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Summary of Proposed Project and its Consequences 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15123 requires an Environmental Impact 
Report (“EIR”) to “contain a brief summary of the proposed actions and its consequences.” The 
summary shall identify: 
 

• Each significant effect with proposed mitigation measures and alternatives that would reduce 
or avoid the effect. 

• Areas of controversy including issues raised by agencies and the public. 

• Issues to be resolved including the choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate 
the significant effects. 

Project Description 

The overall proposed project is known as the Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project. The 
revisions to the proposed project1 that are the subject of this Supplement to Subsequent Environmental 
Impact Report (SSEIR) generally include four components: extension of the runway by 1,200 feet 
(rather than 2,000 feet as originally proposed), widening the runway from 100 feet to 150 feet, 
replacement of an existing 4.8-foot barbed wire fence with an 8-foot chain link security fence, and 
construction of a new package wastewater treatment plant (instead of a new leach field as originally 
proposed).  
 
This SSEIR will also analyze any impacts relating to the updated aviation demand forecast, and the 
relocation or replacement of “Green Church” building formerly used by the High Sierra Community 
Church.  

Project Objectives 

Following are the Project Objectives for the proposed Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion 
Project.  
 
1. Amend the runway characteristics to enhance safety for narrow body air carrier aircraft up to 

the size of a Boeing 757-200 to operate at the Airport.  
2. Provide a transportation alternative to the private automobile for residents of and visitors to 

Mammoth Lakes. 
3. Reduce adverse vehicular air emissions associated with visitors to Mammoth Lakes and the 

vicinity by replacing some of the vehicle trips with air passenger trips. 
4. Maintain eligibility for the Town of Mammoth Lakes to receive Airport Improvement 

Program (AIP) funds from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or to impose 
Passenger Facility Charges to assist in funding some of the proposed improvements. 

 

                                                 
1 The proposed project was initially proposed and environmentally reviewed under State and federal regulations in  
the Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Assessment Mammoth/June Lakes Airport Land Use Plan, 
State Clearinghouse No. 86060901 (1986 EIR/EA). It was then revised and reviewed again in 1997 in the  Mammoth 
Lakes Airport Expansion, Subsequent Environmental Impact Report and Updated Environmental Assessment, State 
Clearinghouse No. SCH 96112089 (C1-23) (1997 SEIR/EA) 
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Commercial airline service to the Mammoth Yosemite Airport is scheduled to resume during the winter 
season of 2002/2003 with Boeing 757 aircraft serving Dallas/Fort Worth International and Chicago 
O’Hare International airports. This service is anticipated to expand, in the following years, to include air 
carrier and commuter service to other regional and national destinations such as Los Angeles. 

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Table ES-1 contains a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP), which provides a 
summary of the potential project impacts and their associated mitigation measures and 
implementation process as identified in the 2002 Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project 
Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (2002 SSEIR) and 1997 Mammoth 
Lakes Airport Expansion Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (1997 SEIR).  The purpose of 
this is to ensure that the mitigation measures included for potential impacts identified in the 2002 
SSEIR and 1997 SEIR are implemented appropriately and in a timely manner.  After application of 
mitigation measures, no significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated from the 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project. 

Project Alternatives 
A total of ten alternatives including one No-Project alternative were initially identified for 
consideration in the SSEIR by the lead agency, Town of Mammoth Lakes.  Keeping the project 
objectives in mind, an aircraft performance analysis was conducted to determine the potential for 
providing air service to various markets from Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  On the basis of this 
aircraft performance analysis and airport design criteria, four alternatives were retained for future 
consideration with runway lengths ranging from 8,200 to greater than 9,000 feet and various airfield 
improvements, in addition to the No Project alternative (retain the 7,000-foot runway).  The runway 
extensions, evaluated in the retained alternatives, could be accomplished both to the east and to the 
west.  
 
The other five alternatives, which included widening the existing 7,000-foot runway, widening the 
runway without shifting the runway 25 feet to the south, developing another Airport in the region, 
using alternate modes of transportation, and developing a new Airport in the region at a different site 
were excluded from further evaluation.  Section IV of the SSEIR contains a more detailed analysis of 
all the alternatives.  

Alternative 1 – 7,000 Foot Runway (No Project) 
Due to lack of any environmental impacts, Alternative 1 (No Project) would be environmentally 
superior to the proposed project.  However, the No-Project Alternative is rejected from further 
consideration on the basis that it would not meet any of the proposed project objectives.  

Alternative 2 – 8,200-Foot Runway (Proposed Project) 
The proposed project meets all the project objectives and was analyzed in Section III of this SSEIR. 
There are no new significant environmental impacts compared with those in the 1997 SEIR 
associated with the proposed project other than the relocation or replacement of “Green Church” 
from its present location to the Sierra Nevada Aquatic Research Laboratory (SNARL) facilities in the 
public services category. 

Alternative 3 – 9,000-Foot Runway 
Alternative 3 would have environmental impacts that are greater than the proposed project  in the 
Soil/Land transformation, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Biological Resources categories as 
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more land would need to be cleared and graded and there would be greater storm water runoff due to 
increase in pavement area. The alternative would require the use of additional U.S. Forest Service 
land  west of existing Airport property for the runway safety area, which would potentially affect 
additional mule deer and sage grouse habitat compared with the proposed project.  Impacts similar to 
the proposed project (i.e., no new significant impacts) would occur in the categories of 
Aesthetics/Light and Glare, Air Quality, Traffic, Noise, Public Services, and Utilities.  This length of 
the runway was approved in the 1986 EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA, the only changes to the previously 
approved project needed to meet the project objectives include the widening of the runway from 100 
to 150 feet and relocation of ‘Green Church”.  
 
Alternative 4 – Extend Runway Beyond 9,000 Feet 
Alternative 4 would generate impacts that are greater than the proposed project and likely to be 
significant in the categories of Soil/Land transformation, Hydrology and Water Quality, and 
Biological Resources.  This alternative would meet all the project objectives but would result in a 
greater environmental impact than the proposed project due to an increase in the amount of land that 
would need to be cleared and graded along with greater storm water runoff due to a greater increase 
in pavement area.  The additional runway length would also potentially affect additional mule deer 
and sage grouse habitat.  Impacts similar to the proposed project (i.e., no new significant impacts) 
would occur in the categories of Aesthetics/Light and Glare, Air Quality, Traffic, Noise, Public 
Services, and Utilities. This alternative was rejected because Alternative 2 (proposed project) 
provides an environmentally superior alternative and meets all the project objectives at a lesser cost. 

Alternative 5 – Extend Runway to the East 
Alternative 5 is the extension of Runway 9-27 to the east to achieve possible runway lengths of 
8,200, 9,000, or greater than 9,000 feet.  Alternative 5 would generate impacts that are greater than 
the proposed project and likely to be significant in the categories of Soil/Land transformation, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, Traffic, and Biological Resources depending on the runway length 
constructed.  This alternative would meet all the project objectives but would result in a greater 
environmental impact than the proposed project due to an increase in the amount of land that would 
need to be cleared and graded along with greater storm water runoff due to a greater increase in 
pavement area.  The additional length of the runway would also potentially affect additional mule 
deer and sage grouse habitat and the dry meadow area located east of the Airport rather than the 
already disturbed land west of the Airport that is currently used as a paved stopway. Benton Crossing 
Road would have to be relocated, because it would conflict with associated safety areas or 
aeronautical pavement.  
 
Environmental Impacts similar to the proposed project (i.e., no new significant impacts) would occur 
in the categories of Aesthetics/Light and Glare, Air Quality, Noise, Public Services, and Utilities. 
This alternative was rejected because alternative 2 (proposed project) provides an environmentally 
superior alternative and meets all the project objectives at a lesser cost. 
  



Table ES -1:  Mammoth Yosemite Airport Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
This table provides a summary of the potential project impacts and their associated mitigation measures as identified in the 2002 Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project Final Supplement to Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (2002 SSEIR) and 1997 Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion Subsequent Environmental Impact Report and Updated Environmental Assessment (1997 SEIR/EA).  The purpose of this Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) is to ensure that the mitigation measures required as conditions of project approval for potential impacts identified in the 2002 SSEIR and 1997 SEIR/EA are implemented 
appropriately and in a timely manner pursuant to the requirements of CEQA Guidelines section 15097.  
 
The MMRP table is divided into six columns. The first column provides the potential impact identified in the 2002 SSEIR or 1997 SEIR/EA by environmental category.  The second column provides the associated mitigation 
measure(s) identified for that impact.  The third through fifth columns provide the specific steps required for implementation and monitoring of the mitigation measures identified for the impact, and are broken into three 
stages:  Design Approval (third column), Inspection (fourth column), and Further Monitoring (fifth column).   The parenthetical expressions within the third through fifth columns provide a means to track the completion of 
actions by responsible entities.  The final column provides the effectiveness criteria or completion standard to determine the success of mitigation measure implementation.   
   
Mitigation measures have been included for one of three reasons. These reasons are coded by number (see “Mitigation Type”) in the table and are identified as follows: 
 

1. The measure is required to mitigate a potentially significant impact to less than significant.   
2. The impact is less than significant before mitigation.  The measure is designed to further reduce a less than significant effect.  
3. The impact is still significant after mitigation.  The measure is designed to mitigate the impact to the extent feasible.  

Agency Key:  USFS (United States Forest Service), TML (Town of Mammoth Lakes), CDFG (California Department of Fish & Game), Caltrans (California Department of Transportation), FAA (Federal Aviation Administration), LRWQCB (California 
Water Quality Control Board – Lahontan Region), GBUAPCD (Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District), MC (Mono County). 
 
  
The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Coordinator, designated by the Town of Mammoth Lakes, is responsible for compliance tracking using this form to mark the appropriate dates and attach approval documents or other evidence of completion if possible.  
 

Potential Impact  
(Without Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measure 
(Source Document) 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action I 

Design Approval 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action II 

Inspection 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action III 

Further Monitoring 

Effectiveness Criteria/ Completion 
Standard 

 
 
1. Aesthetics and Light & Glare   
 
1.1. Security Fence 
 
An 8-foot security fence 
will be installed (per FAA 
requirements) adjacent to 
and visible from a state 
designated scenic 
highway. 

 
Use non-reflective, neutral or 
dark colored fencing (2002 
SSEIR). 
 
Use chain link material for 
fencing to enhance through-
vision and minimize view 
obstruction (2002 SSEIR).   
 
Prohibit topping the fence with 
barbed wire (2002 SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type:  1 
 

 
1.  Design:  USFS and TML will 
approve the final colors.  TML 
Planning Commission will provide 
Design Review approval. 
 
(USFS:  ______________) 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permit.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify compliance 
with Design Review approval 
conditions by final inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Not applicable. 

 
The security fence is installed to 
approved design standards.  
 
 

 
1.2. Terminal 
 
A 25,000 square foot 
terminal would be 
constructed that is visible 
from a state designated 
scenic highway and 
National Forest lands used 
for public recreation. 

 
Emphasize earth tone colors and 
natural materials in terminal 
design to enhance compatibility 
with the natural setting (2002 
SSEIR, 1997 SEIR/EA). 
 
Mitigation Type:  3 

 
1.  TML Planning Commission 
will provide Design Review 
approval.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permit.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify compliance 
with Design Review approval 
conditions by final inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
Not applicable. 

 
The terminal is constructed to approved 
design standards. 
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Agency Key:  USFS (United States Forest Service), TML (Town of Mammoth Lakes), CDFG (California Department of Fish & Game), Caltrans (California Department of Transportation), FAA (Federal Aviation Administration), LRWQCB (California 
Water Quality Control Board – Lahontan Region), GBUAPCD (Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District), MC (Mono County). 
  
The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Coordinator, designated by the Town of Mammoth Lakes, is responsible for compliance tracking using this form.  

Potential Impact  
(Without Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measure 
(Source Document) 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action I 

Design Approval 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action II 

Inspection 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action III 

Further Monitoring 

Effectiveness Criteria/ Completion 
Standard 

 
 
1.3. Signs 
 
Signs will be erected for 
business and usage 
identification that may be 
visible from off-site.  

 
Strictly regulate all signs 
(number, location, appearance) 
via the TML Design Review 
approval process and Municipal 
Code requirements (1997 
SEIR/EA, 2002 SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type:  1 

 
1.  Design:  TML Planning 
Commission will provide Design 
Review approval.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of sign permits.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify compliance 
with Design Review approval 
conditions by final inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Any new sign erected as part of the 
proposed project complies with approved 
design standards and TML Municipal 
Code. 

 
1.4. Grading and Clearing  
 
Graded areas may be 
visible from a state 
designated scenic highway 
resulting in adverse visual 
impacts.  
 
 
 

 
Re-vegetate with indigenous 
plant species where appropriate 
to blend into the natural 
environment (2002 SSEIR).   
 
Limit vegetation to those areas 
that are to be graded, 
constructed upon, or 
landscaped.  Clearly delineate 
grading limits, and impose 
penalties for earth disturbance 
or equipment parking outside of 
the identified grading limits in 
accordance with the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes grading and 
civil penalties regulations (1997 
SEIR/EA). 
 
Mitigation Type:  1 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML will use a plant 
list provided by USFS to design 
re-vegetation.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of landscaping plans and 
grading permit approvals.  
 
(TML:  _______________) 
 

 
3.  Field monitoring:  TML staff 
will monitor compliance with 
plan/permit conditions during 
construction.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify compliance 
with plan/permit conditions by 
final inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
4.  Monitoring:  Future re-
vegetation projects will use list of 
USFS approved plant species.  
Annual inspection will be 
performed until vegetation  is 
established (2-3 years minimum). 
 
(TML:  _______________ ) 

 
All re-vegetation installed as part of the 
project conforms to the list of approved 
indigenous plant species and is 
successfully established. 
 

 
1.5. Site/ Building Design 
 
Improvements would be 
constructed that are visible 
from a state designated 
scenic highway and from 
National Forest lands used 
for public recreation that 
may result in adverse 
visual impacts.  

 
Require all project 
developments to comply with 
the Town of Mammoth Lakes 
Design Review regulations and 
policies and property 
maintenance regulations (1997 
SEIR/EA). 
 
Mitigation Type:  1 

 
1.  Design:  TML Planning 
Commission will provide Design 
Review approval.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permits.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify compliance 
with Design Review approval 
conditions by final inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
Not applicable. 

 
The improvements are constructed to the 
TML Municipal Code and approved 
design standards.   
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Agency Key:  USFS (United States Forest Service), TML (Town of Mammoth Lakes), CDFG (California Department of Fish & Game), Caltrans (California Department of Transportation), FAA (Federal Aviation Administration), LRWQCB (California 
Water Quality Control Board – Lahontan Region), GBUAPCD (Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District), MC (Mono County). 
  
The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Coordinator, designated by the Town of Mammoth Lakes, is responsible for compliance tracking using this form.  

Potential Impact  
(Without Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measure 
(Source Document) 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action I 

Design Approval 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action II 

Inspection 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action III 

Further Monitoring 

Effectiveness Criteria/ Completion 
Standard 

 
 
1.6. Parking  
 
New parking areas may be 
visible from a state 
designated scenic highway 
and from National Forest 
lands used for public 
recreation. 

 
Use landscaping and site design 
to minimize the visual impacts 
of automobile parking areas 
(1997 SEIR/EA). 
 
Mitigation Type:  1 

 
1.  Design:  TML Planning 
Commission will provide Design 
Review approval.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permits.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify compliance 
with Design Review approval 
conditions by final inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
Not applicable. 

 
The improvements are constructed to 
approved design standards.   

 
1.7. Utilities  
 
New aboveground utilities 
may be visible from off-
site. 
 
 

 
Install new utilities underground 
(1997 SEIR/EA). 
 
Mitigation Type:  1 

 
1.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permits.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
2.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify compliance 
with permit conditions by final 
inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
Not applicable. 

 
New utilities are installed underground. 
 
 

 
1.8. Aircraft Parking 
Apron Lighting 
 
New lighting may cause 
glare visible from off site.  

 
Install new apron parking lights 
that are shielded or cutoff, and 
replace existing lights with new 
shielded or cutoff lights, to 
reduce glare impacts for drivers 
on US 395 (2002 SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type:  1 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML Planning 
Commission will provide Design 
Review approval.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permits.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify compliance 
with Design Review approval 
conditions by final inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Lighting is installed per approved design 
standards.  
 

 
1.9.  General Exterior 
Lighting 
 
New lighting may cause 
glare visible from off site. 

 
Require all new exterior lighting 
to conform to TML Design 
Review and Municipal Code 
requirements for shielding and 
direction downward to prevent 
glare and light trespass.  Use the 
minimum level of lighting as 
necessary for security and safety 
(1997 SEIR/EA). 
 
Mitigation Type:  1 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML Planning 
Commission will provide Design 
Review approval. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permit.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify compliance 
with Design Review approval 
conditions by final inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Lighting is installed per approved design 
standards. 
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2.  Air Quality 
 
2.1.  Airborne Dust  
 
Construction could 
produce airborne dust that 
reduces visibility and 
violates federal and state 
standards.   
 

 
Continuously implement dust 
control measures, including the 
use of watering trucks and/or 
pumped systems, throughout 
construction.  Stabilize and re-
seed all exposed soil areas in 
accordance with an approved 
landscape/re-vegetation plan.  
Remove and dispose of all 
stockpiles of unsuitable soil 
materials at approved sites 
designated by TML.  Implement 
appropriate recommendations 
from FAA Advisory Circular 
150/5370-10A, Standards For 
Specifying Construction at 
Airports (2002 SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type:  1 
 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML staff will 
develop dust control measures for 
the project.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permits. 
Plan approval by GBUAPCD. 
 
(TML:  _____________) 
(GBAPCD:  __________) 
 
 

 
3.  Field Monitoring:  TML 
inspectors will monitor the 
effectiveness of dust control 
measures during construction.  
Violations of permit conditions 
reported.  
 
(TML:  Throughout construction)  
 
4.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspectors will verify final site 
cleanup and re-vegetation pursuant 
to construction permit plans.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Nuisance conditions caused by 
construction-generated airborne dust are 
minimized during construction.  Final 
site cleanup and re-vegetation of 
disturbed areas controls dust generation. 
 

 
3.  Wildlife  
 
3.A. Sage Grouse 
 
3.A.1.  Perimeter Fence 
Design 
 
The new fence may 
provide for raptor 
perching and increased 
sage grouse predation. 

 
 
 
Construct the new security 
fencing around the runway with 
chain link material.  Design and 
construct the portion of the 
fence situated along the north 
side of the runway, and east and 
west of existing buildings, using 
methods developed in 
consultation with the USFS and 
CDFG, to minimize raptor 
perching opportunities (2002 
SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type: 2 
 

 
 
 
1.  Design:  USFS and Caltrans 
will approval final fence design in 
consultation with DFG.  TML 
Planning Commission will provide 
Design Review approval. 
  
(USFS:  _____________) 
(Caltrans:  _____________) 
(TML:  _____________) 
 
2.   Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff to include as condition 
of building permit.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
 
 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify design 
conditions by final inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
 
 
Not applicable. 
 
 

 
 
 
Fence installation meets approved design 
standards.  
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3.A.2.  Sagebrush Habitat 
Clearing. 
 
The project could result in 
sage grouse habitat loss.  

 
Implement the mule deer habitat 
restoration to mitigate the 
number of acres of sagebrush 
lost (2002 SSEIR).  See 3.B.2.   
 
Mitigation Type:  2 
 

 
See 3.B.2.  

 
See 3.B.2. 

 
See 3.B.2. 

 
Vegetation is established per USFS re-
vegetation plan.  See 3.B.2. 

 
3.B.  Mule Deer 
 
3.B.1.  Deer / Aircraft 
Collisions. 
 
Existing wildlife control 
measures do not meet 
FAA wildlife control 
standards.  
 
 

 
 
 
Construct a fence around the 
airport in consultation with 
CDFG, USFS, and Caltrans deer 
biologist reduce the potential for 
collisions (2002 SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type:  2 
 

 
 
 
1.  Design:  USFS and Caltrans 
will approval final fence design in 
consultation with CDFG.  TML 
Planning Commission will provide 
Design Review approval. 
 
(Caltrans:  _____________) 
(USFS:  ______________) 
(TML:  _____________) 
 
2.   Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permit.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
 
 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify compliance 
with design conditions by final 
inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
 
 
4.  Monitoring:  Airport staff will 
conduct regular inspections and 
record results in an inspection / 
maintenance log.  
 
(TML: Inspections as required by 
FAR Part 139) 
 
 

 
 
 
The security fence installed meets the 
approved design standards and FAA 
wildlife control requirements.  
 
FAA FAR Part 139 Certification  
 

 
3.B.2.  Sagebrush / 
Bitterbrush Removal 
 
The project could reduce 
sagebrush / bitterbrush 
habitat. 
 
 
 

 
 
Restore habitat at or near the 
Airport to replace the number of 
acres of high-quality mule deer 
habitat lost as a result of 
implementing the proposed 
project. Compensate for the 
habitat loss at a ratio of one acre 
for every one acre of degraded 
deer habitat (2002 SSEIR).   
 
Mitigation Type:  2 
 

 
 
1.  Design:  The USFS has 
developed a specific mitigation 
and re-vegetation plan (2001) for 
the loss of mule deer habitat.  It 
will be implemented on designated 
and approved sites during project 
grading.   
 
(TML  _________________) 
(USFS  __________________) 

 
 
2. Field confirmation:  USFS 
inspector will verify restoration 
according to plan. 
 
(USFS  _________________) 

 
 
3.  Monitoring:  A report will be 
provided 1, 3, and 5 years 
following completion of the 
project. Failure to meet the 
success standards set in the plan 
will require reevaluation of the 
mitigation. 
 
(USFS ________________) 
 

 
 
Vegetation established per USFS re-
vegetation plan. 
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3.B.3.  Perimeter Fence. 
 
The new fence could alter 
deer/highway crossing 
patterns and lead to 
increased deer mortality. 

 
Although it has been shown that 
no established deer migration 
corridors exist in the vicinity of 
the proposed fence, TML to 
coordinate with Caltrans, 
CDFG, and USFS on the 
perimeter fence design (2002 
SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type: 2 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML staff will 
coordinate with Caltrans, CDFG, 
and USFS on fence design.  
Caltrans will issue encroachment 
permit.  USFS will issue special 
use permit.  TML Planning 
Commission will provide Design 
Review approval. 
 
(Caltrans:  _____________) 
(USFS:  ______________) 
(TML:  _____________) 
 

 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector to verify design 
conditions, if any, by final 
inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
Not applicable. 
 
 
 

 
New fence is constructed to approved 
design standards to minimize impacts.  
 
 
 

 
3.B.4.  Vehicle/Deer 
Collisions on Access 
Road. 
 
Collisions may occur. 

 
Install speed limit and deer 
crossing signs to slow and alert 
motorists to the presence of deer 
on Airport Road (2002 SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type:  2 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML will coordinate 
with MC  on the number and 
location of signs.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
2.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify sign 
installation according to 
agreement with MC.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Signs are installed per approved design 
standards.  
 

 
3.C.  Raptors 
 
3.C.1.  Perimeter Fence, 
Power Pole, and Light 
Fixture Design 
 
New locations for raptor 
perching could be created 
by the project, thus 
leading to potential 
increased raptor mortality 
due to aircraft collisions. 

 
 
 
Design and construct fences, 
power poles, and light fixtures 
to minimize perching 
opportunities through the use of 
rounded or pointed caps (2002 
SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type: 2 
 
 

 
 
 
1.  Design:  Caltrans and USFS 
will provide design approval as 
appropriate.  TML Planning 
Commission will provide Design 
Review approval. 
 
(Caltrans:  _____________) 
(USFS:  ______________) 
(TML:  _____________) 
 
2.   Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permits.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
 
 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify compliance 
with design conditions by final 
inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
 
 
Not applicable. 

 
 
 
Fences, power poles, and light fixtures 
are installed per approved design 
standards.  
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4.  Transportation / Traffic 
 
4.1.  Increased Traffic at 
Hot Creek/395 
Intersection 
 
An increase in traffic to 
US 395/Hot Creek 
Hatchery Road could be 
caused, potentially 
resulting in a deterioration 
of Level of Service (LOS). 
 
 

 
Construct a northbound right 
turn deceleration lane on US 
Highway 395 at Hot Creek 
Hatchery Road (2002 SSEIR).  
 
Extend the southbound left turn 
lane on US 395 at Hot Creek 
Hatchery Road 
(2002 SSEIR).   
  
Design and construct all 
improvements on US 395 to 
current Highway Design 
Manual standards (2002 
SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type: 1 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML will design and 
submit to Caltrans for approval 
and encroachment permit 
issuance.  Caltrans will approve a 
Traffic Operations Monitoring 
Program for the US 395/Hot 
Creek Hatchery Road intersection.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(Caltrans:  ______________) 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
conditions of construction permits. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
 

 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML and 
Caltrans inspectors will verify 
compliance with design conditions 
by final inspection.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(Caltrans:  ______________) 
 

 
4.  Monitoring:  TML and Caltrans 
inspectors will implement the 
Traffic Operations Monitoring 
Program described at 4.1.1. with 
appropriate reporting.  
 
(TML:  per monitoring program) 
(Caltrans:  per monitoring 
program) 
  

 
Prevention of US 395/Hot Creek 
Hatchery Road intersection from 
operating below LOS D. 
 
All improvements on US 395 are to 
current Highway Design Manual 
standards.  
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4.2.  Long Term / 
Cumulative Traffic 
Increase. 
 
The project combined 
with other possible future 
projects could decrease 
LOS below D at Hot 
Creek/395 intersection. 
 

 
Plan, design, and fund the 
construction of a connection of 
the Airport Access road to 
Benton Crossing Road (2002 
SSEIR). 
 
Complete the connection of 
Airport Road to Benton 
Crossing Road prior to the 
intersection operating below 
LOS E (2002 SSEIR). 
 
