, and a different agency, the County of Mono,

was the lead agency. The willingness to rely on the 1986 document indicates the lack of sincerity

Misleading statement on land disturbance. On page xi1, the SSEIR states that "This development
differs in certain respects from development plans analyzed in the past, principally because it

L-2
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- runway shows runway acreage going from 20.67 acres to 28.24 acres, a 7.60 increase in acreage,

| not a large amount, is still considerably less than the total increase in pavement of 11.4 acres.)

" EIR). The increase in aviation demand is substantial, but its impacts are generally ignored or

not a decrease. Furthermore, the taxiway increases in acreage by 3.80 acres. If, in fact, the grading
plan calls for less land disturbance, and if that is somehow significant, then the total increase in
concrete, the 7.60 plus 3.80 acres; should also be mentioned, because it assuredly is equally, if -
not more significant. This is just one of many examples of the dishonesty of the EIR. (Please .
note that the quoted statement does not say how much less land disturbance there is. Later in the
SSEIR, is it stated that the land disturbance decreases from 44 to 37 acres, this 7 acres, which is

Sl

Impact of increased aviation demand on the airport facilities (as well as in some other areas of the

understated throughout the SSEIR. For example, the forecast is for approximately double the -
number of aircraft operations, and for increasing the enplanements by 208,000 people, almost a
three-fold increase. It is highly unlikely that the airport facilities outlined in the 1997 EIR will -
accommodate these increases without themselves being increased. In previous work with airport
EIRs, I have seen a clear correlation between number of passengers and number of air operations,
with facility size, parking lot size, number of employees, etc. This has not been addressed and it

| needs to be addressed.

ot

Section I — Project Description

Table 1 indicates that taxiways will be widened from 50 feet to 75 feet, yet that fact is never-
mentioned in the several project descriptions in the text. This is misleading as it understates the
amount of concrete to be added to the 1997 forecast. ) N .

L change in fence height.

[ On page I-1 the _project is described in detail, except for the size of the updated version of the
“aviation demand forecast. The increase in the updated forecast is substantial and the consistent
omission of these details (increase in air operations from 13,000 to 23, 650 and increase in

L-3

enplanements from 125,000 to 333,000) is misleading in that one might conclude their omission L-5

means that the increase is not significant. In itself, this is not a big issue, but as part of an overall
pattern of understating significant issues and impacts, it is meaningful. This data should be
included in all the project descriptions, as was done for the change in the runway length and _J

o

the 8200' runway "the first stage runway length." It would seem to me that the SSEIR should be
| prepared for the 9000' runway, which is the ultimate projected runway length. ]

[“Page I-12 discusses the delivery of fuel to the airport. The number of deliveries increases from 2 .

times a month to once or twice daily. The impact of this increase is never discussed. Possible

i Page 1-8 mentions the reduction of the projected runway length from 9000' to 8200', yet it calls L-6

impacts include construction of larger (much larger?) fuel tanks on-site and increased chances for L-7

accidents and fuel spills, plus a potential for increased road maintenance. This item needs to be
addressed.
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Section IT — Brief Overview of the Project's Environmental Setting
[~ On page II-9 there is a list of other projects currently proposed in the region. Following the list is
a statement that the Town decided that there are only two projects from this list that need to be
“considered part of the cumulative impact. That is an extremely narrow decision, and madequate in
addressing environmental impacts. The airport expansion, and the dramatic increase in air -~ . '
operations and enplanements is part and parcel of the overall growth program for the Town. A L-8
vast majority of these passengers will end up in town. At a minimum, both the Intrawest ’
Development and the Sherwin Bowl Ski Area should be considered along with the Sierra Business
| Park for consideration in cumulative impacts. , 1

Section I — Environmental Impacts of Proposed Project

Pages III-2 and III-3. Regardless of the Town's previous determination on potential areas of
impact, there are several areas not addressed, that should be addressed. These areas should be
added to the list on III-2 and, where appropnate removed from the list on III-3.

requires the need to address this issue
+ Hazards and Hazardous Materials — my comments on the increase in fuel trucks apphes

- Population and Housing — the near tripling of enplanements from 125,000 to 333 ,000 L-10

requires the need to address this issue
[ = Recreation — the near tnphng of enplanements from 125,000 to 333,000 requires the need to

address this issue V ; L-9 .

[ +  Growth Inducing potennal the near tnphng of enplanemen‘cs from 125,000 to 333,000 ] L-9

‘The miracle fence. Pages II-6, 111-9, and 111-37 apply. A 4'-8" barbed wire fence is to be replaced
with an 8' high chain link fence. Since they are not otherwise described, I assume the barbed wire
fence has 3 or 4 horizontal strands of barbed wire, approximately equidistant apart. This would
be typical. I also assume the chain link fence has a pattern of horizontal and vertical wires,
perhaps 2" to 4" apart; again this would be typical. They will look something like this:

ﬁ}xtg (&' \L’ Ni’e'w’*’

1=
The project’s 8 h:gh fence is described as similar in namre to the existing fence, through which,
according to the SSEIR views are "unobstructed.” As can be seen by the above drawings, while
they may be similar in nature, they are very different in construcnon The project fence is nearly
twice the height of the existing fence, and has several times more wire over any extended unit
length. It is, in fact a very different fence. The conclusion of "less than significant impact” on }
aesthetics and views on page I11I-8 may still be appropriate, but depending on the actual design of
the chain link fence, may well also be questionable. More detail here, and an accurate drawing of L-11
each fence is needed. In the meantime, the bias of the author should be noted and the text revised

to eliminate the bias.
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~ On page 111-9, a miracle happens. This new fence, which offers "unobstructed” views when
aesthetics and views were the issue, now "...will partially block the vision to the existing and
relocated runway lights for all small angle views from the normal straight ahead vision of the
driver..." While literally true, the impact of these "blocked" views is almost nil. The over-
whelming view of the runway lights for the driver will be unblocked for the entire duration of the
drive approaching and adjacent to the runway. To cite this minuscule area of "blocking" is
absolutely absurd, and again shows the lengths to which the authors go to minimize all impacts.

.

~ Potential effects to the sage grouse due to the fence. On page III-37, it states that sage grouse

fences, and especially "...in the dark and at low light levels.” Thirty-seven mortalities were
recorded along a nearby cattle fence over a recent period of about 20 months. In regard to the sage
grouse, this 8' fence, which previously offered unobstructed views "...would create a barrier with
greater visibility to sage grouse than the existing barbed wire fence." Therefore, according to the
SSEIR, "The new fence would likely reduce potential mortality to sage grouse from bird-fence
collisions." It is likely that this conclusion is wrong. It is wrong for several reasons.

