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APPENDIX L 
Comments and Responses 

 
This appendix contains all comments received on the Draft EIS and the FAA responses to each 
comment. 

 
L-1 Comments and Responses Report 

L-2 Coded Copies of Comment Submittals 
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Appendix L-1 
 

Comments and Responses Report 
 
This appendix includes a description of the process by which comments on the Draft EIS were reviewed, 
an index of the comments received, and the responses to comments prepared by the FAA.  The three 
specific components of the appendix include: 
 

• Comments – Response Report Introduction 
• Agency Index and Public Index 
• Comment – Response Report 

 



Introduction to the MMH Horizon Air Service EIS Comment / Response Database 
 
The MMH Horizon Air Service EIS Comment / Response Database contains an index of those parties 
who submitted comments to the FAA on the Draft EIS. The database also contains a summary of the 
comments by comment categories, the coded comment letters with summarized comment areas identified 
and FAA responses. 
 
Comments were provided to the FAA by letters (provided via mail or fax), written on comment forms, and 
given to a court reporter as a verbal comment.  For the purposes of this Comment / Response Database, 
all comment formats are referred to as comment “submittals”. 
 
The database includes an index of Agency Comment submittals and Public Comment submittals with the 
name of each party providing a comment and a unique Identifier Code to catalog the submittal.  Comment 
Codes are also provided, which indicate the summarized comments applicable to that particular submittal.  
Federal, State, and Local Agency letters are listed in order alphanumerically by Identifier Code and 
include the area of government the individual is associated with.  Public comments are also listed 
alphabetically by last name (with affiliation, if provided). 
 
Each “Identifier Code” consists of six characters that represent three fields of information describing each 
unique comment submittal.  The first character makes up the first field and serves as an “Event Code”, 
which describes the version of the EIS document the comment was submitted.   
 
There are two Event Codes used in this database: 
 

D = Comment received during the Draft EIS review period. 
F = Comment received during the Final EIS review period. 

 
The second character represents the “Affiliation Code” that places the party commenting into one of five 
categories: 
 

F = Comment from a Federal agency 
S = Comment from a State agency 
L = Comment from a Local agency 
P = Comment from the general public 
G = Comment by special interest group  

 



The last four characters represent the third field, which identifies the specific comment submittal 
numerically.  For example, the Identifier Code “DP0245", describes the comment submittal as being the 
245th letter or comment form received on the Draft EIS from the general public.   
 
 Affiliation Code 
 Event Code 

DP0245 
Numeric Identifier 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Each comment submittal was reviewed, and salient points were summarized and identified with a 
comment code.  The summarized comments were organized into the following 20 categories, which 
include environmental resource categories addressed in the Draft EIS and other categories such as 
general support, general opposition, and public safety. There is also a category for comments that 
address additional environmental categories identified in FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: 
Policies and Procedures, that were not specifically addressed in the DEIS. 
 

Category Number Description 
1  General Support 
2  General Opposition 
3  Purpose and Need 
4  Alternatives 
5  Noise 
6  Compatible Land Use 
7  Socioeconomic, Environmental Justice and Children’s Health 
8  Historic, Archaeological and Cultural Resources 
9  DOT Section 4(f) 
10  Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 
11  Air Quality 
12  Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste 
13  Natural Resources and Energy Supply 
14  Water Quality 
15  Secondary/Induced Impacts 
16  Cumulative Impacts 
17  Other 1050.1E Categories 
18  EIS Process 
19  Miscellaneous   

 
For example, Comment Code 3-1 describes the comment was made concerning the Purpose and Need 
and is the first comment documented under that category. 
 



Name(s) Agency Letter Code Comment Number(s)
Nova Blazej USEPA DF0002 18-2, 18-3
Edward Cole USDA - Forest Service - Sierra National Forest DF0001 1-5, 5-14
Gene Coufal L.A. Department of Water and Power DL0001 10-1, 10-2, 10-3
Bill Dunkelberger U.S. Department of Interior - Bureau of Land Management DF0005 10-5, 10-6, 10-7, 10-8, 10-9, 10-10, 10-11, 10-12, 9-3
Mack Hakakian California RWQCB DS0003 14-1, 14-2, 14-3, 14-4, 14-5, 14-6, 17-2, 14-7, 14-9, 14-10, 14-11, 14-12, 14-13
Jonathan Jarvis U.S. Department of Interior - National Park Service DF0003 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-12, 19-6, 19-5, 9-1, 5-13
Patricia Port U.S. Department of the Interior DF0004 18-4
Terry Roberts California State Clearinghouse DS0004 18-5
Gayle Rosander Department of Transportation DS0001 7-1
Dave Singleton Native American Heritage Commission DS0002 8-1
Fred Stump Long Valley Fire Protection District DL0002 19-14, 19-15, 19-16, 19-17, 19-18, 19-19, 19-20, 19-21, 19-22, 19-25



Name(s) Letter Code Comment Number(s)
Craig Albright DP0001 1-1, 15-1, 15-2
Craig Albright DP0007 1-1, 15-2
Denny Capp DP0015 17-6, 17-7, 5-15, 2-1
Mark Clausen DP0016 1-6, 1-7
Bill Cockroft DP0010 1-1, 15-1, 1-3
Jack Copeland
Kathy Copeland

DP0017 1-1, 1-8, 1-9

F.L. Harcourt DP0002 4-1
Bruce Hopper DP0004 1-1
Rick Jali DP0005 1-2
Michael Johnson DP0008 19-1, 19-2, 17-1
Michael Johnson DP0014 17-3, 17-4, 17-5, 19-27
Stephen Kalish DP0012 19-7, 19-8, 18-1, 19-9, 19-10, 19-23, 19-11, 4-1, 19-12, 19-3, 19-4, 19-24, 19-13, 4-2, 19-28
John Kelly DP0003 3-1, 1-1, 15-3
Mike McKenna DP0013 19-26
Stuart Need DP0009 1-1, 15-1
Michael J.  Raimondo DP0006 1-1, 15-2, 15-4
Lorilee Schumann DP0018 2-2, 10-4, 14-8, 15-5, 15-6, 15-7, 16-1, 17-8
Ronald Warnell DP0011 1-1, 1-4



3/20/2008 MMH Air Service EIS 1
 

MMH Air Service EIS 
1. General Support 

 
1-1 Comment 

As a citizen and employer in Mammoth Lakes I support the airport and the Proposed Action of the FAA. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0001 DP0003 DP0004 DP0006 DP0007 DP0009 DP0010 DP0011 DP0017 

1-2 Comment 
Why haven't we gone ahead and started commercial service a long time ago? 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0005 

1-3 Comment 
I have reviewed the new project EA and I feel that the airport will have little to no negative environmental 
impacts. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0010 

1-4 Comment 
I believe that the benefits of the proposal outweigh other considerations. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0011 

1-5 Comment 
The FAA has adequately addressed the Sierra National Forest's concerns. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0001 

1-6 Comment 
I feel that the reinstatement of air service to Mammoth Yosemite Airport is a critical piece in Mammoth's 
ability to work toward becoming a year-round destination resort.  Air service is an important link in the 
region's overall transit system and in Mammoth's desire to become an increasingly pedestrian oriented 
village. 
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 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0016 

1-7 Comment 
It is my understanding that the new project EA has been improved from previous alternatives and has no 
significant negative environmental impacts.  It thoroughly analyzes all flight paths over sensitive noise 
receptors, listed and non-listed wildlife disturbances, meets water and air quality standards, and that all 
visual impacts will be consistent with existing facilities and H295's Scenic Highway designation. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0016 

1-8 Comment 
We urge you to accept this EIS and to move ahead with necessary approvals to begin air service in the 
winter of 2008-2009. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0017 

1-9 Comment 
There are lots of reasons for our support, most of them economic, but not all.  We would like to be 
connected to the world and not have to drive 6 hours to fly to the east coast.  We understand the 
environmental concerns.  We certainly don't want to spoil our environment but if we can keep the number 
of flights per day to a reasonable amount, we should be fine. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0017 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
2. General Opposition 

 
2-1 Comment 

We can not stop the planes already in the air or keep them away from this airspace, but we do have an 
opportunity not to allow additional flights in the near vicinity. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0015 

2-2 Comment 
My comment is simple - "no more flights."  I oppose the commercial flights. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0018 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
3. Purpose and Need 

 
3-1 Comment 

Mammoth Lakes and the Eastern Sierra desperately need scheduled air service. We have been stranded 
in this area long enough and need service to survive. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0003 

3-2 Comment 
Are there limitations for the number of flights if MMH should see the same kind of growth other ski resort 
destinations have experienced? 

 Response 
As a result of Public Law 95-504, the Airline Deregulation Act of 1978, the FAA does not have the 
authority to direct or limit air carrier operations or limit airport operations.  However, the FAA has reviewed 
and approved the Town’s aviation forecasts that project activity levels until 2015.  The Town estimated 
that no more than eight (8) flights per day could be accommodated at MMH.  The size of the existing 
airport facilities at MMH, terminal capacity and aircraft apron area, provide limited space for conducting 
operations.  Given the space available it is projected that no more than one flight at a time could be 
accommodated during daylight hours, and no aircraft would remain overnight. 

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
4. Alternatives 

 
4-1 Comment 

It would be better and safer for Horizon Air to use the far safer Bishop Airport with its 3 runways and 
instrument approach. 

 Response 
The operations specification amendment that is the subject of this EIS is limited to a request by a single 
airline (Horizon Air) to provide scheduled commercial air service to a single location (MMH). The Federal 
government does not control where, when and how airlines provide their service. It is the individual 
airlines that make decisions to provide scheduled commercial air service to and from specific commercial 
airports (14 CFR Part 139 certified). Public use airports, such as MMH, which is a 14 CFR Part 139 
certified airport, cannot deny access to an airline if the aircraft they propose to use can safely operate at 
that facility.  Horizon Air has indicated a desire to provide service at Mammoth Yosemite Airport and not 
at Bishop Airport.  Please see correspondence from Horizon Air to FAA contained in Appendix A. 

To accept commercial service Bishop Airport would need to become a 14 CFR Part 139 certified Airport. 
Inyo County as the Bishop Airport sponsor would need to contact the FAA regarding any future desire to 
become certified under 14 CFR Part 139.  The Bishop Airport Sponsor has not indicated any interest in 
becoming a 14 CFR Part 139 certified Airport.  In addition, no Air Carrier has indicated a desire to provide 
service to the Bishop Airport, therefore use of the Bishop Airport or other alternative airport was 
considered but eliminated from further consideration in this EIS.  See Section 3.2.1 of the EIS for 
additional detail. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0002 

4-2 Comment 
I am once again disappointed that in evaluating the efficacy of bringing scheduled commercial air service 
to the Eastern Sierra the FAA has excluded from study an evaluation of the relative safety advantages 
(and there are many) of the Bishop airport over the Mammoth airport. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 4-1 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
5. Noise 

 
5-1 Comment 

The Mono Lake Committee is concerned that the addition of commercial flights to and from MMH and the 
resulting increase in flight traffic could lead to an increase in noise over Mono Lake and surrounding 
lands. 

 Response 
As described in Section 5.5 and Appendices C-2 and C-3 of the EIS, both individual flights and 
cumulative aircraft activity over the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area were analyzed.  Table 5.5-2 
of the EIS indicates that the projected noise levels associated with the proposed Q400 aircraft are 
substantially lower than those associated with existing aircraft operations.  As indicated in Figures C-3.5 
and Table C-3.14 of Appendix C-3, the Proposed Action would result in no significant change to the future 
noise levels at the Mono Lake Lookout or at any other area of the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic 
Area located within the Area of Investigation used for the noise analyses.  

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

5-2 Comment 
The approximate elevation of aircraft that follow the OVF V244 designated route is not disclosed in the 
EIS. 

 Response 
Aircraft radar tracks used in the preparation of the EIS indicate that the altitudes for piston and turboprop 
aircraft on OVF 244 ranged from approximately 13,000 feet MSL to 24,500 feet MSL.  The altitudes of jet 
aircraft in the radar data ranged from approximately 27,000 feet MSL to 41,500 feet MSL. 

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

5-3 Comment 
If the Proposed Action is approved, it is appropriate that the additional flights follow an established flight 
path rather than creating a new route over the Sierra. 

 Response 
The flight routes projected to be used by the Q400 aircraft are published routes currently in use by other 
aircraft. 

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

5-4 Comment 
Turboprop airplanes such as the proposed Horizon Air Q400 are noticeably noisier than jets flying at 
higher altitude; therefore, a minimum altitude requirement should be established for these planes that 
minimizes the on-the-ground noise impact in the Mono Basin. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 5-1.  There is no evidence that "turboprop airplanes ... are noticeably noisier 
than jet flying higher."  Commercial aircraft such as the Q400 would operate with positive controlled 
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airspace with a minimum altitude of 18,000 ft MSL or approximately 12,000 feet above the level of Mono 
Lake.  Figure H-4.1 of the EIS Appendix H-4 depicts the noise contours for various aircraft that are or will 
be operating at MMH, including the Q400. 

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

5-5 Comment 
The one place in the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area where Noise Screening Analysis was 
performed was the south shore of Mono Lake (Site MBNF-1) at South Tufa (called the "Mono Lake 
Lookout" in the DEIS).  The analysis determined no change in the noise exposure due to the Proposed 
Action; however, with an acknowledged increase in noise at Tioga Pass and Sawmill Campground, it is 
likely that the South Tufa area, which falls on the same flight path, will also experience more noise. 
Although a steady stream of summer visitors keep South Tufa from being silent, the general prevailing 
quiet is an important attribute of the site. 

 Response 
In addition to the specific analysis points identified in the DEIS, a similar analysis was performed for grid 
points spaced 1/2 mile apart covering the entire Initial Area of Investigation.  See response to Comment 
5-1.  Moreover, the forecasted service to northern California would occur in the winter season and would 
not affect summer visitors. 

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

5-6 Comment 
Both wildlife and the local economy depend on the unique resources found at Mono Lake including 
abundant productivity, scenic views, and opportunities for quiet solitude.  This is further reason that the 
minimum altitude for the flight path over the Mono Basin should be set to minimize noise on the ground. 

 Response 
See response to Comments 5-1 and 5-4.  Minimum altitudes are based on safety, terrain and traffic.  
Therefore, setting minimum altitudes is not within the scope of this EIS. 