TML may re-stripe the center 
median lanes of the US 395/Hot 
Creek Hatchery Road to provide 
separate eastbound and 
westbound left and through 
lanes.  This is expected to 
increase the capacity of this 
intersection but may not prevent 
the long-term need for 
construction of the connector to 
Benton Crossing Road (2002 
SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type: 1 
 

 
1.  Action Trigger:  The 
monitoring program described at 
4.1.4 indicates operation below 
LOS D at the US 395/Hot Creek 
Hatchery Road intersection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
2.A.  Design – Connection Road:  
TML will initiate the planning, 
design, and funding of a 
connection of the Airport Access 
Road to Benton Crossing Road.   
Caltrans to provide design 
approval and permit issuance.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(Caltrans:  ______________) 
 
2.B.  Design – Re-striping:  TML 
may design re-striping the center 
median lanes of the US 395/Hot 
Creek Hatchery Road to provide 
separate eastbound and westbound 
left and through lanes.  Caltrans 
will provide approval. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(Caltrans:  ______________) 
 
 

 
Not applicable. 

 
3.  Monitoring:  TML and Caltrans 
will continue to monitor the 
operations of Hot Creek Hatchery 
Road and also monitor the Benton 
Crossing/US 395 intersection after 
the completion of the Airport 
Road/Benton Crossing Road 
Connection.  If movements at 
either location reach LOS of E or 
an accident rate greater than 1.5 
times the State Average develops 
at either location, TML will work 
with Caltrans to develop and fund 
corrective action associated with 
this project. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(Caltrans:  ______________) 
 
Monitoring Note:  Any 
development beyond what is 
currently proposed for this project 
by TML or any other lead agency 
may have significant impacts on 
the state highway and the 
operations of the impacted 
intersections.  Any further 
development in this area may 
trigger the need to realign Hot 
Creek Hatchery Road and 
construct an interchange/frontage 
at that location.  Securing funding 
for improvements will be the 
responsibility of the lead agencies. 
 
After the completion of the 
connector road to Benton Crossing 
Road, a yearly monitoring report 
will no longer be required. 
 

 
Maintenance of LOS D or better, 
construction of connection to Benton 
Crossing Road, or other intersection 
improvements TML and Caltrans agree 
is necessary to maintain LOS D or better.  
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5.  Soil/Land Transformation 
 
5.1. Grading/Clearing 
 
The proposed project 
involves the grading of 
approximately 200 acres 
of land could result in loss 
of soil stabilization. 

 
Conduct all grading and 
earthwork activities in 
accordance with  approved 
construction/grading plans.  
Within the construction/grading 
plans, include a detailed project 
schedule that provides for 
stabilization in a single 
construction season, and clear 
delineation of the limits of 
construction to avoid 
unnecessary disturbance of 
adjacent soils and vegetation.  
Require bonds or other security 
to guarantee performance of the 
required work within the time 
periods delineated in the project 
schedule (2002 SSEIR).   
 
Mitigation Type: 1 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML will develop 
grading plans to include mitigation 
measures.  USFS will provide 
approval for grading on USFS 
land. 
 
(USFS:  _______________) 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff to include as conditions 
of construction permits.  
  
(TML:  ______________) 
 
  
 

 
3.  Field Monitoring:  TML 
inspectors will monitor 
compliance with permit conditions 
during construction.  Violations of 
permit conditions reported.  
 
(TML:  Throughout construction)  
 
 
4.  Field Confirmation:  TML 
inspector will verify compliance 
with permit conditions by final 
inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Grading and earthwork are conducted in 
compliance with approved plans.  
Unnecessary disturbance of adjacent 
soils and vegetation is minimized.  Work 
is completed within required time 
periods.  
 
 



Table 1:  Mammoth Yosemite Airport MMRP           
 
 

Agency Key:  USFS (United States Forest Service), TML (Town of Mammoth Lakes), CDFG (California Department of Fish & Game), Caltrans (California Department of Transportation), FAA (Federal Aviation Administration), LRWQCB (California 
Water Quality Control Board – Lahontan Region), GBUAPCD (Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District), MC (Mono County). 
  
The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Coordinator, designated by the Town of Mammoth Lakes, is responsible for compliance tracking using this form.  

Potential Impact  
(Without Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measure 
(Source Document) 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action I 

Design Approval 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action II 

Inspection 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action III 

Further Monitoring 

Effectiveness Criteria/ Completion 
Standard 

 
 
5.2.  Erosion and 
Sedimentation 
 
Grading activities create 
the potential for soil 
erosion, loss of topsoil, 
and off-site sediment 
transport.   
 
 

 
Implement a comprehensive 
plan to minimize soil erosion 
and sediment transport that 
effectively controls erosion and 
sediment transport using best 
management practices (BMPs) 
during construction activities 
(i.e. stockpile management, 
perimeter protection against 
sediment transport, dust control, 
siltation basins, and runoff 
diversion as required) and 
permanent BMPs (including 
final soil stabilization) 
following the completion of 
construction.  Monitor and 
maintain all temporary and 
permanent BMPs (2002 
SSEIR). 
 
Implement site winterization 
techniques for construction 
activities involving earthwork 
between November and May 
(2002 SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type: 1 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML staff will 
prepare a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to 
describe comprehensive erosion 
and sediment measures for 
LRWQCB approval. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(LRWQCB:  ______________) 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permits.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
3.  Field Monitoring:  TML and 
LRWQCB inspectors will monitor 
compliance with permit 
conditions, including all erosion 
and sediment control measures, 
throughout  construction.  
Violations of permit conditions 
reported.  
 
(TML:  Throughout construction) 
(LRWQCB:  Throughout 
construction) 
 
4.  Field Confirmation:  TML and 
LRWQCB inspectors will verify 
compliance with permit conditions 
and effectiveness of permanent 
BMPs by final inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(LRWQCB:  ______________) 
 

 
5.  Monitoring:  Permanent 
drainage and erosion control 
facilities will be periodically 
inspected and maintained as 
required.  All re-vegetated areas 
will be maintained to ensure 
adequate establishment and 
growth. 
 
(TML:  As required) 

 
Compliance during construction with  
approved erosion and sediment control 
measures, TML Municipal Code, and 
LRWQCB regulations.  
 
Implementation of all approved 
permanent erosion and sediment control 
measures.  

 
6.  Hydrogeology, Water Supply, and Water Quality 
 
6.1.  Wastewater  
 
Wastewater has the 
potential to adversely  
impact groundwater 
quality.   
 
 
 
 

 
Construct a new wastewater 
treatment plant to replace the 
previously approved septic 
system.  Direct all waste from 
all new development in the 
project, including hangars built 
by Hot Creek Aviation, to the 
wastewater treatment plant.     
 
Mitigation Type: 1 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML, LRWQCB, and 
MC will approve wastewater 
treatment plant design and 
sampling well program.  
LRWQCB will issue discharge 
permit. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(LRWQCB:  ______________) 
(MC:  _______________) 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permits.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML, 
LRWQCB, and MC inspectors 
will verify compliance with permit 
condition by final inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(LRWQCB:  ______________) 
(MC:  _______________) 
 
 

 
4.  Monitoring:  Groundwater 
monitoring wells will be installed 
to monitor the performance of the 
wastewater treatment plant. 
Sampling will be performed by 
plant operator with reports 
submitted to LRWQCB.   
 
(TML:  per sampling program) 
 
 

 
Wastewater treatment plant is 
constructed to approved standards.  
 
Groundwater quality meets applicable 
state and federal standards.  
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Design Approval 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action II 

Inspection 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action III 

Further Monitoring 

Effectiveness Criteria/ Completion 
Standard 

 
 
6.2.  Roadway Runoff 
 
Deicing material could 
impact stormwater runoff. 
 

 
Prohibit the use of salt for 
roadway deicing (1997 
SEIR/EA). 
 
 
Mitigation Type 2 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML staff will include 
condition in roadway maintenance 
specifications and contracts.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Salt is not used for roadway de-icing. 

 
6.3.  Potential Spill 
Impacts  
 
The storage and transfer 
of aviation fuels and fluids 
creates a potential for spill 
incidents.  
 
 
 

 
Adopt and implement a Spill 
Prevention, Control and 
Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP) 
for the Airport.  Use Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) 
to mitigate potential water 
quality impacts (2002 SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type: 1 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML and LRWQCB 
will approve and certify SPCCP.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(LRWQCB:  ______________) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2.  Implementation:  TML staff 
will implement SPCCP.  Spill 
responses will be reported and 
logged according to SPCCP. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
 
 

 
3.  Monitoring:  TML will monitor 
airport related activities involving 
the use of oil and/or hazardous 
materials to ensure use of 
appropriate BMPs pursuant to the 
SPCCP. 
 
(TML:  As required per SPCCP) 
 
 

 
SPCCP is approved and implemented 
consistent with the 2002 SSEIR.  Spills 
are responded to effectively in a timely 
manner.  BMPs are employed as 
necessary during Airport operation. 

 
6.4.  Waste Discharge 
 
Stormwater runoff may 
contain pollutants and 
adversely impact 
groundwater quality. 
 
 

 
Require all development to 
conform to LRWQCB and TML 
requirements for runoff control.  
Prepare a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for 
all construction activities in 
accordance with LRWQCB 
regulations.  Implement and 
maintain temporary and 
permanent BMPs (2002 
SSEIR).   
 
Direct runoff from the 
ramp/apron, parking areas, and 
buildings to a collection system 
and run through an oil/water 
separator prior to discharge.  
Design the separator system to 
meet state and federal water 
quality requirements (2002 
SSEIR).   
 
Mitigation Type: 1 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML staff will 
prepare SWPPP and design 
collection system for LRWQCB 
approval as part the NPDES 
permit. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(LRWQCB:  ______________) 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permits. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
3.  Field Monitoring:  TML and 
LRWQCB inspectors will monitor 
compliance with NPDES permit 
conditions throughout 
construction.  Violations of permit 
conditions reported.  
 
(TML:  Throughout construction) 
(LRWQCB:  Throughout 
construction) 
 
4.  Field Confirmation:  TML and 
LRWQCB inspectors will verify 
compliance with NPDES permit 
conditions by final inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(LRWQCB:  ______________) 
 

 
5.  Monitoring:  Sampling will be 
performed pursuant to NPDES 
permit.   
 
(TML:  Per NPDES permit) 
 
 
 

 
All stormwater management 
infrastructure in installed and operational 
pursuant to approved plans.  
 
Oil/water separator provides effective 
effluent treatment pursuant to applicable 
state and federal regulations.  
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Potential Impact  
(Without Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measure 
(Source Document) 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action I 

Design Approval 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action II 

Inspection 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action III 

Further Monitoring 

Effectiveness Criteria/ Completion 
Standard 

 
 
6.5.  Drainage 
Modification 
 
The project may alter 
existing drainage patterns 
and impact local 
waterways. 
 
 

 
Design the project to retain and 
infiltrate all runoff from the 20-
year, one-hour design storm 
event.  Prohibit  significant 
modification to existing 
drainage patterns and avoid 
drainage concentrations.  
Construct and maintain 
permanent drainage collection, 
retention, and infiltration 
facilities to prevent waste 
discharges from the completed 
site (2002 SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type: 1 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML will design 
permanent drainage, collection, 
and retention facilities as part of 
the NPDES permit application.  
LRWQCB will approve and issue 
NPDES permit. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(LRWQCB:  ______________) 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include as 
condition of construction permits.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
3.  Field Confirmation:  TML and 
LRWQCB inspectors will verify 
compliance with NPDES permit 
conditions.  
 
(TML:  ______________) 
(LRWQCB:  ______________) 
 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Compliance with NPDES permit 
requirements.  
 
 

 
7.  Noise 
 
7.1.  Aircraft Noise 
 
Aircraft noise from 
existing run-up area could 
impact existing and future 
land use in the area. 
 
 

 
Although not associated with 
the proposed project, to reduce 
existing noise levels due to 
noise reflection off Doe Ridge 
towards the Sierra Nevada 
Aquatic Research Laboratory 
(SNARL) facility, a new mid-
field run up area will be 
constructed in conjunction with 
the first phase of Airport 
improvements (2002 SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type 2 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML will redesign 
project to include as condition. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
 
2.  Incorporation into Project:  
TML staff will include in 
construction permit plans.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
3.  Field Inspection:  TML 
inspector will confirm run-up area 
construction to approved plans by 
final inspection. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
  

 
4.  Monitoring:  TML staff will 
monitor land use compatibility 
with respect to aircraft noise in the 
vicinity of the Airport.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
Eastern run-up area is constructed per 
approved plans.  

 
8.  Public Services 
 
8.1  Emergency Response  
 
Existing emergency and 
fire protection facilities 
should be upgraded.  
 

 
Develop an emergency response 
plan for the proposed project.  
Purchase an Airport Rescue and 
Fire Fighting (ARFF) vehicle to 
support air carrier operations 
(2002 SSEIR).   
 
Mitigation Type 2 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML will design and 
implement an emergency response 
plan and purchase ARFF vehicle. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
   

 
Not applicable. 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Implementation of approved emergency 
response plan and purchase of ARFF 
vehicle. 
 
FAA FAR Part 139 Certification for air 
carrier operations.  
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Potential Impact  
(Without Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measure 
(Source Document) 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action I 

Design Approval 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action II 

Inspection 

Implementation / Monitoring 
Action III 

Further Monitoring 

Effectiveness Criteria/ Completion 
Standard 

 
 
8.2.  Closure of Green 
Church to Public 
Assembly 
 
The use of the “Green 
Church” would be 
incompatible with Airport 
safety area requirements.  
 

 
Replace the Sierra Nevada 
Aquatic Research Laboratory 
(SNARL – University of 
California at Santa Barbara) 
meeting facility at the “Green 
Church” with similar facilities 
at another location on the site of 
the main SNARL campus in 
accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real 
Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970 (2002 SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type:  2 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML and the 
University of California will 
locate an appropriate site and 
design a class room / lecture hall 
facility.  TML will  ensure 
compliance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 
 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Occupancy of new meeting facility at 
SNARL campus. 

 
9. Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources 
 
9.1 Construction 
Disturbance 

 
Grading and construction 
of new Airport facilities 
could disturb cultural 
resources.  
 

 
Use a qualified archeologist to 
monitor land disturbance 
activities.  Should any cultural 
remains be uncovered, halt 
construction in the vicinity of 
those remains immediately, and 
notify the FAA and the State 
Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) for evaluation of the 
situation by a qualified 
professional (2002 SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type 1 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML will include 
archaeologist services in 
construction bid package or 
contract for inspection.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
2.  Field Monitoring:  Monitoring 
during initial grading.   
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act.   

10.  Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials 

No mitigation measures.  See 6.3.  Compliance with Spill Prevention, 
Control, and Countermeasure Plan 
(2002 SSEIR).  See 6.3. 
 

11.  Population and 
Housing 

 
 

  
 

 
11.1.  Increased 
Employment at Airport. 
 
New employees may 
increase the demand for 
affordable housing in the 
Town of Mammoth Lakes. 
 

 
Provide for affordable housing 
in accordance with TML 
Municipal Code requirements 
(2002 SSEIR). 
 
Mitigation Type 1 
 

 
1.  Design:  TML approval of 
Housing Development Mitigation 
Program (HDMP). 
 
 (TML:  ______________) 
 
 
 

 
2.  Implementation:  Acquisition 
or construction of housing per 
HDMP. 
 
(TML:  ______________) 
 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Housing available for occupancy.  

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes 
Prepared By: Town of Mammoth Lakes 
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Introduction 

This Supplement to a previously certified Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SSEIR) is 
prepared by the Town of Mammoth Lakes, California to review the environmental effects of 
proposed changes to the previously approved plans for expansion of the Mammoth Yosemite Airport 
(Airport). The Airport serves the Town of Mammoth Lakes, California and other Eastern Sierra 
communities. The Town of Mammoth Lakes lies within Mono County, which is located in the 
Eastern Sierra Nevada Mountain Range.  The Town operates the Airport, which predominantly 
serves general aviation aircraft. The airfield accommodates approximately 40 based aircraft and 
approximately 6,000 annual operations. 
 
The Airport has a single runway, designated as Runway 9-27, which is 7,000 feet long by 100 feet 
wide.  A full parallel taxiway system, 50 feet in width, supports this runway. Apron and hangar 
facilities are available for both based and transient aircraft. 
 
The primary proposed changes to the Airport under consideration in this SSEIR include:  
 

• Extension of the runway by 1,200 feet – the proposed project in the 1986 Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA) and the Subsequent EIR/EA in 1997 
included a runway extension of 2,000 feet. 

• Increase in the runway width from 100 feet to 150 feet – the proposed project in the 1986 
EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA retained the runway width of 100 ft. 

• Replacement of an existing 4.8-foot barbed wire fence with an 8-foot chain link security 
fence – the proposed project in the 1986 EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA did not include 
replacing the perimeter security fence. 

• Construction of a new package wastewater treatment plant – the proposed project in the 1986 
EIR/EA and the 1997 SEIR/EA included a new leach field as part of the project. 

• Relocation or Replacement of Green Church - the proposed project in the 1986 EIR/EA and 
the 1997 SEIR/EA did not include relocating or replacing the Green Church. 

Prior approvals and environmental documentation have allowed for lengthening of the runway to 
9,000 feet to accommodate narrow body air carrier jet aircraft.  These approvals have been in place 
since 1978.  The major change now proposed is a widening of the runway to meet the operational and 
safety requirements of many air carriers, including the carrier planning to operate at Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport as well as a reduction in the length of the runway extension to 1,200 feet from the 
original 2,000 feet to result in a runway length of 8,200 feet. 
 
Table 1 includes a comparison of the proposed project with the previously certified projects.  
 
The following components of the project remain the same as approved under the 1986 EIR/EA and 
the 1997 SEIR/EA.  

• Strengthen the runway and taxiways to accommodate narrow body jet aircraft. 

• Extend the parallel taxiway to match the runway extension. 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report                   March 2002 
Introduction and Background                    ii

Table 1 (1of 2) 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport – Airport Development Analysis 
  1986 Report  1997 Report 2002 Report 
 

Item 
  

Existing 
Planned/ 
Forecast 

  
Existing 

Planned/ 
Forecast 

 
Existing 

Planned/ 
Forecast 

Runway 9-27  7,000’ x 100’ 9,000’ x 100’  7,000’ x 100’ 9,000’ x 100’ 7,000’ x 100’ 8,200’ x 150’ 
Cross Wind Runway  - 5,000’ x 100’  - - - - 
Taxiway A (Parallel to RW 9-27)  7,000’ x 50’ 9,000’ x 50’  7,000’ x 50’ 9,000’ x 50’ 7,000’ x 50’ 8,200’ x 75’ 
Cross Taxiways (to Taxiway A)  5 - 225’ x 50’ 6 - 225’ x 50’  5 - 225’ x 50’ 6 - 225’ x 50’ 5 - 225’ x 50’ 3 - 205’ x 50’ 

3 - 205’ x 75’ 
Taxiway B (Parallel to Cross Wind RW)  - 5,000’ x 50’  - - - - 
Cross Taxiways (to Taxiway B)  - 5 – 225’ x 50’  - - - - 
Aircraft Tie Downs 

- Permanent 
- Transient 

  
35 
50 

 
75 

125 

  
35 
95 

 
52 

100 

 
35 
95 

 
52 

100 
Aircraft Apron 

- Main Ramp (Acres) 
- West Ramp 
- East Ramp (Acres) 
- Air Carrier Ramp (Acres) 
- Corporate Ramp (Acres) 

  
3.9 
3.8 

- 
2.1 

- 

 
7.9 
4.1 
3.9 
2.9 

- 

  
3.9 
3.8 

- 
2.1 

- 

 
8.6 

- 
6.8 
4.6 
2.7 

 
3.9 
3.8 

- 
2.1 

- 

 
8.6 

- 
6.8 
4.6 
2.7 

Hangars 
- Transient (Units) 
- Permanent (Units) 

  
5 
20 

 
10 

106 

  
5 
20 

 
10 

135 

 
5 
20 

 
10 

135 
Passenger Terminal Building (sq. ft.)  4,000 20,000  4,000 25,000 4,000 25,000 
FBO Building (sq. ft.)  2,000 2,000  2,000 10,000 2,000 10,000 
Fire Crash & Snow Plow Storage 
Building (sq. ft.)  

  
7,200 

 
7,200 

  
7,200 

 
7,200 

 
7,200 

 
7,200 

Restaurant (Seats)  - In Hotel  - 300 - 300 
Hotel Condominium (Units)  - 150  - 250 - 250 
Service Station/Market Retail (Acres)  - -  - 2.0 - 2.0 
Access Road (ft.)  24’ x 7,700’ 24’ x 7,700’  24’ x 7,700’ 24’ x 14,500’ 24’ x 7,700’ 24’ x 14,500’ 
Automobile Parking Stalls (each) 

- Employee 
- Passenger Terminal 
- Transient 
- Hotel/Restaurant 

Total 

  
 
 
 
 

56 

 
 
 
 
 

310 

  
10 
26 
20 
0 
56 

 
20 

294 
30 

350 
694 

 
10 
26 
20 
0 
56 

 
20 

294 
30 

350 
760 

Golf Course (Acres)  - 120  - - - - 
         
Source: Mammoth/June Lakes Airport, Environmental Impact Assessment, July 1986, Hodges and Shutt and Mammoth/June Lakes Airport, Master Plan Report, Mono County, California, 

December, 1988, Hodges and Shutt. Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion, Subsequent Environmental Impact Report and Updated Environmental Assessment, Reinard W. Brandley, 
March 1997.  Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project, Final Environmental Assessment, December 2000. Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Table 1 (2of 2) 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport – Airport Development Analysis 

  1986 Report  1997 Report 2002 Report 
 

Item 
  

Existing 
Planned/ 
Forecast 

 Planned/ 
Existing 

Planned/ 
Forecast 

 
Existing 

Planned/ 
Forecast 

         
Luxury RV Parking 

- Sites 
  

- 
 
- 

  
- 

 
100 

 
- 

 
100 

Based Aircraft  35 75  35 75 35 75 
Transient Tie Downs  50 125  50 100 50 100 
Passengers – Enplanement4  5,200 310,000  0 125,000 0 333,000  
Aircraft Operations – Annual  13,000 30,000 (1995)  18,000 34,000 (2015) 6,000 23,650 (2022) 
R/W 9-27 Capacity 

- Annual Operations 
- Hourly Operations 

  
90,000 

85 

 
95,000 

85 

  
90,000 

85 

 
95,000 

85 

 
90,000 

85 

 
95,000 

85 
Population 

- Permanent 
- Service and Visitors 

  
4,600 

- 

 
8,000 

- 

  
5,500 
30,000 

 
10,000 
42,000 

 
5,500 
30,000 

 
10,000 
42,000 

 
1. The forecasts shown in the 1986 Report are for the year 1995. 
2. The forecasts shown in the 1997 Report are for the year 2015. 
3. The forecasts shown in the 2002 Report are for the year 2022.   
4. The passengers – enplanement numbers are for commercial enplanements only.  

Source: Mammoth/June Lakes Airport, Environmental Impact Assessment, July 1986, Hodges and Shutt and Mammoth/June Lakes Airport, Master Plan Report, Mono County, California, 
December, 1988, Hodges and Shutt. Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion, Subsequent Environmental Impact Report and Updated Environmental Assessment, Reinard W. Brandley, 
March 1997.  Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project, Final Environmental Assessment, December 2000. Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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• Add an air carrier apron for three air carrier aircraft with expansion capabilities to 
accommodate up to six air carrier aircraft. 

• Construct Airport access road improvements. 

• Expand the automobile surface parking facilities. 

• Acquire land to the east of the Airport that is currently leased from the Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works (LADWP) for Airport use. 

• Construct a passenger terminal complex and related support areas. 

Purpose of this Supplement to the Subsequent EIR 

This SSEIR has been prepared by the lead agency, the Town of Mammoth Lakes, in compliance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000 et seq.) and the 
State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, §§ 15000-15387).  
CEQA applies to “discretionary projects proposed to be carried out or approved by public agencies.”  
CEQA, § 21080(a). CEQA § 21151;  State CEQA Guidelines §§ 15060, 15063.  The purpose of an 
EIR in general is to “inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the 
significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant 
effects and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.”  State CEQA Guidelines § 15121(a). The 
EIR is the heart of CEQA, whose purpose is to “compel government at all levels to make decisions 
with environmental consequences in mind.” Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Commission, 13 Cal. 
3d 263, 283 (1975).  State CEQA Guidelines § 15162 provides that when an EIR has been previously 
certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, "no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for 
that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in light of the 
whole record, one or more of the following: 
 

1.  Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions 
of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects; 

2.  Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or 
Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
effects; or 

3.  New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not 
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the 
previous EIR was certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, 
shows any of the following: 

a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR or negative declaration; 

b.  Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe 
than shown in the previous EIR; 

c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 
would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more 
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significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to 
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or 

d.  Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 
those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or 
more significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents 
decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative…" 

A lead agency may choose to prepare a supplement to an EIR instead of a subsequent EIR if: any of 
the above conditions would require preparation of a subsequent EIR, but that only "minor additions 
or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply to the project under the 
changed situation."  CEQA Guidelines §15163.  The Town of Mammoth Lakes has determined that 
the proposed changes to the Airport would require minor changes to two previously certified EIRs 
and that a supplement to the previously certified Subsequent EIR/EA would be required. 

Previous Environmental Review 

The Town of Mammoth Lakes certified an EIR and a Subsequent EIR on earlier planned changes to 
the Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  These EIRs, a summary of the projects evaluated in them, and the 
environmental issues previously evaluated are summarized below. 
 

• The Mono County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) prepared an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) entitled, Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Assessment 
Mammoth/June Lakes Airport Land Use Plan, State Clearinghouse No. 86060901 (1986 
EIR/EA) [I-1]. The project evaluated was an airfield improvement program initiated by 
Mono County in 1983, which partly relied upon funds to be received under the Airport 
Improvement Program. As such, the project required environmental review under both 
CEQA and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) was the designated federal lead agency.  The document was certified 
by the Mono County Board of Supervisors in 1986.   