- If the fence offers unobstructed views, as maintained in the section where unobstructed views
fits the author's needs to minimize impacts, it offers unobstructed views to sage grouse as

well. You simply cannot have it both ways.
. Sage grouse collisions most likely occur at low light levels and/or in the dark. The chances of

seeing a see-through chain link fence diminish dramatically in these conditions.

larger barrier, and one which it is more difficult to fly over to make last second adjustments
(which is more than likely when the sage grouse will see the fence, if in fact, it sees it at all.)

+ The chain link fence will be impossible to fly through, due to the closeness of its honzomal
and vertical wires. The grouse will have a much better chance, however, of passmg through
the barbed wire fence.

“For all the above reasons, it appears that the mor’talatv to sage grouses wﬂl increase thh the
construction of the 8' high chain link fence. Given the high mortality rate already chronicled, this
-should be an item of Significant Impact.

1997 EIR and in this report. However, page I11-18 shows 6000 annual operations. What is the
| truth? Since I11-18 seems more reasonable, I will assume it for my next discussion.

e>:pectad due to bird strikes. However, the reasons given do not lead to that conclusion. First

| reason, "the small increase in flight operations” is false. The annual increase is 4-fold over
present, and twice that projected formerly. The error apparently comes from the third para. on
I11-48 which states that there are 14 daily air operations in 2022. Incorrect. The number of daily
air operations should be correctly stated as an average of 65 for 2022 (23,650 annual ops. divided
by 365 days). The increase in air operations is significant, and the EIR shc}u;d so reflect.

Second is the "overall low vira densities at the proposed project site and project vicinity." Again

may be adversely affected by wire fences. The grouse have shown a proclivity for colliding with :

-~ ~The chain link fence is 3'-4" mgher than the existing fence, presenting therefore a consxderabiyﬂ

™ Aircraft operations. Table 1 indicates that there are 34,000 existing aircraft operations in both the

™ Bird strikes. The conclusion on ITI-50 is that no significant effects to local or migratory birds are ]

- false. No evidence is offered to support this assertion. It is apparently derived from a statement |

i

L-11

L-12

L-13

L-14
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[ on I11-48 that reads: "...the site is generally not considered to have high bird density for an airport |
in California.” Where does this come from? "...generally not considered..." by whom? The

authors? This statement is entirely reprehensible in an EIR. Furthermore, I believe it to be wrong.
With Laurel Pond, Crowley Lake, and the nearby alkali ponds, it is a great place for birds and for
bird watching, as I have done many times. Furthermore, nearby Mono Lake is the temporary - L-1 4
|_home to more than a million migratory birds. Many gulls are frequently seen nearby.

The two reasons cited above provide much of the evidence for no significant impact. As seer, the
reasons are not supportable and are therefore false. The conclusion of no significant impacts must
be reconsidered. o =

Nesting Raptors. See the section beginning on page III-50. It reads like raptors never fly
anywhere. Example. "Potential tree nesting habitat is located east on Doe Ridge, two miles
west...Proposed carrier flight paths do not pass over these habitats... Therefore, the proposed
project is unlikely to adversely affect......" Various raptors are then listed. The conclusion seems L-15
insupportable to me. This is a wonderful place to see circling hawks and eagles. The flight |
patterns of the nearby raptors should be indicated and the proximity of their flights to the flight . )

|_ paths should be examined. Findings of impacts should occur after this examination.

[ Page III-60, Cumulative Impacts. Re cumulative impacts, the idea is that multiple projects may -
| individually have no significant impacts, but taken together, they may contribute to significant
‘impacts. However, the SSEIR takes an opposite position, contrary to the intent of CEQA. In the
| 4th paragraph in section 3.3.4.2 is the sentence: "However, the EIR for the Sierra Business Park | L 1 :
concluded that the project would not impact existing deer habitat and therefore, would not ' -16
contribute to cumulative impacts."” The question in regard to cumulative impacts that must be
answered, but is not, is: How does the combined development of the Sierra Business Park and the

Airport Expansion Project impact the deer? This question is not answered in the SSEIR. ]

Traffic and Transportation. This entire section minimizes traffic generation and impacts. The
study says traffic generated by the project has no significant impacts. I strongly disagree.

"« Level of Service. Contrary to the opinion rendered in the first paragraph on ITI-64, I believe
mitigation must be considered at LOS C. It is especially true for this intersection, which has L-17 ‘
high speed traffic and can be slippery and difficult in the winter. Traffic problems start
occurring at LOS C and get much bigger at LOS D. ~ ' ;‘

*  Page ITI-66, Table II1-13. This table and all similar tables are absolutely useless, because the
assumptions made by the traffic engineers (LSA Associates, Inc.) provide results that ‘
drastically understate the true traffic conditions in the future. They need to be redone with L“1 8

L. better projections.

The next references are from Appendix L, Traffic Impact Analysis.

Table B, Trip Generation Table, Appendix L, page 7. Most of my problems are on the data in
this table. Let's look first at trip generation (the middle box).
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[ The Airport. Trip generation due to air flights were provided by the airport staff, according to
page 8. From a procedural standpoint this information should be supported, no such support -
is given. How was it derived? It certainly should have been checked by LSA, and apparently
was not. There is no reason to accept it. The table says 898 daily trips should be expected
due to flight operations, and 158 at peak hour. My analysis does not confirm this number.
Using average data from the ITE Handbook, I derive 2475 ADT due to commercial flights,
and 390 trips due to general aviation flights, for a total of 2865 trips. This is 1967 more trips
than in the SSEIR. LSA projects 158 peak hour trips, I project 303, or nearly twice as many,

e

“sigpims

L-19

LSA made the assumption most advantageous 1o a low traffic projection. V N

——

" Occupancy Reduction. The residential component of the mixed-use development, the hotel, and
the campsites, were all reduced by 20%, since the typical winter occupancy rate is 80% (see
note 4). That is not an unreasonable assumption, but it is not a good one, either. A better
assumption would be to use the typical weekend winter occupancy rate. The study should
have used the higher of the two rates, because what you should be lookmg for is a condition
that has a good chance of reasonably frequent repetition, even if it is not “typxcal LSA made
the assumption most advantageous to a low traffic projection. :

" Sierra Business Park. LSA used the data from the Sierra Business Park traffic study done by TSE ]
Inc. My separate calculations agree very closely except for the 15% reduction applied due to
"pass-by trips" and trips that no longer need to go into town. Table A in Appendix D refers..
I don't agree with this reduction. There are basically 2 kinds of trips for developments,

-internal trips and external trips. Internal trips.do not add to the vehicle trips generated by a

. development, external trips do add to the trips. The pass-by trips are external trips. They use
Highway 395 then turn into and out of the Business Park. They use the intersection.
Therefore, they count. Forty peak hour trips were subtracted from the total, and 262 daiiy
 traffic trips. These figures should be added back into the total. The final peak hour volume

| advantageous to a low traffic projection.