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

5-7 Comment 
The MLC is concerned about a precedent being set for the future, with more air traffic introduced in the 
Mono Basin, diminishing the sense of solitude valued by wildlife and people alike. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 5-1.  The value of the sense of solitude is acknowledged and accepted.   
However there is no evidence that suggests that the sense of solitude would be infringed.  As to wildlife, 
Section 5.6 of the EIS indicates that there are no significant impacts associated with noise from increased 
aircraft operations at MMH. 

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 
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5-8 Comment 
Evaluation of noise impacts in the Mono Basin must consider both the impacts of individual flights and the 
cumulative impact of multiple flights per day. 

 Response 
The impact of individual flights and the cumulative impact of multiple flights per day were evaluated.  
Table 5.5-2 of the EIS indicates that the projected noise levels associated with the proposed Q400 aircraft 
are substantially lower than those associated with existing aircraft operations.  As indicated in Figures C-
3.5 and Table C-3.14 of Appendix C-3, the Proposed Action would result in no significant change to the 
future noise levels at the Mono Lake Lookout or at any other area of the Mono Basin National Forest 
Scenic Area located within the Area of Investigation used for the noise analyses.  See response to 
comment 5-1.  See Section 5.5.3.2 of the EIS for more information. 

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

5-9 Comment 
The NPS's primary concern continues to be the cumulative impact of the proposed action combined with 
existing noise experienced by Yosemite, Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks and Devils Postpile 
National Monument. The Draft EIS addresses future cumulative impacts associated with projects 
identified by the Town of Mammoth Lakes, and fails to address past and present actions that contribute to 
existing noise levels at Yosemite, Sequoia and Kings Canyon NPs and Devils Postpile NM. 

 Response 
FAA is not aware of any past, present or reasonably foreseeable future actions affecting noise levels in 
the listed National Parks that are appropriate to be assessed as part of this EIS.  Existing air traffic was 
taken into account in the cumulative analysis.   The cumulative noise analyses reported in Section 5.5 of 
the EIS and in Appendix C-3 indicate that the Proposed Action will not make any significant contribution 
to cumulative noise levels in the listed National Parks and National Monuments. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

5-10 Comment 
Yosemite currently experiences significant noise impacts from high altitude commercial jets that use the 
J58-80 east-west jet route and the J5 and J7 north-south jet routes. Data collected in 2005 and 2006 
shows aircraft can be heard 55% of the time at Granite Lake near Tioga Pass, 58% of the time at 
Tuolumne Meadows, and between 41% and 49% of the time at various locations along the Tioga Road 
corridor. These data indicate the Tioga Road corridor experiences significant noise impacts from aircraft. 
Further, the Noise Screening Assessment conducted by the FAA determined that the proposed action will 
create additional noise over Tioga Pass (5.8 dBA) and Lyell Canyon (2.4 dBA) areas with the departure of 
turboprops from MMH en route to San Francisco. 

 Response 
The reference to J58-80 east-west jet route and the J5 and J7 north-south routes are assumed to be the 
routes identified in the EIS as OVF – V244 and OVF-NS, respectively. 
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The FAA cannot validate or comment on the 2005 and 2006 monitoring data discussed in the comment 
because FAA has not received such data despite both formal and informal requests. The FAA made a 
written request to NPS regarding the above-referenced 2005 and 2006 data on October 20, 2006.   

Furthermore, this comment represents a subjective assessment by the commenter on the nature or extent 
of existing noise in the vicinity of Yosemite National Park. The comment concludes that there are 
currently "significant" impacts at the Tioga Road corridor from high altitude jets that currently traverse this 
area.  However, there is no indication of what significance threshold the commenter is employing in 
reaching this conclusion.  For the FAA, significant impact criteria for resources such as this are identified 
in FAA Order 1050.1E Change 1, Appendix A, Paragraph 6.3. Based on FAA's significance threshold, as 
documented in the EIS, no significant noise impacts associated with this proposed action were identified. 
The cumulative noise analyses reported in Section 5.5 of the DEIS and in Appendix C-3 indicate that the 
Proposed Action will not make any significant contribution to cumulative noise levels in Yosemite National 
Park. Table C-3-8 (Yosemite), C-3-18 (INF-1 Sawmill Campground) characterizes the aviation noise that 
would be experienced. There would be no change except time above ambient which is the only metric 
that would experience change and the change noted is a difference of 1.6 and 1.8 minutes, respectively.  
Furthermore, when such changes occur, the Q400 aircraft will have reached en route traffic altitudes of 
20,000 to 24,000 feet MSL.  Finally, it is interesting to note that at Grand Canyon National Park, NPS is 
under an obligation to substantially restore the natural quiet of the Park per Section 3 of Public Law 100-
91.  The standard of substantially restoring natural quiet is a more stringent standard than that employed 
by Section 4(f), which finds a constructive use of a Section 4(f) property only where impacts are so 
serious that the value of the site in terms of its prior significance and enjoyment are substantially reduced 
or lost.  Despite the more stringent standard associated with Public Law 100-91, NPS is not considering 
aircraft operations at or above 18,000 feet when determining whether Grand Canyon National Park’s 
natural quiet has been substantially restored.  Regarding Grand Canyon, NPS “has considered the 
potential for administrative action that would make possible the achievement of substantial restoration 
and not interfere with the high altitude flights.”  See http://overflights.faa.gov/apps/GetFile.CFM?File_ID=210.  
Here, however, the NPS’ conclusion that there is a significant impact and that Section 4(f) is invoked with 
respect to Yosemite National Park is based solely upon aircraft operating above 18,000 feet.  These 
positions appear inconsistent with one another. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

5-11 Comment 
The noise metrics used in the Noise Screening Assessment, community noise equivalent level (CNEL) 
and average day/night levels (DNL), are inappropriate for areas where quiet settings are expected since 
these metrics are intended for use in land use planning around airports. 

 Response 
The analysis was performed in accordance with FAA Guidance on Procedures for Evaluating Potential 
Noise Impacts on Airport Improvements Projects on National Parks and Other Sensitive Park 
Environments (FAA, June 2007).  The broad range of metrics applied in the EIS and NSA provide 
substantial contextual information for the analysis of potential noise effects, including loudness and 
perception (Lmax), cumulative energy exposure (CNEL, Leq(day)), and duration (TAA  natural).  CNEL is 
one of many metrics applied to the Noise Screening Assessment and it provides useful context for 



3/20/2008 MMH Air Service EIS 10
 

cumulative impacts.  In addition, the project TAA analysis that was performed using the natural ambient 
sound level is more sensitive than all of the time-based TAA descriptors noted in your letter.  Our TAA 
analysis shows little if any reason for concern about the time that aircraft will be noticed by general park 
visitors. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

5-12 Comment 
Using the suite of metrics [provided in the comment letter] would allow a better understanding of noise 
impacts of the proposed action: Lmax, Percent Time Audible, Time Above Natural Ambient (+3dBA), 
Time Above Natural Ambient (+10dBA), Time Above 52dBA, Time Above 60dBA. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 5-11.  We recognize the scientific differences between A-weighted TAA 
analysis and frequency-based time audible (TAUD) analysis.  However, it is important to emphasize that 
FAA ‘s growing experience with the highly sensitive TAUD descriptor, which involves “detection” by an 
active listener for aircraft, raises concerns about the descriptor’s accuracy, particularly for high-altitude 
overflights and areas of high activity.  Scientific validation of this experimental metric as applied to park 
overflights is needed.  Based on the scientific problems and costs associated with this descriptor, the 
absence of quantified standards, and the results of the screening assessment, which show that no 
additional analysis is required, we have determined that no further supplemental noise analysis for this 
study, including TAUD analysis, is warranted. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

5-13 Comment 
FAA has considerble expertise in noise abatement, and NPS is interested in FAA's ideas for mitigating 
noise impacts to units of the National Park System. 

 Response 
Given the nature of the Proposed Action and that no significant impacts are disclosed by the analysis, 
noise mitigation is not warranted for the Proposed Action. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

5-14 Comment 
The Draft EIS documents several locations on the Sierra National Forest where there is a concern for 
noise.  Of particular concern are: the Ansel Adams Wilderness, the Dinkey Lakes Wilderness, and 
locations of substantial recreational use; Huntington Lake, Florence Lake, Edison Lake and others.  The 
Draft EIS states "additional analyses were conducted to assess the impacts of the Proposed Action 
considering the noise environment associated with non-MMH aviation activity transiting the area." That 
analysis covered the above areas of concern on the Sierra National Forest. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0001 
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5-15 Comment 
I talked with a ranger who was on duty in the Yosemite backcountry on 9/11/01 when all flights were 
grounded, she said it was clearly noticeable how quiet it was, and that it was worth noting that she had 
not realized how noisy it was until there was the absence of noise. 

 Response 
In Section 5 and Appendices C-2 and C-3 of the EIS, both individual flights and cumulative aircraft activity 
across the entire Initial Area of Investigation were analyzed.  Table 5.5-2 of the EIS indicates that the 
projected noise levels associated with the proposed Q400 aircraft are substantially lower than those 
associated with existing aircraft operations.  As indicated in Figure C-3.5 and Tables C-3.8 to C-3.34 of 
Appendix C-3, the Proposed Action would result in no significant change to the future cumulative noise 
levels at any location within the Area of Investigation used for the noise analyses.  

 Letter Codes 
DP0015 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
6. Compatible Land Use 

 
6- Comment 

No comments received on this category. 

 Response 
 

 Letter Codes 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
7. Socioeconomic, EJ and Children’s Health 

 
7-1 Comment 

Deplanement numbers are such that there should be no significant impact to U.S. 395. Since no airfield 
construction or perimeter fence changes are proposed for this commercial air service project, no Caltrans 
permit would be needed. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DS0001 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
8. Historic, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources 

 
8-1 Comment 

In order to respond specifically and consistent with tribal consultation recommendations under NEPA as 
well as Section 106 of the NHPA, we [Native American Heritage Commission] suggest that you contact 
the local tribes in the area of MMH to provide them an opportunity to determine if they have any concerns 
in the APE. I attached a list of tribes we recommend that you contact. The list has changed somewhat 
from our 2006 correspondence to FAA concerning this project. 

 Response 
FAA  undertook outreach to all of the tribes identified in the revised NAHC list.   Based on outreach to the 
tribes and comments received during public meetings and the hearing, no concerns have been identified.  

 Letter Codes 
DS0002 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
9. DOT Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Resources 

 
9-1 Comment 

National parks are Department of Transportation Act section 4(f) properties, which require FAA to "include 
all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from the use".  In order to comply with 4(f) requirements, 
the EIS must identify and evaluate all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the cumulative noise 
impacts to Yosemite, Sequoia and Kings Canyon NPs and Devils Postpile NM. Mitigation should include 
a reduction in noise from jet routes J58-80 and J5/J7. 

 Response 
The reference to J58-80 east-west jet route and the J5 and J7 north-south routes are assumed to be the 
routes identified in the EIS as OVF – V244 and OVF-NS, respectively.  

As stated in FAA Order 1050.1E  Change 1, paragraph 6.2e,  “Use within the meaning of section 4(f) 
includes not only actual physical taking of such lands but adverse indirect impacts (constructive use) as 
well.  When there is no physical taking, but there is the possibility of constructive use the FAA must 
determine if the impacts would substantially impair the 4(f) uses.  If there would be no substantial 
impairment, the action would not constitute a constructive use and would not therefore invoke section 4(f) 
of the DOT Act.” 

The EIS evaluated the possibility of both direct and constructive use impacts on potential 4(f) sites with 
quiet setting attributes.  Section 5.5.1 of the EIS summarizes the FAA findings of the analysis which 
indicated that there was no direct use.  In addition, the analysis shows there will be no substantial 
impairment of activities, features, or attributes that contribute to the significance or enjoyment of the 
potential Section 4(f) resources and therefore no constructive use would occur.  Thus, Section 4(f) 
requirements, including minimization and mitigation, do not apply here. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

9-2 Comment 
Mono Lake, surrounded by the Mono Lake Tufa State Reserve and the Mono Basin National Forest 
Scenic Area, is a popular tourist destination in the Eastern Sierra.  All the state and federal lands in and 
around the Mono Basin are Department of Transportation section 4(f) resources, "where a quiet setting is 
a generally recognized purpose and attribute."  The MLC (Mono Lake Committee) is concerned that the 
addition of commercial flights to and from MMH and the resulting increase in flight traffic could lead to an 
increase in noise over Mono Lake and surrounding lands. 

 Response 
The comment characterizes all state and federal lands "in and around the Mono Basin" as resources 
"where a quiet setting is a generally recognized purpose and attribute" and eligible for protection under 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act.  While there are certainly numerous such resources 
in the general vicinity of Mono Lake, not all of the lands are eligible Section 4(f) resources.  Analysis of 
the historic data collected in this evaluation do not indicate that the proposed action would significantly or 
otherwise impact the "quiet setting attribute" of the eligible Section 4(f) resources.  With respect to those 
areas that are properly characterized as Section 4(f) resources, there will be no substantial impairment of 
such resources and therefore Section 4(f) would not be invoked. 
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 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

9-3 Comment 
Our concerns regarding recreation resources were identified in our letter of June 21 and we hope to see 
these concerns carried through to the final EIS.  

 Response 
The recreation sites identified in your June 21 letter were included in the noise analyses for the Noise 
Screening Assessment summarized in Section 5.5 of the EIS, and included in its entirety as Appendix C-2 
of the EIS.  No changes to existing cumulative noise levels at or above the FAA criteria of 3 dBA (Lmax, 
Leq, or CNEL) were found at any of these locations.  

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
10. Fish, Wildlife and Plants 

 
10-1 Comment 

If this species [Greater Sage Grouse] is listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act, it will restrict 
LADWP's ability to manage City of Los Angeles lands, and therefore, we want to avoid activities that may 
result in its listing. 

 Response 
As shown in Table 5.6-1 of the EIS, the maximum noise levels (Lmax) at the lek would not change, and 
the projected changes in average noise levels (Leq) is not significant.  As shown in Appendix H-4, Table 
H-4.1, the projected noise levels resulting from operation of Q400 aircraft would be substantially lower 
than many of the existing and projected future aircraft operations at MMH. 