 
The project evaluated in the 1986 EIR/EA included an Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP) for the 
Airport and creation of an Airport Development District (ADD) for the Airport and 
surrounding land. The ADD planned developments included the continuation of 
improvements contemplated under the 1978 Mammoth/June Lake Airport Master Plan 
including the construction of a runway 7,000 feet in length by 100 feet in width which was 
underway but had not yet been completed, a 5,000 foot by 100 foot cross wind runway, 
additional taxiways, and additional aircraft support facilities, a new passenger terminal, an 
airport hotel, a 120-acre golf course, and extensive infrastructure improvements.  The ADD 
also planned light industrial, manufacturing, warehousing, and similar economic 
development uses and, potentially, low intensity recreational uses. Under the ALUP, land use 
policies were developed to protect public welfare and the safety of aircraft operations 
including policies regarding airport safety zones, overflight zones and traffic patterns, height 
restrictions and noise.  

 
The key environmental topics evaluated in the 1986 EIR/EA included: soils/land 
transformation; geologic/volcanic hazards; hydrology/water resources; water quality; 
mineral/energy resources; air quality; visual/aesthetic resources; biological resources; 
archaeological/cultural resources; regional planning and population; employment and 
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economic development; traffic and transportation; noise; safety and welfare; cumulative 
impacts and other CEQA-required topics. 

 
• The Town of Mammoth Lakes purchased the Airport from Mono County in September 1992.  

A 1997 Airport expansion program was environmentally reviewed in a 1997 EIR entitled 
Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion, Subsequent Environmental Impact Report and Updated 
Environmental Assessment, State Clearinghouse No. SCH 96112089 (C1-23) (1997 
SEIR/EA) [I-2]. This report evaluated environmental issues relative to changes in the project 
proposal, and substantial new information or changes in conditions since 1986.  The Town of 
Mammoth Lakes certified the 1997 SEIR/EA as adequate. There was no FAA action taken at 
that time.   

 
The Airport development reviewed in the 1997 SEIR/EA included both airside and landside 
developments by a private developer.  Airside improvements included the extension of the 
current Runway 9-27 from 7,000 feet to 9,000 feet, strengthening the runway and associated 
taxiways to accommodate air carrier aircraft and a proposed construction of up to 
approximately 135 private and public use hangars, an aviation fuel storage complex and 
facilities for the operation of a fixed base operator (FBO).  The crosswind runway and the 
120-acre golf course were eliminated from the originally proposed project along with the 
120-acre golf course. Landside development included a hotel and residential condominium 
complex, retail development, a restaurant complex and a recreational vehicle park. The 1997 
SEIR/EA also included evaluation of the right to construct an access road from Benton 
Crossing Road to the Airport and signage on Town property along Highway 395.  Initial 
construction of this project began shortly after the SEIR certification and has continued to 
date.   
 
The key environmental issues evaluated in the 1997 SEIR/EA included: noise; special-status 
species and wetlands; cultural resources; airport facilities; drainage; airport land use 
planning; and additional visual impact analysis. 
 

In addition to the certified environmental documents summarized above, the FAA prepared a 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project Final Environmental Assessment in December 2000 
(2000 EA) [1-3]. This document contains an environmental evaluation of the currently proposed 
project.  As permitted under State CEQA Guidelines § 15150, relevant data and findings from the 
2000 EA are incorporated by reference in this SSEIR where applicable.   

Scope of this Supplement to the Subsequent EIR (SSEIR) 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes determined that the proposed project would require an SSEIR, thereby 
bypassing the need for preparation of an Initial Study for determination of any significant adverse 
impact on the environment. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §§ 15060(d), 15063(a), if the lead agency 
can determine that an EIR will be clearly required for a project, an Initial Study is not required and 
the agency may skip further initial review of the project and immediately commence with the EIR 
process.   As the State CEQA Guidelines §15082(a) provide, the Town of Mammoth Lakes circulated 
a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the current proposed project to “responsible” and other interested 
agencies on April 16, 2001 and the comment period was open until May 15, 2001.  The NOP is 
included as Appendix B.  The Town of Mammoth Lakes received eight comment letters in response 
to the NOP. These comment letters are included as Appendix C.   
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Issues raised in these comment letters were related to the following topics or desired evaluations: 
 

• Number of daily enplanements at the Airport. 
• Construction of a new Airport Road access road to connect both Hot Creek Hatchery Road 

and Benton Crossing Road from the east/back side of the Airport facility and traffic 
mitigation measures. 

• Convict Lake Access to the Airport facilities. 
• Extension of left turn pocket at U.S. Highway 395 south and Hot Creek Hatchery Road 

intersection and a new left turn pocket at U.S. Highway 395 south and Hot Creek Hatchery 
Road intersection. 

• Development and implementation of a traffic and deer monitoring program. 
• Future traffic mitigation measures and collection of developer fees fund. 
• Requirement of a State Airport Permit.  
• Comprehensive traffic analysis concerning potential impacts to the existing road system. 
• Record search for cultural resources and provisions for accidental discovery of archeological 

resources or Native American human remains.  
• Cumulative effects of development on water quality. 
• Environmental site assessment regarding past site contamination. 
• Wetlands site assessment. 
• Design and construction of industrial stormwater runoff system to handle higher runoff 

during times of greater than 20-year storm. 
• Septic system impacts. 
• Hazardous material storage and spill issues. 
• Evaluation of potential overdraft and recharge (water balance), as it relates to protection of 

beneficial uses. 
• Alteration of stream or drainage course(s). 
• Increased noise and adjacent use impacts to Department of Fish and Game’s hatchery 

operations and residences at the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery. 
• Direct loss of important wildlife habitat for mule deer, sage grouse, and mountain lion. 
• Indirect impacts to sage grouse as a result of project fencing. 
• Disturbance to deer migration areas and increased road kills from project-related facilities 

and operation. 
• Disruption of seasonal foraging areas and patterns for raptors including the bald and golden 

eagle, northern harrier, American peregrine falcon, Swainson’s hawk, prairie falcon, 
American kestrel, red-tailed hawk, ferruginous hawk, rough-legged hawk, and other raptors. 

• Disturbance to nesting water fowl and other aquatic and riprarian birds. 
• Alteration to the quality of surface or ground water, including impacts to spring flow, habitat 

for Owens tui chub, and domestic water supply for Fish Hatchery residences. 
• Effects of widening the runway from 100 feet to 150 feet on the south side of the runway. 
• Effect on visual quality objectives on National Forest lands by placement of security fencing 

to meet FAA standards. 
• Analysis of effects of off-site mitigation for wildlife enhancement purposes on United States 

Forest Service (USFS) land in the vicinity of the gravel pit.   
• Analysis of amount and type of habitats that may be affected by the proposed project or 

project alternative, along with quantitative and qualitative information concerning fish and 
wildlife resources associated with each habitat type.  
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• A list of federal, candidate, proposed or listed threatened and endangered species, State listed 
species, and locally declining or sensitive species that are found at or near the project site.  A 
detailed discussion of these species, focusing on their site-related distribution and abundance 
and the anticipated effects of the project on these species.  

• Assessment of the effects on biological resources, including those which are direct, indirect, 
and cumulative.  

• Analysis of the effects of the project on the hydrology of associated drainages, and any other 
riprarian or wetland communities within the sphere of influence of the project. 

• Specific plans to offset project-related effects, including cumulative habitat loss, degradation, 
and modification resulting from the direct, indirect and cumulative consequences of the 
project. 

 
After lead agency consideration of the environmental evaluations for the Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport project contained within the 1986 EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA, and review of agency 
comments responding to the NOP, the Town of Mammoth Lakes determined that the following 
additional environmental impact areas will be analyzed in this SSEIR. 
 

• Aesthetics/Light and Glare - related to the replacement of an existing fence. 
• Air Quality – with respect to the updated aviation demand forecast, construction, and 

vehicular emissions. 
• Biology - update to respond to comments and address grading and replanting on area of land, 

which would require issuance of a revised special use permit from the United States Forest 
Service (USFS). 

• Traffic – with respect to the updated aviation demand forecast and cumulative effects of other 
proposed projects. 

• Soils/Land Transformation – regarding the construction of a package wastewater treatment 
plant and grading and replanting an area of land, which would require issuance of a revised 
special use permit. 

• Hydrology and Water Quality - regarding the construction of a package treatment plant 
instead of the previously planned and evaluated septic system/leach fie ld, use of an oil/water 
separator, and the extension of the runway by 1,200 feet rather than 2,000 feet and the 
increase in the runway width to 150 feet. 

• Noise – with respect to the updated aviation demand forecast. 
• Public Services and Utilities - regarding relocation or replacement of the Green Church and 

construction of a package wastewater treatment plant instead of previously evaluated septic 
system/leach field. 
 

The following categories were not included in the SSEIR, as they were all previously evaluated in 
1986 EIR/EA and the 1997 SEIR/EA and there have been no changes in the environmental impacts 
from the changes in the proposed project under the criteria set forth by CEQA Guidelines § 15162.   

 
• Agricultural Resources 
• Geology 
• Historical, Archeological and Cultural Resources  
• Hazards and Hazardous Material 
• Land Use and Planning 
• Mineral Resources 
• Population and Housing 
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• Recreation 
 

A summary of the evaluations of impacts relative to each of these categories, the significance of their 
impacts, and proposed mitigation measures from the 1986 EIR/EA and the 1997 SEIR/EA are 
included as Appendix A.   
 
Table 2 lists the environmental categories (based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G [3-1]) that are 
addressed in this SSEIR because changes in the proposed project along with those other categories 
that are not affected by the changes in proposed project for which the previous certified analysis 
documented in Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Assessment Mammoth/June Lakes 
Airport Land Use Plan, (1986 EIR/EA) and Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion, Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report and Updated Environmental Assessment, (1997 SEIR/EA) is deemed 
adequate.  
 
Table 2 
List of Environmental Categories Analyzed in SSEIR  
 
Changes in the Proposed Project between this Supplemental EIR and the proposed project certified in 1986 EIR/EA 
and 1997 SEIR/EA. 

1. Extension of Runway 9-27 by 1,200 feet (rather than 2,000 feet) and increase in its width to 150 feet. 
2. Replacement of an existing 4.8-foot barbed wire perimeter security fence with an 8-foot chain link security 

fence. 
3. Construction of a new package wastewater treatment plant (instead of a new leach field). 
4. Updated aviation demand forecasts 
5. Relocation or replacement of Green Church to Sierra Nevada Aquatic Research Laboratory (SNARL) 

campus. 
 

CEQA Environmental Impact Category  Level of Analysis in 2002 SSEIR  
   
1. Aesthetics/Light and Glare  Environmental Impacts analyzed due to Changes 1,2 , and 3. 
2. Agricultural Resources   No new significant environmental impacts from the proposed changes.  
3. Air Quality  Environmental Impacts analyzed due to Change 4. 
4. Biological Resources  Environmental Impacts analyzed due to Change 1, 2, 3, and 4. 
5. Cultural Resources  No new significant environmental impacts from the proposed changes.  
6. Geology and Soils  No new significant environmental impacts for Geology from the proposed 

changes. 
Environmental Impacts for Soil/Land transformation analyzed due to 
Changes 1 and 3. 

7. Hazards and hazardous materials  No new significant environmental impacts from the proposed changes.  
8. Hydrology and Water Quality  Environmental Impacts analyzed due to Changes 1 and 3. 
9. Land use and Planning  No new significant environmental impacts from the proposed changes.  
10. Mineral Resources  No new significant environmental impacts from the proposed changes.  
11. Noise  Environmental Impacts analyzed due to Changes 1 and 4. 
12. Population and Housing  No new significant environmental impacts from the proposed changes.  
13. Public Services  Environmental Impacts analyzed due to Change 5. 
14. Recreation  No new significant environmental impacts from the proposed changes.  
15. Transportation/Traffic  Environmental Impacts analyzed due to Change 4. 
16. Utilities   Environmental Impacts analyzed due to Change 3. 
 
Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

Public Review and Environmental Approval Process 

This SSEIR is an informational document for both Town of Mammoth Lakes decision makers and 
the public. “Public review is an essential part of the CEQA process.” State CEQA Guidelines § 
15201.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15082(a), the Town of Mammoth Lakes circulated a Notice 
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of Preparation (NOP) describing the proposed project to “responsible” and other interested agencies 
from April 16, 2001 to May 15, 2001. The NOP is included as Appendix B. The Town of Mammoth 
Lakes received 8 comment letters in response to the NOP. These comment letters are included as 
Appendix C. The Town considered the NOP comment letters during preparation of this SSEIR.   
 
The Draft SSEIR was circulated for public review and comment from October 9th through November 
26, 2001, a total of 48 days. The Draft SSEIR was sent to the State Clearing House (SCH # 
2000034005) for distribution to public agencies.  The distribution list of the SSEIR is provided in 
Appendix B.  The draft SSEIR was also made available at the Town of Mammoth Lakes offices for 
individuals.  During this period, the Town of Mammoth Lakes solicited comments on the Draft 
SSEIR from other agencies and from the public.   
 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes, as the CEQA Lead Agency, received 32 comment letters on the Draft 
SSEIR from public agencies, organizations, and individuals.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 
15088, the Town of Mammoth Lakes evaluated the comments and prepared written responses to each 
pertinent comment related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
SSEIR or to the environmental issues related to the proposed project.  A list of the persons and 
agencies, that commented on the Draft SSEIR, and the written responses to comments are included as 
Appendix N of this Final SSEIR.   
 
The written responses were provided to the responsible and trustee agencies, that had commented on 
the Draft SSEIR from February 22, 2002 to March 6, 2002 for review.  The Town Council certified 
the SSEIR on March 6, 2002.  In a separate action from the certification of the Draft SSEIR, the 
Town Council will consider approving the changes to the proposed project since the previous 
environmental document was certified.    

Approvals and Entitlements For Which This SSEIR Will be Used 

The intended use of this SSEIR is to assist Town of Mammoth Lakes in making decisions with 
regard to the Mammoth Yosemite Expansion Project.  This SSEIR shall be used in connection with 
all permits and other approvals necessary for the construction and operation of the proposed project. 
No final actions (approval, denial, or amendment) will be taken on the project requests until the Final 
SSEIR has been reviewed, certified as complete and considered by the appropriate decision-makers. 
This SSEIR may be used by the following public bodies in the approval, construction and 
development of the Expansion project: Great Basin United Air Pollution Control District, Lahontan 
Regional Water Quality Control Board; California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), United 
States Forest Service, Los Angeles Department of Public Works, and all other public agencies which 
must approve activities undertaken with respect to the project.  

Background 

Mammoth Yosemite Airport was originally constructed by the United States (U.S.) Army for use as 
an auxiliary landing strip during World War II.  The original dimensions of the landing strip were 
less than 4,000 feet in length by 30 feet in width.  Mono County acquired the airfield from the U.S. 
Army after the war and renamed it Long Valley Field.  The runway was an unpaved dirt strip and the 
Airport was a seasonal facility closed by winter snows until the runway was paved in 1959.  The 
Airport was operated as an unattended landing strip until the early 1960s.   
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Mono County transferred the property to the U.S. Forest Service in 1965 with the understanding that 
Airport facilities would be improved and expanded. Mono County then contracted with private 
interests for improvement and expansion of airfield facilities. In 1965, the runway was extended to 
5,000 feet and widened to 100 feet.  Also at this time, the runway was relocated 300 feet to the north 
to accommodate the future widening of U.S. Highway 395, which runs adjacent to the Airport.  The 
Airport was renamed Mammoth Lakes Airport and private interests operated the airfield, under U.S. 
Forest Service special use permits.  
 
Mammoth Sky Lodge Corporation, then the Airport operator, extended the runway to 6,500 feet in 
1971.  A terminal building and an Airport office were constructed in 1972.  During this time, the 
Airport became formally known as Mammoth-June Lakes Airport.  In 1973, Sierra Pacific Airlines 
initiated service using Convair 440 aircraft and served Mammoth Lakes until 1980. 
 
Mono County entered into an agreement with Mammoth Sky Lodge Corporation to acquire the 
Airport facilities in 1978; however, the acquisition of the Airport was not consummated until 1980.  
During the intervening time, Mono County prepared an Environmental Impact Report for the 
acquisition of the Airport and extension of the runway.  Mono County re-established public operation 
of the Airport in 1980.  
 
Mono County began an airfield improvement program in 1983.  Using grant funds received under the 
Airport Improvement Program, a new runway, 7,000 feet by 100 feet, was constructed.  This new 
runway began 3,400 feet east of the west end of the previous runway in order to provide the required 
line of sight along the runway’s length.  The western 3,400 feet of pavement of the previous runway 
became the present day paved overrun.  In 1985, Trans World Express began commuter service to 
Los Angeles and San Francisco using 19-seat Beechcraft 1900 turboprop aircraft.  Airport 
development and land use changes were proposed by Mono County in 1986 that included a plan for a 
5,000-foot by 100-foot crosswind runway, additional supporting taxiways, and a 120-acre golf 
course.  
 
The 1986 proposed improvements required the preparation of environmental documents under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Mono County commissioned the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) entitled, Environmental Impact Report and Environmental 
Assessment Mammoth/June Lakes Airport Land Use Plan. The EIR document was certified as 
adequate by the unanimous action of the Mono County Board of Supervisors in 1986.  
 
Royal West Airlines began seasonal winter service only for the 1987 ski season, using British 
Aerospace Bae 146 turbojet aircraft, but ceased all operations in 1988. 
 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes purchased the Airport from Mono County in September 1992.  United 
Express operated flights from Mammoth Lakes to Fresno, using 19-seat Jetstream 31 turboprop 
aircraft for the winter seasons of 1993 and 1994. Service reliability problems associated with 
overbooking the 19 seat Jetstream aircraft led to passenger dissatisfaction causing United Express to 
discontinue service. 
 
Additionally, Trans World Express terminated flight operations in 1995 due to reorganization of its 
major code share partner, Trans World Airlines.  This reorganization of Trans World Airlines was 
required under Chapter 11 of the Federal Bankruptcy Code.   
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In 1997, new development was proposed for the airfield.  Previous plans for the crosswind runway 
and supporting taxiways and the golf course were eliminated.  An extension of the current Runway 9-
27 from 7,000 feet to 9,000 feet was proposed as was the construction of a hotel/condominium 
complex.  The elimination of both the crosswind runway and golf course from the airport 
development plan resulted in much less land disturbance, as the majority of the project would remain 
within the current boundaries of the Airport. 
 
The 1997 Airport expansion program was environmentally reviewed in the 1997 EIR Mammoth 
Lakes Airport Expansion, Subsequent Environmental Impact Report and Updated Environmental 
Assessment [I-2]. This report re-examined the 1986 Environmental Impact Report and Environmental 
Assessment Mammoth/June Lake Airport Land Use Plan [I-1] for environmental impacts that had 
arisen or changed since 1986. The Town of Mammoth Lakes certified the 1997 SEIR/EA as 
completed in compliance with CEQA.   
 
The new Airport development reviewed in the 1997 SEIR/EA included both airside and landside 
developments by a private developer.  Airside improvements included the construction of 
approximately 135 private and public use hangars, an aviation fuel storage complex and facilities for 
the operation of a fixed base operator (FBO).  Landside development would consist of a hotel and 
residential condominium complex, retail development, a restaurant complex and a recreational 
vehicle park.  Also included in the new Airport development reviewed in the 1997 SEIR/EA was the 
right to construct an access road from Benton Crossing Road to the Airport and signage on Town 
property along U.S. Highway 395.  The above projects received environmental clearance upon 1997 
certification of the SEIR.  Initial construction began shortly after the SEIR certification and has 
continued to date.  This project, having previously been environmentally reviewed, is not the subject 
of this SSEIR. 
 
In 2000 the Town of Mammoth Lakes changed the name of the Airport from Mammoth Lakes 
Airport to Mammoth Yosemite Airport and an Environmental Assessment was prepared for the 
current proposed expansion project.  This environmental review for the project was conducted under 
NEPA guidelines and had been prepared to provide the community full disclosure of the proposed 
project and potential environmental impacts of the development alternatives.  The FAA issued a 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the project in December 2000. 
 
Development at the Airport that would improve the airfield’s ability to safely and efficiently 
accommodate commercial airline service is currently being proposed.  This development differs in 
certain respects from development plans analyzed in the past, principally because it calls for less land 
disturbance.  The current plan would extend the current runway from the existing 7,000 feet to 8,200 
feet rather than the previously approved length of 9,000 feet. The project proposal also includes 
widening the runway by 50 feet on the south side of the runway to obtain a runway width of 150 feet.  
 
Commercial airline service to the Mammoth Yosemite Airport is scheduled to resume during the 
winter season of 2003/2004 with Boeing 757 aircraft serving Dallas/Fort Worth and Chicago O’Hare 
International airports.  This service is anticipated to expand, in the following years, to include air 
carrier and commuter service to other regional and national destinations. 
 
 
 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report March 2002 
Description of the Project   I-1

I. Description of the Project 

The overall proposed project is known as the Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project. The 
revisions to the proposed project that are the subject of this Supplement to the Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SSEIR) generally include four components: extension of the runway 
by 1,200 feet (rather than 2,000 feet as approved in 1997), increase in the width of the runway from 
100 feet to 150 feet (no change in the runway width was proposed in 1997), replacement of an 
existing 4.8-foot barbed wire fence with an 8-foot chain link security fence (no changes in the fence 
were approved in 1997), and construction of a new package wastewater treatment plant (instead of a 
new septic system and leach field).  The impacts of an updated aviation demand forecast, and 
relocation or replacement of “Green Church” are also analyzed in this SSEIR.  
 
The following section describes the project’s (1) location and boundaries, (2) statement of project 
objectives, and (3) planning, construction, and operation. 

1.1 Location and Boundaries 

Mammoth Lakes, California, is a resort town located in the Eastern Sierra Nevada Mountain Range 
approximately 170 miles south-southeast of Reno, Nevada.  The Airport is located approximately 
seven miles east of the Town of Mammoth Lakes.  The Airport property is not contiguous to the 
community of Mammoth Lakes.  Unincorporated portions of Mono County border the Airport 
property on all sides.  The Airport location and vicinity are depicted on Exhibit I-1. 
 
The Airport is situated on the north side of U.S. Highway 395 with primary access from U.S. 
Highway 395 to Hot Creek Hatchery Road west of the Airport and Airport Road, which runs along 
north side of the Airport.  U.S. Highway 395 provides access to the Mammoth Lakes area and the 
Reno/Lake Tahoe region to the north, and to Crowley Lake, Bishop, and Southern California to the 
south. Hot Creek Hatchery Road is an undivided, two lane road with an at-grade intersection with 
U.S. Highway 395. A new Airport access road along the northern side of the Airport is planned to 
connect with Benton Crossing Road east of the Airport.  Benton Crossing Road connects to U.S. 
Highway 395 on the eastern side of the Airport. 
 
The Airport is surrounded by Inyo National Forest land (U.S. Forest Service) to the north, south and 
west.  A small private landholding is located near the west end of the Airport and across U.S. 
Highway 395.  The eastern end of the Airport is located on City of Los Angeles (Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works - LADPW) property.  Land administered by the U. S. Department of the 
Interior Bureau of Land Management is adjacent to the northeastern end of the Airport.  

1.2  Purpose and Need of the Proposed Project 
The Mammoth Lakes region has year-round recreational attractions consisting of skiing in the winter 
and numerous outdoor recreational opportunities in the spring, summer, and autumn, which include 
major attractions such as Yosemite National Park, Mono Lake, June Lake, and Devil’s Postpile 
National Monument.  Winter skiing at Mammoth Mountain attracted nearly 1.0 million skier days 
during the 1998/99-winter season.  Based on statistics provided by the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), approximately 1.5 million summer tourists visit the Mammoth Lakes 
region annually.  Nearly 6.0 million tourists visited nearby Yosemite, and Death Valley National 
Parks in 1998. 
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The nearest commercial service airport to the Mammoth Lakes area is in Reno (170 miles).  The next 
closest commercial service airports are in Fresno, California (190 miles), Sacramento, California 
(230 miles), the three San Francisco, California Bay Area airports (San 
Francisco/Oakland/San Jose, about 250 miles), Las Vegas, Nevada (310 miles), and Los Angeles, 
California (320 miles). 
 
Mammoth Lakes’ location with respect to these cities is depicted on Exhibit I-2. Most travelers from 
outside of the California and Nevada areas fly to either Reno or Los Angeles and drive to the 
Mammoth Lakes area via U.S. Highway 395.  For tourists living west of the Sierra Nevada 
Mountains in the San Jaoquin Valley, the shortest route to Mammoth Lakes is via the Tioga Pass 
through Yosemite National Park.  However, heavy snows cause closure of this highway between 
November and May every year.  Northern California visitors travel by automobile to Mammoth 
Lakes via U.S. Highways 50 and 395.  Visitors from Southern California use U.S. Highway 395 to 
Mammoth Lakes. 
 
Mammoth Lakes was one of the most frequented ski resorts in North America during the 1980s.  
However, direct flights into other western U.S. ski resorts drew visitors away from the Mammoth 
Lakes area in the 1990s.  It has been determined through market research that one of the methods of 
improving service and regaining the market share in the region would be by reducing visitor travel 
times to the Mammoth Lakes area. The development of airport facilities to accommodate commercial 
airline and charter operations would allow direct access to the region, thereby reducing visitor travel 
time.  The introduction of airline service would further the Town’s goal of reducing vehicular traffic 
to the area and meet transportation needs of residents and visitors. 
 
Assuming the proposed project is approved and constructed, commercial airline service to the 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport is scheduled to begin during the winter season of 2002/2003 and would 
include air carrier service to and from Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport and Chicago O'Hare 
International Airport using narrow-body turbojet aircraft up to the size of the Boeing 757-200. 
Commuter and regional jet aircraft service is also anticipated in future years to other regional markets 
such as the Los Angeles and San Francisco areas. 

1.2.1 Project Objectives 

As required by CEQA Guidelines § 15124, “a clearly written statement of objectives will help the 
lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the 
decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if necessary.” 
 
The context for the Project Objectives of the Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project are 
described in the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Project (Section 1.2).  Following are the Project 
Objectives for the proposed Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project.  
 