Table B, Trips Reductions. Appendix L, page 7. This is the lower of the three boxes in this table.

[ Service Station w/Convenience Market. I have no quarrel with the total trip generation as shown
in the second box, 3907 ADT. The trip reduction table, however indicates that this number
should be reduced by 90%, or 3516 trips. This is an incredible assertion. The culprit is "pass-
by trips” (see note 5). The explanation is give in the first paragraph on p. 10: "..a pass-by
Vtrip is a through trip that is diverted into the project via a southbound left or northbound

- right turn and then reassigned to US-395 via another right or left turn back onto US-395."
LSA subtracts these trips into and out of the project from the ADT and peak hour figures,

_This is a serious mistake. The goal of the study is to determine levels of service, and for that
ADT and peak hour trips on the road system is required. If vehicles use a road to get to the
market, which the pass-by trips do, they add to the trips on that road. They are not "trip-
ends” but they are trips generated by the development that use the road system to get to and
from the development. They simply must be counted. They turn at the intersections, they
use the Fish Hatchery Road, they use the Airport Road. These 3500+ trips must be added

should be 269, and the final ADT should be 1749. LS4 made the assumption most ~ 4

L-ZO

L-22
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back in. There may be some internal trips here that could be subtracted, maybe 5%, but no.
more. LS4 once again made the assumption most advantageous to a low traffic projection.

——

C

[ Residential and Hotel Developments. LSA reduced the trip counts here due to shuttle service to
be provided between the development and Mammoth and the ski area. They subtracted 60%
of all trips for the residential units and 75% for the hotel rooms (notes 6 and 7). I believe
these numbers are at the extreme high end of potential reductions. Mammoth Lakes, even .| L-23
with an above average shuttle system, is not a good shuttle town. Businesses are spread out,
the airport is 15 minutes from town and the ski area an hour or more away. I don't know
what the reduction should be, but 25 to 50% might be reasonable. In any case, LS4 again

made the assumption most advantageous 1o a low traffic projection.

S

—

estaurant. Two problems. First, the engineers subtracted 100%, or all trips to the restaurant.

" Again, this is absurd. They assumed 75% internal trips, and 25% external pass-by trips. The ,
75% internal trips is questionable and is probably high. The pass-by trips, here, as for the
market, must be counted. Second, page II-11 indicates that the restaurant is to have 300 seats, L"2 4
not 100 seats as used for calculations by the traffic consultant. This will triple the trip
generation. At a minimum, 362 pass-by trips must be added in. Once again LSA made the |
assumption most advantageous to a low traffic projection. o

-

Inp Addition. This is my addition, as LSA did not include additions in his report. The trip
addition is for seasonal variation, in this case, for winter trips. The daily trips used in this study
- ~4=due to-airline-activity.is the daily average based on a year's-projected total. We know, however,

- —{-that trips fluctuate by season. Mammoth Lakes has very low activity during the shoulder '
seasons, and much higher activity during the summer and winter. Airline flights will reflect this | .25
change in activity. The daily trips used for this study should be increased by, maybe, 50% for S

‘winter activity. Using my airport calculations, that would add 1238 ADT and 152 peak hour
trips. By ignoring the weekend and winter increases over the averages, LSA again made the

... Lassumption most advantageous 10 a-low traffic projection.- - .. . -

e

[ Fish Hatcherv Road, and airport road extension to the Benton Crossing Road. The traffic
engineer shows no calculations for traffic on the roads leading into and within the Mixed Use
Development. This data needs to be shown, along with pertinent intersection and turning data. It'| L.-26
may well be that mitigation is required. For example, reconstruction to accommodate the traffic, | =~ = -
|_widening at intersections, etc.

i
[ (Note: T have completed my own trip generation study. A summary. of that study is appended to
this letter. I have sent it to people in Mammoth Lakes who have forwarded it to Caltrans for
comment. My study shows over 3 times more ADT than the SSEIR study, and more than twice
the peak hour traffic. I did not calculate levels of service. But it must be recalculated using data
much more realistic than that used by LSA.) | L- 27

The findings on page I1I-67 that "The proposed project would not cause a substantial increase in
existing traffic..." is wrong. The finding that this traffic would not cause "...the level of service to
deteriorate beyond standards established by Caltrans” is more than likely, incorrect. As is the
finding of no adverse significant impact on transportation/traffic. -
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Instead these are likely findings:

+ Traffic increases are substantial.

- LOS may be significantly altered.

« Substantive street modifications may need to be made to make the pr(})cct workable

+ A traffic signal may be indicated at the intersection of 395 with the Fish Hatchexy Road.
N Mimganon may be required on the roads leading to the project.

« The extension to the Benton Crossing Road is probably indicated.

This is the end of the Traffic Study analysis.

Water and sewer demand. On page 1II-79, last full paragraph, it appears that water and sewer .
demands are derived from the 1997 report. Since the number of passengers and flight operations L-2 8 .
are much higher, the estimated demands for both water and sewage are low. New calculations are :
necessary, based on the new flight and enplanement figures. . , 4

Wastewater facility What demand will the package wastewater facility handle? There is woeful |
little discussion anywhere in the EIR regarding the proposed package treatment plant. A whole
lot more information is needed. What is its size? How is the effluent handled? Where will it be L-29
located? Page II1-97. It would appear that the package waste treatment plant is designed for an :
average day. We know that there will be significant seasonal variations. Are they accommodated
n the desxgn'? Or will spﬂlage result, which could have sxgmﬁcam impacts. :

—

Aquer rehablhw is derived from a 1986 study Too much time has passed to rely for water
availability on a 15 year old study. This absolutely must be re-done. Page III-79. On page 111-82,
from where will the Sierra Business Park get its water? If from the same source as the airport, L-30
calculations for both should be done and compared against availability. Multiple non-significant '
impacts do not always add up to cumulative non-significant impacts. That is why this section
exists. -

o~

Public Service and Utilities, page TI1-95. The increase in air operations is significant and should
also be included as a consideration, as it effects: police and fire protection, roadway maintenance, | L-31

waste generation and disposal, and utility and water use. i

[

Section IV — iject Alternatives

Two things. First the alternative of an airport at Bishop is discounted. It is the most obvious

alternative. It is not within the purview of the Town to remove the discussion of the most L-32
obvious alternative from this EIR. Common sense, and probably CEQA as well, require that '
obvious alternatives, where they exist, be explored.