 Letter Codes 
DL0001 

10-2 Comment 
LADWP, as an agency that has been working on conservation issues associated with the sage grouse, is 
concerned that the visual and audible disturbance described above would significantly affect the sage 
grouse that utilize Lek 2. The lek as well as other foraging, nesting, and breeding grounds, is located on 
City of Los Angeles land and, as the landowners, we are very concerned about the proximity of airport 
flight patterns to Lek 2.  Lek 2 is the largest breeding habitat/population in Long Valley and is critical to 
the overall health and reproductive needs of this regional sage grouse population. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 10-1 regarding audible effects on sage grouse.  The Proposed Action would 
not result in a significant visual change from existing and future aviation activities experienced at the Lek.  
The approach and departure routes for the Proposed Action as depicted in Figure 5.6-1, are the same as 
the routes currently in use today.  

 Letter Codes 
DL0001 

10-3 Comment 
At a minimum, LADWP requests that aircraft arrivals and departures during peak breeding season 
(approximately March 1 through April 30) be scheduled to avoid interference with breeding activity on Lek 
2. On any given day during the breeding season lekking activity wanes at approximately 9:00 a.m., 
therefore, we recommend that arrivals and departures be scheduled after 10:00 am. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 10-1.  The scheduling of aircraft operations at MMH would be dependent on a 
large number of considerations for the airline and the airports involved.  Factors such as availability of 
aircraft and flight crews, connecting flights, and scheduling priorities at the connecting airport would be 
considered.  These factors are beyond the control and influence of FAA.  Your suggestion about the 
scheduling is noted and has been provided to the Town and Horizon Air for their consideration. 

 Letter Codes 
DL0001 
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10-4 Comment 
Additional flights will also create less open areas for species to feed and reproduce. 

 Response 
As indicated in Section 5.6 of the EIS, there would be no direct impact on vegetative communities or 
habitat since the proposed action does not involve any physical changes to the environment at MMH.  
The EIS also considered in Section 5.11.5 potential changes to natural resources that could occur due to 
the projected increase in visitors and resident population.  Potential cumulative land use impacts are 
addressed in Section 5.12.3.  The projected increases in population and visitors to the area are not 
expected to have a significant impact on natural resources or land available for those resources. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0018 

10-5 Comment 
Please note that the Sage-grouse is listed by BLM as a Sensitive Species. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 

10-6 Comment 
The paragraph regarding sage-grouse on Page 4-42 only mentions one lek; it is important to note that 
there are several leks in Long Valley (including those in the airport vicinity shown in Figure 4.6-2) and 
grouse breeding at these leks may use habitat near the airport for nesting, brood rearing, foraging, etc.  

 Response 
The text in Section 4.6 of the EIS has been modified to reflect the presence of multiple leks in the Long 
Valley area surrounding MMH.  Figure 4.6-2 has been modified to indicate the extent of sage-grouse 
habitat in the vicinity of MMH.  The effects to grouse that are located primarily at other leks but which 
might use habitat near the airport for nesting, brood rearing, foraging, etc. are not expected to vary from 
grouse at Lek #2.  See response to Comment 10-8. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 

10-7 Comment 
BLM Bishop Field Office biologists have observed pygmy rabbits in Long Valley (identified in the DEIS as 
the Upper Owens River Basin) and plan to document the extent of their habitat in the near future. We 
have extensive documentation of numerous pygmy rabbit burrows and habitat locations in Adobe Valley, 
just northeast of Long Valley.  

 Response 
The text of Section 4.6 has been modified to reflect the reported observation by BLM staff. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 
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10-8 Comment 
Although Figure 5.6-1 acknowledges the locations of other Greater Sage-grouse leks near the proposed 
flight tracks, the impacts analysis only addresses Lek #2.  Potential impacts to other leks should be 
analyzed.  

 Response 
Aircraft arriving or departing at MMH over the lek north of the airport in the vicinity of the general aviation 
traffic pattern would be at higher altitudes than at Lek #2 due the position of this lek relative to the arrival 
threshold or the point at which the departure roll would begin for either Runway 9 or Runway 27.  
Therefore, any changes in existing noise levels associated with the Proposed Action would be less than 
the minimal changes demonstrated for Lek #2 in Section 5.6 and Appendix H-4 of the EIS.  The potential 
for noise impacts at leks located still further from MMH would be even less, due to higher aircraft 
altitudes. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 

10-9 Comment 
The potential for visual impacts as well as noise should be considered, as Greater Sage-grouse react to 
visual detection of avian predators overhead. 

 Response 
See responses to Comments 10-1 and 10-2. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 

10-10 Comment 
There should be discussion of the potential to disturb Sage-grouse during other crucial activities, e.g. 
nesting, brood rearing, winter foraging. 

 Response 
The Proposed Action includes no construction that would disturb existing potential sage-grouse habitat.  
Sections 5.1 and 5.6 of the EIS, as well as Appendices C-1, C-2, C-3, and H-4 of the EIS indicate that the 
cumulative noise levels surrounding the airport would not change significantly.  There should be no 
significant impact to sage-grouse use of the areas around MMH as a result of the Proposed Action. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 

10-11 Comment 
The DEIS notes as a potential impact "a possible increase in premature daily departure of some grouse 
from the lek in response to any increase in early morning (prior to 9:00 a.m.) overflights during the lekking 
season..."  It would be appropriate to include a mitigation measure whereby leks would be monitored for 
this impact and flight schedules adjusted as necessary.  

 Response 
See responses to Comments 10-1 and 10-3.  Given that the Q-400 aircraft is substantially more quiet 
than many other aircraft currently operating at MMH as indicated in Appendix H-4 of the EIS, FAA does 
not believe that a requirement for monitoring of activity at Lek #2 is appropriate as part of the Proposed 
Action. 
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 Letter Codes 
DF0005 

10-12 Comment 
It would be appropriate to include a plan for monitoring for all potential impacts to Greater Sage-grouse 
described above and to mitigate as needed, in recognition of BLM's Sensitive Species designation and of 
the fact that Greater Sage-grouse and/or the local populations may continue to be considered for listing 
under the Endangered Species Act.  

 Response 
Table 5.5-3 of the EIS, and Table H-4.1 and Figure H-4.1 in Appendix H-4, indicate that the projected 
noise levels associated with the Q-400 aircraft are substantially lower than those associated with the 
existing aircraft operations.  The visual impact of the Q-400 aircraft would be similar to that of existing 
aircraft operations, to which local sage grouse are habituated.  The analyses conducted for the EIS have 
not identified a significant impact that would warrant development of a mitigation or monitoring plan.   

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
11. Air Quality 

 
11- Comment 

No comments received on this category. 

 Response 
 

 Letter Codes 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
12. Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste 

 
12- Comment 

No comments received on this category. 

 Response 
 

 Letter Codes 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
13. Natural Resources and Energy Supply 

 
13- Comment 

No comments received on this category. 

 Response 
 

 Letter Codes 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
14. Water Quality 

 
14-1 Comment 

The site plan for this project does not specifically identify features for the post-construction period that will 
control stormwater on-site or prevent pollutants from non-point sources from entering and degrading 
surface or ground waters. 

 Response 
There is no construction proposed for this Proposed Action.  The Proposed Action does not involve any 
change to existing and natural drainage features.  The Proposed Action would not impact any Waters of 
the State and/or Waters of the U.S.  MMH currently complies with the NPDES Industrial General Permit 
issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  The airport has prepared a SWPPP that 
describes the methods used at the airport to prevent impacts to water quality.  Stormwater run-off from 
the aircraft parking apron and aircraft storage hangars would continue to be collected in inlets and 
conveyed via underground drainpipes to the existing infiltration trench. With the exception of the possible 
additional deicing operations, described in Section 5.10 of the EIS, there would be no additional sources 
of pollutants due to the Proposed Action. The existing on-site collection basin has sufficient holding 
capacity to store the spent deicing fluid until it can be collected for disposal. Spent deicing fluid would be 
transported off site for disposal or recycling. There would be no impact from the Proposed Action on 
groundwater quality or supply. In addition, the Proposed Action would have no impact on stormwater run-
off or surface water quality.  Identification of mitigation and best management practices in this EIS are not 
warranted. 

 Letter Codes 
DS0003 

14-2 Comment 
The foremost method of reducing impacts to watersheds from urban development is "Low Impact 
Development" (LID), the goals of which are maintaining a landscape functionally equivalent to 
predevelopment hydrologic conditions and minimal generation of nonpoint source pollutants.  LID results 
in less surface runoff and potentially less impacts to receiving waters.  Principles of LID include 
maintaining natural drainage paths and landscape features to slow and filter runoff and maximize 
groundwater recharge, reducing the impervious cover created by development and the associated 
transportation network, and managing runoff as close to the source as possible. 

We understand the LID development practices that would maintain aquatic values could also reduce local 
infrastructure requirements and maintenance costs, and could benefit air quality, open space, and habitat.  
Planning tools to implement the above principles and manuals are available to provide guidance 
regarding LID. 

We request you require these principles be incorporated into the proposed project design. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 14-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DS0003 
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14-3 Comment 
We request existing and natural drainage features and patterns be maintained to the extent feasible. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 14-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DS0003 

14-4 Comment 
The project requires the development of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, a NPDES General 
Construction Stormwater Permit, and a NPDES General Industrial Stormwater Permit. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 14-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DS0003 

14-5 Comment 
Best Management Practices must be used to mitigate project impacts.  The environmental document 
must describe the mitigation measures or Best Management Practices. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 14-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DS0003 

14-6 Comment 
The proposal does not provide specific information on how impacts to surface Waters of the State and/or 
Waters of the U.S. will be mitigated.  These surface waters include, but are not limited to, drainages, 
streams, washes ponds, pools, or wetlands.  Waters of the State or Waters of the U.S. may be permanent 
or intermittent.  Waters of the State may include waters determined to be isolated or otherwise non-
jurisdictional by the Army Corps of Engineers.  The environmental document needs to quantify these 
impacts. Discuss purpose of project, need for surface water disturbance, and alternatives (avoidance, 
minimize disturbances, and mitigation).  Mitigation must be identified in the environmental document 
including timing of construction. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 14-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DS0003 

14-7 Comment 
Please include both pre-construction and post construction stormwater management and best 
management practices as part of the planning process. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 14-1. 
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 Letter Codes 
DS0003 

14-8 Comment 
Allowing the extra flights will increase non-point pollution by intensifying the amount of oil, road salt, 
sediment and pesticides that will enter nearby lakes, creeks.  If not directly, harm will occur from the 
additional flights and the extra visitors to the area. 

 Response 
No construction or land use changes at Mammoth Yosemite Airport are associated with the Proposed 
Action.  See response to Comment 15-6. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0018 

14-9 Comment 
Please consider designs that minimize impervious surface, such as permeable surface parking areas, 
directing runoff onto vegetated areas using curb cuts and rock swales, etc. and infiltrating runoff as close 
to the source as possible to avoid forming erosion channels.  Design features should be incorporated to 
ensure that runoff is not concentrated by the proposed project.  The project must incorporate to ensure 
that stormwater generated by the project is managed on-site both pre- and post construction.  Please 
show on plan drawings the on-site stormwater control measures. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 14-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DS0003 

14-10 Comment 
If the proposed project is located in an area that contains drainages, wetlands, surface Waters of the 
State, Waters of the U.S. or blue-line streams, we request that measures be incorporated into the project 
to avoid such features and provide buffer zones where possible.  Please inform project proponent to 
consult with Army Corps of Engineers, Department of Fish and Game, and the Water Board prior to 
issuing a grading permit. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 14-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DS0003 

14-11 Comment 
Please consider development features that span the drainage channels or allow for broad crossings.  
Design features of the future development should be incorporated to ensure that runoff is not 
concentrated by the proposed project, thereby causing downstream erosion. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 14-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DS0003 
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14-12 Comment 
Project may impact and alter drainages.  We request that the project designs maintain existing drainage 
features and patterns to the extent feasible.  Please inform project proponent to consult with Army Corps 
of Engineers, Department of Fish and Game, and the Water Board prior to issuing a grading permit. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 14-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DS0003 

14-13 Comment 
Please note that obtaining a permit and conducting monitoring does not constitute adequate mitigation.  
Development and implementation of acceptable mitigation is required. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 14-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DS0003 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
15. Secondary/Induced Impacts 

 
15-1 Comment 

The addition of daily winter air service by horizon Air will have a very positive effect on the community of 
Mammoth Lakes, CA.  The opportunity to grow Mammoth's "destination" visitation will allow our local 
economy to stabilize from our current "peak" and "valley" nature of business to a more consistent 
visitation pattern which will support more full time employment in our service dominated economy. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0001 DP0009 DP0010 

15-2 Comment 
Scheduled air service will help provide the economic foundation for a sustainable community. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0001 DP0006 DP0007 

15-3 Comment 
Our community needs scheduled air service to grow to our full potential as well as to serve the needs of 
our local citizens. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0003 

15-4 Comment 
Air service will provide visitors from additional markets into Mammoth which in turn will help our economy. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0006 

15-5 Comment 
I think the airport will increase solid waste in landfills, will limit important groundwater resources and will 
contribute to and cause expanding urban landscape.  Again, this area will see an increase in air pollution, 
noise pollution, light pollution, and traffic. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 15-6.  

 Letter Codes 
DP0018 
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15-6 Comment 
The increase of population, regional air and water quality, sewage treatment facilities and traffic is not 
adequately addressed.  An honest look at the environmental impact of rapid growth is not questioned. 

 Response 
Section 5.11 of the EIS provides a detailed analysis of the projected potential secondary and induced 
impacts of the proposed air service.  Using the very conservative assumption that all air passengers 
would represent additional visitors to the area, this analysis projects that the proposed air service would 
result in a 0.4 percent increase in total annual visitor days in 2009, and a 2.4 percent increase in total 
annual visitor days in 2015.  The analysis also provides estimates of the future changes in job 
opportunities, population, and housing requirements within the two-count Socioeconomic Study Area that 
could be associated with the increased visitation resulting from the proposed air service.  The additional 
visitation is projected to result in an increase of approximately 4 percent in all three measures in 2015.  
However, the ultimate levels and patterns of growth and land use in the Town of Mammoth Lakes, Mono 
County, and Inyo County would be controlled by patterns of land ownership and by the adopted General 
Plans of these jurisdictions. 

Section 5.7 of the EIS indicates that the small additional air emissions associated with the proposed 
commercial air service would not have a significant impact on regional air quality. 

Section 5.10 of the EIS indicates that the Proposed Action would not have a significant impact on regional 
water quality.  