1. Change runway characteristics to enhance safety for narrow-body air carrier aircraft up to the 

size of a Boeing 757-200 to operate at the Airport.  
2. Provide an alternative to the private automobile for transportation of residents of and visitors 

to Mammoth Lakes. 
3. Reduce adverse vehicular air emissions associated with travel by visitors to Mammoth Lakes 

and vicinity by replacing some of the vehicle trips with air passenger trips. 
4. Maintain eligibility for Airport Improvement Program (AIP) funds from the FAA or impose 

Passenger Facility Charges to assist in funding some of the proposed improvements. 
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1.2.2  Updated Forecast of Aviation Demand  

Updated forecast levels of aviation demand were based on available data and on forecasts provided 
and prepared by the Town of Mammoth Lakes.  Forecasts of commercial airline demand for the 
Airport were projected through the year 2022, 20 years from the start of air carrier operations, 
including passenger enplanements and airline operations.  The airline forecasts provide the basis for 
proposed future Airport development over the 20-year planning horizon.  Airport operational levels 
allow for estimates of the timing of certain events, and thereby serve as the basis for effective 
planning and decision making.  Appendix H contains the analysis of the updated aviation demand 
forecast for Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  
 
Table I-1 summarizes projected general aviation and airline activity, in terms of passenger 
enplanements and aircraft departures, for the Airport.  The following points summarize key findings 
with regard to projected airline activity: 
 

• In order to provide a basis for the potential for air carrier service at Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport,  historical activity, local demographics and tourism-related visitor statistics were 
reviewed at five comparable airports, as prescribed in the FAA’s Benefit-Cost Analysis 
Guidance.  The five comparable airports selected for Mammoth Yosemite Airport include: 

 
• Yampa Valley Regional Airport (Steamboat Springs, CO) 
• Vail/Eagle County Airport (Vail, CO) 
• Aspen-Pitkin County Airport (Aspen, CO) 
• Jackson Hole Airport (Jackson, WY) 
• Glacier Park International Airport (Kalispell, MT) 

 
• For the purpose of developing the initial enplanement projections, ski visitor statistics were 

used as the basis for projecting winter season enplanements at the Airport.  Skier-days 
represent the total number of days visitors skied at the ski resort. The number of skier-days 
was found to have a strong correlation to the activity levels at each comparable airport. 

 
• A number of scenarios were examined for the Airport to give an idea of the range of 

enplanement activity that might occur at the Airport. The enplanement projections were 
based on a relationship of skier-days to annual enplanements at several comparable airports. 

 
• It is anticipated that the Airport would not immediately realize its full demand potential.  As 

a result, the rate of growth in activity at the Airport during the first five years of operation is 
expected to be strong until the market’s full potential is realized.  Once the market matures, 
the rate of growth in activity at the Airport is expected to slow to more typical levels as 
experienced at airports throughout the U.S.  This high initial growth is best illustrated by 
examining the enplanement growth that occurred at Vail/Eagle County Airport.  During the 
first five years of operations from 1990 to 1995, enplanements at Vail/Eagle County Airport 
increased at an annual compounded growth rate of over 67 percent per year.  From 1995 to 
1998, however, enplanement growth at the airport slowed to an annual compounded growth 
rate of 27 percent per year.  While this rate of growth is still much higher than that of the 
U.S. overall, it is lower than exhibited during the initial startup of service at the Airport. 
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Table I-1 
Summary of Forecast Aviation Activity at Mammoth Yosemite Airport   
      
       
 Annual Airline Enplanements 

 1999 2003 2007 2012 2017 2022 
      
   Enplanements -- 37,000 159,900 242,700 287,500 333,800 
      
 Annual Aircraft Operations 
   Air Carrier -- 600 2,420 3,800 4,360 5,000 
   Regional/Commuter/RJ -- 1,480 4,080 5,040 5,800 6,600 
   General Aviation/Military 6,050 6,650 7,650 8,950 10,350 12,050 
Total Operations 6,050 8,730 14,150 17,790 20,510 23,650 
 
Note: Enplanements represent passengers boarding an aircraft.  Total passengers are twice that number.  Aircraft operations 
refer to total takeoffs and landings.  It should also be noted that these forecasts are estimates assuming that there are no 
limitations to accommodating demand and that airline service could be accommodated as early as 2003.  The actual numbers 
may be materially different than those indicated. 
 

Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 

 
• Under the Base Case Scenario, the number of enplanements at the Airport were projected to 

increase from approximately 37,000 in 2003 (the anticipated first full year of operation), to 
approximately 333,800 per year in 2022, representing an annual compounded growth rate of 
12.3 percent overall. Estimated winter enplanements per ski visitor day for the Airport are 
projected to increase from a ratio of approximately 0.035 winter enplanements per skier day 
in 2003 to approximately 0.085 winter enplanements per skier day by 2022. Winter 
enplanements were projected to represent 100 percent of the Airport’s enplanements in 2003, 
with their share decreasing thereafter to approximately 60 percent of total enplanements at 
the Airport by 2022. 

1.3 Existing Facilities 
The current Airport facilities include a 7,000-foot by 100-foot runway, a parallel taxiway system, 
general aviation hangars, tie -down, support facilities, and limited landside passenger processing 
facilities. These facilities are depicted on the previously approved FAA Airport Layout Plan, which 
is presented on Exhibit I-3. 
 
The Airport has a Global Positioning System (GPS) non-precision instrument approach to 
Runway 27.  Aircraft executing this approach but then landing on Runway 9 must circle north of the 
airfield due to rising terrain south of the Airport.  It has been determined that modifications to the 
Airport facilities would be required to comply with Airport Design Standards and commercial airline 
operating policy for safe and efficient flight operations and for accommodation of the projected air 
service.  An evaluation of the airfield design requirements is provided in Appendix E. 
 
Calculations for runway length were conducted using the methodology prescribed in the FAA 
approved Aircraft Flight Manual (AFM) for the B757-200.  The calculations were based on 
operations from Mammoth Yosemite Airport to Dallas-Ft. Worth and to Chicago-O’Hare 
International Airports. It was determined that on the maximum mean temperature of the hottest 
month, the runway length required for a full passenger and baggage load on the aircraft is 9,000 feet.  
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The land that is owned at the Airport allows the construction of an 8,200-foot runway. Additional 
runway length could be obtained by acquiring additional land to the west. Therefore, the Master Plan 
depicted an ultimate runway length of 9,000 feet. While a 9,000-foot runway was previously 
evaluated in the 1997 SEIR/EA and approved by the Town, it was not constructed. The current 
project proposal is to extend the runway to 8,200 feet (rather than 9,000 feet) and to widen the 
runway by 50 feet on south side, thereby shifting the runway center line 25 feet to the south. 
 
Calculations were made to determine the allowable load factors for a B757-200 flying from 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport to Dallas-Ft. Worth and Chicago-O’Hare at the maximum mean 
temperature.  The results of these studies indicate that the B757-200 flying to Dallas-Ft. Worth can 
operate at 100 percent load factor; whereas, the B757-200 operating to Chicago-O’Hare must 
download to 94 percent load factor at the maximum mean temperature. 
 
Consultation with the airlines and the Town indicated that there would be no time in the winter and 
only a very few days in the summer that would require a load factor of less than 100 percent to fly 
the B757-200 to Chicago-O’Hare with an 8,200-foot runway.  From economic and environmental 
considerations it was agreed that the first stage runway length of 8,200 feet would be adequate for 
development of the Mammoth Yosemite Airport to serve the B757-200 type aircraft with reasonable 
load factors and stage lengths.   Appendix E contains the load factor and ranges calculations. 
 
The safety criteria for certifying airports for commercial service are contained in the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 139.  FAR Part 139 prohibits an airport from serving any scheduled 
passenger operation of an airline operating an aircraft with a seating capacity of more than 30 
passengers if all criteria are not met.  The certification process ensures that the safety of the airport 
environment is adequate for the proposed operation, considering such items as safety areas, pavement 
condition, obstructions, lighting, and aircraft rescue and firefighting capabilities.  Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport currently only possesses a limited FAR Part 139 certificate, which would not allow 
the operation of a commercial airline operating aircraft with more than 30 seats on scheduled basis.  
The commercial airline service scheduled for the 2002/2003 winter season would use narrow body 
jet aircraft up to the size of a Boeing 757-200, which has a capacity of 176 seats. 
 
The proposed project is needed to bring the current airfield facilities into compliance with Airport 
Design Standards to allow the safe operation of commercial airline narrow-body aircraft up to the 
size and seating capacity of a Boeing 757-200.  The proposed project will adequately address the 
facility requirements of the FAR Part 139 certification process. 

1.4 Description of the Proposed Project  

The changes in the proposed project for which this SSEIR was performed include extension of 
Runway 9-27 to the west to a length of 8,200 feet (rather than the previously approved 9,000 feet) 
and an increase in the width of the runway from 100 feet to 150 feet, replacement of an existing 4.8-
foot barbed wire fence with an 8-foot chain link security fence, construction of a new package 
wastewater treatment plant (instead of a new leach field), and relocation or replacement of “Green 
Church”.  The Airport facility changes to the proposed project are depicted in Exhibit I-4. The Town 
of Mammoth Lakes would be required to obtain a special use permit from the United States Forest 
Service (USFS) for an additional 25 feet of land along the length of the runway to the south and west.  
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1.5  Description of Planning, Construction and Operational 
Characteristics 

The following is a general description and background of the planning, construction, and operation of 
the Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project.  

1.5.1 Planning Characteristics 
The Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project is subject to the planning criteria established in 
FAA Advisory Circulars 150/5360-13, Planning and Design Guidelines for Airport Terminal 
Facilities, and 150/5300-13, Airport Design. FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 provides terminal 
facility design guidance such as design methodologies, functional relationships and terminal 
concepts, terminal apron areas, building space and facility guidelines, ADA accessibility features, 
and airport access systems. Among other guidance, FAA Advisory Circular 150/5360-13 provides 
FAA direction on airport geometry, runway design, taxiway and taxilane design, surface gradient and 
line of sight, site requirements for navigational aids, the effects of jet blast, wind analysis, and 
airplane types and characteristics.  
 
In addition to the FAA guidelines, the proposed project is subject to local, State and federal code 
provisions and approvals.  The State, federal and local provisions are reviewed in Section II, Brief 
Overview of the Project's Environmental Setting and, as applicable, in Section III, Environmental 
Impacts of the Proposed Project.   

1.5.2 Construction Characteristics 
The proposed project is to be phased with a Date of Beneficial Occupancy (DBO) estimated to be the 
winter of 2002/2003. A DBO is defined as “the date at which the Primary facilities can accommodate 
the air carrier operations and initiation of such operations”.  
 
Construction is planned to occur in multiple phases (clearing and grubbing, excavation, sub-grade-
scarify and recompact, aggregate subbase, aggregate base, heater remix, bituminous surface course, 
Portland cement concrete pavement, saw and seal pavement, groove runway, marking: remove old 
marking, paint new marking, drainage, lighting, structures construction, and terminal construction), 
commencing in 2002. The overall duration of construction is anticipated to occur over approximately 
one year. Construction would commence with clearing and grubbing and excavation for the runway 
modifications and proceed sequentially as follows: runway pavement construction, marking runways, 
runway lighting and terminal construction.  It is anticipated that an average of approximately 130-
150  construction workers will be working over the duration the duration of construction. Appendix 
G contains details regarding the construction equipment is anticipated to be used.  
 
The construction of the Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project is subject to all Town, State, 
and federal applicable standards. The following is a list of laws, regulations, permits, and agreements 
to be obtained for the proposed project: 
 
• Industrial plant operations, including airports, are required to obtain storm water permits under 

the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act [I-4]. A National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit would be required. As part of the NPDES permit, all contracts prepared 
for construction of this project will include a requirement for the contractor to develop a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and submit this plan and have it approved prior to 
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the start of any construction. The plan will be submitted for review by the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. This plan will include grading, drainage, and erosion control plans. 
The plan will be enforced on the contractor by the Town of Mammoth Lakes Project Manager. 

• Air quality and water quality certifications required by the State of California . 

• The acquisition of land from the Los Angeles Department of Public Works that is used by the 
Airport is in progress. 

• An easement from the Los Angeles Department of Public Works for land east of the Airport 
within the runway safety area.   

• A revised special use permit from the U.S. Forest Service for the land within the runway safety 
area including a strip of land 25 feet wide on the south side of the Airport and an additional strip 
of land 25 feet wide on the west side of the Airport. 

• A building permit and grading permit from the Town of Mammoth Lakes.  

• If future modifications are made to the intersection of U.S. Highway 395 and Hot Creek Hatchery 
Road, a new Access Control Agreement between Caltrans and Mono County would be required. 

• An encroachment permit for any work required in the State right-of-way for U.S. Highway 395 
would require an Encroachment Permit. 

• A new State Airport Operating Permit from Caltrans Division of Aeronautics prior to resumption 
of commercial air service at Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Construction contract specifications would be subject to provisions of the FAA Advisory 
Circular 150/5370-10, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports, (Change 10), notably 
Item P-156, Temporary Air and Water Pollution, Soil Erosion, and Siltation Control, and 
150/5320-5B, Airport Drainage.  

1.5.3 Operational Characteristics 
The completion of the Expansion Project would allow the operation of commercial airline service to 
the Mammoth Yosemite Airport, which were scheduled to begin during the winter season of 
2002/2003 with Boeing 757 aircraft serving Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport and Chicago 
O’Hare International Airport.  
 
Given historic operation of the Airport, air passenger demand is anticipated to be greatest during the 
winter ski season (generally between late November and early April). As discussed in Section 1.2.2 
(Summary of Aviation Demand Forecast), total enplanements are projected to increase from 
approximately 37,000 in 2003 to 333,800 by 2022.  This would include the introduction of about 
48,000 summer enplanements in 2007.  Total operations are forecast to increase from 8,730 in year 
2003 to 23,650 in year 2022.  The air passenger service is also scheduled to include expansion of air 
carrier and commuter service to other regional and national destinations.  The current runway field 
length does not allow for narrowbody turbojet aircraft, such as the Boeing 757 and Boeing 737, to 
operate efficiently to major airports such as Dallas/Fort Worth, Denver, or Chicago O’Hare.  
Therefore, the primary purpose of the proposed project is to enable air carrier jet service, using 
aircraft up to the size of a Boeing 757, to safely and efficiently operate at the Airport. 
 
The Airport serves piston prop, turboprop and turbine powered aircraft operating under both visual 
flight rules (VFR) and instrument flight rules (IFR).  Pilots of aircraft arriving and departing under 
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VFR navigate visually using prominent easily identifiable land marks such as U.S. Highway 395 
north and south of the Airport and Crowley Lake to the south of the Airport. VFR operational 
procedures at the Airport would remain unchanged by the expansion project. 
 
Pilots of aircraft operating under IFR would follow the published non-precision instrument approach 
procedures to Runway 27.  Pilots of aircraft executing this approach currently would land straight in 
on Runway 27, or would visually circle north of the Airport to Runway 9 should wind conditions 
preclude the use of Runway 27. The non-precision approach procedure described uses the U.S. 
Department of Defense (DOD) Global Positioning System (GPS) satellite navigation system.  Non-
precision GPS procedures of this type do not require supporting terrestrial navigational aid. Boeing 
757 aircraft operating between Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport, Chicago O’Hare 
International Airport and Mammoth Lakes would use onboard Flight Management Systems (FMS) 
that would derive the required navigational information from both satellites and terrestrial 
navigational aids.  The terrestrial navigational facility that would be used by the commercial 
operators FMS is currently located in Bishop, California and would not need to be relocated for 
service to Mammoth Lakes. 
 
Pilots of aircraft departing from Mammoth Yosemite Airport under IFR flight plans receive clearance 
and initial departure instructions from the FAA Flight Service Station located in Riverside California. 
The proposed project would not change the current instrument departure procedures. 
 
Airport management indicates that there have been only three times over the past three years when 
aircraft have required deicing services.  Deicing, when required, would generally be accomplished by 
the use of glycol diluted to a 50 percent solution by water.  While it is not anticipated that a large 
quantity of deicing fluids will be used on aircraft, it will be necessary that facilities be available on 
site when needed.  All aircraft would be deiced at the same location on the commercial airline apron.  
The area on which the aircraft would park during the deicing operations would be graded such that 
all of the runoff from this area would be collected at one drop inlet.  The pipes from this inlet would 
be constructed such that in normal operations, without any deicing fluid, the stormwater runoff 
would be discharged into the oil/water separator.  When deicing operations are being performed, the 
valves would be set such that all of the deicing fluids would be diverted to a holding tank. The runoff 
would be collected in the holding tank and removed from the site and disposed in a suitable fashion.   
 
The current aircraft fueling plan calls for a capacity of 20,000 to 24,000 gallons in existing above 
ground storage tanks.  On airfield fuel trucks would deliver fuel from the storage areas to the aircraft.  
The fuel supplier to the Airport currently utilizes an 8,000-gallon transport that makes deliveries to 
the Airport two times a month.  Under the anticipated operation at the Airport, the daily fuel uplift 
requirements for the initial year of operation would be estimated to range from 7,400 gallons to 9,000 
gallons, and 14,800 gallons to 18,000 gallons are estimated by 2007.  The largest transport available 
from the current fuel supplier is 14,000 gallons.  Depending on the size of the vehicle and the actual 
demand, 1 to 2 daily round trips would be anticipated. 
 
The Airport currently possesses a limited Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 139 certificate 
for operations.  A limited FAR Part 139 certificate allows the Airport to be able to accept air carrier 
aircraft into the airfield on an unscheduled (i.e. charter) basis.  Should operators of aircraft with a 
passenger seating of more than 30 seats elect to provide regularly scheduled service to the Airport in 
the future, Mammoth Yosemite Airport would have to fulfill the obligations and requirements of full 
FAR Part 139 certification.  An important part of meeting FAA safety regulations for scheduled 
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operations is the required security fencing and a secure terminal building for the Airport.  Before 
scheduled operations could start, the Town of Mammoth Lakes would have to install improved 
security fencing and a terminal building that meets FAA security regulations.  The fencing 
requirement is a function of both safety/operations as well as security.  The fence is required as a 
means of protecting the public from the hazards associated with the Airport, under FAR Part 139 as 
well as providing secure operations under FAR Part 107.  The current 4.8-foot barbed wire fence 
would need to be replaced with an eight-foot chain link fence.  This fence would be in the same area 
as the existing fence on the south side of the runway (running east-west). To minimize any 
institutional look to the facility, an eight-foot chain link fence without the barbed wire is 
recommended. The chain link security fence can be seen through, and therefore, minimizes 
obstruction of the viewshed.  The use of neutral colored fencing material would aid in making the 
fence more aesthetically pleasing and it is recommended that this be incorporated into the 
specifications.   
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II. Brief Overview of the Project’s Environmental Setting 

The following section discusses, as required by CEQA § 15125, (1) the existing physical 
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, (2) a list of projects related to the proposed 
project, and (3) applicable general, specific, and regional plans. 

2.1 Existing Conditions 

The following is a brief overview of the environment in the vicinity of and as it exists prior to 
commencement of the proposed project from both a local and a regional perspective. 
 
The Airport is located approximately seven miles east of Town of Mammoth Lakes. The Airport 
property is not contiguous to the community, but is incorporated as an island. Unincorporated 
portions of Mono County borders the Airport on all sides.   

2.1.1 Existing Land Use 
The Airport environs are primarily undeveloped open spaces used for agriculture, natural resource 
management, recreation, and stream conservation. Small parcels are used for public agency purposes, 
industrial/manufacturing, and residential uses.  Existing land use is depicted on Exhibit II-1. 
 
The Hot Creek Ranch, a privately owned family fly fishing camp, is located approximately one mile 
north of the Airport along Hot Creek. The facility has nine cabins for rent and the Ranch retains 
ownership of the two and a half acres of the stream that the facility occupies. 
 
The U.S. Forest Service (USFS) gravel/borrow pit lies to the north of the current Airport Access 
Road by approximately one-quarter mile. Most resource extraction has stopped and the site is 
currently being used for the disposal of non-organic waste, principally rock, soil, concrete, and 
asphalt. 
 
The remaining portions of the abandoned Mammoth Lakes Elementary School is located 
approximately one and one-half miles northwest of Mammoth Lakes Airport on Hot Creek Hatchery 
Road.  Most of the structure has been demolished. 
 
Northwest of the Airport approximately, one and one-half miles along Hot Creek, is the Hot Creek 
Fish Hatchery. The Fish Hatchery produces approximately 11 million trout eggs annually, which are 
distributed to other fish hatcheries in the State of California. 
 
The Mammoth Geothermal Project is located approximately two miles northwest of the Airport.  
This facility generates electricity for the regional power grid.  
 
To the east of the airfield, on either side of Benton Crossing Road, lies the Whitmore Hot Springs 
Recreational Area and the Mono County Animal Shelter.  These facilities are located approximately 
one mile from the Airport. The recreation area consists of various athletic fields and a swimming 
pool. The animal shelter facility makes abandoned companion animals available for adoption, 
controls pet over-population, and assists in other animal welfare issues.   
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The Sierra Nevada Aquatic Research Laboratory (SNARL) is located about one-mile southeast of the 
Airport and south of U.S. Highway 395.  It is a unit of the University of California’s Natural Reserve 
System (NRS).  The campus provides lab office and computer facilities to researchers studying 
stream ecology.  Part of off campus SNARL facilities is the former High Sierra Community Church. 
Known locally as the “Green Church,” it is located across U.S. Highway 395 from the SNARL 
facility, southeast of the Airport at the northeast corner of U.S. Highway 395 and Benton Crossing 
Road. SNARL uses this building as a large classroom and lecture hall. 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Maintenance Station and Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) Gravel Pit are located approximately two miles and one and one-half miles, 
respectively, southeast of the airfield along U.S Highway 395. The Caltrans Maintenance Station 
provides state road right-of-way maintenance and snow removal services.  
 
Approximately one and one-half miles due south of the Airport is Convict Lake Recreational Area. 
Campground facilities, fishing, and water activities are available to users.  
 
Approximately three miles west of the Airport, along U.S. Highway 395, are the Mono County 
Sheriff Substation and Mono County Government Center. These buildings were abandoned in the 
early to mid 1990s due to health and welfare concerns. The County governmental units moved to the 
Town of Mammoth Lakes, while the Mono County Sheriff moved to facilities at Crowley Lake. 
 
Sierra Quarry is located south of the intersection of U.S. Highway 395 and Hot Creek Hatchery 
Road. A portion of this site is currently seasonally leased for a dog sled concession, which consists of 
a domestic water well and miscellaneous buildings used for office, storage, and kennel space. A 
concrete batch plant that has been in operation since 1995 is also located at the quarry site.  The 
remainder of this property is unused. 

2.1.2 Land Ownership 
The ownership of the land around Mammoth Yosemite Airport is an important factor in the existing 
and planned land use.  Existing land ownership in the Airport vicinity is shown on Exhibit II-2.  
Most of the land surrounding the Airport is in public ownership.  There are only two small privately 
owned parcels of land in the vicinity of the Airport property. 
 
The area north and northwest of the Airport is owned by the United States government and 
administered by USFS (Inyo National Forest) and includes the area occupied by the USFS 
gravel/borrow pit and a portion of the Mammoth Geothermal Project.  Two of the three generating 
plants of the facility are situated on privately held land.  The City of Los Angeles owns land west and 
northwest of the Airport beyond land administered by the USFS, on which the abandoned Mammoth 
Lakes Elementary School and Hot Creek Fish Hatchery are situated.  The land on which Hot Creek 
Ranch lies is privately owned.  A large area northeast of the Airport is owned by the BLM and is 
undeveloped. 
 
The area immediately east and southeast of the Airport is owned by the City of Los Angeles.  This 
land contains the Green Church, the Whitmore Hot Springs Recreational Area, the Mono County 
Juvenile Probation Facility, and the Mono County Animal Shelter. The eastern portion of the Airport, 
including portions of the runway, is on land owned by and leased from the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works (LADWP). The Town of Mammoth Lakes is currently in the process of 
acquiring that land for Airport use. 
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Exhibit II-1
Source: U.S. Geological Survey; Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion Subsequent EIR and Updated EA, March 1997.
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc.
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Source: U.S. Geological Survey Revised: U.S. Forest Service
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc.
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The land southeast of the Airport, on which the Caltrans Maintenance Station and Gravel Pit are 
located, is owned by the BLM. The City of Los Angeles also owns the land to the southeast 
where the SNARL facilities are located, while the USFS owns land to the south, which contains 
the Convict Lake Recreational Area. 
 
The Mono County Sheriff Substation and Mono County Government Center are on land owned by 
the City of Los Angeles. The second private land parcel is occupied by the Sierra Quarry just west of 
the Airport. 

2.1.3 Zoning 
The Airport is situated approximately seven miles east of the community of Mammoth Lakes and is 
not contiguous with the Town of Mammoth Lakes proper.  Unincorporated Mono County surrounds 
the Airport. Therefore, the various land uses designated in the Airport Land Use Plan are intended to 
be consistent with either the provisions of Title 19, Mono County Zoning and Development Code [2-
1] or Title 17 of The Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan [5-1] as appropriate.  The land use 
areas, as prescribed by these two governmental bodies, are depicted in Exhibit II-3. 
 
The open area (OA) designation is intended to protect and preserve those lands that provide low-
intensity recreational opportunities, visual open space, habitat for wildlife resources, open range, and 
permitted land uses as defined in Chapter 19.18 of the Zoning Code.  Residential land uses are not 
permitted in the OA district.  An additional identifier has been utilized to specify acceptable uses of 
open area lands, subject to use permit procedures, as follows: 
 
• OA-A indicates open space land that is presently utilized for non-intensive agricultural uses.  

The designation primarily includes Inyo National Forest, BLM, and City of Los Angeles 
range lands utilized for stock grazing. 

• OA-M indicates open space land that requires resource management for the protection of 
visual quality, wildlife habitat, and wilderness value.  The designation primarily includes 
Inyo National Forest and BLM lands under federal jurisdiction. 

• OA-R indicates open space land that provides specific low-intensity recreational 
opportunities.  The designation reflects existing picnic, day use, hot springs facilities along 
Hot Creek, and an existing campground adjacent to Convict Creek.  The westerly portion of 
the ridge northeast of the Airport, Doe Ridge, is designated for future recreational uses 
including Nordic and cross-country ski trails and equestrian facilities. 