Second, z full range of alternative must be explored. No alternative which met the project

objectives was considered which had environmental impacts less than the proposed project. L“33
CEQA requires a full range of alternatives, including one of more alternatives which have less _
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environmental impact than the proposed project. Otherwise, the proposed project becomes
automatically the project with least impacts and the obvious choice for approval.

Section V— Long Term Implications of Proposed Project

~ Growth Inducing Impacts, beginning V-2. The conclusion in the SSEIR is that the Airport will 7]
-accommodate planned growth and will provide beneficial environmental effects by
accommodating forecast growth in accordance with the Town's plans. In other words, the airport
expansion accommodates, but does not induce growth, and that accommodation is consistent
with existing plans, therefore it is beneficial : '

Two big problems.

The purpose of the airport expansion is to encourage growth. It is part and parcel of a Town

policy to induce growth. Due to this expansion, 208,000 more passengers are projected, and it is
highly likely that a majority of them will be new visitors (from Texas, Chicago, etc. as early as L-—34
2003). ' ‘ ' S

Furthermore, CEQA clearly requires that environmental impacts be considered against present
conditions. Throughout Section 5.3 the impacts are compared to a future envisioned condition
(see the first paragraph under this heading). This is absolutely inappropriate. 3

{The proposed airpoﬁ expansion:is-growth inducing and the SSEIR. mr.;gt.be_chc;mgﬁd 1050 reflect, ]

5 R [ Page V-5, Transportation Facilities. "Because the project will not induce growth in the region 5
| beyond that already expected...” is the first sentence. As seen in the above section, this is not L-3
true. ‘ o .

In fact, the entire_sentence is incorrect. My traffic study indicates a dramatic increase in traffic
between the Town and the airport. Even without my study, there is good reason to believe that
traffic, due to growth, will increase, between Southern California and Mammoth Lakes, further
burdening the highway System—a system, I might add that in some places, such as between
Kramer's Junction and Adelanto—is inadequate for present traffic volumes. I believe it is fair to
say that it is the Town's growth policy to induce new trips from Southern California to
Mammoth Lakes, and it is fair to say that only a small portion of that added inducement will be
by air craft. Which means they will travel by road. If the author’s of the SSEIR have evidence it
should be presented. .

11/19/01 i/ 15 e
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TABLE 2
Raobens LSA
: ADT Pk Hr ADT Pk Hr .

-~ Alrport .. _ _ 4298 455 . _898 158
Mixed Use Dev't ) V
Serv Sta w/Mkt 3516 289 391 32
High Dens Resid 978 92 481 45
Hotel 32 28 110 -9
RV Park 400 40 320 31
Restaurant 362 30 0 0
Sierra Business Park 1487 22 1004 187
Totals 11,366 1163 - 3688 504

40 Estambre Road

WILLIAM J. ROBENS
Santa Fe, NM 87508

Ph: (505)466-6274  Fax: (505)466-6284 = Email: hillrobens@earthlink.net;

TABLE 1-— Revised Traffic Projections

ADT PEAK HOUR
) Gen'd  Decr  Incr Tot Gen'd Decr  Incr Tot
Airport ‘ ’ o

- Commercial 2475 1238 3713 273 137 410

Gen'l Aviation 390 193 585 30 15 45
Total - 4298 455
Mixed-Use Development , ,

" Ser Sta w/Mkt 3907 391 3516 321 32 289
High Dens Resid 1504 . 526 978 141 49 92
Hotel 651 326 325 56 28 28
RV Park © 400 400 40 40
Restaurant 1449 1087 362 126 96 30

Total ‘ 5581 : 479
Sierra Business Park 1487 229

Increases:  airport trips from ITE Handbookadded with 50% increase due to account for winter variation
Decreases:  10% reduction to service sta w/market due to internal trips
) 35% reduction for high density residential for shuttle trips

———-—50% reduction for hotel trips forshutte trips

75% reduction to restaurant due to internal trips

No occupancy reduction taken, assume 100% occupancy for weekend conditions

- Grand Totals

Table 2 below compares my traffic projections with those of LSA.

11366

1163
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

L. William J. Robens, Santa Fe, New Mexico
Response to Comment L-1

The 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA and the current document analyze changes in the project since the
1978 and 1986 EIRs were prepared, including differences in the size and/or scope of the project.

Reliance on the earlier EIRs is, therefore, appropriate because the background and earlier analysis of

the unmodified portions of the project is still valid. As described in the Supplement, the surrounding
circumstances have not changed sufficiently to warrant preparation of an entire new EIR. The
Supplement refers to the 1986 EIR/EA but doesn’t rely on it for analyses for environmental
categories where circumstances have changed. The 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA and/or the Supplement
provide new or updated analyses as necessary. The change in lead agency from Mono County to the-
Town of Mammoth Lakes also does not require preparation of an entire new EIR because it is not
relevant to physical changes in the environment, and the record of the prior analysis has been
transmitted to the Town for the Town’s use in preparing the current document and has been made
part of the record of this proceeding. Please also refer to pages iv through ix of the Supplement,
which explain the relationship of the previously certified EIRs and the current Supplement, including
identification of specific issues which are under review in the Supplement.

Response to Comment L-2

Please see Response to Comment I-5.

Response to Comment L-3

The Airport terminal facilities will be designed to handle the forecast passengers and aircraft
operations. These facilities have already been certified in the 1978 EIR/EA, and 1997 Subsequent
EIR/EA. None of the changes to the proposed project affects these facilities. As explained in
Response to Comment 1-9, the forecast in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA was for a different end year
2015, but it does not mean that the facilities certified under that project would not be sufficient for
the forecasted passengers in the Supplement with the end year as 2022 because the increase number
or aircraft operations and enplanements would occur at intervals set by airlines scheduling practices.
The difference in daily enplanements for the project years is not sufficient to need a new facilities
design.

Response to Comment L4

The widening of the taxiway from 50 feet to 75 feet has been described as part of project throughout
the Supplement (See Supplement at Page i) and has been included in the potential environmental
impacts analyzed including land disturbance, water quality, and air quality (construction emissions).

Response to Camment L-5

The updated enplanement forecast numbers were included in the analysis of the environmental
effects. (Table 2, Page ix of the Supplement.)

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report March 2002
Appendix N — Wrilten Comments and Responses N-143
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

Response to Comment L-6

T,
S
f

The 9,000-foot runway was analyzed as an alternative to the proposed project in Section IV of the
Supplement. Please also see Response to Comment I-8.

Response to Comment L-7

Please see Response to Comment I-13.

Response to Comment L-8

Please see Responses to Comments B-7, B-11, and B-12.

Response to Comment L-9

Please see Response to Comment B-12.