The Final Program EIR for the Town of Mammoth Lakes 2005 General Plan Update indicates that the 
existing sewage treatment plant serving the Town has the capacity to handle the projected increase in 
residents and visitors. 

Section 5.3 of the EIS indicates that the impact of the proposed air service on local and regional traffic 
levels and patterns would not be significant. 

The FAA does not consider the potential impacts to regional air and water quality, sewage treatment 
facilities, and traffic associated with the Proposed Action to be significant.  See response to Comment 16-
1 regarding cumulative impacts. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0018 

15-7 Comment 
More tourists, more money doesn't justify the increase of noise pollution, light pollution, additional people 
and traffic that will be brought to this unique natural wonder, the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 15-6 regarding the projected increase in visitation, residents and traffic.  
Sections 5.1 and 5.5 of the EIS indicated that there will be no significant noise impacts associated with 
the Proposed Action.  The Proposed Action does not involve any change to lighting at the airport, and air 
service will be provided only during daylight hours.  Therefore, no change in light pollution will be directly 
associated with the Proposed Action.  See response to Comment 16-1 regarding cumulative impacts. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0018 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
16. Cumulative Impacts 

 
16-1 Comment 

Additional hotel and other construction will be necessary to accommodate the increase of visitors and 
new employees.  The FEA does not address the cumulative impact of these foreseeable future projects. 

 Response 
The analysis of the projected cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action and other projected local 
development is presented in Section 5.12 of the EIS.  This analysis has included all the major future 
development projects identified in the newly-adopted Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan.  As 
indicated in Section 5.12 of the EIS, the possible cumulative impact of the Proposed Action is a slight 
acceleration of the rate of growth in Mammoth Lakes and surrounding areas, up to the limitations 
established by adopted General Plans and land ownership patterns.  See the response to Comment 15-6. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0018 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
17. Other 1050.1E Categories 

 
17-1 Comment 

Also the altitude of the proposed aircraft (Q400) at maximum flight level is reportedly 24,000 feet.  This is 
currently below the level of commercial jet air traffic which has existed for many years as 30,000 feet and 
above. I submit to you that this type of aircraft at this altitude may have new visual effects which have 
never existed before. 

 Response 
There are currently numerous existing GA and commercial operations at altitudes ranging from 18,000 – 
24,000 ft by a variety of piston and turboprop aircraft, as well as jet aircraft operations at higher 
elevations.  As a result, the additional contribution of the Proposed Action to the overall visual 
environment of the region would be minimal. To the extent a visual change would occur, by 2015 during 
the winter season, 8 flights per day would take place at MMH, only 4 of which would travel on the most 
frequently used flight path.  In addition, the forecast for summer service in 2015 projects only two flights 
per day.  As indicated in Figure 5-1 of the EIS, the Proposed Action would result in a forecast increase of 
approximately 2,000 annual operations at MMH in 2015.  This would represent a small component of the 
total number of annual overflights projected for the area, as shown in Table C-3.1 of Appendix C-3.  
Therefore, there would be no significant visual change due to the Proposed Action. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0008 

17-2 Comment 
Mitigation must replace functions and values of wetlands lost. 

 Response 
There are no construction activities associated with the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action would not 
result in a physical impact on any wetland resources; therefore, wetland mitigation measures are not 
proposed.  

 Letter Codes 
DS0003 

17-3 Comment 
I'd like to speak about the potential impacts of the aircraft flying over the wilderness area that we know as 
the John Muir Wilderness in this case and air service could probably resume in December of this year.  
It's a federally designated wilderness by Congress back in 1964 to be exact.  The potential for that area to 
be impacted in the summer of 2012 in a visual way is somewhat real in this case in the fact that it could - 
it can be seen by a number of people that are visiting that area during the summer months from about 
May through October yearly.  They backpack, fish, hike, camp back in that area, photograph.  A lot of 
activity goes on back there. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 17-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0014 
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17-4 Comment 
Traditionally in the past, I'd say about 50-some years now - that's a rough estimate - since jet aircraft were 
introduced and have flown over California in this area, aircraft fly at about 30,000 feet and above, what 
we call the Modesto flyway which points east in the United States and all the way to California towards 
the Bay Area and points in that zone.  Anyway, historically aircraft have flown over there back and forth 
many times every day during the summer, notably when people are back there.  You can see the aircraft 
when you're out there in the areas camping, when you're climbing on the mountain peaks you can seen 
them quite clearly at 13,000 feet when you're standing on the rocks up there.  Now we're introducing 
possibly the proposed air service that you're suggesting here, the Bombardier Q400, at an altitude of 
24,000 feet, which is the suggested flight altitude when it passes over the wilderness area near Paiute 
Pass, which is just west of Bishop.This historically hasn't happened in the past.  There may have been 
flights in that area all the time from commercial aircraft, which we know is true, but now the new aircraft 
will fly 6,000 feet lower and will be visible just as the aircraft are now, only lower.  The sight of these 
aircraft to the people who are visiting that area is a very real possibility in the summer months starting in 
2012, if this does happen.  It's that much more that is going to impact that area, the wilderness area west 
of Bishop.  Impact as in visual impact. 

 Response 
See responses to Comments 5-2 and 17-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0014 

17-5 Comment 
I obviously can't speak for the hundreds of backpackers that back there every summer.  I happen to know 
they go there because I'm an employee who issues the permits for these people to go back there.  They 
do visit the area quite frequently, especially during the summer.  They disregard the commercial aircraft.  
We don't generally hear complaints about that.  However, the new aircraft now which is about to, or could 
possibly take place - this is something that historically hasn't happened in the past at this - at this type of 
level of service during the summer.  There also have been uses of other aircraft in that area, recreation 
aircraft, light aircraft which we call Cessnas, and military aircraft, the F-18 Hornets from China Lake, 
Lemoore and Fallon, which I call "the golden triangle."  Those are very, very disturbing in that area but 
those have nothing to do with the current hearing - but this is what's occurred in the past. 

But now we're introducing commercial air service during the summer months in 2012 in this area over the 
wilderness, the John Muir Wilderness, and possibly the Ansel Adams Wilderness just south of Yosemite, 
if commercial air service begins to the Bay area years down the road. 

I guess what I'm saying is the possibility of impacts in the far future, five years or more down the road, as 
far as visual impacts - it could detract from some people's experience in the wilderness.  I'm not saying it 
will, but there's a good possibility that seeing this aircraft at a newer altitude lower than we've seen in the 
past 50 years from commercial jet aircraft, at 6,000 feet lower than the 30,000 foot height - basically 
you're going to see aircraft that much better than you could see the current aircraft that you see 
nowadays.  It's not necessarily a bad thing, and your studies that the URS Corporation have shown no 
significant impacts to wildlife or endangered species.  However, I'm suggesting that the possibility of the 
people that are back there recreating may be impacted somewhat - not negatively but not positively 
either. 
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 Response 
See responses to Comments 5-2 and 17-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0014 

17-6 Comment 
Planes flying into and out of Mammoth Yosemite Airport will impact my enjoyment of these secluded, 
peaceful, pristine, backcountry areas.  Planes flying over will cause noise, will be visible and in some 
instances will leave contrails, all of which will alter my experience in a negative way. 

 Response 
The aircraft to be used for the proposed scheduled air service would not operate at altitudes where 
contrails are normally created.  See response to Comment 17-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0015 

17-7 Comment 
The concern I that I have is once the planes are in the air, air traffic control in another part of the state 
takes over and can direct these planes over the backcountry area around Mammoth where I recreate.  By 
not allowing commercial air service a few more planes are kept out of this remarkably beautiful area. 

 Response 
See the responses to Comments 17-1 and 5-15.  Commercial aircraft use established waypoints and 
routes based on land based navigation aids.  See Appendix C-3 for a discussion of the patterns of 
existing air traffic overflying the area surrounding Mammoth Lakes.  The statement that Air Traffic Control 
"can direct these planes over the backcountry" is correct.  However, air traffic controllers do not re-direct 
aircraft unless there is a specific need to do so.  In order to assure the highest level of safety, scheduled 
air carriers like the one proposed fly under Instrument Flight Rules (IFR), and are much less likely to be 
directed off of established routes.  Air Traffic routes are established based on available navigation 
resources, terrain, restricted airspace, and aircraft performance capability, to promote the safe and 
expeditious flow of traffic. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0015 

17-8 Comment 
In a time of increasing human population and limited natural resources, we need to save this landscape 
that is intensely beautiful.  Instead of investing in the development we need to invest in a sustainable 
environment for all species to enjoy.  Please protect the quantity and quality of open space.  An airplane 
flying over allocated open space is not preserving or protecting our open space. 

 Response 
See responses to Comments 5-1 and 17-1. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0018 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
18. EIS Process 

 
18-1 Comment 

I requested a copy of this Horizon communication ("Horizon, 2007") to the FAA for review in preparing 
comments, but was advised by the FAA that it was part of the administrative record, and I would have to 
file a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) to obtain it. At this time I would request that the FAA seek a 
waiver from Horizon Air so that the document identified as "Horizon Air, 2007" can be published in the 
Final EIS and Responses to Comments Received on the EIS. This referenced communication is vital to 
any discussion of the appropriateness of amending Horizon Air's operating specification to include 
Mammoth-Yosemite Airport. 

 Response 
The FAA believes that the document you are referencing is an email communication between FAA and 
Horizon Air.  As the commenter notes, the appropriate procedure for requesting documents that are not 
part of the EIS is through the Freedom of Information Act.  There is no issue of waiver with respect to 
Horizon Air, but FAA must process this request through the normal course of business.  The FAA has 
responded to a Freedom of Information Act request and has released the requested email.  

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 

18-2 Comment 
Based on our [USEPA] review, EPA has no objections to this project and has rated this Draft EIS as LO - 
Lack of Objections. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0002 

18-3 Comment 
When the Final EIS is officially filed with our [USEPA] Washington, D.C. office, please send one copy to 
the address [on comment letter] with mail code CED-2. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0002 

18-4 Comment 
The Department of the Interior has received and reviewed the subject document and has no comments to 
offer. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0004 
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18-5 Comment 
This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for 
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DS0004 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
19. Miscellaneous 

 
19-1 Comment 

My concerns regarding the proposed air service at MMH is related to the take-off pattern on departure. Is 
there any agency or personnel monitoring the take-off patterns when actual service commences? 

 Response 
There is a published arrival and departure route which would continue to be used.  There is no agency or 
airport personnel that will monitor take-off and arrival routes. The responsibility for the operation of all 
aircraft rests with the Pilot in Command, and in the case of commercial service, with the airline. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0008 

19-2 Comment 
It appears as if all flights will direct northwest, then east, when departing if weather conditions are severe 
enough (i.e., strong winds). Do any aircraft have the possibility of flying over Mammoth Lakes town limits? 
(Due to unforseen circumstances) 

 Response 
See Response 19-1.  The Town of Mammoth Lakes has adopted noise reduction recommendations for 
operators at the airport, which ask that pilots avoid overflying the Town of Mammoth Lakes.  These 
recommendations would apply to commercial as well as general aviation operations. There are no known 
weather conditions severe enough that would require the Q400 to overfly Mammoth Lakes.  The elevation 
and location of the Mammoth Lakes town limits in relation to the airport virtually exclude the possibility of 
over-flight by commercial aircraft. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0008 

19-3 Comment 
The adequacy of a single GPS instrument approach should be evaluated. 

 Response 
The addition of alternative or additional navigation aids at MMH may be considered under separate action 
by the FAA if requested by Horizon Air, or by the airport sponsor, the Town of Mammoth Lakes. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 

19-4 Comment 
The question should be addressed whether the capabilities of the Q400, which are reported to be very 
high, actually exceed the capabilities of MMH, which are very low. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 19-7.  The Q400 aircraft is noted for its ability to perform well in high altitudes 
with high climb rates. The performance characteristics of the Q400 are optimum for operating safely at 
MMH.  Horizon Airlines must demonstrate to the FAA's satisfaction that the proposed action can be 
accomplished with the highest level of safety.   Airport requirements and aircraft capabilities are at the 
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core of this evaluation.   There are no aircraft performance issues or airport requirement issues of 
concern at this time. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 

19-5 Comment 
We [NPS] recommend indicating Devils Postpile NM on the area of investigation base map of Figures 4.4, 
5.5-1, and 5.5-2. 

 Response 
The location of the Devils Postpile NM has been added to the suggested figures for the EIS. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

19-6 Comment 
We recommend including the 1964 Wilderness Act and the 1916 NPS Organic Act in the list of applicable 
Federal Laws and Statues. 

 Response 
The list of applicable Federal Laws and Statues for the EIS is a compilation of the regulations, laws and 
guidance under which FAA has legal authorities or responsibilities.  While the FAA recognizes the 1916 
NPS Organic Act and the 1964 Wilderness Act are relevant to the NPS and to the National Parks that are 
of interest in the EIS, those statutes do not contain legal rights, authorities or responsibilities that are 
applicable to FAA. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

19-7 Comment 
I wonder, and I would hope everyone in the community as well as FAA would wonder, what kind of 
discretion Horizon Air pilots will exercise when confronted with marginal conditions at Mammoth Airport, 
faced as they are with scheduled service, tickets sold, passengers perhaps on board and in-flight, 
returning tickets sold, and with departing passengers waiting to board from a new terminal in the old 
snow-removal equipment storage shed. 

There are days when the objective hazards of flying into Mammoth Airport are known and "routine".  But 
there are days when visibility is limited, runways are not dry, winds are not calm, and when hazards are 
not clear or obvious, and even the unmoving vertical terrain may not be visible from the air.  Under 
conditions--e.g., with crosswinds at the center of the runway, reported as 20 knots gusting to 35 knots, 
and assuming the minimum 3 mile visibility required for starting an IFR approach, and a runway perhaps 
wet or icy or frozen or snow-covered, or maybe not too bad,--what would a prudent and cautious pilot do? 

 Response 
This EIS has been prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, regulations promulgated 
by the President’s Council on Environmental Quality, and FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1, Policies and 
Procedures for considering Environmental Impacts, to disclose and assess the potential environmental 
consequences of the Proposed Action.  This environmental documentation is just one of several 
processes required for the proposed FAA action. 
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Under 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 119 the FAA Administrator may approve the Horizon 
Air request for an amendment to their operations specifications if the certificate holder applies for the 
amendment, and the Administrator determines that safety in air commerce and the public interest allows 
the amendment.  FAA regulations published in 14 CFR Parts 61 to 137 include numerous requirements to 
insure the safety of aviation operations, including numerous considerations related to the impact of 
weather on flight operations. 