• OA-SC designates stream conservation zones along Mammoth Creek/Hot Creek and Convict 
Creek for the protection of water quality, riparian vegetation, and fishery resources.  The 
conservation zones extend 100 feet on each side of all stream channels. No significant 
grading alterations, vegetative removals, or building structures are permitted within the 
stream conservation zone. 

• The institutional/public land (PA) designation is intended to define those public lands that are 
utilized for regional recreational, natural resource development, institutional, and 
governmental service purposes. The PA District is described in Chapter 19.0 of the Zoning 
Code, which emphasizes resource development and recreational land uses.  The chapter notes 
that the County may not have permitting authority over lands under State or federal 
jurisdiction, but indicates the intent of the County to review development proposals within 
the PA zone on the basis of the code. 
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• Industrial/Manufacturing (I) designation conforms with Chapter 19.17 of the Mono County 

Zoning and Development Code. Virtually all uses within this category are subject to use 
permit procedures due to the inherent potential for environmental impacts, safety hazards, 
and nuisances.  Lands considered suitable for industrial and manufacturing uses are limited to 
two existing sites in the Airport planning area: the Sierra Quarry private property and the 
USFS gravel pit on Inyo National Forest land.  

• The use of the Planned Unit Development (PUD) designation is for resort land uses subject to 
natural resource protection requirements and environmental constraints. Maximum overall 
development density within the zone is equivalent to one residential unit per acre. The intent 
of the PUD zoning designation is to require the approval of an overall master plan for the 
property prior to any additional development. Criteria applicable to such development 
includes the preservation of open space areas, conservation of sensitive riparian and stream 
zones, and clustering of proposed resort residential uses to minimize environmental 
disturbances and impacts.  The 130-acre Hot Creek Ranch property is the only site within the 
planning area that is designated for Planned Unit Development land use. 

• The intent of the Airport Development District (ADD) designation is to permit the 
development of appropriate commercial, industrial, airport facilities, and other related uses 
on lands adjacent to the Mammoth Yosemite Airport. The ADD was specifically created to 
recognize the economic development potential associated with the expansion of services and 
facilities at the Airport site. Although light industrial, manufacturing, and warehousing 
developments are necessary for economic stability and growth, these land uses are frequently 
incompatible with recreational, residential, and agricultural land uses. This inherent 
incompatibility has limited the land resources available for economic  development within the 
Mono County.  Subject to the constraints associated with the proximity of aircraft activities, 
the following land uses are appropriate for the Airport Development District:  

· Airport operational facilities 
· Aviation products and services 
· Housing for Airport employees 
· Hotel and residential condominium developments 
· Light industrial and warehousing  
· Office, business, and commercial 
· Public buildings 
· Retail sales and services ancillary to airport terminal or hotel/motel facilities 
· Automobile service stations 
· Recreational vehicle park 
· Low intensity recreational development 
 

The USFS has instituted a land management plan for the Inyo National Forest. The plan described in 
Inyo National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan [2-2] divides the forest into various 
Management Areas. The Management Areas are contiguous areas for planning to which one or more 
sets of management practices, called “prescriptions,” are applied to attain specific objectives. These 
management prescriptions are written as a result of allocating solutions to specific Management 
Areas and imposing identified standards and guidelines. 
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Exhibit II-3
Source: U.S. Geological Survey Revised: U.S. Forest Service, Mammoth Lakes Airport Land Use Plan
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc.
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The Airport is located within Management Area #9. The Management Area and prescription area 
boundaries are depicted on Exhibit II-3.  The Airport lies with prescription area 11, which has been 
designated as Range Emphasis. Prescription areas designated for Range Emphasis are areas, which 
are readily accessible, have available water and would be given priority to be used for grazing before 
livestock would graze in other areas.  Prescription area 12 lies both north and west of the Airport. 
This prescription area is designated a Concentrated Recreation Area.  Areas with this prescription 
currently receive or would potentially receive high-density recreation use. 

2.1.4 Planned Land Use 
Because of the public ownership of most of the land surrounding the Airport, planned land use does 
not significantly differ from the existing land use.   
 
There is currently no known development planned for the privately owned parcel of land that 
contains Hot Creek Ranch. The owner of other privately owned parcel has plans for the development 
of an industrial park.  This proposed project, named the Sierra Business Park, is located on a 36-acre 
parcel that formerly was used by the Sierra Quarry.  The developers propose to subdivide the parcel into 
37 smaller parcels to be used for industrial use. The use of the individual lots will be pursuant to the 
requirements of the individual lot purchasers.  The individual lots will be developed by the respective 
lot purchasers.   
 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes has entered into a public -private partnership with a local developer 
with the goal of making the Airport a self-sustaining and profitable enterprise that would provide 
substantial long-term benefits to the local economy and traveling public.  A phased airside 
development is planned to add additional aircraft hangars, a general aviation terminal, and fuel 
storage facilities.  Planned landside improvements could include a hotel/condominium complex, a 
recreational vehicle park, restaurants and retail facilities. This development is proposed to remain 
within Airport property. 

2.2 Related Projects 

As defined in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, a cumulative impact consists of “two or more 
individual effects, which considered together are considerable” or “compound or increase other 
environmental impacts.”  Pursuant to Section 15130(a) of the aforementioned Guidelines, “An EIR 
shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable, as defined in Section 15065(c).” Section III of this SSEIR provides a cumulative 
impact assessment for each applicable environmental impact category affected by the changes in the 
proposed project.  
 
As discussed above, a cumulative impact involves two or more individual effects.  Such effects can 
be internal to, and confined solely to, a proposed project itself, or also be attributable to other 
external projects, producing a related or cumulative effect.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, the 
discussion shall be guided by the standards or practicality and reasonableness. The following 
elements are necessary in an adequate discussion of cumulative impacts: 
 

1.  Either: 
a. A list of relevant past, present and probable future projects producing related or  

cumulative impacts, if necessary, including those projects outside the control of the 
Agency, or 
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b. A summary of projections contained in an adopted General Plan or related planning 
document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, 
which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the 
cumulative impact; 

2.  A summary of the expected environmental effects associated with those projects with specific 
reference to additional information stating where that information is available; 

3.  A reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant projects. An EIR shall 
examine reasonable feasible options for mitigation or avoiding the project’s contribution to 
any significant cumulative effects; and 

4.  With some projects, the feasible mitigation for cumulative impacts may involve the adoption 
of ordinance or regulation rather than the imposition of conditions on a project-by-project 
basis. 

 
Exhibit II-4 shows the other projects currently proposed in the region. These include:  
 

• Intrawest Development 
• Eastern Sierra College 
• Sherwin Bowl Ski Area 
• Sierra Business Park 
• Mammoth Lakes Airport Commercial Development Plan located at Mammoth Yosemite 

Airport 
• Inaja Ranch Land Company 
• Lake Ridge Ranch 
• Rimrock Ranch 
• Pacifica Residential Development 

 
After analyzing the possible impacts of these projects in conjunction with the changes to the 
proposed project and its cumulative impacts, the Town of Mammoth Lakes determined that there are 
two projects currently under consideration in the vicinity of the Airport that need to be considered 
part of the cumulative impact.  These two projects are discussed in this section.  

2.2.1 Mammoth Yosemite Airport Commercial Development Plan 
The commercial development area proposed at Mammoth Yosemite Airport would encompass 25.6 
acres of land within the Airport boundary.  Apart from the proposed changes to the proposed project 
in Section I of this SSEIR, the Airport Commercial Development plan was environmentally reviewed 
for full buildout in 1997 pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The development is 
proposed to take place in four phases. 
 
Phase I development would consist of the construction of both Airport infrastructure improvements 
and 30 commercial aircraft hangars, a gas storage building consisting of aboveground storage tanks 
and associated structures, and a general aviation terminal consisting of building improvements 
normally associated with the operations of a fixed base operator. 
 
Proposed Phase I commercial development would consist of a minimum of 60 units of time-share, 
hotel, condominium, or commercial lodging facilities for transient guests.  Construction of a retail 
building, signage directing visitors to or advertising the development, and remodeling of existing 
terminal buildings is also proposed. 
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Exhibit II-4Source: Mammoth Mountain
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc.
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Under the agreement with the Town of Mammoth Lakes, the developer has the right, but not the 
obligation, to develop Phase II, Phase III, and Phase IV. Possible additional commercial development 
that may occur in Phase II could be the construction of a 300-seat restaurant 
complex, additional lodging units similar to those constructed in Phase I, and a recreational vehicle 
park with a capacity of up to 100 vehicles.  Phase II airfield development could consist of two 
additional community hangars for maintenance and aircraft storage and additional individual aircraft 
hangars.  Phase III and Phase IV could include additional lodging units and additional individual 
hangars. 
 
The developer has retained the right to construct an additional access road from Benton Crossing 
Road to the Airport. Portions of this access road could be constructed on lands owned and/or 
administered by the City of Los Angeles, the Bureau of Land Management and the USFS. Rights of 
way, easements, or grants would have to be obtained from these entities. 

2.2.2  Sierra Business Park 
The proposed Sierra Business Park site is located on a 36-acre site along U. S. Highway 395 west of 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport. The site was originally established as the Sierra Quarry, which was a 
surface mining site for the extraction and processing of raw material for the production of sand and 
aggregate product.   
 
Resource extraction and manufacturing operations ceased in 1984. The present owner purchased the 
property in 1994 for the construction of a concrete batch plant and industrial park subdivision. The 
proposed plan calls for the property to be subdivided into 37 parcels to be used for industrial use.  
The project would be constructed in two phases. Phase I will consist of the construction of 24 lots, 
utilities, and an access road on the property.  Construction of Phase I is currently scheduled to begin 
in the summer or fall of 2000. Phase II, the construction of the remaining 12 lots, will begin at a 
unspecified future date. 
 
The uses of the subdivided lots will be pursuant to the needs of the individual lot purchasers as 
allowed under the Mono County Code, Section 19.17.020 and 19.17.030, as applicable.  The current 
owner would not develop the individual lots.  Each purchaser, in accordance with applicable laws 
and regulations, would develop their respective lots. 
 
The Sierra Business Park was environmentally reviewed under CEQA Guidelines 15162 and has 
received certification for the project. [3-2].  

2.3 Applicable General, Specific, and Regional Plans 

Applicable planning documents include (1) Mono County General Plan, (2) Town of Mammoth 
Lakes General Plan, (3) the Air Quality Management Plan, (4) the Water Quality Plan, (5) Mammoth 
Lakes Noise Ordinance, (6) Bishop Resource Management Plan, and (7) Inyo National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan.  

2.3.1 Mono County General Plan 
The purpose of the Mono County General Plan [2-3] is to establish policies that will guide decisions 
on future growth, development, and conservation of natural resources on private lands in the 
unincorporated area of the County through the year 2010 in the manner required by law.  An effort 
has been made through the public review process to make the policies in this plan consistent with the 
desires of County residents. 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report March 2002  
Environmental Setting II-12  

Government Code § 65300 requires each county to "adopt a comprehensive long-term general plan 
for the physical development of the county."  The general plan must contain a statement of 
development policies, including diagrams or maps and text, setting forth objectives, principles, 
standards, and plan proposals.  The plan must include the following elements:  land use, 
conservation, open space, circulation, housing, noise, and safety.  Section 65301 (a) allows local 
agencies to adopt a general plan in any format "deemed appropriate or suitable… including the 
combining of elements." Accordingly, the Conservation and Open Space Elements have been 
combined in the Mono County General Plan. The Mono County General Plan also includes the 
Hazardous Waste Management Element required by State law. 
 
The 1992 Mono County General Plan is a revision of previously adopted general plan elements; it 
supercedes and replaces those elements.  In adopting the 1992 update of the General Plan, the Mono 
County Board of Supervisors repealed the following elements of the prior plan: Seismic Safety, 
Geothermal, Public Facilities, Recreation and Scenic Highways. The policies contained in the 
repeated elements were incorporated as necessary into appropriate elements of the 1992 plan. 

2.3.2 Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan 
Adopted in 1987, the Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan [5-1] contains the State-mandated 
elements that govern all development on private property, including residential, commercial, and 
industrial uses over a 20-year planning horizon. The elements included in the General Plan include 
the following: Land Use (including Public Facilities), Transportation and Circulation, Housing, 
Conservation and Open Space, Safety (including seismic safety), Noise and Parks and Recreation.  
Each element is described in terms of policies and objectives.  

2.3.3 The Air Quality Management Plan 
The following is a brief description of air quality regulations that apply to Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport and the existing air quality conditions in the region of the proposed project. 

2.3.2.1 Regulatory Setting 
Air quality is regulated by federal, State, and local laws that include the federal Clean Air Act and 
the California Clean Air Act. 
 
Federal Clean Air Act 
On November 15, 1990, the most recent amendments to the federal Clean Air Act [2-3] were signed 
into law. The federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 [2-4] require all air quality 
planning regions in the country to be designated according to the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for criteria air pollutants, i.e. pollutants causing human health impacts due to 
their release from numerous sources.  If air pollutant concentrations in these regions do not exceed 
the NAAQS for any of the criteria pollutants, they are designated attainment areas.  If such 
concentrations do exceed the NAAQS for one or more of the criteria pollutants they are designated 
nonattainment areas. The following criteria pollutants have been identified: ozone, particulate matter 
less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur 
dioxide. The CAAA also mandates that states submit and implement State Implementation Plans 
(SIPs) for regions not meeting the NAAQS for one or more of the criteria pollutants. The SIP must 
include a pollution control plan, which demonstrates how and when the standards will be met. The 
Town of Mammoth Lakes is within the Great Basin Valley Air Basin, which has been designated a 
non-attainment area for PM10. 
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The CAAA identify specific emission reduction goals for regions not meeting the NAAQS, and 
require both a demonstration of reasonable further progress toward attainment and the incorporation 
of additional sanctions into the SIP for failure to attain or to meet interim milestones.  
 
California Clean Air Act 
The California Clean Air Act (CCAA), signed into law in 1988, requires all areas of the State to 
achieve and maintain the California ambient air quality standards by the earliest practical date.  
California ambient air quality standards are similar to those of the CAAA, with notable differences. 
Local air quality management districts regulate air pollution from commercial and industrial 
facilities.  As in the CAAA, air pollution control districts have been formally designated as 
attainment or nonattainment.  Nonattainment designations are further categorized into four levels of 
severity: (1) moderate, (2) serious, (3) severe, and (4) extreme. 

The Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District 
The State of California is divided into Air Pollution Control Districts (APCDs) and Air Quality 
Management Districts (AQMDs). These agencies are County or regional governing authorities that 
have primary responsibility for controlling air pollution in California’s air basins.  Their primary 
responsibility is preparing State Implementation Plans (SIPs) and/or air quality management plans 
for nonattainment areas under their jurisdiction. 
 
Air quality in the Great Basin Valleys air basin is managed by the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution 
Control District (GBUAPCD). In 1990, the GBUAPCD prepared an air quality management plan for 
the Town of Mammoth Lakes and its vicinity to address PM-10 pollution in the region. [3-4] The 
plan contains several control measures geared to improve air quality in the region. The plan also 
contains air quality modeling information for the region, including PM-10 emissions factors.  To 
date, the GBUAPCD has not developed an air quality management plan to address ozone pollution in 
the region. 

2.3.4 Water Quality Plan 
The following is a brief description of water quality regulations that apply to Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport. 
 
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (also known as the Clean Water Act) [1-4] was 
instituted to protect the nation’s water resources. A major component of the Clean Water Act 
involved the establishment of regulations designed to prohibit the discharge of pollutants into waters 
of the United States from any point source unless the discharge is in compliance with National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) standards.  Initially, this legislation established a 
permitting program for industrial process and municipal sewage discharges.  However, with the 
passage of the Water Quality Act of 1987 [2-6], the Clean Water Act was revised to include permit 
requirements for storm water discharges as well. 
 
In the State of California, the permitting of surface water discharges is administered by the California 
Environmental Agency through Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB). The RWQCB 
has assumed the responsibility of implementing the Clean Water Act in California including issuing 
discharge permits and setting water quality standards.  Mammoth Yosemite Airport is in the 
RWQCB Lahontan region.  
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In 1975, the RWQCB prepared a comprehensive Water Quality Control Plan for the South Lahontan 
Basin Area, which includes the Airport.  The Plan outlines a coordinated program for water quality 
protection in accordance with the policy of non-degradation.  This policy states that the existing level 
of water quality resources shall be maintained unless potential beneficial uses are unreasonably 
affected.  

2.3.5 Mammoth Lakes Noise Ordinance 
Chapter 8.16 of the Town of Mammoth Lakes Municpal Code [2-7] pertains to the regulation of 
excessive noise from existing uses.  Section 8.16.070 (exterior noise limits) of the Municipal Code 
establishes noise levels that may not be exceeded based upon the nature of the receiving land use, the 
time of day that the noise occurs and the statistical distribution over time of the noise levels 
generated by the source of concern. Section 8.16.090 of the Noise Ordinance specifically addresses 
noise from construction activities.  

2.3.6 Bishop Resource Management Plan 
Bishop Resource Management Plan (RMP) provides a comprehensive framework for managing 
public lands administered by the BLM Bishop Resource Area. [2-8] Located in the eastern Sierra 
region of California in Inyo and Mono Counties, the Bishop Resource Area encompasses 750,000 
acres of public land and about 9,000 acres of federal mineral estate under private land. The area 
office also administers mineral leases on 2 million acres of the Inyo and Toiyabe National Forests.  
Less than 15 percent of the total land base in the resource area is in private ownership.  Significant 
resources and program emphasis include recreation, wildlife, locatable and salable minerals, realty, 
livestock grazing, and cultural resources. 

2.3.7 Inyo National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan 
The Inyo National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan was approved on August 12, 1988. 
[2-2] The purpose of the Plan is to provide integrated, multiple resource management direction far all 
Forest resources. The Plan prescribes management direction for the most suitable combination of 
management practices, sets ten to fifteen year objectives, provides for the multiple use and sustained 
yield of goods and services, maximizes long term net public benefits, proposes environmentally 
sound management, and responds to major public issues and management concerns. 
 
In September 1984 Congress designated the Mono Basin, National Forest Scenic Area, which 
encompasses approximately 116,000 acres of land within the Inyo National Forest boundary. 
Resource and development planning for the Scenic Area is being conducted under a separate 
planning process. The new Comprehensive Management Plan for the Scenic Area will be 
incorporated into the Forest Plan. 
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III. Environmental Impacts of Proposed Project 

Under CEQA, an EIR should identify and analyze the possible significant environmental impacts of a 
proposed project. CEQA § 21100(b)(1); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126(a), 15126.2(a). A "Significant 
effect on the environment means "a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of 
the physical conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, 
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or aesthetic significance..."  In addition, "a social 
or economic change related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the 
physical change is significant."  CEQA Guidelines § 15382. "The significant effects should be 
discussed with emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of occurrence.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15143; see also CEQA §§ 21002.1(e), 21100(c); CEQA Guidelines § 15128.  Analysis 
should therefore contain a discussion of the environmental setting, to "constitute the baseline 
physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant."  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15125(a).  For the purpose of this study, the baseline conditions are the existing Airport 
infrastructure, the environmental setting (as described in Section II), and additional existing setting 
information provided throughout Section III.  "A lead agency shall find that a project may have a 
significant effect on the environment and thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the project." 
CEQA Guidelines § 15065. "Drafting an EIR...necessarily involves some degree of forecasting.  
While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and 
disclose all that it reasonably can." CEQA Guidelines § 15144. 
 

The EIR should also identify feasible mitigation measures and feasible  project alternatives for the 
agency's consideration.  CEQA §§ 21002, 21081(a); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2), 
15091(a)(1).  The EIR should describe those significant environmental impacts that cannot be 
avoided because there are no feasible mitigation measures or because feasible measures cannot 
mitigate the impacts to a less than significant level. CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126(b), 15126.2(b). If 
such unmitigatable significant impacts can be avoided by adopting an alternative design, the EIR 
must describe the "implications" of not adopting that alternative. CEQA Guidelines § 15126(b); 
CEQA § 21100(b)(2)(A). The EIR should additionally identify "cumulative impacts," defined as 
"two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or...compound or 
increase other environmental impacts." CEQA Guidelines § 15355. Cumulative impacts take into 
account the project's impacts combined with the impacts of other projects in the study area.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15130(a)(1). 
 
State CEQA Guidelines § 15162 provides that when an EIR has been previously certified or a 
negative declaration adopted for a project, "no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project 
unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in light of the whole record, 
one or more of the following: 
 

1.  Substantial changes are proposed in the project that would require major revisions 
of the previous EIR or Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects; 

2.  Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is undertaken that would require major revisions of the previous EIR or 
Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
effects; or 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact   March 2002 
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project   III-2 

3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not 
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the 
previous EIR was certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, 
shows any of the following: 

a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR or Negative Declaration; 

b.  Significant effects previously examined would be substantially more 
severe than shown in the previous EIR; 

c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 
would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to 
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or 

d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 
those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or 
more significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents 
decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative…" 

 
After lead agency consideration of the environmental evaluations for the Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport project contained within the 1986 EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA, and review of agency 
comments responding to the NOP for the SSEIR, the Town of Mammoth Lakes determined that the 
following environmental impact areas meet the above mentioned criteria to be included in this SSEIR 
and will be analyzed:   
 

• Aesthetics/Light and Glare - related to the replacement of an existing fence. 
• Air Quality - regarding the modified aviation demand forecast, construction, and 

vehicular emissions. 
• Biological Resources - update to respond to comments and address grading and 

replanting and area of land, which will be issued a revised special use permit from the 
United States Forest Service (USFS). 

• Traffic - regarding the modified aviation demand forecast and cumulative effects of other 
proposed projects. 

• Soils/Land Transformation – regarding construction of a package wastewater treatment 
plant and grading and replanting an area of land, which would be issued a revised special 
use permit. 

• Hydrology and Water Quality - regarding the construction of a package treatment plant 
instead of the previously evaluated septic system/leach field, use of an oil/water 
separator, and the extension of the runway by 1,200 feet rather than 2,000 feet and the 
increase in the runway width from 100 to 150 feet. 

• Noise - regarding modified aviation demand forecast. 
• Public Services and Utilities - regarding relocation or replacement of the Green Church and 

construction of a package wastewater treatment plant instead of previously evaluated 
septic system/leach field. 

 
The following categories were eliminated from the SSEIR, as they were all previously evaluated in 
1986 EIR/EA and the 1997 SEIR/EA and there have been no changes in the environmental impacts 
from the changes in the proposed project under the criteria set by CEQA Guidelines § 15162. A 
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summary of these categories, the significance of their impacts, and proposed mitigation measures 
from the 1997 SEIR/EA (which incorporated the 1986 EIR/EA) is included as Appendix A.   

 
• Agricultural Resources 
• Geology 
• Historical, Archeological and Cultural Resources  
• Hazards and Hazardous Material 
• Mineral Resources 
• Population and Housing 
• Recreation 

 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact   March 2002 
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project   III-4 

3.1 Aesthetics/Light and Glare 

The aesthetics/light and glare effects of the Airport improvements have been evaluated in the 
previously certified 1986 EIR/EA and the 1997 SEIR/EA documents. Please refer to Appendix A for 
the summary of aesthetics/light and glare impacts, their significance, and mitigation measures from 
the 1997 SEIR/EA (which incorporated the 1986 EIR/EA).   
 
This section discusses potential environmental impacts with respect to aesthetics/light and glare as a 
result of the proposed modifications to the Airport, which were not previously evaluated. The 
changes in the current Airport proposal which may impact aesthetics/light and glare include 
construction of a new package wastewater treatment plant (instead of a new leach field), the 
extension of the runway by 1,200 feet (rather than 2,000 feet) and increase in its width from 100 feet 
to 150 feet, and the replacement of an existing 4.8 feet barbed-wire perimeter security fence with an 
8 foot chain link fence. No other changes are proposed to the Airport, which would result in 
aesthetic/light and glare effects that have not already been evaluated.  Moreover, all previously 
required mitigation measures would still apply to the proposed project.   

3.1.1 Environmental Setting 

3.1.1.1 Aesthetics 
The portion of U.S. Highway 395 between Long Valley Resort, which is 3 miles south east of the 
Airport to 1.1 mile north of State Route 203, which is 5 miles north of the Airport, was designated as 
a State Scenic Highway in November 1971 by California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  
In the summer of 2000, an additional portion of U.S. Highway 395 starting approximately 21 miles 
south of the Airport at the Inyo County limit and ending near Long Valley Resort was also 
designated as State Scenic Highway. The State of California’s Scenic Highway program preserves 
and protects scenic highway corridors from development that would diminish the aesthetic value of 
the natural landscape and scenic quality of that landscape.   
 
The local agency responsible for protecting this corridor is Mono County.  In 1981, Mono County 
adopted a Scenic Highways Element for the countywide general plan.  The portion of U.S. Highway 
395 south of the Airport has been considered a scenic highway since 1981. The Scenic Highway 
Element establishes policies and requirements for all development located within 1,000 feet of the 
designated scenic highways. 
 
The existing setting is largely characterized by expansive views of the Sierra Nevada and Long 
Valley. The area adjacent to U.S Highway 395 in the immediate vicinity of the Airport is 
characterized by sagebrush and bitterbrush with virtually no trees to obstruct views from the 
highway.  Drivers on U.S Highway 395 approaching the Airport from the east first view the Airport 
from approximately one mile east of the eastern threshold of the runway.  The primary views 
approaching the Airport from the east are due west to Mammoth Mountain, the Minarets, and Mounts 
Ritter and Banner.  Mount Morrison and Laurel Mountain are on the left (south). The Airport 
parallels the Highway on the north for a distance of approximately two miles.  Beyond the Airport to 
the north are low hills with the Glass Mountains and Bald Mountain forming the distant horizon.  
Approaching the Airport from the west, low rises intermittently block visibility of the Airport until 
approximately one the half mile west of Hot Creek Hatchery Road.  The primary views from this 
direction are Sierra Nevada on the right, the White Mountains in the distance to the east/northeast, 
and the Glass Mountains to the north with low hills in the middle ground.  The only structures readily 
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visible from this segment of the Highway are the improvements at the Airport, the old elementary 
school, the Green Church, the Sierra Nevada Research Labs, power lines paralleling the south side of 
the Highway, and the Sierra Quarry.  None of the existing improvements block any view from U.S 
Highway 395 to the mountains beyond.    