Response to Comment L-10

Please see Response to Comment I-13.

Response to Comment L-11

The thresholds of significance are different for impacts to aesthetics and impacts to wildlife. The
coloration, height and location of the fence are such that it will not have a substantial adverse effect
on a scenic vista or otherwise substantially impact public views. (See Supplement at Section 3.1.)
The concern expressed by the commentor about sage grouse collisions with the fence is unfounded.
A barbed wire fence (existing fence at the Airport) is hazardous to the grouse in part because of the
difficulty of seeing the strands. A chain link fence (part of the proposed improvements) is more
visible than the existing fence and, hence, less of a hazard to the grouse. There is no conflict
between the increased visibility of the fence when compared with the existing barbed wire and a
determination of no significant adverse visual impact.

Response to Comment 1L.-12

Please see Responses to Comments 1-26 and 1-27.

Response to Comment L-13

The correct number of existing annual aircraft operations is 6,000. Table I is corrected in the Final
Supplement.

Response to Comment L-14

The potential for bird strikes is variable. It is based on an airport’s proximity to habitats such as
wetlands and wildlife refuges and to land uses, such as waste-disposal facilities that can attract
wildlife (FAA 2000). The comparison to other California airports is useful for analyzing bird strike

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report March 2002
Appendix N - Writters Comments and Responses N-144
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

data. For example, Beale Air Force Base is located in a heavily used portion of the Pacific Flyway,
and the City of South Lake Tahoe’s airport is sited in a complex, meadow riparian system. As the
Supplement states in the first paragraph on page III-48, the proposed project is located in sagebrush
scrub habitat. Compared to riparian, wetland, and woodland habitats, sagebrush scrub habitat does
not support a high density or diversity of bird species. Please also see Response to Comment I-38.

The majority of bird strikes (70 percent) between birds and aircraft occurred below 1,000 feet above
ground level, while the aircraft was on the ground or during takeoff and landing. (FAA 2000.)
Features that attract and concentrate birds, such as Mono Lake, Crowley Lake, and the alkali ponds,
are not below 1,000 feet of either departing or arriving aircraft. These water bodies are also situated
at a considerable distance from the Airport (Mono Lake is greater than 21 miles; Crowley Lake is
greater than four miles; alkali ponds are greater than three miles). Furthermore, the birds that use
these habitats (e.g., waterfowl) would not be expected to occur in the vicinity of the Airport because
suitable habitat is not present. The reasons cited in the last paragraph of Section 3.3.2.2 of the
Supplement, “Bird Strikes”, page 1II-50, and the reasons cited above, all demonstrate that the
proposed project will not result in a significant effect to local and migratory bird populations. Please
also see Responses to Comments I-29, I-31, and 1-38 regarding potential impacts to avian species.

Response to Comment L-15

Please see Response to Comment I-38.

Response to Comment L-16

Please see Responses to Comments A-2 and B-11.

Response to Comment L-17

The traffic impact analysis follows the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies
dated October 4, 2000. The preparers of that analysis consulted with Caltrans on August 28, 2001,
during preparation of the analysis to review the specific assumptions, methodology, and variations to
trip generation parameters used in the analysis. Caltrans concurred with the methodologies proposed
at that time.

The Town of Mammoth Lakes and Caltrans have identified Level of Service (LOS) D as the upper
level of acceptable conditions for the intersections on U.S. Highway 395, on Route 203, and within
the Town of Mammoth Lakes, even in winter seasons. LOS D is a common and conservative
threshold for intersection design and mitigation requirements. Therefore, no mitigation measures are
required for intersections at LOS C, contrary to the commentor’s suggestion.

Response to Comment L-18

Current traffic volumes and annual growth projections for U.S. Highway 395 were provided by
Caltrans. All these numbers were included in the intersection analyses. These projections are
commonly accepted and used in all types of traffic analyses. The assumptions leading to the results
in Table I1I-13 (See Supplement at Page I11-66) are fully disclosed in the traffic report. These
assumptions are specifically oriented toward the project, especially those related to the Hot Creek
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Resort. These uses are clearly highway oriented and/or are focused toward the winter recreational
uses in Mammoth Lakes.

Highway oriented means that a trip to the service station comes from traffic already on U.S.
Highway 395, not a new trip. The vehicle turns off U.S. Highway 395 into the service station and
then resumes the original trip and direction. The traffic study accounts for the turn off of and on to
U.S Highway 395 but does not add a new through trip to U.S. Highway 395.

Hotel and seasonal residential trips from the Hot Creek development focused toward the winter
recreational uses in Mammoth Lakes will have the alternative of using shuttle vans leading directly to
~ recreational portals and/or attractions in Town, which in turn are served by a transit system. Since
these lodging uses are located at the Airport, a majority of visitors are projected to arrive by aircraft
and therefore be primarily dependent on the shuttle van system. ‘ '

Please also see Response to Comment I-17.

Response to Comment L-19

The comment correctly notes that trip generation for the Airport was provided by Ricondo &
Associates (Appendix C to Traffic Report in the Supplement). Due to the specialized nature of this
Airport and its relationship to the Town of Mammoth Lakes and resort characteristics, it is
appropriate to use the trip generation information provided by Ricondo rather than data from the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Handbook, because Ricondo’s data is based upon
comparable airports. ITE data would reflect an average of small airports across the County, not
necessarily resort oriented, which in this case peaks during a particular winter ski season.

Response to Comment L-20

The 80 percent occupancy rate for hotels is used to reflect a typical winter weekend condition, and
closely corresponds to Caltrans’ policy of designing for the 30" highest hour of the year. This
methodology for assessing impacts has been accepted by Caltrans and the Town of Mammoth Lakes
on numerous previous traffic impact analyses. It should be noted that this overall analysis is actually
conservative because it assumes a combination of the highest weekday peak hour traffic (from the
industrial park), coupled with the highest projected weekend traffic from the Airport and adjacent
development.

Response to Comment L-21

“Pass-by trips” are well documented in trip generation characteristics (ITE Trip Generation
Handbook, October 1998); however, as the comment notes, they were not properly accounted for in
the Sierra Business Park traffic study. The pass-by, or intercepted, trips should be accounted for in
the turn movements at the intersection. For example, an existing trip now going from Bishop to
Mammoth Lakes for employment and returning is intercepted to a new job in Sierra Business Park
and would not add any new traffic to U.S. Highway 395. This trip would change a northbound
through movement in the moming to a northbound left turn at the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery
intersection. The reverse occurs in the evening.
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To correctly account for the pass-by (intercepted) trips, the traffic analysis increased the peak hour
volumes entering and exiting the Sierra Business Park to 269, as the comment notes. The additional
trips do not change the basic conclusions regarding significant impacts or mitigation
recommendations.