In addition, individual airlines establish their own specific operations criteria to ensure safety in air 
commerce including such things as weather minimums, crosswinds, potential windshear, crew training 
requirements, and airports to use as alternates in case flights cannot be completed as planned.  Horizon 
Air has indicated that they are aware of the weather conditions at Mammoth Yosemite Airport and has 
indicated that they provide scheduled air service to several other communities in mountainous areas with 
similar weather conditions. 

Horizon Air will be required to know the current weather at Mammoth Lakes prior to their being 
dispatched to the airport.   The dispatch is predicated on known and forecast weather at the proposed 
time of arrival and departure.   Due to the length of the flight and the current weather minimums at 
Mammoth Lakes it is very unlikely that weather conditions would be significantly different from those 
under which the flight was dispatched.   However, the flight crews are required to ensure they have the 
latest weather before beginning an approach, so if the weather had drastically changed no attempt to land 
would be made.   In the event the flight was unable to complete the trip, the aircraft has sufficient fuel and 
range to return to its original departure point.  The original departure point would be the logical alternate 
in this case. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 

19-8 Comment 
I do not believe that the Administrator can factually determine that "safety in air commerce and the public 
interest require the [Horizon Air] amendment."  

 Response 
See response to Comment 19-7.  The portion of 14 CFR Part 119 quoted in this comment is applicable to 
operations specifications amendments that are initiated by FAA, rather than requested by the airline.  The 
provision of 14 CFR Part 119 relevant to the proposal at issue here states, "The Administrator may 
amend any operations specifications issued under this part if -- (2) The certificate holder applies for the 
amendment, and the Administrator determines that safety in air commerce and the public interest allows 
the amendment." 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 

19-9 Comment 
The FAA asserts that "FAA's primary mission is to ensure safety in air commerce." (quote at ES-1) Yet 
this draft EIS skirts around questions of flight safety, despite my efforts during the scoping process to 
have specific issues included.  I believe the public believes that if the FAA signs off on the EIS they are 
signing off on safety concerns, when in fact (I am now informed) it is the Flight Standards and Flight 
Operations divisions within the FAA that have such responsibility, and the EIS is needed if and only if a 
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new operations specification is adopted by Horizon Air under a separate process and set of procedures. I 
will now take my objections to Flight Operations, but I feel it is important to put on the record that 
addressing the "FAA" is not necessarily addressing all of the "FAA", and that approval of this document 
by FAA is not approval or even evaluation by the FAA of the safety of commercial service to Mammoth-
Yosemite Airport. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 19-7.  Contrary to the commenter's belief, the FAA reviews actions under 
environmental and other applicable laws as an agency.  It is standard business practice of FAA that no 
action is approved without review and approval of all relevant offices within the FAA.  At the time a 
decision is made by FAA, concerns regarding safety will be evaluated and addressed.  The Flight 
Standards Certificate Management Office is responsible to oversee the Air Carriers assigned to their 
office.  Their responsibilities include evaluation and approval of training programs, maintenance programs 
and operational authorities including airports.  Each Certificate Management Office (CMO) is staffed with 
a team of aviation professionals including experienced pilots, mechanics, cabin safety specialists who 
work under the direction of the Principal Operations Inspector (POI) and Principal Maintenance Inspector 
(PMI) to ensure that the highest level of safety is maintained in all operations by their assigned carrier.  All 
operation specification modifications including this request are evaluated by the POI, PMI and their team 
of inspectors prior to issuing operations specification for any proposed operation.  This airport will be 
evaluated along with any special training needed to insure that if the requested operation is authorized it 
can be accomplished with the highest level of safety.   Once the CMO is satisfied that the highest level of 
safety can be assured then authorization for the operation requested is granted.  The environmental 
evaluation of this particular airport is part of the CMO's evaluation while considering the request from 
Horizon Airlines to begin service into Mammoth Lakes airport.   There are no immediate safety concerns 
at Mammoth Lakes that are more demanding then several other airports currently served by Horizon 
Airlines.   However the CMO would be happy to review any specific information the commentator can 
provide about Mammoth Lakes. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 

19-10 Comment 
I believe this distinction has been muddied, and I believe that the FAA should acknowledge that in no way 
is this EIS a judgement on the safety questions raised during the scoping process. 

 Response 
See responses to Comments 19-7 and 19-9. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 

19-11 Comment 
I asked for an evaluation of weather data at MMH and no such evaluation is included to date. I raised the 
issue not only of crosswinds at MMH, but the unique and potentially hazardous wind conditions at the 
east end of the runway and no study or evaluation has been made of these conditions. 
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 Response 
See responses to Comments 19-7 and 19-12.  The FAA disagrees with the commenter's assessment of 
the conditions at MMH.  An evaluation of weather data is conducted during the master planning of a new 
airport or physical changes to existing runways.  Since the Proposed Action does not involve any new 
development, conduct of another weather analysis is not warranted.  However, weather data is available 
from the AWOS-3 facility located at the airport and is transmitted periodically to the National Weather 
Service (NWS).  Historical records of such data may be available from the NWS at 
http://cdo.ncdc.noaa.gov/qclcd/QCLCD.   Advisories are issued by MMH for airlines and pilots 
consideration.  The Airport Facility Directory remarks for MMH advise users of the potential conditions at 
MMH and the locations of lighted wind socks at the runway ends and at mid-field. 

The weather and wind data are sufficiently detailed to ensure that operations at MMH are well within the 
operational capability of Horizon Airlines and DHC 802 (Q400) aircraft.  Further, as indicated by the 
January 28, 2008 letter in Appendix A, Horizon Air is aware of the conditions at MMH and has indicated 
that they are not different than the conditions experienced at other locations to which Horizon Air provides 
service.  As indicated in Section 1.2 of the EIS, the maximum crosswind limit for the Q400 is 32 knots on 
a dry paved runway. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 

19-12 Comment 
I attach below, to be included in the record, a shaded-relief topographic map, showing the extreme and 
unique topography associated with the airport.  I believe the area covered by the map merits careful 
review and analysis––an analysis which is noticeably absent in the draft EIS.  Convict Creek flows north 
towards the airport between Laurel Mountain (elev. 11,812 ft.) and Mt. Morrison (elev. 12, 268 ft.).  Winds 
flow down the drainage, and are channeled by a series of glacial moraines towards the center of the 
airport runway, where data is collected for the automated weather reporting system.  Wind also flows 
down slope in a northerly direction from the east side of Mt. Morrison, and is funneled, again by glacial 
moraines, towards the east end of runway 27, where it runs up against Doe Ridge, immediately north of 
the runway.  Because of this extreme geologic topography, winds at the west end of the runway are often 
flowing in the opposite direction from winds at the east end, or even the center of the runway.   And 
normally these winds are crosswinds of one sort or another, and often they are strong, blowing down the 
eastern escarpment of the Sierra Crest, and when they are strong they are usually gusting, and the gusts 
are often sharp, and 10 or 20 or even 30 mph greater than the prevailing wind speed.  (see attached 
exhibit) 

What does this all mean?  It suggests that the automated wind reporting system picks up one set of wind 
conditions, but that other conditions occurring at the same time on other places along the runway are not 
the same, not reported, not predictable, and perhaps not nearly as good or benevolent. This presumably 
has a lot to do with the Jeppeson approach chart warning:  “expect turbulence and possible windshear 
along the first 3000’ of Rwy 27.”  (cited in my scoping letter of 19 August 2006)   Horizon Air’s reported 
response cited above that they are apparently prepared to land (or maybe only their most senior first 
officer is prepared to land? --clarification is needed on this point) in 32 knot crosswinds. 

I would suggest several issues should be addressed here: 

 1)   historic weather data is needed for the airport; 
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 2)   a wind study should be conducted to include sensors at both ends of the runway, as well as at its  
       high point in the center;   

 Response 
There was no attachment to Comment Letter DP0012 where this comment was made.  See responses to 
Comments 19-7, 19-9, and 19-11.  In 2000 the Town of Mammoth Lakes completed an engineering 
evaluation of MMH.  That evaluation included a wind analysis.  The results of a 14 month long wind study 
indicated that the readings of the AWOS and the readings of wind gauges placed adjacent to the runway 
9 threshold and 5,000 feet north of the existing runway differed by a maximum of 5 to 6 percent for 10.5 
knot winds, and 3 to 5 percent for 13 knot winds.  The analysis concluded that the wind data from the 
AWOS and the gauge adjacent to the Runway 9 threshold were the most representative of the winds on 
Runway 9-27.  At this time the FAA has not identified the need for an additional wind study such as is 
suggested. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 

19-13 Comment 
A thorough analysis of the flight safety conditions at MMH should have been done prior to the EIS. I 
would hope that these studies would be authorized and conducted between now and any final 
determination on Horizon Air's application for an amendment to their operations specification. 

 Response 
At the time a decision is made by the FAA, the required 14 CFR Part 119 safety evaluation will be 
complete. 

Under 14 CFR Part 119 the FAA Administrator may approve the Horizon Air request for an amendment to 
their operations specifications if the certificate holder applies for the amendment, and the Administrator 
determines that safety in air commerce and the public interest allows the amendment.  FAA regulations 
published in 14 CFR Parts 61 to 137 include numerous requirements to insure the safety of aviation 
operations, including numerous considerations related to the impact of weather on flight operations. 

In addition, individual airlines may establish their own specific operations criteria to ensure safety in air 
commerce including such things as weather minimums, crosswinds, potential windshear, crew training 
requirements, and airports to use as alternates in case flights cannot be completed as planned.  Any 
specific operations criteria developed or proposed by the individual airline must be submitted to the FAA 
Certificate Management Office for approval before they are implemented.  See responses to Comments 
19-7 and 19-9. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 

19-14 Comment 
The common connection between the historical commercial services is that all the aircraft utilized had 
maximum occupancy loads of approximately 20 or less.  The current proposal utilizes an aircraft with a 
maximum occupancy load of 78.  The EIS does reference the historical commercial air service but it does 
not reference the historical emergency response capability that existed or an analysis of the sufficiency of 
that capability. 
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 Response 
MMH as a 14 CFR Part 139 airport would historically have met the FAA requirement for emergency 
response capabilities. 

 Letter Codes 
DL0002 

19-15 Comment 
Over the years there have been definite improvements in the number and quality of emergency response 
resources available to respond to the Mammoth-Yosemite Airport.  These enhanced capabilities should 
not be automatically considered sufficient to handle an incident involving an aircraft with a tripled 
occupancy capability.  As air service moves from seasonal to year-round, there should be an 
accompanying emergency planning review utilizing the National Fire Protection Association Guide 424. 

 Response 
Under the 14 CFR Part 139 certification, the airport must maintain an emergency response plan that 
meets the FAA’s requirements. 

 Letter Codes 
DL0002 

19-16 Comment 
The Long Valley Fire Protection District and the Mammoth Lakes Fire District are planning to develop an 
updated response plan for Airport emergencies prior to the proposed start of service in December 2008. 
We consider the NFPA 424 review important enough to be referenced in the Final EIS. 

 Response 
The FAA supports the Long Valley Fire Protection District and the Mammoth Lakes Fire District plans. 

 Letter Codes 
DL0002 

19-17 Comment 
Under the current proposal the Town of Mammoth Lakes will provide ARFF response with its own vehicle 
during periods of scheduled service.  The Town of Mammoth Lakes crash-rescue vehicle should be 
integrated into the County Emergency Response System. The vehicle should be assigned an identifier, 
an activation page and equipped with a County/Town emergency service interoperable mobile radio 
system.  

 Response 
Since the Aircraft Rescue Fire Fighting (ARFF) was purchased with the support of Airport Improvement 
Program (AIP) funds for use at MMH, dedicated ARFF equipment must remain at the airport.  

 Letter Codes 
DL0002 

19-18 Comment 
During periods of scheduled carrier operations there should be a morning staffing report to confirm the 
operation of the emergency alert system, confirm radio system function and identify the staff assigned. 
The Mono County Sheriff's Department has confirmed that this morning check could be incorporated into 
their current EMS program morning check. 



3/20/2008 MMH Air Service EIS 43
 

 Response 
Comment noted. The Town will need to prepare an updated Airport Emergency Response Plan in 
accordance with 14 CFR Part 139.  Detailed requirements will be incorporated into that Plan. 

 Letter Codes 
DL0002 

19-19 Comment 
The Town's crash-rescue vehicle should be first on scene of any incident involving scheduled air service 
and the capability of that vehicle and operator to provide accurate information will create a more efficient 
emergency response. 

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DL0002 

19-20 Comment 
Given winter weather conditions in the Mammoth area, there should be designations of a heated hangar 
that could be utilized as a temporary medical treatment area and an additional hangar that could be 
utilized as a temporary morgue. Agreements with hangar ownership and call out lists for usage should be 
concluded prior to the start of scheduled service. 

 Response 
According to 14 CFR Part 139.325(c)(5), the Airport Emergency Plan (AEP) must identify "each hangar or 
other building on the airport or in the communities it serves that will be used to accommodate uninjured, 
injured and deceased persons” as indicated in the letter from the Long Valley Fire Protection District.  The 
Town, as the airport sponsor, is responsible for maintaining an up to date and complete AEP.  The FAA 
shares an oversight role to verify that the AEP is complete and meets the 14 CFR Part 119 requirements. 

 Letter Codes 
DL0002 

19-21 Comment 
The airport should be equipped with sufficient multi-causality supplies to accommodate half of the 
occupancy load of the aircraft providing service.  These supplies should be stored in a trailer that can be 
moved to an incident site.  

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DL0002 

19-22 Comment 
A formalized cross training program on the operation of the Town's ARFF vehicle for firefighters of the two 
responding Fire Districts should be developed and implemented.  This would allow for the use of the 
vehicle during off season periods and operator relief during any long duration incident. 
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 Response 
Comment noted. The Town will need to prepare an updated Airport Emergency Response Plan in 
accordance with 14 CFR Part 139.  Training requirements will be incorporated into that Plan.  Appropriate 
airport staff will have to attend an ARFF certified training course and be inspected by FAA personnel prior 
to any commercial service operations. 