3.1.1.1 Light and Glare 
The major sources of light emissions at the Airport are the runway lights, airfield lights, terminal 
building, the parking lot, and buildings. The existing airfield lighting consists of the following: 

• Runway 
a. Runway Edge Lights – There is a row of medium intensity runway edge lights along 

each side of the existing Runway 9-27. The lights are 45 watts. They are located 30 
inches above the ground and situated at an approximately 200-foot spacing. 

b. Threshold Lights – Eight threshold lights are located at each end of Runway 9-27. 
These lights are 45 watts with red/green color lenses and are located 30 inches above 
the ground. 

c. Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) – Two-box PAPI units are located at each 
end of the runway. These lights are split lens with the upper portion white and the 
lower portion red. The chain link security fence would act as a shield between the 
PAPI units and drivers on the highway. The PAPI units are located on the edge of the 
runway approximately 500 feet from the runway threshold. 

d. Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL) – At the end of Runway 27 REILs exist. These 
lights are white strobe lights. 

• Apron - The general aviation apron is lighted with floodlights on poles. 

• There are also some automobile parking lot lights and building lights. 

3.1.2 Significant Environmental Impacts 

3.1.2.1 Aesthetics 
Based upon CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G [3-1], a project is considered to have significant impact 
with respect to aesthetics if the project: 

• Has a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

• Substantially damages scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings along a scenic highway; 

• Substantially degrades the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding. 

Virtually all of the Airport is within the scenic viewshed of U.S. Highway 395.  Drivers and 
passengers passing by the Airport at approximately 65 miles per hour can see the Airport for 
approximately two minutes.  The primary views approaching the Airport from the east are due west 
to Mammoth Mountain, the Minarets, and Mounts Ritter and Banner.  Mount Morrison and Laurel 
Mountain are on the left (south).  The primary views approaching the airport from the west are Sierra 
Nevada on the right, the White Mountains in the distance to the east/northeast, and the Glass 
Mountains to the north with low hills in the middle ground.  From this direction, low rises 
intermittently block visibility of the Airport until approximately one half mile west of the Hot Creek 
Fish Hatchery Road. Most of the land uses visible to drivers along U.S. Highway 395 have been in 
existence for many years.  The current proposed modifications to the Airport would not alter any of 
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the existing on-Airport structures or substantially modify previously approved changes to existing 
structures on the Airport. Instead, the current proposal includes the following physical changes to the 
Airport: lengthen the existing runway from 7,000 feet to 8,200 feet rather than to 9,000 feet as 
previously approved; widen the runway to 150 feet; replace an existing 4.8 foot barbed wire 
perimeter security fence with a 8 foot chain link fence.  The package wastewater treatment plant 
would likely not be visible from U.S. Highway 395. 
 
As shown on Exhibit III-1, the elevation of the runway would not be higher than the elevation of the 
roadway, and any difference between the elevations would not be significant over any extended 
distance.  The embankment required for the extension of the runway would be at or below the 
roadway elevation and would be contoured and planted to appear natural. The embankment for the 
currently proposed 8,200-foot runway would also be lower than the embankment for the 9,000-foot 
runway proposed in the 1986 EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA. The final appearance of the embankment 
area would be similar to the Moraine east of the Airport.  Therefore, the runway alteration would not 
significantly obstruct scenic views of the area, substantially damage scenic resources, or substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding.   
 
There would be periods of time when air carrier aircraft would be parked on the Airport ramp.  Initial 
ramp development could support up to three air carrier aircraft with expansion capability of the ramp 
area of up to six aircraft.  These aircraft would typically only be parked on the apron for the period of 
time it requires to unload disembarking passengers and load embarking passengers, fuel and 
provisions.  The air carrier aircraft at the Airport would be visible to drivers along U.S. Highway 395 
but only for a short duration of time as are the existing general aviation aircraft.  Because the runway 
itself would not be substantially visible to passersby on U.S. Highway 395, and the embankment 
would be completed with natural looking landscaping and aircraft on the new runway extension 
would be limited in number and in the duration of time sitting on the runway, the extension of the 
runway would result in less than significant impacts regarding scenic mountain vistas, scenic visual 
resources within a scenic highway, and degradation of the existing visual character of the Airport and 
its surrounding. 
 
As requested by FAA regulations, a security fence around the airfield is required around the 
perimeter of the airfield.  This fence could be either a six-foot chain link (also referred to as cyclone) 
fence topped with three stands of barbed wire or an eight-foot chain link fence without barbed wire. 
This fence would replace an existing 4.8-foot barbed wire fence in the same location.  Fencing would 
be designed to meet State Highway Standards as set forth in Highway Design Manual Topic 201 and 
14 CFR Part 107 FAA requirements for Airport security.  Fences would not be located on the 
Highway right of way and would be placed far enough away from the road to protect against damage 
from snow accumulation resulting from snow removal operations.  Exhibit I-4 shows the location of 
the current and planned security fence south of the runway.   
 
Due to the type of existing fencing, views of existing terrain and vegetation around the Airport is 
unobstructed, albeit views are through a "manmade" fence.  Replacement of the barbed-wire fence 
with a taller cyclone fence would result in a fence similar in nature to the existing fence in that it 
would not obstruct views on and around the Airport.  
 
 
 



Mammoth YosemiteAirport

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report March 2002

Exhibit III-1
Source: R einard H.Brandley, Consulting Engineer.
Prepared by: Ricondo &Associates, Inc.

Elevation Profiles of
Proposed Runway and U.S. Highway 395

7120

7110

7100

7090

7140

7130

7150

Existing Highway 395 edge of pavement profile
Proposed runway centerline profile

Legend

7050

7050

7070

7060

7080



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact   March 2002 
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project   III-8 

To minimize any institutional look of the facility, the eight-foot chain link fence without the barbed 
wire is recommended.  The use of neutral-colored fencing material would aid in making the fence  
more aesthetically pleasing. Exhibit III-2 and Exhibit III-3 are photographs with digital 
representations of neutral colored fencing material superimposed.  These digital representations have 
been reviewed with the U.S. Forest Service, whose land the fence would lie on, and are acceptable to 
that Agency.  A copy of that coordination appears in Appendix D.  
 
Because existing views would remain largely unchanged with the replacement of the security 
fencing, it would also result in less than significant impacts regarding scenic mountain vistas, scenic 
visual resources along a segment of a scenic highway, or degradation of the existing visual character 
of the Airport and its surrounding. 

3.1.2.2 Light and Glare 
Based on CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G [3-1], a project is considered to have significant impact 
with respect to Light and Glare if the project creates a new source of substantial light or glare that 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.  
 
Nighttime air carrier operations are not anticipated.  Therefore, light emissions would be minimized. 
As the length of the runway has decreased to 8,200 feet from 9,000 feet as proposed in 1997 EIR, the 
light and glare effects would be reduced as a result of the reduction in the number of runway light 
over the length of the proposed runway extension.  Property lighting and signs would be designed to 
conform to State Highway Standards as set forth in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual Topic 207 
[3-28] and the Vehicle Code Section 21466.5 unless superceded by FAA requirements for security 
and safety.  
 
The following characteristics were incorporated in the design for the proposed facilities to 
conform with the Town of Mammoth Lakes' design review requirements for lighting: 
 
• Lighting needs to direct downward so that there is no direct light shining up into the sky. 
• All lights need to be shielded so that no source of the light is visible from offsite. 
 
The new lighting and modified existing lighting required with the airfield modifications would 
consist of the following: 
 

• Runway – The runway edge lights would be extended approximately 1,200 feet to the west to 
provide lights on the runway extension.  These would be the 45-watt lamps located 30 inches 
above the ground and spaced at approximately 200-foot centers.  The threshold lights on 
Runway 9 would be moved 1,200 feet to the west.  The existing runway lights, the PAPI for 
Runway 27 and the REIL for Runway 27 would be moved 25 feet to the south to 
accommodate the widening of the runway. 

• Apron – New floodlights would be added for the terminal apron.  There would be new 
building lights associated with the construction of the new terminal building and new parking 
lot lights associated with the new parking lot.  These lights would be located on 40 to 60 foot 
high poles and would be 150 to 400 watt high pressure sodium lamps.  All flood lights would 
be shielded with metal cut offs such that the lamp and reflector would not be visible from the 
runway or U.S. Highway 395.  
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A new 8-foot chain link fence would be constructed around the Airport perimeter for security. The 
fence would be sufficiently high in all locations so that the line of sight from the driver in the vehicle 
on U.S. Highway 395 to all of the runway lights would be below the top of the fence.  As a result, the 
fence would partially block the vision to the existing and relocated runway lights for all small angle 
views from the normal straight ahead vision of the driver, but the side view would be unobstructed. 
 
The existing general aviation aircraft parking lighting is a legal non-conforming use to current 
local zoning ordinances.  When the new terminal and air carrier ramp areas are constructed, these 
ramp lights would be replaced with the new state-of-the-art shielded lights and the additional 
lights would be shielded as well.  The overall result would be less intrusive lights for drivers on 
U.S Highway 395 compared with existing conditions 
 
As these replacement and additional light sources would not create a new source of substantial 
light or glare, that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area due to lamp shields 
and other design improvements, there would be no new significant environmental impacts in 
terms of light and glare. 

3.1.3 Mitigation Measures 
The aesthetic/light and glare impacts of the proposed modifications to the Airport would be less than 
significant, and therefore, no mitigation measures would be required for aesthetics/light and glare. 

3.1.4 Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
With respect to aesthetics/light and glare, no new significant impacts would be anticipated with the 
proposed project, and therefore no new unavoidable significant impacts would be expected to occur. 

3.1.5 Cumulative Impacts 

3.1.5.1 Aesthetics 
There are two other projects under development in the vicinity of the proposed project.  Both, the 
Airport Commercial Development Area and Sierra Business Park, will be designed to blend into the 
local environment.  Certain requirements for building separation, external colors and appearance, 
building and tower heights would be applied to those projects to minimize the the effects of the 
cumulative projects to the viewshed of the surrounding natural landscape.  For example, usage of 
earth tone colors and wood and rock as building materials would be preferred.  
 
The 1997 SEIR/EA concluded that the Mammoth Lakes Airport Commercial Development Plan 
could result in significant and unavoidable visual impacts even with extensive mitigation 
measures applied to the project. "Visual impacts are subjective…A number of mitigation 
measures have been added to those proposed in the 1986 Report [i.e., 1986 EIR/EA], and 
construction must comply with Town of Mammoth Lakes building design standards. In addition, 
landscaping will be utilized which is consistent with natural surroundings." However, "it is 
possible that visual impacts would not be reduced to less than significant levels." 
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The Sierra Business Park, located across U.S. Highway 395 approximately 1 mile west of the 
Airport terminal, is a previously disturbed site occupying approximately 36 acres.  This property 
has been used for sand and gravel mining. This type of mining use is frequently noticeable and 
not considered "aesthetically" pleasing to most passers by on U.S. Highway 395. Since the 
cessation of mining activity, the site has not been used. The Sierra Business Park project 
structures would be visible to the southbound motorists on U.S. Highway 395 but would have 
less than significant impact as certified in the Sierra Business Park Specific Plan and EIR [3-2]. 
Flat-roof structures would pose the greatest visual impact on the unity of the visual field along 
the scenic corridor.  Project elevations would have little impact on aesthetic values as seen from 
the east, including views from U.S. Highway 395 for north bound motorists. 
 
Based upon the conclusion of the 1997 SEIR/EA that significant visual impacts may result from 
the Mammoth Lakes Airport Commercial Development Plan, and because the proposed Sierra 
Business Park would add new urban development close to the Airport, expansion of the Airport 
together with other cumulative development would contribute to a significant and unavoidable 
cumulative aesthetic impact.  However, based upon the scope of changes to the Airport 
expansion being evaluated in this SSEIR, and the fact that existing views would remain largely 
unchanged as set forth above, the modifications evaluated in this Supplement would not result in 
a new significant cumulative impact or a substantially more severe significant cumulative 
impact.  

3.1.5.2 Light and Glare 
The cumulative impacts of the proposed project and the Mammoth Lakes Airport Commercial 
Development Plan on light and glare were reviewed in the 1986 EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA and 
were considered not significant.  
 
The light and glare impacts of the Sierra Business Park were environmentally reviewed in Sierra 
Business Park Specific Plan and EIR [3-2] which concluded that the effects of the Sierra Business 
Park project were less than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures. 
  
The proposed project, Mammoth Lakes Airport Commercial Development Plan, and Sierra Business 
Park would require appropriate shielding of lighting for all the structures and parking lots. This 
lighting would be appropriately shielded and as indirect as possible consistent with security and 
public safety requirements. 
 
Based on the conclusion of the 1997 SEIR/EA that light and glare impacts of the overall project 
would not be significant, the conclusion of the Sierra Business Park EIR that its light and glare 
impacts will be mitigated, and the conclusion in this SSEIR that the project changes would not result 
in any significant light and glare impacts, the conclusion that the overall project would not result in 
significant cumulative impacts on light and glare remains valid, and the changes in the project 
evaluated in this SSEIR would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe 
significant impacts relating to light and glare 
 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact   March 2002 
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project   III-13 

 

3.2 Air Quality 

The air quality effects of the Airport and planned future uses have been evaluated in the previously 
certified 1986 EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA documents. Please refer to Appendix A for a summary of 
the conclusions from these previous analyses.  
 
This air quality analysis is provided to address changes to the Mammoth Yosemite Airport or its 
circumstances since approval of the 1997 Airport project, for which these changes were not 
previously evaluated.  The changes in the current Airport proposal, which may impact air quality 
include construction emissions from the construction of a new package wastewater treatment plant 
(instead of a new leach field), the extension of the runway by 1,200 feet (rather than 2,000 feet) an 
increase in its width to 150 feet, and the updated aviation demand forecast.  No other changes are 
proposed to the Airport, which would result in air quality effects, which have not already been 
evaluated.  Moreover, all previously required mitigation measures would still apply to the proposed 
project.   
 
The federal Clean Air Act [2-2], as amended, requires states to identify those areas where the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are not met for specific air pollutants.  The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has designated such areas as nonattainment areas.  A state 
with a nonattainment area must prepare a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that details the programs 
and requirements that will be used in order to meet the NAAQS by the deadlines specified in Clean 
Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA). [2-3] 
 
Additionally, the Clean Air Act, as amended, requires that federal projects be found in conformity 
with State Implementation Plans (SIPs).  Projects not in conformity with the applicable SIP may not 
be eligible for federal funding.  The EPA has published a final rule regarding conformity 
determinations [3-3].  The final rule includes annual emission thresholds for nonattainment areas and 
maintenance areas that trigger the need for a conformity determination.  Generally, to comply with 
the basic conformity requirements, two criteria must be met: (1) it must be shown that total direct and 
indirect pollutant emissions resulting from a project are below de minimis emissions levels, and (2) it 
must be demonstrated that pollutant emissions from the project would not be regionally significant 
(i.e., the project would not contribute 10 percent or more of the region’s total emissions for a criteria 
pollutant). 

3.2.1 Environmental Setting 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes is located in a valley on the eastern slopes of the Sierra Nevada 
Mountains at an approximate elevation of 7,800 feet.  The Airport is located approximately eight 
miles outside of the Town at an elevation of approximately 7,100 feet.  The Town, which was 
incorporated in 1984, has grown steadily in the past four decades from a population of 390 in 1960 to 
a population of approximately 5,400 in 2000.  The region in and around Mammoth Lakes, attracts 
several million visitors to the area every year. 
 
Most homes and rental units in the vicinity of Mammoth Lakes have wood stoves or fireplaces.  
Temperature inversions during the winter season cause a buildup of wood smoke in the stagnant 
valley air.  Particulate emissions from resuspended road dust and cinders add significantly to the 
particulate emissions problem in the area. 
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Currently, the Great Basin Valleys airshed, which encompasses Mono County and within which 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport is situated, is designated a nonattainment area for particulate matter less 
than 10 microns in diameter (PM-10) under federal and State standards. Mono County is also 
designated a nonattainment area for the State ozone standard. Mono County is currently designated 
an ozone transport region (OTR). 

3.2.1.1 Jurisdictional Control 

Jurisdictional control of air pollution is divided among federal, State, and local authorities.  Over 
the past several decades, both the State and federal governments have set, and periodically 
revised, ambient air quality standards for the six criteria pollutants with the greatest health risks.  
These standards encompass the most common varieties of airborne materials that may pose a 
health hazard. 

Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) 
Title I of the CAA identifies attainment, nonattainment, and unclassifiable areas with regard to the 
criteria pollutants, and sets deadlines for all areas to reach attainment for the following criteria 
pollutants: ozone, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulates (PM10), carbon 
monoxide, and lead (Pb).  The CAA requires each state with one or more nonattainment areas to 
prepare a State Implementation Plan (SIP) to describe how and when each area of the state will meet 
attainment for all criteria pollutants.   
 
Title II of the CAA contains a number of provisions with regard to mobile sources, including 
requirements for reformulated gasoline, new tailpipe emission standards for cars and trucks, nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) standards for heavy-duty vehicles, and a program for cleaner fleet vehicles.  
Identification and regulation of hazardous air pollutants are addressed in Title III.  Under Title V, 
conditions for operating permits are specified.  In 1997, EPA promulgated new ambient air quality 
standards for fine particulates (PM2.5) and ozone. The implementation guidelines, including 
deadlines, are under development. 
 
California Clean Air Act (CCAA) 
The CCAA designates air basins as either in attainment or nonattainment for State air quality 
standards. The CCAA set specific targets for achieving clean air, including an annual five-percent 
reduction in pollutants (averaged every five consecutive three-year periods) until attainment is 
reached.  It also incorporates the permit programs of the CAA, including New Source Review (NSR) 
of stationary sources, and requires a mandatory vehicle inspection program for vehicles registered in 
nonattainment areas (smog check). 

The Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District 
The State of California is divided into Air Pollution Control Districts (APCDs) and Air Quality 
Management Districts (AQMDs).  These agencies are county or regional governing authorities that 
have primary responsibility for controlling air pollution in California’s air basins.  Their primary 
responsibility is preparing State Implementation Plans (SIPs) and/or air quality management plans 
for nonattainment areas under their jurisdiction. 
 
Air quality in the Great Basin Valleys air basin is managed by the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution 
Control District (GBUAPCD).  In 1990, the GBUAPCD prepared an air quality management plan [3-
4] for the Town of Mammoth Lakes and its vicinity to address PM-10 pollution in the region.  The 
plan contains several control measures geared to improve air quality in the region.  The plan also 
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contains air quality modeling information for the region including PM-10 emissions factors.  To date, 
the GBUAPCD has not developed an air quality management plan to address ozone pollution in the 
region. 

3.2.1.2 Standards and Pollutants 
As discussed above, The Clean Air Act establishes federal air quality standards for six “criteria” 
pollutants.  The “criteria” pollutants include the following: carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2), ozone (O3), sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead (Pb), and particulate matter less than 10 microns in 
diameter (PM-10).  The California Clean Air Act establishes State standards for the six criteria 
pollutants and also promulgates standards for visibility reducing particulates, sulfates, and hydrogen 
sulfide.  Federal and State air quality standards are summarized in Table III-1.  Descriptions of the 
pollutants evaluated in the air quality analysis performed for Mammoth Yosemite Airport (PM-10 
and ozone) are described below. 
 
Table III-1 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 
 

 
Pollutant  Averaging time  Federal Standard  California Standard 
       
Ozone  1-hour  0.12 ppm  0.09ppm 
Carbon Monoxide  8-hour  9.0 ppm  9.0 ppm 
  1-hour  35.0 ppm  20 ppm 
Nitrogen dioxide  Annual  0.05 ppm  None 
  1-hour  None  0.25 ppm 
Sulfur dioxide  Annual  0.03 ppm  None 
  24-hour  0.14 ppm  0.04 ppm 
  3-hour  0.50 ppm  None 
  1-hour  None  0.25 ppm 
PM-10  AGM  50 ug/m3  30 ug/m3 
  24-hour  150 ug/m3  50 ug/m3 
Lead  Calendar quarter  150 ug/m3  1.5 ug/m3 
Visibility Reducing 
Particulates 

 8 hour (10 a.m. to 6 
p.m., PST) 

 None  In sufficient amount to 
produce an extinction 
coefficient of 0.23 per 

kilometer due to particles 
when the relative humidity is 

less than 70 percent 
Sulfates  24 hour  None  25 ug/m3 
Hydrogen Sulfide  1 hour  None  0.03 ppm 
       
       
AGM    =   Annual geometric mean 
Ug/m3  =   Micrograms per cubic meter 
Ppm     =   Parts per million 

Sources:  U.S. Congress, Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970 (Public Law 91-604, 109 and 110) and Table of Standards, Title 17,  
     Section 70200, California Code of Regulations 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

Particulate Matter Less than 10 microns in Diameter (PM-10)  
Particulate matter consists of solid and liquid particles of dust, soot, aerosols, and other matter small 
enough to remain suspended in the air for a long period of time.  PM-10 is particulate matter less 
than 10 microns in diameter, which is the portion of particulate matter thought to represent the 
greatest hazard to public health.   
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A portion of the particulate matter in the air comes from natural sources, such as windblown dust and 
pollen. Manmade sources include combustion, automobiles, field burning, factories, unpaved roads, 
and photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. 
 
The effects of high concentrations of PM-10 on humans include the aggravation of chronic disease 
and heart/lung disease symptoms. Non-health effects include reduced visibility and soiling of 
surfaces. 

Ozone 
Ozone is produced by chemical reactions involving nitrogen oxides (NOx) and reactive organic gases 
(ROG) and/or volatile organic compounds (VOC) that are triggered by sunlight. NOx is created 
during combustion of fuels, while VOC/ROG are emitted during combustion and evaporation of 
organic solvents.  As ozone is not directly emitted to the atmosphere but is formed as a result of 
photochemical reactions, it is considered a secondary pollutant. Ozone is a seasonal problem 
occurring primarily during the summer months as a result of abundant sunlight and warmer 
temperatures, two factors required for enhanced photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. 
 
Ozone is a strong irritant that attacks the respiratory system, and leads to lung tissue damage.  
Asthma, bronchitis, and other respiratory ailments, as well as cardiovascular diseases, are aggravated 
by exposure to ozone.  A healthy person exposed to high concentrations of ozone may become 
nauseated or dizzy, may develop a headache or cough, or may experience a burning sensation in the 
chest. 

3.2.2 Significant Environmental Impacts 
Based upon CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G [3-1], a project is considered to have significant impact 
with respect to air quality if the project: 

• Conflicts with or obstructs implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

• Violates any air quality standard or contributes substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation; 

• Results in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed thresholds for ozone precursors); 

• Exposes sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; 

• Creates objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

Because the proposed project is located in a nonattainment area, approval of the proposed project is 
subject to an evaluation of the project's conformity with the air quality management plan for the 
Great Basin Unified Air District.  Under the general conformity regulations [3-38] issued by U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), if the total of direct and indirect emissions resulting from 
the project are less than the de minimis thresholds given in 40 CFR 51.853, then the project is 
presumed to conform and no further conformity review is required. Total direct and indirect 
emissions are the sum of the emissions increases and decreases from the proposed project, or the 
“net” change in emissions anticipated to occur as a result of the proposed project (40 CFR 93.152).  
The de minimis thresholds that apply to PM-10 nonattainment areas, including the Mammoth Lakes 
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region, are 100 tons per year. The de minimis thresholds that apply to ozone transport regions are 50 
tons per year of VOCs and 100 tons per year of nitrogen oxides (NOx).   
 
Potential emissions associated with the proposed project generally fall into the following two 
categories: construction related emissions and operational emissions. Table III-2 summarizes 
emissions sources that fall into each category.   
 
Based on available information, it is anticipated that construction of the improvements recommended 
in the proposed project would occur in 2002 and that introduction of air carrier activity and the 
corresponding change in Airport operations levels and the aircraft fleet mix would not occur until 
2003. Consequently, operational emissions and construction emissions are not expected to be 
cumulative. Regardless, the proposed project is not expected to result in direct or indirect emissions 
that exceed applicable de minimis thresholds. Operational emissions and construction emissions are 
discussed in further detail in the following sections. 
 
Table III-2 
Emission Sources 
 

Operational Emissions Sources Construction Emissions Sources 
 
Aircraft engines 
Passenger and employee motor vehicles 
Aircraft ground support equipment 
Stationary sources/point sources 

 
Construction employee vehicles (gasoline) 
Diesel and gasoline-powered trucks 
Diesel and gasoline-powered construction 
equipment 

Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

3.2.2.1 Operational Emissions 
This section documents the results of an emissions analysis conducted for Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport for the base year (1999) and future years (2003, 2007, and 2022).  An emissions inventory 
was prepared for the proposed project.  It was developed using the FAA’s Emissions and Dispersion 
Modeling System (EDMS) and other standard air quality modeling techniques.  Pollutant emissions 
were calculated for all Airport-related sources of pollution including: aircraft, airport motor vehicle 
traffic (on roads and in parking areas), ground support equipment (GSE), and stationary sources 
(generators, fuel tanks, etc.).  Emissions from these sources were then added together to determine 
total emissions for the proposed project.  Total emissions for the proposed project, Alternative 2, 
were compared to the no action alternative, Alternative 1, to determine the change in operational 
emissions. 
 
Aircraft landing takeoff cycles (LTOs) information and other data used to calculate aircraft emissions 
are summarized in Tables III-3 and III-4.  Ground vehicle traffic volumes and vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) for the proposed project are summarized in Table III-5.  For the ground vehicle 
emissions inventories it was assumed that all passenger vehicles originating at the Airport would 
travel a roundtrip distance of approximately 19 miles (i.e., to and from the Town of Mammoth 
Lakes).  The number of vehicle trips modeled included direct vehicle trips that would originate or 
terminate at the Airport.   
 