In summary, mitigation is still only required in the long range (year 2020) and only where all three
projects (Airport, Sierra Business Park, and Airport Development Plan) are fully developed.
However, both measures, the intersection restriping and Benton Crossing connection, would be
required as compared to one or the other in the original analysis. The appropriate sections of the
Supplement have been modified to reflect this change. A revised Level of Service table for years
2000 and 2020 is attached as Exhibit N-10 and N-11 respectively.

Response to Comment L-22

The pass-by trips for the service station and convenience store are not eliminated from the
intersections as the commentor suggests. Again, for example, an existing northbound vehicle already
on U.S. Highway 395 is diverted and now tumns in to the service station, gets fuel, and returns to
northbound U.S. Highway 395. The same pattern is assumed for the convenience store. This is an
isolated service station and convenience store that is not attractive for single purpose trips (i.e., to
obtain fuel only), returning in the opposite direction after getting fuel. No new traffic has been added
to U.S. Highway 395 and the right tumn into and out of the service station has been included in the
analysis. Exhibit N-12 graphically illustrates the pass-by trip concept. As illustrated on the exhbit,
the trips prior to development are subtracted, while the trips after development are added back in.

Response to Comment L-23

r
£
%

The assignment of trips from the residential and hotel developments reflects the commitment of
shuttle service by the project and the expanding community transit service planned by the Town.
The modal split of residential and hotel users is “reasonable” based on evidence from other
comparable airports at other ski resorts. Please also see Response to Comment 1-12.

Response to Comment L-24

The traffic study did not subtract 100 percent of the trips to the restaurant. Instead, it concluded that
25 percent would be pass-by trips. The restaurant pass-by trips have been accounted for in the
intersection turn movements as previously noted in Responses to Comments L-21 and L-22. The
assumption of 75 percent of the trips coming from the hotel, residential, service station, campground,
or Airport is based on professional judgment of the traffic analyst given the isolated character and
location of the restaurant.

Response to Comment L-25

The traffic impact analysis is based on a typical winter weekend p.m. peak hour condition (Appendix
L, page & of the Supplement). Please also see Response to Comment I-18.
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Response to Comment L-26

The intersection of Fish Hatchery Road with Airport Road was analyzed in a traffic impact analysis-

for the Airport Development Plan. [LSA Associates, Inc., April 2, 2001.] That analysis concluded
that there would be a Level of Service of not less than B for all future cumulative conditions
(including the Airport) without additional improvements. This also included existing Fish Hatchery
Road traffic. ) o

The potential future intersection of Benton Crossing with Airport Road was not analyzed because the
volumes projected do not conflict with one another, i.e., left turns inbound and right turns outbound.
(See Supplement at Exhibit I1I-11.) This potential intersection would not result in Airport traffic
crossing a traffic stream to access the Airport.

Response to Comment L-27

Caltrans (Mr. Jerry Gabriel and Mr. Tom Meyers) reviewed this traffic study on August 28, 2001,
and all the assumptions contained therein. They stated at that time that the study methodology and
assumptions were acceptable to Caltrans. A copy of the transmittal form sending the revised traffic
study incorporating Caltrans requested additions/changes dated September 4, 2001, is attached as
Attachment E to the Responses to Comments. ‘

Response to Comment L-28

There will be increased water and sewer demand if number of passengers and employees increases.
The demand is approximately five gallons/day/passenger, within the capacities of the water system
and sewage treatment plant. All the sewage facilities would be designed to handle the additional
demand. As explained in Response to Comment C-1, there would be no impact on water supply and
water quality due to additional water demand.

Response to Comment L-29

Please sce Response to Comment C-1.

Response to Comment L-30

Please see Response to Comment C-1.

Response to Comment L-31

The increase in aircraft operations at Mammoth Yosemite Airport due to the proposed project is not
substantial. The projected number of flight operations is actually reduced from that projected in the
1997 Subsequent EIR/EA. That document contained an estimate of 34,430 annual operations in
2015. More than the current estimate of 23,650 total annual operations 1nn 2022, As discussed in
Section 3.8 of the Supplement, the demand for police and fire protection, roadway maintenance and
other utilities has been evaluated under the previous environmental documents. (See 1986 EIR/EA
and 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.} Potential impacts from the current project on water use are analyzed
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in the Section 3.6 of the Supplement and found to be less-than-significant. Regarding fire protection,
g‘ the Airport currently has one Airport Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) Vehicle. The Town of
% Mammoth Lakes would purchase another ARFF vehicle to support air carrier operations. The Town
of Mammoth Lakes may choose to contract with the Long Valley Fire Department for supplemental
Crash Fire and Rescue (CFR) services or it may choose to hire locally.

The Town of Mammoth Lakes would develop an emergency response plan to address both the
proposed actions and commercial developments currently taking place on Airport property. This
plan would meet not only the CFR needs of the Airport but would also the fire protection needs of
the hotel-condominium complex, aircraft hangars and retail areas of the commercial development. A
facility to house fire apparatus appropriate for these services would be identified. The Town of
Mammoth Lakes, in conjunction with area emergency service providers would develop a unified
emergency response/disaster plan. The capital improvement plan for the Airport also includes the
acquisition of an additional ARFF vehicle to meet FAA Part 139 certification requirements for air
carrier operations. The Town would fund the emergency response equipment and training.

Response to Comment L-32

Please see Response to Comment 1-48.

Response to Comment L-33

Please see Response to Comment 1-47.

Response to Comment L-34

Please see Responses to Comments B-7 and B-12. Further, the comment is incorrect in stating that
the Supplement is inadequate because it refers to a future envisioned condition when analyzing
growth-inducing impacts. By definition, any analysis of growth-inducing impacts must look at future
conditions. Section 5.3 of the Supplement appropriately does that, and in doing so compares that
against the current condition in which none of that growth has occurred.