 Letter Codes 
DL0002 

19-23 Comment 
There simply has been no public discussion of the relative safety, or lack thereof, of initiating commercial 
service at the Mammoth-Yosemite Airport. 

 Response 
See responses to Comment 19-7 and 19-9. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 

19-24 Comment 
I regret the fact that the FAA has spent the money on an EIS rather than first spending what would 
undoubtedly have been a small fraction of that amount in doing a thorough analysis of the flight safety 
conditions existing at the Mammoth-Yosemite Airport. I would hope that these studies would be 
authorized and conducted between now and any final determination on Horizon Air’s application for an 
amendment to their operations specification to commence air service to Mammoth-Yosemite Airport. 

 Response 
See Responses to Comments 19-7 and 19-9. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 

19-25 Comment 
Year four should see the completion of the NFPA 424 review and implementation of as many 
recommendations as possible.  The remaining recommendations to be implemented prior to the initiation 
of year round service. 

 Response 
See response to Comment 19-18. 

 Letter Codes 
DL0002 

19-26 Comment 
How much consideration has the FAA given to days like today when we've had six feet of snow and 
previous days we get a few more inches than today and if there's any special consideration for this?  Will 
Bishop get more air traffic?  And if that's the case, will we have issues with cancellations?  Mammoth is 
obviously unique.  I don't know how many other airports get six feet of snow over the course of a 
weekend. 

 Response 
See responses to Comments 4-1 and 19-7. 
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 Letter Codes 
DP0013 

19-27 Comment 
Is anyone monitoring the takeoff patterns of Mammoth Yosemite Airport on departure if the winds were 
traveling the other direction and they had to fly over Mammoth, if they had to turn into the wind because 
the winds were that strong.  These are probably rare occurrences.  I've been told at the last hearing, 
public workshop, that the aircraft will always turn east if they had to take the flight pattern towards the Bay 
area in Bay area service was proposed in the future.  If the aircraft were turning east it would be no 
problem, however, sometimes the wind will be so strong that they could not make that turn and they 
would have to fly over town.  I don't know if anyone is monitoring that - any kind of agency or the local 
airport personnel are doing that.  It's something to think about. 

 Response 
See the responses to Comments 19-1 and 19-2. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0014 

19-28 Comment 
The problem isn't all the safe landings, it's the one crash landing that wasn't avoided because commercial 
airlines and their pilots have schedules to fly that are established to be minimally impacted by the forces 
of nature or the inadequacies of a destination airport. Yes, the pilot is in charge, and yes, the airport "is as 
it is", but landings are not always as they are predicted to be, and winds at the Mammoth Airport have 
been known to have the windsocks pointing horizontally in different directions at the same time, when the 
minute before they were slack.   Mammoth-Yosemite Airport is a disaster waiting to happen, and for that 
reason I would recommend the FAA adopt the No-Action Alternative. 

 Response 
FAA disagrees that "Mammoth-Yosemite Airport is a "disaster waiting to happen."  See responses to 
Comments 19-7 and 19-9. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 
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Appendix L-2 
 

Coded Comment Submittals on Draft EIS 
 
This appendix contains scanned copies of each comment submittal received on the Draft EIS, including 
identification and coding of each comment contained therein that was included in the comments and 
responses report presented in Appendix L-1. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Pacific Southwest Region 

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 520 
Oakland, California 94607 

 
 
IN REPLY REF : ER TO
ER#07/1004 
 
Electronically Filed 
 
10 January 2008  
 
Mr. Chuck Cox 
Regional Environmental Technical Specialist 
U.S. Department of Transportation,  
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
Northwest Mountain Region 
Flight Standards Division 
1601 Lind Avenue, SW 
Renton, WA 98055 
Phone: (425) 227-2243 
Fax: (425) 227-1200 
 
 
Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Horizon Air 

Service to Mammoth Yosemite Airport, Mammoth Lakes; Mono County, 
California. 

 
 
Dear Mr. Cox: 
 
The Department of the Interior has received and reviewed the subject document and has no 
comments to offer. 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review this project.   
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Patricia Sanderson Port 
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Regional Environmental Officer 
 
cc:  
Director, OEPC 
FWS, CNO 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Bishop Field Office 
35 1 Pacu Lane, Suite 100 

Bishop, CA 935 14 
Phone: 760 872-5000 Fax: 760 872-5050 

www.ca.blm.gov/bishop 

Chuck Cox 
Regional Technical Specialist Operations 
United States Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Northwest Mountain Region Office 
1 60 1 Lind Avenue, S W 
Renton, WA 98057 

RE: DEIS - Proposed Horizon Air Scheduled Service to Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Dear Mr. Cox: 

BLM Bishop Field Office would like to submit the following comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Request for Operations Specifications 
Amendment by Horizon Air to provide scheduled air service to Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport. We have an ongoing interest in actions involving the airport due to the potential 
to affect resources on BLM-administered public lands in the vicinity. 

Page 4-42: Please note that Greater Sage-grouse is listed by BLM as a Sensitive Species. 
Also, the paragraph regarding sage-grouse on this page only mentions one lek; it is 
important to note that there are several leks in Long Valley (including those in the airport 
vicinity shown in Figure 4.6-2) and grouse breeding at these leks may use habitat near the 
airport for nesting, brood rearing, foraging, etc. 

Page 4-47: BLM Bishop Field Office biologists have observed pygmy rabbits in Long 
Valley (identified in the DEIS as the Upper Owens River Basin) and plan to document 
the extent of their habitat in the near future. We have extensive documentation of 
numerous pygmy rabbit burrows and habitat locations in Adobe Valley, just northeast of 
Long Valley. 

Pages 5-44 through 5-48: 

Although Figure 5.6-1 acknowledges the locations of other Greater Sage-grouse leks near 
the proposed flight tracks, the impacts analysis only addresses Lek #2. Potential impacts 
to other leks should be analyzed. 

C A R I N G  F O R  T H E  L A S T  V E S T I G E  O F  W I L D  C A L I F O R N I A  
C O N S E R V A T I O N ,  E D U C A T I O N ,  P A R T N E R S H I P S  
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The potential for visual impacts as well as noise should be considered, as Greater Sage- 
grouse react to visual detection of avian predators overhead. 

There should be discussion of the potential to disturb Sage-grouse during other crucial 
activities, e.g. nesting, brood rearing, winter foraging. 

The DEIS notes as a potential impact "a possible increase in premature daily departure of 
some grouse from the lek in response to any increase in early morning (prior to 9:00 a.m.) 
overflights during the lekking season.. .." It would be appropriate to include a mitigation 
measure whereby leks would be monitored for this impact and flight schedules adjusted 
as necessary. 

In general, it would be appropriate to include a plan for monitoring for all potential 
impacts to Greater Sage-grouse described above and to mitigate as needed, in recognition 
of BLM's Sensitive Species designation and of the fact that Greater Sage-grouse andlor 
the local populations may continue to be considered for listing under the Endangered 
Species Act. 

Our concerns regarding recreation resources were identified in our letter of June 21 and 
we hope to see these concerns carried through to the final EIS. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please keep us informed regarding this and 
future proposals involving the airport. If you need additional information, please contact 
Terry Russi, Supervisory Wildlife Biologist at t h s  office. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
District 9 
500 South Main Street 
Bishop, CA 935 14 
PHONE (760) 872-0785 
FAX (760) 872-0754 
TTY 71 1 (760) 872-0785 

December 1 1,2007 

Chuck Cox 
Northwest Mountain Region 
Federal Aviation Administration 
1601 Lind Avenue, SW 
Renton, Washington 98055 

Flex your power! 
Be energy efficient! 

File: 09-FED 
DEIS 
SCH #: 2007 1 1400 1 

Dear Mr. Cox: 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Horizon Air Service to Mammoth 
Airport (November 2007) 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on the DEIS for commercial air service to Mammoth Airport. Thank you for providing traffic 
analysis as requested in our August 22, 2007 letter. 

Deplanement numbers are such that there should be no significant impact to US 395. Since no 
airfield construction or perimeter fence changes are proposed for this commercial air service 
project, no Caltrans permit would be needed. 

Please continue to forward any information that would be relevant to Caltrans. We value a 
cooperative relationship with your agency regarding project affect upon State surface 
transportation. If you have any questions, I may be contacted at (760) 872-0785. 

Sincerely, 

GAYLE J. ROSANDER 
IGR/CEQA Coordinator 

c: State Clearinghouse 
Ron Bolyard, Caltrans Aeronautics 
Steve Wisniewski, Caltrans 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California " 
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12/17/2007 15:23 FAX 916 657 5390 NAHC 

NAiiVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
91 5 CAPITOL WLL. ROOM SM 
SACRAMENTO, CA 05814 
(916) -251 
Fax (916) 657-6890 
web site wwur.clakc.fa.aov 
crnalk ds-nahe@pacbeil.nat 

October 20,2006 

Mr. Chuck Cox 
US. Oepartmeat ef Transportation 
Federal Avlatian AdmlnistraUen; Northwest MaumtetkRegian 
1601 Lind Avenue. S.W. 
Renton. Washington 98055 

Sent by FAX io: 425-227-1 200 
Number of pages: 2 

Dear Mr. Cox: 

RE: State. of Califemia Clearinahouse No. 70011 14001 : draft E n v i r o n m p ~ m e ~  
ID.EIS1 for Pqx~sed App~oYal.of 0-om SWfications for an Airline to Resume Cornmescial 

- 

S.ervice Flim Activltv into Mammoth ~osekite Aim-art: Marn 
- 

&.Lakes: MonoCountv. C a l i &  

In order to respond spdfimlly and consistent with iribal consultation recammendaf ons under the 
federal National Envirgnmental PaScy Act (NEPA) as well as Sedion 106 af the National Historic 
Preservation Act, we suggest that you contact the local W k  in the area of the Mammoth Airport to 
provide them an opportun-w to determine if hey have any concerns in me 'area of project effect 
(APE)- I attach a llst af the tn'bes we recommend that you mb*t The kit has changed somewhat 
from our 2006 correspondence to FAA concerning this project. 

If you have any quesiions concerning his please do not hesitate iw contact me at (916) 653-6251. 

Cc: Sate Clearinghous 

Attachment: List af Native American Tribes with Cultural Affiliation to the Project Site 

david_alberts
Polygonal Line

david_alberts
Polygonal Line



12/17/2007 15:23 FAX 916 657 5390 NAHC 

Nathre American Contacts 
Mono County 

December 14m7 

Benton Paiute Reservation Big Pine Band of Owens Valley THPO 
Mike Keller. Chairperson BiH Helmer, Ttibal Higtoric Preservation Officer 
Star Route 4, Box 5&A Paiub P.D. Box 700 Paiute 
Benton CA 93512 Bb Pine I CA 93513 

amar osa@aol.com 
(760)%38-2003 
(760) 9384942 fax 

Big Pine Band of Owens Valley Walker R'ier Reservation 
David Moose, Chairperson Gmia W~lllam, Chairperson 
P. 0. Box 700 Owens Valley Paiute P.O. Box 220 Northern Paiute 
Big Pine s CA 93513 Schun , NV 89427 

Bridgeport Paiute Indian Colony Bishop Paiute Tribe THPO 
Charlotte Baker, Chairperson Theresa Stone-Yanez, Tribal Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 37 Palute 50 Tu Su Lane Paiute-Shoshone 
Bridgeport I CA 93517 Bishop 9 CA 93514 
bi ovadm@ ahoo.cam 
(7%) 932-7& 

760 873-4, Ext 250 
760 3974146 I 

(760) 932-7846 Fax (760) 873-41 43 - FAX 

MOM' ~ake Indian Comm~flity KufzMikaA Indian Community Cultural Presv. Assn. 
Charlotte Lange, Chairperson Raymond Andrews, Chdm 
P.O. Box 1 17 Mono P.O. 8ox  591 Paiute 
Bi Pine CA 9351 3 Northern Pauite Bishop CA 93515 
(7%) 938-1 190 (760) 873.81 45 

Thla liet Is cunant only as dafie of thls docllmsnt 

O 1 ~ u U o n  ot thk list does nor redeve any mmon of 9latutory reepondblMy as aeflned In Sscllon7CKO.5 oftha HwHh and 
Safely Cu% Sectlon 5067.94 of the PubNc Rasoum Cade ana M # n  sas798 ol rn PuMc Rmourres cam 

Thb llst Ia only appltEabl8 tor ~onectlnn locsi Nattve Amsrlcsn rrin, regara to cutbural msources for the proposed 
8CH120m114Ckl'l; =A NotlesdCvinpletkn; d m  ~~~~t I ~ ~ n r w p ( O u s )  krthe MnrnmOl+ 
Y w  Airport Air kd w: U.S Deparrmem of T m ~ ~ o n ,  Fsdsral Avlatkn Administfation 
(FAA): P rom bcstlon lo nenr the Town of ldammath Lelces In Wno County, CalHomb. 



a California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Lahontan Region 

Linda S. Adams 
Secretary for 

Environmentnl Protection 

December 5,2007 

Victorville Office 
14440 Civic Drive, Suite 200, Victorville, California 92392 

(760) 241-6583 Fax (760) 241-7308 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov~lahontan 

Arnold Schwarzenegger 
Governor 

File: Environmental Doc Review 
lblono County 

Mr. Chuck Cox 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Northwest Mountain Region 
Flight Standards Division 
1601 Lind Avenue, S.W. 
Renton, Washington 98055 
Fax (425) 227-1200 

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED HORIZON AIR SERVICE TO MAMMOTH YOSEMITE 
AIRPORT, MAMMOTH LAKES, MONO COUNTY 

Please refer to the items checked for staff comments on the above-referenced project: 

[ X ] The site plan for this project does not specifically identify features for the post- 
construction period that will control stormwater on-site or prevent pollutants from non- 
point sources from entering and degrading surface or ground waters. The foremost 
method of reducing impacts to watersheds from urban development is "Low Impact 
Development" (LID), the goals of which are maintaining a landscape functionally 
equivalent to predevelopment hydrologic conditions and minimal generation of'nonpoint 
source pollutants. LID results in less surface runoff and potentially less irr~pacts to 
receiving waters. Principles of LID include: 

Maintaining natural drainage paths and landscape features to slow and filter runoff 
and maximize groundwater recharge, 
Reducing the impervious cover created by development and the associated 
transportation network, and 
Managing runoff as close to the source as possible. 