Default EDMS emissions factors were used to calculate emissions of CO, NOx, VOC, and SOx.  
PM-10 emissions factors for ground vehicles are based on information contained in the document Air 
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Quality Management Plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes. [3-4] As discussed in the AQMP, cars 
and other on-road motor vehicles on average generate approximately 36 grams of resuspended road 
cinders per vehicle mile traveled. Motor vehicle exhaust and tire-wear also contribute to PM-10 
pollution in the Mammoth Lakes region. Vehicle tail pipe and tire-wear emissions factors are 
summarized below. 
 

• Light Duty Passenger  5.0 x 10 –4 lbs/VMT 
• Light Duty Trucks  4.9 x 10-4 lbs/VMT 
• Medium Duty Trucks  5.8 x 10-4 lbs/VMT 
• Heavy Duty Diesel  4.8 x 10-3 lbs/VMT 

 
EDMS Version 3.23 is not capable of predicting PM-10 emissions for aircraft; however, the U.S. 
EPA has developed some guidance for calculating aircraft PM-10 emissions.  Aircraft PM-10 
emissions factors were derived from information contained in the U.S. EPA document, AP-42, 
Compilation of Air Pollutant Emissions Factors, Volume II: Mobile Sources, Fourth Edition 
(September 1985). [3-39] AP-42 contains detailed information regarding fuel flow rates and pollutant 
emissions (CO, NOx, SOx, HC, and PM-10) for a variety of aircraft engines.  However, AP-42 
contains particulate emissions factors for only nine types of commercial aircraft engines.  Table III-6 
lists the particulate emissions factors (expressed in kg/hr) for the nine different engine types. The 
emissions factors are broken down into the four modes that comprise a landing/take-off cycle (LTO). 
 
Table III-3 
1999 Aircraft Landing Takeoff Cycles – Mammoth Lakes Airport 
 

Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
 

INM Aircraft Type EDMS Type EDMS Engine PM-10 Engine
Annual 

Operations LTO Cycles

Gulfstream/Challenger Gulfstream RDA7 SPEY MK511 60 30
Lear 35 Lear 35/36 TFE 731-2-2B SPEY MK511 270 135
Citation Cessna Citation JT15D-1 SPEY MK511 270 135
Twin Turboprop KingAir 200 PT6A-41 TPE331-3 270 135
Twin Prop Navajo TIO-540-J2B2 TPE331-3 1130 565
Large single engine prop Cherokee Six TIO-540-J2B2 TPE331-3 2000 1000
Small single engine prop Cessna 150 0-200 TPE331-3 2000 1000
Total 6000 3000
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Table III-4 
Aircraft Landing Takeoff Cycles – Proposed Project 

 
Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc  

INM Aircraft Type EDMS Type EDMS  Engine PM-10 Engine
Annual 

operations LTO Cycles
2003
  B-757-200 B-757-200 RB211-535e4 CF6-50C 600 300
  B-737-800/A-319 B737-800 CFM56-3C-1 CF6-50C 0 0
  BAE-146 BAE 146 LF507 Series CF6-50C 0 0
  Regional jet Embraer PT6A-27 CF6-50C 0 0
  30 seat commuter DHC-8 PW120 TPE331-3 780 390
  19 seat commuter DHC-6 PT6A-27 TPE331-3 700 350
  Gulfstream/Challenger Gulfstream RDA7 SPEY MK511 70 35
  Lear 35 Lear35/36 TFE 731-2-2B SPEY MK511 300 150
  Citation Cessna Citation JT15D-1 SPEY MK511 300 150
  Twin turboprop KingAir 200 PT6A-41 TPE331-3 300 150
  Twin prop Navajo TIO-540-J2B2 TPE331-3 1240 620
  Large single engine prop Cherokee Six TIO-540-J2B2 TPE331-3 2200 1100
  Small single engine prop Cessna 150 0-200 TPE331-3 2200 1100

Total 8690 4345
2007  
  B-757-200 B-757-200 RB211-535e4 CF6-50C 860 430
  B-737-800/A-319 B737-800 CFM56-3C-1 CF6-50C 780 390
  BAE-146 BAE 146 LF507 Series CF6-50C 290 145
  Regional jet Embraer PT6A-27 CF6-50C 490 245
  30 seat commuter DHC-8 PW120 TPE331-3 2040 1020
  19 seat commuter DHC-6 PT6A-27 TPE331-3 2040 1020
  Gulfstream/Challenger Gulfstream RDA7 SPEY MK511 80 40
  Lear 35 Lear35/36 TFE 731-2-2B SPEY MK511 340 170
  Citation Cessna Citation JT15D-1 SPEY MK511 340 170
  Twin turboprop KingAir 200 PT6A-41 TPE331-3 340 170
  Twin prop Navajo TIO-540-J2B2 TPE331-3 1430 715
  Large single engine prop Cherokee Six TIO-540-J2B2 TPE331-3 2530 1265
  Small single engine prop Cessna 150 0-200 TPE331-3 2530 1265

Total 14090 7045
2022  
  B-757-200 B-757-200 RB211-535e4 CF6-50C 1800 900
  B-737-800/A-319 B737-800 CFM56-3C-1 CF6-50C 1600 800
  BAE-146 BAE 146 LF507 Series CF6-50C 750 375
  Regional jet Embraer PT6A-27 CF6-50C 850 425
  30 seat commuter DHC-8 PW120 TPE331-3 3300 1650
  19 seat commuter DHC-6 PT6A-27 TPE331-3 3300 1650
  Gulfstream/Challenger Gulfstream RDA7 SPEY MK511 120 60
  Lear 35 Lear35/36 TFE 731-2-2B SPEY MK511 540 270
  Citation Cessna Citation JT15D-1 SPEY MK511 540 270
  Twin turboprop KingAir 200 PT6A-41 TPE331-3 540 270
  Twin prop Navajo TIO-540-J2B2 TPE331-3 2270 1135
  Large single engine prop Cherokee Six TIO-540-J2B2 TPE331-3 4020 2010
  Small single engine prop Cessna 150 0-200 TPE331-3 4020 2010
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Table III-5 
Ground Vehicle Trips – Mammoth Lakes Airport 

 
Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

Total Vehicles
Vehicle Miles 

Traveled
1999
  Buses n.a. 0
  Shuttle vans n.a. 7,335
  Rental cars n.a. 0
  Cabs n.a. 58,721
  Private vehicles, parking n.a. 146,822
  Private vehicles, dropoff/pickup n.a. 39,284
total n.a. 252,181

2003
  Buses 1,505 28,018
  Shuttle vans 623 11,594
  Rental cars 3,736 69,563
  Cabs 2,283 42,511
  Private vehicles, parking 2,076 38,646
  Private vehicles, dropoff/pickup 1,071 19,941
  Indirect vehicle trips 0 0
total 11,294 210,273

 
2007
  Buses 4,565 84,984
  Shuttle vans 1,889 35,166
  Rental cars 11,333 210,995
  Cabs 6,926 128,941
  Private vehicles, parking 6,296 117,219
  Private vehicles, dropoff/pickup 3,249 60,485
  Indirect vehicle trips 0 0
total 34,257 637,790

 
2022
  Buses 9,177 170,865
  Shuttle vans 3,798 70,703
  Rental cars 22,785 424,215
  Cabs 13,924 259,243
  Private vehicles, parking 12,658 235,675
  Private vehicles, dropoff/pickup 6,532 121,608
  Indirect vehicle trips 0 0
Total 68,875 1,282,309
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 Table III-6 
Particulate (PM-10) Emissions Factors by Aircraft Engine Type and Mode 
 

Particulate Emissions Factors By Mode (kg/hr) 
 

Engine Type Approach Climbout Takeoff Taxi/Idle 
CF6-50C 0.20 0.24 0.24 0.02 
CF6-6D 0.20 0.24 0.24 0.02 
F100-PW-100 0.50 3.90 0.00 0.05 
JT3D-7 SERIES 3.60 3.90 3.70 0.20 
JT8D-17 0.68 1.20 1.70 0.16 
JT9D-7 1.00 1.80 1.70 1.00 
JT9D-70A 1.00 1.80 1.70 1.00 
SPEY MK511 0.68 4.50 7.30 0.08 
T56-A-7 1.40 1.40 1.70 0.70 
TPE331-3 0.27 0.27 0.36 0.14 

 
 Source:  AP-42, Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Volume II: Mobile Sources, Fourth Edition.  September 1985 
 Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

 
The annual emissions inventories are presented in Table III-7.  As shown in Table III-7, the primary 
source of particulate emissions at the Airport are ground access vehicles (including passenger 
vehicles, courtesy shuttles, taxis, etc.) on roadways and in parking areas.  Emissions of ozone 
precursor pollutants (VOCs and NOx) are predominantly generated by aircraft and ground support 
equipment.  Motor vehicles are also significant sources of NOx emissions. 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would increase NOx and VOC emissions in the region due to 
additional aircraft activity at the Airport and the introduction of ground support equipment. 
Introduction of air carrier service at the Airport would also increase the number of ground motor 
vehicle trips originating at the Airport and hence could cause additional particulate emissions. 
However, while introducing air carrier service to Mammoth Yosemite Airport would increase 
aircraft-related pollution in the future, as demonstrated in Table III-8 it could significantly reduce 
“highway” related emissions in the region as more people access the region by air in the long term.   
 
As presented in Table III-8, it is expected that the change in operational emissions associated with 
the implementation of the proposed project would fall below established de minimis thresholds for 
ozone precursors and PM-10.  The introduction of air carrier jet operations into Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport would increase aircraft NOx emissions and VOC emissions, however the project emissions 
are expected to be below de minimis thresholds.  
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[The Mammoth region is currently in attainment of the federal and State NAAQS for CO and SOx.  CO and SOx 
emissions are presented in Table III-7 for informational purposes only.]  
 
Table III-7 
Airport Emissions Inventories – 1999, 2003, 2008, and 2022 
 

 
Year and Source 

CO 
(tons/yr) 

VOC 
(tons/yr) 

 
NOx (tons/yr) 

 
SOx (tons/yr) 

 
PM-10 (tons/yr) 

      
1999      
    Aircraft 81.44 2.16 0.16 0.02 0.07 
    GSE (a) 6.09 0.13 0.32 0.01 0.01 
    Roadways and Parking (b) 3.20 0.82 0.69 0.03 10.07 
    Stationary Sources 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Total 94.08 3.42 1.18 0.06 10.15 
2003 Proposed Project      
    Aircraft 87.71 2.50 9.20 0.28 0.12 
    GSE (a) 13.94 0.31 0.85 0.03 0.03 
    Roadways and Parking (b) 4.55 0.63 0.53 0.03 8.40 
    Stationary Sources 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Total 106.20 3.74 10.58 0.34 8.55 
2007 Proposed Project      
    Aircraft 121.66 6.69 20.29 0.84 0.24 
    GSE (a) 78.36 1.81 6.59 0.17 0.22 
    Roadways and Parking (b) 12.55 1.75 1.48 0.08 25.47 
    Stationary Sources 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Total 212.57 10.57 28.37 1.09 25.93 
2022 Proposed Project      
    Aircraft 200.00 11.27 41.44 1.67 0.44 
    GSE (a) 138.44 3.21 11.55 0.30 0.38 
    Roadways and Parking (b) 20.68 2.72 2.86 0.16 51.21 
    Stationary Sources 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Total 359.12 17.52 55.85 2.13 52.03 
      
(a)  EDMS default GSE settings used . 
(b)  PM-10 emissions include exhaust, tire wear, break wear, and entrained road dust.  

 
Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
 
Table III-8 
Changes in Operational Emissions for the Proposed Project and De Minimis Criteria (Tons per year) 
 

 PM-10 VOC NOx 
    
2003 Operational Impacts    
    No Project 20.02 3.64 1.23 
    Proposed Project 8.55 3.74 10.58 
    Change in Emissions (-11.47) (+ 0.10) (+ 9.4) 
    
2007 Operational Impacts    
    No Action 52.06 4.05 1.33 
    Proposed Project 25.93 10.57 28.37 
    Change in Emissions (-26.13) (+ 6.52) (+ 27.04) 
    
2022 Operational Impacts    
    No Project 86.53 5.94 2.07 
    Proposed Project 52.03 17.52 55.85 
    Change in Emissions (-34.50) (+ 11.58) (+ 53.78) 
    
De minimis criteria 100 50 100 
    

 
Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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3.2.2.2 Construction Emissions 
Under the General Conformity regulations, emissions associated with construction activities must be 
calculated, added to operational period emissions directly or indirectly attributable to the project, if 
appropriate, and the total compared to the annual de minimis standards/levels for criteria pollutants.  
As discussed earlier in this section, the Airport is located in a nonattainment area for PM-10 and an 
ozone transport region (OTR).  Pollutants evaluated in the construction emissions analysis, therefore, 
included PM10 and ozone precursors: volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen 
(NOx). 
 
Construction Schedule 
Construction schedules for the proposed airfield and terminal facility improvements at Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport were developed by Ricondo & Associates, Inc. in association with Brandley 
Engineering and Mammoth Yosemite Airport staff.  The construction schedules are estimates of the 
actual construction sequencing of the proposed project (due to the conceptual level of project design) 
and were used to determine annual estimates of pollutant emissions for 2002 (the proposed year of 
construction).  
 
The methodology used to determine annual construction-related emissions estimates is discussed 
below. 

Methodology 
Construction related emissions are a factor of: (1) the type and horsepower of the construction 
equipment, (2) the operating time of the equipment (expressed in annual hours or number of vehicle 
miles traveled), (3) equipment fuel type, (4) equipment age (newer construction equipment is 
assumed to be subject to stricter emissions standards) (5) equipment loading (load factor), and (6) 
local climatologic variables.  Construction equipment types, model year, and equipment usage data 
were developed by Ricondo & Associates.  These data are presented in Appendix G.  
 
Emissions caused by non-road equipment (bulldozers, loaders, cranes, etc.), which can not travel on 
highways and local roadways and by on-road equipment (tractor trailers, light duty trucks, employee 
travel vehicles, etc.) were evaluated separately to account for national emissions standards that are in 
place for on-road vehicles.  Emissions from these two broad types of construction equipment were 
then added together to determine total annual construction emissions.   

Diesel and Gasoline Engine Non-Road Equipment Emissions 
Emissions factors for non-road diesel equipment were derived from the Tier 1 controlled emission 
standards regulated under 40 CFR, Part 89.112 (USEPA, September 1997) for equipment models 
built since 1996. 
 
Emissions factors for non-road gasoline equipment were based on the following source: 
 

• Gasoline emission factors in AP-42: Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Mobile 
Sources (April, 1998) [3-39] 

Horsepower data for each equipment type were obtained either from the Caterpillar Performance 
Handbook  [3-40] or from the USEPA document Non-road Engine and Vehicle Emission Study - 
Report (USEPA, November 1991) and subsequent reports. [3-41] 
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Vehicle emission factors, expressed in grams per hour per horsepower, for the three criteria 
pollutants of interest (VOC, NOx, and PM10) were multiplied by the estimated running time, load 
factor, and horsepower for each piece of construction equipment.  In this manner, it was possible to 
calculate the total emissions (in grams) from each piece of equipment for each year of the analysis.  
Estimates of pollutant emissions were subsequently converted from grams to tons. 
 
USEPA recommends the following technique for calculating hourly emissions from non-road engine 
sources : 
 

Mi = N x HP x LF x EFi 
where: 

Mi = mass of emissions of ith pollutants during inventory period; 
N = source population (units); 
HP = average rated horsepower; 
LF = typical load factor; 
EFi = average emissions of ith pollutant per unit of use (e.g.,  

grams per mile). 
 
A sample calculation of NOx emissions from a grader (CAT 12G-1988 model) that is expected to be 
used during 12 months of construction is provided below: 
 

Operational hours = 1,040 hours (provided by the contractor) 
Total Emissions = 1,040 hours/year x 140 hp x 61% x 9.6 grams/hp-hr 

=  852,634 grams/year 
=  0.94 tons/12-month 

 
The estimate of non-road equipment emissions for 2002 is presented in Appendix G and summarized 
in Table III-9. 
 
Table III-9 
2002 Construction Emissions for the Proposed Project and De Minimis Criteria (Tons per year) 
 

 PM-10 VOC NOx 
    
    Non-road emissions  2.02 1.51 21.83 
    On-road emissions  56.71 1.41 13.66 
Total 58.73 2.92 35.49 
    
De minimis criteria 100 50 100 

Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates Inc. 

Diesel and Gasoline Engine On-Road Equipment Emissions 
During construction, a variety of light duty trucks and tractor trailers would be used for moving 
construction materials and people on and off the project site.  Emissions factors for these on-road 
motor vehicles were determined using the California Air Resources Board’s EMFAC7G model.  
EMFAC, derived from the abbreviation for “EMission FACtor,” was used to calculate calendar year 
specific vehicle emissions factors. The latest release of EMFAC, EMFAC7G, produces emissions 
factors whose magnitudes are a function of calendar years (1970 through 2020), seasons (summer & 
winter), processes (exhaust and evaporative), pollutants (Total Organic Gases, Reactive Organic 
Gases, Hydrocarbons, Volatile Organic Compounds, Carbon Monoxide, Oxides of Nitrogen, Carbon 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact   March 2002 
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project   III-25 

Dioxide, exhaust particulate matter, particulate matter-tire wear, and particulate matter-break wear), 
vehicle class/technologies, speeds, temperature, and soak times.  Assumptions used in the on-road 
vehicle emissions analysis for the Town of Mammoth Lakes are described in detail in Appendix G. 
 
Emissions factors calculated by EMFAC7G are supplied in the form of grams per mile traveled.  For 
the construction emissions analysis, the number of vehicle miles traveled in a year by each piece of 
on-road construction equipment was multiplied by the EMFAC7G emissions factor to calculate the 
total pollutant emissions by equipment (in grams per year). This figure was then multiplied by a 
conversion factor to convert from grams to tons. 
 
The following formula details the process of calculating pollutant emissions associated with on-road 
construction equipment. 
 

Mi  = N x DY x EFi 
where: 

Mi = mass of emissions of ith pollutants during inventory period; 
N = source population (units); 
DY = distance traveled per year; 
EFi = average emissions of ith pollutant per unit of use (e.g., grams  

per horsepower-hour). 
 
A sample calculation of NOx emissions from two trucks that would be used during 12 months of 
construction is provided below: 
 

Operational miles = 1,040 miles (provided by the contractor) 
Total Emissions  = 2 Trucks x 1,040 miles/year x 1.35 grams/mile  

=  2,808 grams/year 
=  6.19 tons/12-month 

 
The estimate of on-road equipment emissions for 2002 is presented in Appendix G and summarized 
in Table III-9. 

3.2.2.3  Project Related Emissions and De Minimis Threshold Criteria 
Total project related emissions (construction and operational) for the proposed project are 
summarized in Table III-10.  Based on the preceding analyses, it is expected that de minimis 
thresholds for criteria pollutants being analyzed in this SSEIR would not be exceeded in any year if 
the proposed project is implemented.   
 
As discussed in the air quality management plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes, particulate 
emissions in the Mammoth Lakes region are predominantly caused by woodburning stoves and 
motor vehicle traffic.  As shown in Table III-10, introduction of commercial air service to Mammoth 
Lakes Yosemite Airport is expected to reduce particulate emissions in the region when compared to 
the no project alternative.  In summation the proposed project would have a beneficial impact to air 
quality in the region.  As discussed in Appendix N, Response to Comments FF-2, and Tables N-2 
and N-3, the proposed project would reduce visitor vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as more people are 
accommodated in higher occupancy vehicles.  It is noted that reduction/control of VMT in and 
around the Town of Mammoth Lakes is a stated goal in SIP. 
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Table III-10 
Total Project Emissions for the Proposed Project and De Minimis Criteria (Tons per year) 
 

 PM-10 VOC NOx 
    
2002  Construction Impacts    
    No Project 0 0 0 
    Proposed Project 58.7 2.9 35.5 
    
2003 Operational Impacts    
    No Project 20.0 3.6 1.2 
    Proposed Project 8.6 3.7 10.6 
    Change in Emissions  (-11.5) (+ 0.1) (+ 9.4) 
    
2007 Operational Impacts    
    No Action 52.1 4.1 1.3 
    Proposed Project 25.9 10.6 28.4 
    Change in Emissions  (-26.1) (+ 6.5) (+ 27.0) 
    
2022 Operational Impacts    
    No Project 86.5 5.9 2.1 
    Proposed Project 52.0 17.5 55.9 
    Change in Emissions  (-34.5) (+ 11.6) (+ 53.8) 
    
De minimis criteria 100 50 100 
    
Total Annual Emissions Great Basin Valleys (a) 20,075 4,745 (b) 3,285 
Total Annual Emissions Mono County (c) 9,950 2,256 (b) 843 
 
(a)  1996 Estimated Value.  Produced by the California Air Resources Board. 
(b)  Estimate is for Reactive Organic Compounds (ROC) 
(c) 2000 Estimated Value.  Produced by the California Air Resources Board 

 
Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
 
As discussed above, the Great Basin Valleys Air Basin including Mono County is an ozone transport 
region.  The proposed project would increase emissions of ozone precursor pollutants (NOx and 
VOC), however the “net” increase in emissions would not exceed federal and State de minimis 
thresholds.  As shown on Table III-10, Airport related emissions of Ozone precursor pollutants 
associated with the proposed project would also be a fraction of the total pollutant emissions 
generated in the Great Basin Valleys Region and Mono County and hence would not be regionally 
significant (would not contribute 10 percent or more of the pollution).  Therefore, it is anticipated 
that the proposed project would no cause any exceedances of State ambient air quality standards 
(AAQS). 
 
It is also assumed that project-related emissions would not contribute to new violations of the 
ambient air quality standards for Ozone precursors or otherwise increase the frequency of such 
violations.  Project related emissions of NOx and VOC are expected to be highest during winter 
months when visitor demand to the region is the highest.  As discussed in the report Second Triennial 
Review of the Assessment of the Impacts of Transported Pollutants on Ozone Concentration in 
California prepared by the Air Resources Board [3-42], historical exceedance events/extreme 
concentrations measured at the Mammoth Lakes air monitoring site occurred in July and August.  It 
is also noted that the Air Resources Board determined that all violation days in Mono County and in 
the Great Basin Valleys Air Basin were overwhelmed by transport from the San Joaquin Valley.  As 
stated in the report, “based on the time of day that the violations occurred, the characteristics of the 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact   March 2002 
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project   III-27 

violations, the predominantly westerly wind patterns, and the comparatively small emissions in the 
GBVAB, the staff considers these violations to be the result of overwhelming transport from the San 
Joaquin Valley.”  In light of these findings it is assumed that the proposed project would not 
contribute to new violations of the ambient air quality standard for Ozone precursors as the historical 
violations were overwhelmingly the result of transport from the San Joaquin Valley by westerly 
winds.  It is important to note that the Airport is located east of the Town of Mammoth Lakes and 
therefore Airport-related emissions would not contribute to concentrations in the Town during an 
exceedance event because of the predominance of winds blowing from the west to the east. 
 
The proposed project is presumed to conform with air quality standards promulgated in the Clean Air 
Act and the California Clean Air Act.  As the preceding analysis demonstrates, the project would not 
result in emissions that would exceed the applicable de minimis threshold rates, nor would the project 
be considered “regionally significant” with regard to air pollution emissions because project 
emissions would represent less than 10 percent of the total emissions in the region.  A formal 
conformity determination, therefore, is not legally required for this project. EPA’s rules and guidance 
are clear that where the net emissions increase resulting from the project do not exceed the applicable 
threshold rates, there are no further obligations with regard to the conformity rules.  Thus, the 
proposed project is assumed to conform with the SIP and has no unavoidable significant impacts. 
Because project related emissions of federal and State criteria pollutants are below de minimus levels, 
no new significant impacts to air quality would be expected to result from the proposed project. 

3.2.1 Mitigation Measures 

3.2.1.1 Operation 
Implementation of the proposed project is not expected to result in an increase of emissions that 
exceed the thresholds as promulgated in the Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act. 
Implementation of the proposed project would potentially reduce particulate emissions in the 
Mammoth Lakes region as a result of reducing motor vehicle traffic. The proposed project would 
increase emissions of NOx and VOC but these emissions increases would be less then de minimis 
levels.  Therefore no mitigation measures are required.  
 
Apart from the proposed project the Town of Mammoth Lakes is also examining the feasibility of 
providing transit service to the Airport with vehicles powered by compressed natural gas or other 
alternative fuels instead of using existing diesel vehicles.1 In 1998 the Air Resources Board identified 
diesel particulates as a toxic air contaminant2. The Town of Mammoth Lakes will continue to work 
with the California Air Resources Board to identify feasible and cost effective measures to reduce 
any air quality impacts of the proposed project.  Conversion of airport ground support equipment to 
compressed natural gas when and if feasible would also reduce project related emissions of NOx and 
VOC.  Conversion of the transit system and ground support equipment to alternative fuels would also 
reduce particulates emitted by diesel fuel engines.     

                                                 
1 At this time the City of Mammoth Lakes has not made a final determination regarding the feasibility of alternative 
fueled vehicles. 
2 California Environmental Protection Agency Air Resources Board.  Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate 
Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles.  October 2000. [3-43] 
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3.2.1.2 Construction   
The proposed project and alternatives involve construction activities that may result in temporary 
environmental impacts, primarily from excavation and subsurface preparation.  However there are 
mitigation measures which can be used to lessen these impacts. 
 
Fugitive dust, which may be emitted during construction as well as a result of wind erosion over 
exposed earth surfaces, has the greatest nuisance potential.  Dust generation is highly variable.  The 
amount of dust generated on a given day depends on the types and amount of construction activity 
and on meteorological and soil conditions.  Although construction activities may have a discernable 
impact within a short distance from the project site, the potential for nuisance is limited and the 
impact is temporary, because the impact would cease when construction activity ceases.  The most 
likely impact of construction would be increased dustfall immediately downwind of the area of active 
construction. 
 
The preliminary design for this runway extension and supporting taxiways keeps a relatively even cut 
and fill.  Consequently significant amounts of cut and fill material would not be required to be 
transported on or off the project site.  Dust control measures, such as watering trucks and/or pumped 
systems, would be continuously implemented throughout the construction period.  All exposed soil 
areas would be stabilized and re-seeded in accordance with an approved landscape/re-vegetation plan 
as soon as feasible.  All stockpiles of unsuitable soil materials would be removed and disposed of at 
approved sites designated by the Town of Mammoth Lakes. 
 