Response to Comment L-35

Please see Response to Comment B-12. Further, the Supplement does not conclude that regional
traffic, e.g., traffic on U.S. Highway 395 between the Los Angeles area and Mammoth Lakes, will
decrease as a result of the project. Instead, it states that “the project has the potential to decrease the
rate of trip growth on the regional roadway system.” (See Supplement at Page V-5.) The entire
regional roadway system is well beyond the appropriate scope of analysis for this document.
Nonetheless, this assumption is consistent with the fact that the Town of Mammoth Lakes appears to

~be poised to grow regardless of the project and that the project will allow increased numbers of
travelers, who would have otherwise driven from Los Angeles or Reno (possibly after flying there
from elsewhere) to now fly directly to Mammoth Lakes via regularly scheduled commercial air
carrier service. This would slow the rate of traffic growth on U.S. Highway 395, if not reduce traffic,
especially between Los Angeles and the Mammoth Lakes area. Caltrans already projects that traffic
on U.S. Highway 395 will consistently increase over the foreseeable future. Slowing that rate of
traffic increase is a significant benefit.
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IVt 638 dsittonwood Dr.
Bishop, CA 93514

. : 11/26/01
- Bill Manning -
“Airport Manager,

Town of Mammoth Lakes
Re: Mammoth Airport SSEIR Comments

© . TOWNOF nrnres
COMMUNITY DE\'EL(‘FM?M DEFART e v

Dear Mr. Manning:

| find the Draft Supplemental to the Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report for the Town’'s airport expansion to be inadequate in the
following ways:’ : ‘
First, the document does not adequately develop a need for the |
~ project. Certainly improved air service will help the Town, but it. does not.
follow that the Project Objective—requiring runway capacity for a
~ spedcific type of aircraft—is necessary to bring improved service. The
| document incorrectly dismisses the alternative of building shuttle service
from regional hubs like Las Vegas, Los Angeles, Oakland and Reno. This
| would be the logical step for Mammoth if demand were waiting now, as
this could be accomplished with the current runway. In fact, Rusty V -
-~ Gregory=EEQ~ef-Mammoth Mountain; sa’»id;;—in*feamments=-f-omthe original DEA
‘for this project—that the existing runway could serve quite well. Also, the |-
" | direct flights from Dallas and Chicago that this project aims for depend

e

as to whether this agreement is still in place, and since its stated time
limit is past, and_since the disasters of September and November there is
| substantial doubt about its viability. : |
- Second, the alternative of using Bishop is still not adequately
considered. The document statss that approaches to the Bishop airport
would bring noise to Bishop on the W-E runway, but most of the time
planes will use the S-N runway and this approach. will be some distance
from the town. More importantly, the document does not address the
tremendously more favorable weather conditions in Bishop. The document

jets to land at Mammoth, even though there is significant doubt that
planes can land even 50% of the time during the peak Jan.-March ski
season. The document falsely states that Bishop would create more of a
problem during foul weather because the drive up US 395 would be
difficult in bad weather, but certainly driving during a storm would be
better than trying to land a plane at Mammoth. The letter from your office
:o the FAA in Appendix D in fact supports this, for you say, "The .
improvements at the Bishop airport would benefit the entire region. If the

b

i
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Bishop zirport were i iroved to FAR Part 139 Sta ‘ards, the airport could 7

be available for use as an alternate airport should the Mammoth Lakes

Alrport be impacted by adverse weather conditions.” Moreover, the FAA

Part 139 requirements do not apply to alternate airports, and so Bishop
can already serve for any jets here. As of 1897, Intrawest spokespersons
favored using developing the Bishop airport instead of Mammoth, and the
fact that Bishop is a more reliable and safer site remains. V

The document also is inadequate for failing to even attempt to
present the cumulative growth impacts that greatly expanded visitation.
would have. The impacts on population and housing and recreation were
omitted with no reasonable justification (IlI-3). The document simply
assumes that growth will occur, and admits that it doesn’t know how
much of this growth might be attributed to greater air travel induced by -
the project. Most blatantly, the document fails to disclose cumulative
Impacts, that other projects depend entirely on the airport expansion.

‘Most notably, these are the Hot Creek Resort development, and the

particulars of the Sierra Business Park also depends on this project. The.
document denies that the airport expansion will have any impact on the
town, yet the whole purpose and goal of the project is to dramatically

increase visitation.

Sincerely,

Andy Selters

oL
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

M. Andy Selters, Bishop, California

Response to Comment M-1

Based on the comparisons with the case study airports presented in Appendix H of the Supplement,

future service is anticipated to develop from other hub airports, such as Los Angeles, San Francisco,

Las Vegas and/or Denver by other air carrier/commuter operators that have hubs at these airports. As

discussed in Response to Comment I-2 almost two-thirds (64%) of Mammoth Lakes visitors said that

they would utilize commercial air service of major carriers offered direct flights to Mammoth.

[Personal communication with Rob Perlman, Executive Director Marketing, Mammoth Mountain.]
Sixty-nine percent of visitors would like the service offered from Los Angeles. This supports the

conclusion that once the Airport begins service to nearby cities like Los Angeles, San Francisco, and

Reno, there would be a gradual shift from people driving to Mammoth Lakes to people flying into

Mammoth Lakes. - ' '

Airline operations in the national airspace system largely operate using a “hub and spoke” system.
Major air carriers establish central hub airports where passengers can arrive from outlying or spoke
airports, transfer or connect with another flight, and continue to their destination airport. In the case
of the proposed service by American Airlines to and from Mammoth Yosemite Airport, initial
service would be provided from two of American Airlines’ hubs: Chicago and Dallas/Fort Worth.
Service from these two airports would carry passengers that connect from locations throughout the
eastern, southern, and midwest United States. As discussed in the Supplement, many of the current
. visitors traveling from these locations to or from the Mammoth Lakes area use Los Angeles or Reno
airports and drive between the Mammoth Lakes area and these airports. Additionally, international
passengers from Asia, Europe, South America, Canada, and Mexico that now fly to Los Angeles and
drive to Mammoth Lakes would be accommodated by using these cities to fly directly to Mammoth
Lakes. Therefore, this initial service is anticipated to reduce vehicle use while continuing to
accommodate existing visitor levels.

Response to Comment M-2

This comment raises issues outside of the scope of CEQA. (American Airlines agreement and
terrorist attacks of September 1 1" 2001.) The events of September 11 have not changed the long-
term need for the project, or the viability of the project.

Response to Comment M-3

Please see Response to Comment [-48. Although it 1s true that FAR Part 139 of the FAA regulations
(14 C.F.R. § 139.1) does not apply to “alternate” airports that does not mean that the Bishop Airport
could substitute for the Mammoth Yosemite Airport on a permanent basis without FAR Part 139
certification. If it did, it would then no longer be an alternate airport, thereby making it subject to
FAR Part 139. Any air carrier aircraft operating under FAR Part 121, (Operating Requirements:
Domestic, Flag, and Supplemental Operations) diverted from Mammoth Yosemite Airport would
probably land in Reno, Los Angeles, or Las Vegas depending on the airline operating the flight.
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Response to Comment M-4

Please see Responses to Comments A-2, B-11, and B-12. The purpose of the project is to serve the
existing and planned population growth and development in the Mammoth Lakes area. Contrary to
the comment, neither the Sierra Business Park nor the Hot Creek Resort (part of the Airport

Development Plan certified in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA) are in any way dependant on the -

Airport expansion project. Those are separate projects, which have undergone - separate

environmental analyses. Nonetheless, the Supplement also discusses potential cumulative impacts
from the Sierra Business Park and the Hot Creek Resort that was evaluated and certified as part of

the proposed project in 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.
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Rob Perlman - NOY 2« 280
g P.O. Box 1932
: ‘ 61 St. Anton Circle T ow oF reweaTh z
‘Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 COMMUNITY DEVELOPIAENT DEPARTIATY ]
* November 24,2001

Mr. Bill Taylor

Senior Planner ]

Town of Mammoth Lakes
P.O. Box 1609

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Dear Mr. Taylér;

Please include this letter and the accompanying attachments as part of the public comments on the Draft _
Supplement to the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report of the Mammoth Yosemite Airport . 1 N-1

Expansion Project.