We understand that LID development practices that would maintain aquatic values could 
also reduce local infrastructure requirements and maintenance costs, and could benefit 
air quality, open space, and habitat. Planning tools to implement the above principles 
and manuals are available to provide specific guidance regarding LID. 

We request you require these principles to be incorporated into the proposed project 
design. We request natural drainage patterns be maintained to the extent feasible. 
Future development plans should consider the following items: 

[ X ] The project requires development of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and 
X a NPDES General Construction Stormwater ~ermit'andlor ' ' 

X a NPDES General Industrial Stormwater Permit 0 
California Environmental Protection Agency 

e2 Recycled Paper 
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Mr. Cox - 2 - December 5,2007 

These permits are accessible on the State Board's Homepage 
(www.waterboards.ca.gov). Best Management Practices must be used to mitigate 
project impacts. The environmental document must describe the mitigation measures or 
Best Management Practices. 

[ XI The proposal does not provide specific information on how impacts to surface Waters of 
the State and/or Waters of the U.S. will be mitigated. These surface waters include, but 
are not limited to, drainages, streams, washes, ponds, pools or wetlands. Waters of the 
State or Waters of the U.S. may be permanent or intermittent. Waters of the State may 
include waters determined to be isolated or otherwise non-jurisdictional by the Army 
Corps of Engineers. The Environmental Document needs to quantify these impacts. 
Discuss purpose of project, need for surface water disturbance, and alternatives 
(avoidance, minimize disturbances and mitigation). Mitigation must be identified in the 
environmental document including timing of construction. 

Mitigation must replace functions and values of wetlands lost. For more information see 
the Lahontan Region Basin Plan 
http://www.waterboards.ca.qov/lahontan/BPlan/BPlan Index.htm. 

[ X I  Other 

Please include both pre-construction and post construction stormwater management 
and best management practices as part of planning process. 

Please consider designs that minimize impervious surface, such as permeable surface 
parking areas, directing runoff onto vegetated areas using curb cuts and rock swales, 
etc., and infiltrating runoff as close to the source as possible to avoid forrrling erosion 
channels. Design features should be incorporated to ensure that runoff is not 
concentrated by the proposed project. The project must incorporate measures to 
ensure that stormwater generated by the project is managed on-site both pre-and post 
construction. Please show on plan drawings the on-site stormwater control measures. 

If the proposed project is located in an area that contains drainages, wetlands, surface 
Waters of the State, Waters of the U.S. or blue-line streams, we request that measures 
be incorporated into the project to avoid such features and provide buffer zones where 
possible. Please inform project proponent to consult with Army Corps of Engineers, 
Department of Fish and Game, and the Water Board prior to issuing a grading permit. 

Please consider development features that span the drainage channels or allow for 
broad crossings. Design features of future development should be incorporated to 
ensure that runoff is not concentrated by the proposed project, thereby causing 
downstream erosion. 

Project may impact and alter drainages. We request that the project designs maintain 
existing drainage features and patterns to the extent feasible. Please inform project 
proponent to consult with Army Corps of Engineers, Department of Fish and Game, and 
the Water Board prior to issuing a grading permit. 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

Recycled Paper 
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Mr. Cox - 3 -  December 5,2007 

Please note that obtaining a permit and conducting monitoring does not constitute adequate 
mitigation. Development and implementation of acceptable mitigation is required. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (760) 241-7376, or e-mail me at 
mhakakian@waterboards.ca.gov 

Sincerely, 

Mack Hakakian, PG 
Engineering Geologist 

MHIrclCEQA comments1Mammoth Lakes Horizon Air Service to Mammoth 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

% ?  Recycled Paper 
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D@- water md ~ ~ w e r  the City d Los h g e l e ~  

ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA Commission RONALD F. DEATON, ce,ze,n/ Mo,mqe~. 

Moyor H. DAVID NAHAI, Presrde,rr 

EDITH RAMIREZ, f i e - ~ r e ~ i d e r ~ r  

MARY D. NICHOLS 
NICK PATSAOURAS 
FORESCEE HOGAN-ROWLES 
BARBARA E. MOSCHOS, Secrerory 

December 7,2007 

Mr. Chuck Cox 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Northwest Mountain Region 
Flight Standards Division 
1601 Lind Avenue S.W. 
Renton, Washington 98055 

Dear Mr. Cox: 

Subject: Comments on the Federal Aviation Administration Draft 
Enviror~mental Impact Statement - Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) has had an opportunity to review the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) identifying potential environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed approval of an Operations Specifications Amendment for Horizon Air to provide scheduled service 
into Mammoth Yosemite Airport (MMH). 

The following issues were expressed in your proposed action: 

According to Section 4.6.1.3, on page 4-42: 

"The Greater Sage Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) was identified by California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) as a concern due to the proximity of a sage grouse lek two miles east of 
the MMH airport and possible impacts on the use of the lek resulting from the 
proposed action. A lek is a communal arena in which males of a species perform 
courtship displays. The lek is considered to be the center of year-round activity for 
resident grouse populations." 

An ongoing study conducted by the U.S. Geological Survey (Personal Communication, 2004) 
has determined that sage grouse utilize the area surrounding MMH for foraging, nesting, and 
breedirlg. 

According to Appendix H-3: On April 14,2004, URS Corporation (URS) conducted a noise 
assessment at the Greater Sage Grouse lekking area (known as lek 2) in Long Valley, 
Mono County, California, which is located in close proximity to the departure and arrival flight 
paths to and from the IVIIVIH. On April 14, 2004, a Westwind jet aircraft equipped with Garrett 

> 
% * 9 

, " " ,w". 

O Bishop, California mailing address: 300 Mandich Street Bishop, CA 93514-3449 Telephone: (760) 872-1104 Fax (760) 873-0266 

11 1 North Hope Street, Los Angeles, California R Mailing address: Box 51 11 1 Los Angeles, CA 90051-0100 

Telephone: (213) 367-4211 Cable address: DEWAPOLA 
~. * .." '... 

Recyclable and made from recycled waste 5.. 7 - 



Mr. Chuck Cox 
Page 2 
December 7,2007 

TFE 731-3-1G engines (3700 Ibs of static thrust) was chartered by URS to conduct departures 
and arrivals at MNlH for the purpose of assessing the response of lekking sage grouse to the 
overflights. Two overflights coincided with two large groups of grouse ,flushing from lek 2: the 
arrival (from Bishop) at 7:34 a.m. and the departure (toward Bishop) at 7:45 a.m. The 
response was likely due to the combination of the noise and visual disturbance of the jet 
passing over the lek. The responses were observed by both Dr. Pat Mock, URS Senior 
Biologist, and Ms. Denyse Racine, CDFG Biologist. 

LADWP offers the following comments and concerns on the proposed action: 

A. The Greater Sage Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) is listed by the State of California 
as a Species of Special Concern and has been petitioned for listing under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act. If this species is listed, it will restrict LADWP's ability to 
manage City of Los Angeles lands, and, therefore, we want to avoid activities that may 
result in listing. 

B. LADWP, as an agency that has been working on conservation issues associated with the 
sage grouse, is concerned that the visual and audible disturbance described above would 
significantly affect the sage grouse that utilize lek 2. This lek as well as other foraging, 
nesting and breeding grounds, is located on City of Los Angeles land and, as the 
landowners, we are very concerned about the proximity of airport flight patterns to lek 2. 
Lek 2 is the largest breeding habitatlpopulation in Long Valley and is critical to the overall 
health and reproductive needs of this regional sage grouse population. 

C. At a minimum, LADWP requests that aircraft arrivals and departures during peak 
breeding season (approximately March 1 through April 30) be scheduled to avoid 
interference with breeding activity on lek 2. On any given day during the breeding 
season, lekking activity wanes at approximately 9:00 a.m.; therefore, we recommend that 
arrivals and departures be scheduled after 10:OO a.m. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this DEIS. If you have any questions about these comments, 
please feel free to contact Mrs. Debbie House, of my staff, at (760) 873-0206. 

Sincerely, 

C 
~ e n e  L. Coufal 
Manager 
Aqueduct Section 

c: Mrs. Debbie House 
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Bill Cockroft 
PO Bar 8403 

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 

January 7,2008 

Mr. Chuck Cox, 
Regional Environmental Technician Specialist 
Northwest Mountain Region 
Flight Standards Division 
Federal Aviation Administration 
1601 Lind Avenue, SW 
Renton, WA 98055 
Fax: 425.227.2243 

Dear Mr. Cox: 

This letter is to voice my support for the reinstatement of air service to the Mammoth 
Yosernite Airport EA of which you are currently soliciting comments. 

I support the reinstatement of air service to Mammoth Yosernite Airport primarily 
because it will help the town of Mammoth Lakes to become a year-round destination 
resort. Easy airport access to Mammoth will allow for visitors from around the world to 
visit to Mammoth, Destination visitors will spend more time in Mammoth, especially 
midweek periods when bur restaurants, hotels, and retail establishments suffer. 

In addition, I have reviewed the new project EA and I feel that the airport will have little 
to no negative environmental impacts. 

Tharrk you for your time and consideration and I hope that you too will support this 
important project. 

=k7f Bill Cockroft' 
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Mr. Chuck Cox 
Reginnal Bnvironmental Technical Specialist 
Fedeml Aviation kddnislration. 

RE: R,equest l i ~ r  Operalio.ons Speciticiitioms Amendment 'by Hc~tizon Air k) T'rovido 
Schedul.ec1 Air Scrvice 60 Mmm~olb Youcmite .Airport. 

Dear Mi-. C.!ox, 
I him conm~l~~icuting to y.ou in suppor:t of the propbsal by FIorizon. Ajr. I an] a propcrty 
omcr Mamnoth I,nkcs and fiequcnt visitor to the region. T believe that thc benefits of 
the proposal outweigh c:jther consickrirtions. 
Sincerely. 
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Stephen Kalish
892 Rimrock Drive
Bishop, CA 93514

760.387.2782
kaljar@qnet.com

11 January 2008

Mr. Chuck Cox
Regional Environmental Technical Specialist
Northwest Mountain Region
Flight Standards Division
1601 Lind Avenue, SW
Renton, WA 98055
Sent via Fax to: (425) 227-1200

Re:  Mammoth-Yosemite Airport Draft EIS 

Dear Mr. Cox:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the most recent Draft EIS for the 
Mammoth-Yosemite Airport. 
 
I regret not having attended the presentation workshops and public hearing (Dec. 16, 
2007; Jan. 8, 2008),  but inclement weather and bad road conditions kept me at home in 
Swall Meadows.  Fortunately, although your meetings were scheduled, my 
transportation was not, and I exercised what I considered good judgment in not 
challenging the weather and local ground conditions to try to get to your workshops and 
hearing in Mammoth Lakes.  

I wonder, and I would hope everyone in the community as well the FAA would wonder, 
what kind of discretion Horizon Airlines pilots will exercise when confronted with 
marginal conditions at the Mammoth Airport, faced as they are with scheduled service, 
tickets sold, passengers perhaps on board and in-flight, returning tickets sold, and with 
departing passengers waiting to board from a new terminal in the old snow-removal 
equipment storage shed.

There are days when the objective hazards of flying into Mammoth Airport are known 
and “routine”.  But there are days when visibility is limited, runways are not dry, winds 
are not calm, and when the hazards are not clear or obvious, and even the unmoving 
vertical terrain may not be visible from the air.   Under such conditions––e.g., with 
crosswinds at the center of the runway  reported as 20 knots gusting to 35 knots, and 
assuming the minimum 3 mile visibility required for starting an IFR approach, and a 
runway perhaps wet or icy or frozen or snow-covered, or maybe not too bad,––what 
would a prudent and cautious pilot do?  

1
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Any pilot I know would not try to land under such conditions at the Mammoth Airport. 
Either they’d be waiting for a better flying day, or timing their arrival before the weather 
deteriorated, or landing at the Bishop Airport, happy to be safe on the ground, even if 
their car was 45 minutes away at the Mammoth Airport. 

But Horizon Airlines might try to land, and they’d probably get away with it 9 times out of 
10, or 99 times out of a hundred, or 999 times out of a thousand.  After all, as reported 
in the Draft EIS, in an obvious attempt to respond to my  scoping testimony and letter, 
“Horizon Air has indicated that the maximum crosswind limit for the Q400 aircraft is 32 
knots on a dry paved runway.”  ( Draft EIS at 1-5, referencing “Horizon Air, 2007”)   

The problem isn’t all the safe landings, it’s the one crash landing that wasn’t avoided 
because commercial airlines and their pilots have schedules to fly that are established 
to be minimally impacted by the forces of nature or the inadequacies of a destination 
airport.  Yes, the pilot is in charge, and yes, the airport “is as it is”, but landings are not 
always as they are predicted to be, and winds at the Mammoth Airport have been 
known to have the windsocks pointing horizontally in different directions at the same 
time, when the minute before they were slack. Mammoth-Yosemite Airport is a disaster 
waiting to happen, and for that reason I would recommend the the FAA adopt the No-
Action Alternative.  

I will restrict my comments and objections to issues relating to the decision of the 
Administrator about whether or not to grant Horizon Air an amendment to their 
operations specifications to fly commercial flights into Mammoth-Yosemite Airport.  I do 
not believe that the Administrator can factually determine that “safety in air commerce 
and the public interest require the amendment.” (quoting from Draft EIS at 1-1)  

I admit to having been naive about what this environmental impact statement would 
address.  My scoping issue was safety, and as best I can determine my concerns were 
addressed in this draft EIS only at 1-5, in three short sentences which I will quote here 
in full, so that I can cite them later.

The airport intermittently experiences crosswind conditions that limit arrivals by 
light general aviation (GA) aircraft or require avoidance of a part of the runway. 
However, these conditions are not projected to substantially affect the operation 
of heavier aircraft such as the Q400. Horizon Air has indicated that the maximum 
crosswind limit for the Q400 aircraft is 32 knots on a dry paved runway (Horizon 
Air, 2007).

I requested a copy of this Horizon communication to the FAA for review in preparing 
these comments, but was advised by the FAA that it was part of the administrative 
record, and I would have to file a Freedom of Information Act ("FOIA") request to obtain 
it.  At this time, I would request that the FAA seek a waiver from Horizon Air so that the 
document identified as “Horizon Air, 2007” can be published in the Final EIS and 
Responses to Comments Received on the EIS.  This referenced communication is vital 
to any discussion of the appropriateness of amending Horizon Air’s operating 
specifications to include service to the Mammoth-Yosemite Airport.