The first attachment is some mfonnatxon and commentary that I wrote about the Mammoth Yoscmltc

- “’I‘He“setond“artachmentthat I would like to submn into the pubhc record is a copy ofa script that was
used in a story about the issues and differing of opinions between Inyo County and the Los Angeles

_ Department of Water and Power (LADWP). The stories aired on November 12, 2001 and were
broadcasted on the radio station KDAY-FM and the television station KDAY-TV channel 33. This
script and story highlights the current problems and animosity between Inyo County, the county that '
owns the B:shop Airport, and the LADWP, owners of the land on which the Bishop airport sits. To

" quote the story “...LA will force Inyo into arbitration over just about everything...” and “The
implication—no coopemtion on projects like expansion of the Bishop Airport...” This attachment and
story is one of many underlying reasons and speaks to the issue of why the sthop Airportis not a
prcfcrable aitematwc for the Mammoth Yoscmxtc Alrport. ~

Addmonai support of why the Bxshop Airport is not a preferab e alternative is that it is located almost 50

miles away from the Mammoth Lakes Community thus requiring additional transportation to be
provided when the. goal is to reduce vehicular and bus traffic. Also, the Town of Bishop (which doesn’t

own the airport) and the Bishop community have not indicated a desire increase the town’s cost
structure to provide additional infrastructure and support services so that the Mammoth Lakes
community can realize the majority of guest expenditures and sales tax benefits.

Regards,
Al Tl
Rob Perlman

Encl. Nothing to Hide article and KDAY news script
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Nothing to Hide
By Rob Perlman

- The Mammoth/Y osemite Airport is a project that continues to be the subject of scrutiny.
Speculation about the process and scope of airport development is rampant; opinions are
as varied as the rumors feeding them. My intent in this forum is to restate the facts and
the history of the airport, and to assure the people of Mammoth that this project is very
much alive and that it continues to progress. It is important to realize the airport has been
decades in the making, long before I began my tenure as Mammoth Mountain’s
Executive Director of Marketing, as well as the Chairman of the Mammoth Lakes
Tourism Commission, and even before Intrawest got involved in the community.
Mammoth is a very special place for too many reasons to count. One of the unique things
about Mammoth as a resort town is that this community had the opportunity to define its
future at a point in time when, unlike the resorts of Vail and Aspen, it still had the

In the mid-eighties Mammoth was North America’s most popular mountain playground,

doing upwards of 1.5 million skier visits a winter. Mammoth was the industry leader and

* had air service shuttling thousands of Southern Californians to the slopes of Mammoth
Mountain on a regular basis. That success was short lived, and 600,000 skiers went

_elsewhere in the late 1980s. The community realized that they needed to act in order to
preserve Mammoth’s future. The town needed a plan. S
The town staff worked countless hours to put together a “General Plan” in 1987. Then,
following some even rougher periods of time which culminated in 1991, the community
needed to create not only a plan, but a “vision” to guide Mammoth toward achieving the
desired quality of life for the resort town before it was too late. . , ’ '
‘With a tremendous amount of input from the community, town leaders crafied a vision  ~
statement in 1992. Public meetings were held, input was solicited, the community worked
together and ideas were gamered from other mountain communities resulting in a road
map to Mammoth’s future., ,

Things began to move a little faster when Intrawest came to town in 1996. With
Intrawest, whose only reputation was and still is based on building and operating a
selection of the world’s finest and most well-run mountain resorts, came the possibility of
realizing the town’s vision. V o ; '
The citizens and leaders of Mammoth saw that with Intrawest investing $800 million to
help Mammoth achieve its vision, they had better make sure that the vision was spot-on.
More meetings were held, more public input was solicited, more experts got involved,
and more workshops were conducted. The result of countless hours, days, months and -

_ years of dialogue by stakeholders and the townspeople of Mammoth Lakes was a refined

“sense of purpose that identified the critical and crucial ingredients necessary to better
focus a collective vision for the community. o
One of those critical elements was to bring back commercial air service, a large
component of having an effective transportation system that would create a pedestrian-
friendly town that is less reliant on automobiles, zall the while helping reach Mammoth's
goal (in the vision statement) of achieving financial sustainability.

Mammoth Mountain contacted me because of my experience with airport development in
Vail. When I arrived on the scene, my first step was to find an airline partner—not just
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* work. The past, present and future of the Mammoth/Y osemite Airport is cleaﬂy a
community effort, following a exhaustive public process with absolutely nothing to hide.

Please contact me personally with any questions regarding our efforts to bring back
commercial air service to Mammoth at rperlman@mammoth-mtn.com.

-
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Water Issue (Aired on KDAY-FM and TV) . -

Many citizens of Inyo County now ask, what next? Their questions are |

~prompted by evidence that LADWP has no plan to 6ca} with the Owens Valley to hélp

~ protect the environment and no plan to maintain a cooperative relationship on several

projects. That was the content of a memo that described a private meeting between

Inyo and LA officials.
Even those who supported the water agreement now admit that it Jooks lke LA
will force Inyo into arbitration over just about everything. That means a delay in help

for the dried up piahtlife and a heavy cost to'Inyo County Government.

~_The memo, apparently writien by Inyo Water Direcior Greg James, quotes LA

- Water and quér Commissioner Domonique Rubalcava and DWP Manager J érry

Gewe as saying that Inyo has no power under the water agreement to control

groundwater pumping. Rubalcava is quoted as saying that LADWP will “seek to get
every dorp of water it can from the valley without killing any “weeds.” Rubalcava is

also quoted as saying that since Inj!o is “doing everything it can to prevent LaDWP

from pumping groundwater...he has instructed DWP to not provide anything to the

County that it is not absolutely required to provide under the agreement.”

The implication ~ no cooperation on projects like expansion of the Bishop

- Aurport and development of Big Pine water ditches. In fact, discussions with DWP
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