Before continuing, I would like to expand on the question of the public’s perception of 
the probable adoption by the FAA of the Preferred Action Alternative. The FAA asserts 
that “FAA’s primary mission is to ensure safety in air commerce.” (quote at ES-1)  Yet 
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this draft EIS skirts around questions of flight safety, despite my efforts during the 
scoping process to have specific issues included.  I believe the public believes that if the 
FAA signs off on the EIS they are signing off on safety concerns, when in fact (I am now 
informed) it is the Flight Specifications and Flight Operations divisions within the FAA 
that have such responsibility, and the EIS is needed if and only if  a new operations 
specification is adopted for Horizon Air under a separate process and set of procedures.  
I will now take my objections to Flight Operations, but I feel it is important to put on the 
record that addressing the FAA is not necessarily addressing all of the FAA, and that 
approval of this document by the FAA is not approval or even evaluation by the FAA of 
the safety of commercial service to Mammoth-Yosemite Airport.   I believe this 
distinction has been muddied, and I believe that the FAA should acknowledge that in no 
way is this EIS a judgment on the safety questions raised during the scoping process.  
There simply has been no public discussion of the relative safety, or lack thereof, of 
initiating commercial service at the Mammoth-Yosemite Airport.

That said, I am severely disappointed that specific (safety  related) questions I raised at 
the scoping hearing have not been dealt with in the draft EIS. (Aside from the notable 
three sentences quoted above, which at least invite discussion, for which I am grateful.) 
I asked for an evaluation of weather data at the airport, and no such evaluation is 
included to date.   I raised the issue not only of crosswinds at the airport, but of unique 
and potentially hazardous wind conditions at the east end of the runway, and no study 
or evaluation has been made of these conditions, either. And of course I am once again 
disappointed that in evaluating the efficacy of bringing scheduled commercial air service 
to the Eastern Sierra the FAA has excluded from study an evaluation of the relative 
safety advantages (and there are many) of the Bishop airport over the Mammoth airport 
(this is a constant thread running through the various FAA environmental studies of the 
airport over the past decade).

I attach below, to be included in the record,  a shaded-relief topographic map, showing 
the extreme and unique topography associated with the airport.  I believe the area 
covered by the map merits careful review and analysis––an analysis which is noticeably 
absent in the draft EIS.  Convict Creek flows north towards the airport between Laurel 
Mountain (elev. 11,812 ft.) and Mt. Morrison (elev. 12, 268 ft.). Winds flow down the 
drainage, and are channeled by a series of glacial moraines towards the center of the 
airport runway, where data is collected for the automated weather reporting system.  
Wind also flows down slope in a northerly direction from the east side of Mt. Morrison, 
and is funneled, again by glacial moraines, towards the east end of runway 27, where it 
runs up against Doe Ridge, immediately north of the runway.  Because of this extreme 
geologic topography, winds at the west end of the runway are often flowing in the 
opposite direction from winds at the east end, or even the center of the runway.   And 
normally these winds are crosswinds of one sort or another, and often they are strong, 
blowing down the eastern escarpment of the Sierra Crest, and when they are strong 
they are usually gusting, and the gusts are often sharp, and 10 or 20 or even 30 mph 
greater that the prevailing wind speed.  (see attached exhibit)

What does this all mean?  It suggests that the automated wind reporting system picks 
up one set of wind conditions, but that other conditions occurring at the same time on 
other places along the runway are not the same, not reported, not predicable, and 
perhaps not nearly as good or benevolent. This presumably has a lot to do with the 
Jeppeson approach chart warning:  “expect turbulence and possible windshear along 
the first 3000’ of Rwy 27.”  (cited in my scoping letter of 19 August 2006)   Horizon Air’s 
reported response cited above that they are apparently prepared to land (or maybe only 
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their most senior first officer is prepared to land? --clarification is needed on this point) 
in 32 knot crosswinds.  

I would suggest several issues should be addressed here:

1)   historic weather data is needed for the airport;

2)   a wind study should be conducted to include sensors at both ends of the 
runway, as well as at its high point in the center;  

3)   the adequacy of a single GPS instrument approach should be evaluated;

4)   the question should be addressed whether the capabilities of the Q400, 
which are reported to be very high, actually exceed the capabilities of the airport, which 
are very low.

This last issue begs the question of whether or not the pilot-in-charge is really in charge, 
or merely playing Russian-roulette with the vagaries of Mother Nature.  

As a taxpayer, I regret the fact that the FAA has spent the money on an EIS rather than 
first spending what would undoubtedly have been a small fraction of that amount in 
doing a thorough analysis of the flight safety conditions existing at the Mammoth-
Yosemite Airport.  I would hope that these studies would be authorized and conducted 
between now and any  final determination on Horizon Air’s application for an 
amendment to their operations specification to commence air service to Mammoth-
Yosemite Airport.  

Sincerely,

Stephen Kalish

Attachment:  Map Exhibit
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Camille.Garibaldi@faa.gov 

01/14/2008 11:43 AM

To bill_fehring@urscorp.com

cc Chuck.Cox@faa.gov

bcc

Subject Fw: DEIS Comment

DEIS Comment from S. Kalish
____________________________
Camille Garibaldi
Environmental Protection Specialist
Federal Aviation Administration
Western-Pacific Region
San Francisco Airports District Office
831 Mitten Road, Suite 210
Burlingame, CA  94010

Phone (650) 876-2778 extension 613
Fax  (650) 876-2733
----- Forwarded by Camille Garibaldi/AWP/FAA on 01/14/2008 08:42 AM -----
                                                                           
             Stephen Kalish &                                              
             Rosemary Jarrett                                              
             <kaljar@qnet.com>                                          To 
                                       Camille Garibaldi/AWP/FAA@FAA       
             01/11/2008 03:50                                           cc 
             PM                                                            
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Re: Request for document            
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

Camille,

Thanks for your help.  As you will see in the attached comment letter, per
your request.   I whipped it out today, your input can be seen therein,
too. (I didn't attach the topo map; you'll see it soon enough.)   Comment
letter faxed in by scanning fax machine and digitally, so they are bound to
have one good copy.
Stephen
(See attached file: Airport DEIS .pdf)

--Stephen Kalish
  892 Rimrock Drive
  Bishop, CA 93514
  760.387.2782
  kaljar@qnet.com



On Jan 11, 2008, at 12:30 PM, Camille.Garibaldi@faa.gov wrote:

      Hello Stephen,

      As we discussed the Freedom of Information Act request will need to
      be
      submitted to the Western Pacific Region FOIA Officer.  From the FAA's
      internet site (http://www.faa.gov/foia/) select Regional,
      Aeronautical
      Center and Headquarters Service Centers  from there you are able to
      select
      the regional location.

      Please let me know if you have difficulty with the website.

      Sincerely,

      Camille Garibaldi

      ___________________________
      Camille Garibaldi
      Environmental Protection Specialist
      Federal Aviation Administration
      Western-Pacific Region
      San Francisco Airports District Office
      831 Mitten Road, Suite 210
      Burlingame, CA  94010

      Phone (650) 876-2778 extension 613
      Fax  (650) 876-2733

                   Stephen Kalish
      &
                   Rosemary
      Jarrett
                   <kaljar@qnet.com
      >                                          To
                                             Camille
      Garibaldi/AWP/FAA@FAA
                   01/10/2008
      10:50                                           cc

      AM

      Subject
                                             Request for
      document



      Camille:

      Thank you for your time on the phone this morning.

      This email is to officially request a copy of a document,  referenced
      in
      the Draft Mammoth Yosemite Airport Air Service EIS at 1-5 as
      "(Horizon Air,
      2007)".   The requested document appears to be a response to concerns
      I
      raised during the scoping process about specific and general flight
      safety
      issues at the Mammoth Yosemite Airport.

      I would like, if possible, to review Horizon's response to those
      concerns
      prior to submitting a written comment to the FAA on the Draft EIS,
      the
      deadline for submission being tomorrow afternoon.

      I appreciate that you may or may not be able to deliver me a copy of
      the
      requested document this week, but that will make an effort to do
      so.   If
      the document cannot be made available this week, please accept this
      email
      as a formal request under the Freedom of Information Act for a copy
      of the
      above referenced document at the earliest possible date.

      Respectfully,

      /s/ Stephen Kalish

      --Stephen Kalish
        892 Rimrock Drive
        Bishop, CA 93514
        760.387.2782
        kaljar@qnet.com
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Mr. Chuck Cox 
Regional Technical Specialist Operations 
USDT FAA 
Northwest Mountain Region Ofice 
1601 Lhd Ave, SW 
Renton, WA 98057 

Subj~ect: Mammoth Yosemite Auprt 

Mr. Cox, 

I am a resident of Bishop, Ca, if the Mammotb Yosemite Airport was just about 
Mammoth I would not say anything, however Mammoth's location to the John Muir and 
GoIden Tmut Wildernesses and the Y k t e  National Park prompts me to comment. I 
am an avid hiker and mountaineer and spend much of my time in the back country. 
Planes flying into and out of Mammoth Yosemite Purport will impact my enjoyment of 
these secluded, peaceful, pristine, backcowtry areas. Planes flying over will cause noise, 
will be visible and in some instances will leave con trails, all of which will alter my 
expefience in a negative way. I have read the EIS and see that the approach and takeoff 
patterns were accounted kr, the concern that I have is once the planes are in the air 
airtraffic control in another part of the state takes over and can direct these planes over 
the backcountry area around Mammoth were I recreate. By not allowing commercial air 
service a few more planes are kept out of this remafkably beautiful area. I talked with a 
ranger who was on duty in the Yosemite backcountry on 911 1/01 when all flights were 
grounded, she said it was clearly noticeable how quite it was, and tbat its worth noting 
that she had not realized how noisy it was until there was the absence of noise. We can 
not-stop the planes already in the air or keep them away Erom this airspace, but we do 
have an opportunity not tp allow additional flights in the near vicinity. 

Thank YOU for your consideration of these issues. 

Denny Capp ' 
2680 Highland Dr 
Bishop, Ca 93514 
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Mark R. Clausen 
P.O. Box 1536 

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
(760) 91 4-0360 

January 2,2008 

Mr. Chuck Cox, 
Regional Environmental Technician Specialist 
Northwest Mountain Region 
Flight Standards Division 
Federal Aviation Administration 
1601 Lind Avenue, SW 
Renton, WA 98055 
Fax: 425.227.2243 

Dear Mr. Cox: 

This letter is to voice my support for the reinstatement of air service to the Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport EA of which you are currently soliciting comments. 

I feel that the reinstatement of air service to Mammoth Yosemite Airport is a 
critical piece in Mammoth's ability to work toward becoming a year-round destination 
resort. Air service is an important link in the regions overall transit system and in 
Mammoth's desire to become an increasing pedestrian oriented village. 

I n  addition, it is my understanding that the new project €A has been improved from 
previous alternatives and has no significant negative environmental impacts, It 
thoroughly analyzes all flight paths over sensitive noise receptors, listed and non-listed 
wildlife disturbances, meets water and air quality standards, and that all visual impacts 
wlll be consistent with existing facilities and H295's Scenlc HigFiway designation. 

Thank you for your time and consideiation and I hope that you too will support this 
important project. 

Mark R. Clausen 
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January 4,2008 

Mr. Chuck Cox 
Regional Environmental Technical Specidi st 
Northwest Mountain Region 
Flight Standards Division 

. . 1 60 1 Lind Avenue, S W 
Renton. WA 98055 

Re. Draft EIS Horizon Air service to Manmoth Yosernite Airport 

Dear Mr. Cox: 

I am a 35 year resident of Mammoth Lakes, California. I work at the ski area as the 
Human Resources Director. My wife is the Executive Director of Disabled Sports Eastern 
Sierra. We both strongly support the proposed air service to and from Mammoth. We 
urge you to accept this EIS and to move ahead with necessary approvals to begin air 
service in the winter of 2008-2009. There are lots of reasons for our support most of them 
are economic but not all. Selfishly, we would like to be connected to the world and not 
have to drive 6 hours to fly to the east coast. We understand the environmental concerns. 
We certainly don't want to spoil our environment but if we can keep the number of 
flights per day to a reasonable amount, we should be fine. 

Please consider this a letter in favor of the EIS and reestablishing regular air service to 
Mammoth lakes. 

&dwA Kathy Cop 
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January 7,2008 

Chuck Cox, Regional Techn. Special Operations 
U.S. Dept. of Transportation, Fed Aviation Admin 
Northwest Mt Region Office 
1601 Lind Ave, SW 
Renton, WA 98057 

Subject: Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Dear Mr. Cox, 

Thank you for the opportunity tacomment on the proposed Mammoth Yosemite Airport. 
My comment is simple - 'NO MORE FLIGHTS". 

I oppose the commercial flights. Sustainability is defined by Webster's Dictionary as an 
activity that supports a given condition, such as economic growth, without destroying or 
depleting natural resources w polluting the environment. Allowing the extra flights will 
increase non-point pollution by intensifying the amount of oil, road salt, sediment and 
pesticides that will enter nearby lakes, creeks. If not directly, harm will occur h m  the 
additional flights and the extra visitors to the area. 

I tbink, the airport will increase solid waste in the landfiUs, will limit important 
groundwater sources and will contribute to and cause expanding urban landscape. Again 
th is  area will see an increase in air pollution, noise puuution, light pollution and traffic. 
Additional flights will also create less open areas for species to feed and reproduce. 

Additional hotel and other construction will b necessary to accommodate the increase of 
visitors and new employees . The FEA does not address the cumulative impact of these 
foreseeable future projects. The increase of population, regional air and water quality, 
sewage treatment facilities and traffic is not adequately addressed. An honest look at the 
environmental impact of rapid growth is not questioned. 

More tourists, more money doesn't justify the increase of noise pollution, light pollution, 
additionai people and traffic that will be brought to this unique natural wonder, ihe Sierra 
Nevada Mountain Range. 
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In a time of increasing humrtn population and limited naturai resources, we need to save 
this landscape that is intensely beautifid. Instead of investing in the development we 
need to invest in a sustainable environment for all species to enjoy. Please protect the 
quantity and quality of open space. An airplane flying over allocated open space is not 
preserving or protecting our open space. 

Sincerely, 

Lorilee Schumann 
2680 Highland Drive 

Bishop, CA 935 14 
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