Air quality impacts resulting from construction activities can be significantly reduced through the 
application of the recommendations set forth in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-10A, Standards 
for Specifying Construction at Airports [3-5].  These procedures would restrict the emission of dust 
(particulate matter) and provide a series of measures that can be taken to prevent particulate matter 
from becoming airborne. 

3.2.2 Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
Because the proposed project is not expected to result in a new significant impact on regional air 
quality, no new unavoidable adverse impacts would occur.  

3.2.3 Cumulative Impacts 
The cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed project and the Airport Commercial 
Development Plan were reviewed in the 1986 EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA. The airfield 
improvements analyzed for air quality in the 1986 EIR/EA were more extensive than the current 
proposed project.  The airfield improvements analyzed for air quality impacts in the 1986 
EIR/EA included a new crosswind runway and supporting taxiway structure as opposed to just a 
runway extension sought under the proposed project.  The air quality impacts in the 1986 
EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA for both the airfield improvements and the Airport Commercial 
Development Plan were found not to be significant provided that “best management” practices 
were followed during the construction of the projects and followed the guidelines of the Great 
Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBAUPCD)  
 
The Sierra Business Park Specific Plan and EIR [3-2] calculates the construction exhaust 
emissions that are shown to be well below significant thresholds.  Dust emissions from grading 
activities are anticipated to be less than significant provided that best available control measures 
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are used for dust control.  Long-term traffic related emissions are anticipated to be well below 
relevant thresholds of significance. Table III-11 summarizes the long-term emissions of the 
Proposed Project with the anticipated emissions generated by the Sierra Business Park.  As 
shown in Table III-12 the emissions associated with the two projects together do not result in 
annual emissions above the established de-minimis thresholds. 
 
Table III-11 
Cumulative Operational Emissions and De Minimis Criteria (Tons per year) 
 

Project/Year PM-10 VOC NOx 
    
Airport Development  Plan  24.04 12.92 47.40 
Sierra Business Park  7.85 9.13 20.44 
Emissions Sub Total 31.89 22.05 67.84 
    
    
De minimis criteria 100 50 100 

 
Source:   Airport Development Plan: 1986 EIR/EA and 2000 EA, Sierra Business Park: Sierra Business Park Specific Plan and Final  EIR.  
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
 
It should be noted that Table III-11 applies the de minimus criteria established for evaluating air 
quality impacts, which criteria were developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as part 
of the general air quality conformity regulations. This reference to de minimus criteria does not refer 
to the separate de minimus criteria set forth in the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Based on the analysis in this SSEIR and the information and conclusions in the prior environmental 
reviews, the project changes evaluated in this SSEIR would not result in any new significant 
cumulative impact on air quality or any substantially more severe cumulative impact on air quality. 
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3.3 Biological Resources 

The biological resources impacts of the Airport have been evaluated in the previously certified 1986 
EIR/EA and the 1997 SEIR/EA documents. Please refer to Appendix A for the summary of 
biological resources impacts, their significance, and mitigation measures from the 1997 SEIR/EA 
(which incorporated the 1986 EIR/EA).   
 
This section discusses potential environmental impacts with respect to biological resources as a result 
of the proposed modifications to the Airport, which were not previously evaluated.  The changes in 
the current Airport proposal which may impact biological resources include construction of a new 
package wastewater treatment plant (instead of a new leach field), the extension of the runway by 
1,200 feet (rather than 2,000 feet) an increase in it’s the runway width to 150 feet, and the 
replacement of an existing 4.8 feet barbed-wire perimeter security fence with an 8 foot chain link 
fence. No other changes are proposed to the Airport, that would result in biological resources effects, 
which have not already been evaluated.  Moreover, all previously required mitigation measures 
would still apply to the proposed project.   
 
A Biological Assessment (BA) for the impacts of the proposed project on special status species was 
prepared by the office of Jones & Stokes Associates, Sacramento, California to comply with Section 
7 of the U.S. Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC 1536).  The BA is included as Appendix I, 
and is entitled Biological Assessment for the Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project Mono 
County, California, March 2001 [3-12].  Also a Biological Opinion was issued by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) on July 23, 2001 for the FAA activities related to the Final 
Environmental Assessment for the Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project.  This biological 
opinion is included as Appendix J.  
 
The following categories of biological resources are discussed: (1) Vegetation, (2) Wildlife, (3) 
Threatened and Endangered Species, and (4) Water Resources. 

3.3.1 Environmental Setting 
The project site is located within the Eastern Sierra Nevada Region of the Great Basin Floristic 
Province at approximately 7,080 to 7,130 feet above sea level.  Much of the project area lie s close to 
the Mammoth Yosemite Airport, U.S. Highway 395, and Airport Road, and has been previously 
disturbed by these developments. 
 
The project site is dominated by big sagebrush scrub, which is mostly disturbed, and includes a non-
jurisdictional dry meadow located between the east end of the Airport runway and Benton Crossing 
Road.  Both of these communities are described in detail in Section 3.3.1.1 and in Appendix I.  The 
habitats in the project area were evaluated for their suitability to support feeding, nesting, breeding, 
and germination habitats for various wildlife and plant species. 

3.3.1.1 Vegetation 
Two plant communities occur in the project area: big sagebrush scrub and dry meadow. Big 
sagebrush scrub is the predominant plant community. Much of this community has been disturbed by 
construction, use and maintenance of the Airport facilities, access roads, and highway facilities. 
 
The big sagebrush scrub community is underlain by a well-drained, sandy to gravely loam substrate 
with volcanic rock outcrops. This community is dominated by big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata), 
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antelope bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata), and rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus nauseous), with scattered 
desert peach (Prunus andersonii) and horsebush (Tetradymia canescens). Rabbitbrush is the dominant 
shrub in localized areas.  Common grass species include cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), needle -and-
thread (Hesperostipa comata ssp. comata), Indian ricegrass (Acnatherum hymenoides), and 
squirreltail (Elymus elymoides).  Common native herbs include sulphur buckwheat (Eriogonum 
umbellatum ssp. Subaridum), buckwheat (E. elatum var. elatum), spurred lupine (Lupinus argenteus), 
Eriastrum  (Eriastrum sparsiflorum), Nuttall’s tiquilia (Tiquilia nutallii), mentzelia (Mentzelia sp.), 
cryptantha (Cryptantha circumcissa), prickly phlox (Leptodactylon pungens), Stansbury’s phlox 
(Phlox stansburyi), groundsmoke (Gayophytum diffusum), nama (Nama sp.), and others.  Ruderal 
non-native species include goosefoot (Chenopodium sp.), amaranth (Amaranthus sp.), and woolly 
mullein (Verbascum thapsus).  
 
The non-jurisdictional dry meadow is located within the eastern portion of the project area between 
the east end of the runway and Benton Crossing Road.  This community supports hydrophytic 
vegetation and exhibits low chroma (10YR 2/1), which is a hydric soil indicator.  The site lacks 
primary or secondary indicators of hydrology and, therefore, does not meet the definition of a 
jurisdictional wetland. Water appears to enter the site in the form of seasonal snowmelt and overland 
runoff from the adjacent highway and Airport runway surfaces.  A small, artificially excavated 
drainage feature drains surface runoff toward the site from the north margin of U.S. Highway 395.  
Although the site does not qualify as a jurisdictional wetland, it does perform limited wetland 
functions such as stormwater sediment and pollution retention, and wildlife forage. 
 
The dry meadow is dominated by native hydrophytic rhizomatous grass and grasslike species, 
including Baltic rush (Juncus balticus), straight-leaved rush (Juncus orthophyllus), clustered field 
sedge (Carex praegracilis), Nebraska sedge (Carex nebrascenis), and Kentucky bluegrass (Poa 
pratensis). Common herbaceous forbs include long-stalked clover (Trifolium longipes), long-stalked 
starwort (Stellaria logipes var. longipes), Missouri iris (Iris missouriensis), and dandelion 
(Taraxacum officinale). Also present are a few scattered interior roses (Rosa woodsii) and several 
small willow shrubs (Salix sp.) 

3.3.1.2 Wildlife 
The following wildlife species were observed in big sagebrush scrub habitat: gopher snake (Pituophis 
melanoleucus), sage thrasher (Oreoscoptes montanus), green-tailed towhee (Pipilo chlorurus), 
common raven (Corvus corax), black-billed magpie (Pica pica), rock wren (Salpinctes obsoletus), 
Nuttall’s cottontail (Sylvilagus nuttallii), and California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi). 
Wildlife that prefer big sagebrush scrub habitat include sagebrush lizard (Sceloporus graciosus), 
Brewer’s sparrow (Spizella breweri), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), and mule deer 
(Odocoileus hemionus). 
 
Wildlife species observed in the dry meadow habitat include killdeer (Charadrius vociferus), western 
meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), and sage grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus). Most of the wildlife 
species found in the adjacent big sagebrush scrub habitat would also forage in the dry meadow 
habitat.  
 
The project area contains marginally suitable habitat for the white-tailed hare (Lepus townsendii) and 
the pygmy rabbit (Brachylagus idahoensis).  However, these special status species have not been 
recorded in the project area or vicinity.  The northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), golden eagle (Aquila 
chrysaetas), loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), spotted bat (Euderma maculatum), and 
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Townsend’s western big-eared bat (Plecotus townsendii townsendii) are special status wildlife that 
have not been reported to occur at the project site but may occasionally forage or roost at the site.  
 
A total of seventeen species of diurnal raptors may be found in the Long Valley area. These are listed 
in Table III-12. The osprey (Pandion haliaetus), sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus), Cooper’s 
hawk (Accipiter cooperii), and California gull (Larus californicus) may occasionally fly over the 
project site. 
 
Table III-12 
Raptor Species present in Long Valley area 
 
Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) Spring/fall migrants 
White Tailed Kite (Elanus leucarus) Occasional migrant 
Bald Eagle (Haliacetus leucocephalus) Roosting and spring/fall migrants 
Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus) Resident and spring/fall migrant populations 
Sharp-shinned Hawk (Accipiter striatus) Resident and spring/fall migrant populations 
Coopers Hawk (Accipiter cooperii) Resident and spring/fall migrant populations 
Northern Goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) Resident and spring/fall migrant populations 
Red-shouldered Hawk (Buteo lineatus) Spring/fall migrants 
Swainsons Hawk (Buteo swainsoni) Spring/summer migrant populations 
Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) Resident and spring/fall migrant populations 
Ferruginous Hawk (Buteo regatus) Winter roosting species 
Rough-legged Hawk (Buteo lagopus) Winter roosting species 
Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetas)  Resident and spring/fall migrant populations 
American Kestrel (Falco sparvarius) Resident and spring/fall migrant populations 
Merlin (Falco columbarius) Winter migrant 
Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus) Spring/fall migrants 
Prairie Falcon (Falco mexicanus) Resident and spring/fall migrant populations 
Source:  Written Communication from Floyd F. Berro, Eastern California Research Project. February 2001 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

Sage Grouse 
The sage grouse is a California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) species of special concern, a 
U.S. Forest Service (USFS) management indicator species, and a harvest species. It is the largest 
species of grouse in North America and occurs scattered throughout the sagebrush-dominated 
rangelands in the western United States. Sage grouse were once abundant throughout their range; 
however, hunting, drought, and competing land uses, such as livestock grazing, have greatly reduced 
their numbers.  
 
Sage grouse occur in Long Valley and in the surrounding region. Signs of sage grouse (fecal 
droppings) were noted on the western boundary of the study area near the Hot Creek Hatchery Road 
during the June 2000 surveys. One of Long Valley’s largest sage grouse lek sites is located 
approximately three miles east of the Airport along the flight path to Runway 27. This site is 
identified as Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Lek 2. 

Mule Deer 
Mule deer are a CDFG species of concern because they are considered an important harvest species. 
Deer present in the vicinity of the project area are primarily from the Round Valley herd (Kucera 
1988 [3-7], Taylor 1988 [3-8], U.S. Forest Service 1990 [3-9]) and Casa Diablo herd. [3-10]   
 
The Round Valley herd has experienced a dramatic decline and fluctuation in population numbers. 
The number of deer counted on the Round Valley winter range declined from 5,877 deer in 1985 to 
939 deer in 1991.  In 1993, the number of deer in winter range counts increased to 1,334 (CDFG, 
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Unpublished data) and deer numbers since 1993 have increased to approximately 2,350 [Bleich 
personal communication].  The 1985 to 1991 decline in the Round Valley deer herd has been 
attributed to poor forage conditions on the winter range as a result of drought-induced changes in 
habitat quality.  Intensive livestock grazing, plant succession, predation, road kills, and residential 
development on the winter range and in the migration corridor have also reduced deer numbers 
(Thomas 1985 [3-11]). 
 
Field pellet group counts confirmed past survey investigations that deer frequent the project site 
during spring, summer, and fall.  Calculations revealed that the project area supports an estimated 
1,025 deer-use days during the spring migration period (early April to early June).  Further analysis 
of pellet-group data revealed that 95 percent of all pellet groups were counted on plots located in the 
western half of the project area.   
 
Variation in pellet group density between the eastern and western portions of the project area was 
related to differences in habitat quality. Most deer use was associated with the western half of the 
project area, which was characterized by dense patches of antelope bitterbrush.  Bitterbrush cover 
provides increased foraging opportunities and visual concealment for deer.  Foraging opportunities 
for mule deer in the eastern half of the study area were greatly reduced due to decreased bitterbrush 
presence and increased habitat disturbance from roads, Airport facilities, and livestock grazing.  
Other factors, such as noise, night lighting, and human activities associated with the Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport, may also contribute to the disproportionate levels of deer use between the eastern 
and western portions of the project area. 

3.3.1.3 Threatened and Endangered Species 
Wildlife field surveys were conducted June 1-3, 2000.  The field surveys identified and characterized 
suitable habitat for endangered and threatened species.  The survey was conducted by walking the 
project area using straight line transects.  Evaluation of some endangered and threatened species was 
based on literature reviews, discussions with agency personnel, and knowledge of habitat conditions 
in the project area.  
 
No records of endangered or threatened wildlife species for the project area or surroundings were 
identified from the Natural Diversity Data Base 2000 (NDDB) search of the U.S. Geological Survey 
quadrangles. Based on existing information, distribution data, and communication with agency 
personnel, three endangered or threatened species were identified as having the potential to occur in 
the project area: peregrine falcon, wolverine, and bald eagle.   
 
The peregrine falcon has not been reported at the Airport site or vicinity, but could occasionally 
forage or roost at the site.  Suitable habitat for wolverines is not present in the project area or 
adjacent areas.  Wolverines are locally and regionally scarce, and no observations of this species in 
or near the project area have been recorded. 
 
The Biological Assessment [3-12] determined the effects of the proposed project on species that are 
listed as endangered or threatened by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The 
following species could potentially be affected by the proposed project: Owens tui chub (Gila bicolor 
snyderi), Lahontan cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki henshawi), bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus), and Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep (Ovis canadenis californianus).   
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Vegetation 
The pre-field investigation identified the following three endangered plant species that could exist in 
the vicinity of the Airport: Long Valley milkvetch (Astragalus johannis-howellii), Mono milkvetch 
(Astragalus monoensis var. monoensis), and Mono Lake lupine (Lupinus duranii). 
 
Botany field surveys were conducted on June 16, 2000.  The field surveys determined the potential 
presence of special-status plant species, and identified and characterized potentially important natural 
communities.  Meandering transects were used to cover the study area, with survey intensity varying 
by habitat type.  All plant species were identified to the level necessary to determine their legal 
status.  No special status plant species were identified in the project area.  No Significant Natural 
Areas as identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Code or Rare Natural Communities were 
located in the project area. 

Owens Tui Chub 
The Owens tui chub is a federally listed endangered species.  Critical habitat for this species was 
designated on August 5, 1985 (50 Federal Register 31592) and includes two areas: (1) the Owens 
River and 50 feet of riparian vegetation on either side of the river, from the Long Valley Dam 
downstream for a distance of eight stream miles, encompassing approximately 97 acres in the Owens 
Gorge; and  (2) two spring provinces, including 50 feet of riparian vegetation on either side of spring 
brooks, encompassing approximately five acres at Hot Creek Fish Hatchery.  
 
The decline of the Owens tui chub has been attributed to the introduction of the Lahontan tui chub 
into Crowley Lake.  Hybridization of the Lahontan tui chub and the Owens tui chub has spread 
throughout the lower reaches of the Owens River system.  Only those populations of Owens tui chub 
that are isolated by barriers have not hybridized.  Water development, competition and predation by 
exotic species, and habitat alteration and destruction have also led to the decline of native 
populations.  The nearest occurrence of the Owens tui chub is located at Hot Creek headsprings, 
approximately 0.75 mile northwest of the Airport runway.  

Lahontan Cutthroat Trout 
The Lahontan cutthroat trout was federally listed as an endangered species on October 13, 1970, and 
was reclassified as a threatened species on July 16, 1975.  A recovery plan was prepared for the 
Lahontan cutthroat trout by the USFWS in 1995.  The USFWS is in the process of preparing an 
updated recovery plan.  
 
This cutthroat trout subspecies is endemic to the Lahontan Basin in northern Nevada, eastern 
California, and Southern Oregon.  Reasons for the decline of the Lahontan cutthroat trout include 
loss of riparian vegetation, channelization, water management practices, and human development. 
These actions have exacerbated temperature fluctuations as they expose more surface water to solar 
radiation and to convective heat exchange with the air.  Reduced flows have decreased the species’ 
access to spawning habitat.  
 
Lahontan cutthroat have hybridized with Yellowstone cutthroat and rainbow trout so extensively that 
there are only a few genetically isolated populations with uncertain purity.  This hybridization either 
decreases the pheotypic variability or allows the rainbow trout pheotype to become dominant.  In 
addition, it reduces the Lahontan fitness by producing a less fertile offspring. 
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Lahontan cutthroat trout inhabit the Lahontan Drainage, with the southern end of its range just below 
the Walker River.  According to the USFS, the closest population of Lahontan cutthroat trout is six 
miles northwest of the project site in O'Harrel Canyon Creek, which is a tributary to the Owens 
River.  

Bald Eagle 
The bald eagle is a federally listed threatened species.  Since the population status of the bald eagle 
has improved in most of the country, the USFWS is considering removing the bald eagle from the 
threatened species list.  
 
Historically, the bald eagle nested throughout California.  However, the current nesting distribution is 
mostly restricted to mountainous habitats in the northern third of the state, primarily in the northern 
Sierra Nevada, Cascade, and northern Coast Ranges.  As a result of reintroduction programs, bald 
eagles have recently nested in southern and central California and on Santa Catalina Island.  Bald 
eagles winter at lakes, reservoirs, and along river systems throughout most of central and northern 
California and in a few southern California localities.  
 
Early declines in bald eagle populations have been attributed to human persecution and disturbance 
and to destruction of riparian, wetland, and coniferous forest habitats.  However, the most important 
factor that contributed to the decline of bald eagle populations was environmental contamination 
resulting from the introduction of the agricultural pesticide diphenyl-dichloroethylene (DDE), a 
metabolite of the agricultural pesticide dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT), into the food chain.  
 
CDFG personnel have observed a pair of wintering bald eagles perched on telephone poles near the 
project area, at the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery.  This pair has also been observed roosting on sagebrush 
at the hatchery.  The pair does not nest at the site, but occasionally roost onsite during other 
activities, which center on foraging for fish along Hot Creek, the Upper Owens River, and the fish 
hatchery.  
 
Biologists from the USFS have recorded up to six bald eagles at one time during the winter months at 
Laurel Pond, located approximately one mile southwest of the project site.  The BLM biologists have 
observed wintering bald eagles foraging in the project vicinity along Convict Creek, Crowley Lake, 
and the alkali ponds and flats east of the project area.  Winter resident bald eagles probably roost at 
the Alpers Fish Hatchery located approximately seven miles northwest of the project site, Hot Creek 
gorge approximately two miles north of the Airport, and Convict Lake approximately two miles 
south of the Airport.  No nesting bald eagles have been recorded in the project area or vicinity. 

Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep 
The Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep is a federally listed endangered species.  The Sierra Nevada 
bighorn sheep is one of three bighorn sheep subspecies to occur in California.  This subspecies is 
considered a distinct vertebrate population segment.  Although this species pelage exhibits a great 
deal of color variation, they are similar in appearance to other desert-associated bighorn sheep.  They 
range from almost white to fairly dark brown, with a white rump.  Both males and females have 
permanent horns, with males possessing larger horns and females’ horns lacking coiling. 
 
Historically, in California, their range included the eastern slope and a portion of the western slope of 
the Sierra Nevada from Sonora Pass in Mono County south to Walker Pass in Kern County.  Disease 
is believed to be the main factor responsible for the disappearance of Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep 
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subpopulations.  Today five distinct subpopulations occupy the eastern escarpments of the Sierra 
Nevada in Mono and Inyo Counties.  These populations occur at Lee Vining Canyon, Wheeler Crest, 
Mount Baxter, Mount Williamson, and Mount Langley.  
 
Currently, the number of Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep comprising these five subpopulations is 
thought to total no more than 125 animals.  Disease, mountain lion predation, and loss of genetic 
variability because of the small number and isolated nature of the populations threaten the continued 
existence of the Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep. 
 
The closest populations of bighorn sheep to the project site are located in Lee Vining Canyon and 
Wheeler Crest.  The Lee Vining bighorn sheep population is located approximately 20 miles 
northwest of the Airport, and the Wheeler Crest bighorn sheep population is located approximately 
12 miles southeast of the Airport. 

3.3.1.4 Water Resources 

Wetlands 
Wetlands are those areas that are inundated by surface or ground water with a frequency sufficient to 
support a prevalence of vegetative or aquatic life that requires saturated or seasonally saturated soil 
for growth and reproduction.  Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas 
such as sloughs, potholes, wet meadows, rivers, and natural ponds.  Moreover, wetlands provide a 
valuable source of nutrition and habitat for a wide variety of plant and animal life. 
 
A wetlands analysis and delineation was prepared by the office of Jones and Stokes Associates, 
Sacramento, California along with a special-status species survey in a report entitled Biological 
Study for the Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project, September 2000 [3-13].  The results of 
these studies show that there are no waters of the United States, including wetlands, located on the 
project site for the proposed Runway 9-27 extension and the Airport development area. 

3.3.2 Significant Environmental Impacts 
Based upon CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G [3-1], a project is considered to have significant impact 
with respect to biological resources if the project: 

• Substantially degrades the quality of the environment, substantially reduces the habitat of fish 
or wildlife species, causes a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threatens to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduces the number or restrict the range 
of an endangered, rare, or threatened species; 

• Directly or through habitat modifications has a substantial adverse effect on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species in local or regional plans; 

• Has a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFG or USFWS, 

• Interferes substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impedes the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites; 

• Conflicts with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance; 

• Conflicts with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan or other approved local, regional or State habitat conservation plan. 
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The following categories of biological resources were analyzed: (1) Vegetation, (2) Wildlife, (3) 
Threatened and Endangered Species, and (4) Water Resources. 

3.3.2.1 Vegetation 
Under the proposed project, approximately 10.5 acres of sagebrush scrub habitat would be removed. 
Sagebrush scrub habitat is locally and regionally abundant.  Therefore, the loss of this habitat type is 
not considered a significant adverse effect.  
 
No significant natural areas of rare natural communities were located in the project area.  Therefore, 
no impacts to these resources would occur from the proposed project.  

3.3.2.2 Wildlife 

Sage Grouse 

Habitat Loss 
The dry meadow east of the approach end of Runway 9-27 is suitable habitat for sage grouse winter 
use and summer foraging. (See Appendix I, Figure 2)  It could not be determined during the conduct 
of the Biological survey if sage grouse were using this area as a lek site.  [3-13]  A small portion of 
the dry meadow might be removed or disturbed by construction activities for the proposed project.  
This small area of the dry meadow would also be disturbed by construction of the proposed security 
fencing. 
  
Although the dry meadow site could potentially be used as a lek, data on lek locations collected for 
more than 30 years by agency personnel (e.g., BLM, CDFG) and university researchers (e.g., Dr. 
Robert Gibson, University of Nebraska) indicates that the dry meadow has never been used by sage 
grouse as a lek.  Therefore, the removal or disturbance of a small portion of the dry meadow habitat 
is not considered a significant impact. 

 
For the proposed project, an eight-foot high security fence would be constructed around the airfield.  
Although sage grouse could fly over the fence to use the enclosed sagebrush scrub habitat, the fence 
could inhibit their use of this habitat.  However, data from sage grouse at the Jackson Hole Airport 
indicates that the chain link fence is unlikely to inhibit grouse use of the habitat.  During the summer, 
sage grouse at the Jackson Hole Airport regularly fly over the chain link fence that surrounds the 
airport to forage in the meadow habitat at the end of the runway.  [3-15] 

Fencing   
Wire fences may adversely affect sage grouse.  Sage grouse mortality from colliding into wire strand 
fences has been documented by BLM biologists.  Sage grouse often fly low when moving short 
distances, and most likely collide into fences in the dark or at low light levels.  Thirty-seven sage 
grouse mortalities were recorded along the cattle fence located north of Lek 2 between April 1997 
and February 1999. [3-37]  In the Bodie Hills, sage grouse abandoned a lek after construction of a 
five-strand wire fence adjacent to the lek site in 1995.  Sage grouse returned to the lek in fewer 
numbers after the fence was relocated, but continued to use other areas as strutting grounds.  [3-37]   

 
The eight-foot high security fence that would be constructed for the proposed project would create a 
barrier with greater visibility to sage grouse than the existing barbed wire fence.  The new fence 
would likely reduce potential mortality to sage grouse from bird-fence collisions.  Since 1998, no 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact   March 2002 
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project   III-38 

radio-collared sage grouse (there are 61 collared birds) have collided with the eight-foot high security 
fence that surrounds the Jackson Hole Airport, nor have any non-collared birds been found next to 
the fence. [3-15]  It should be noted that four collared roosters have collided with overhead power 
lines, two of these collisions occurred near the Town of Jackson.  As noted above, sage grouse 
regularly fly in and out of the fenced area that surrounds the Jackson Hole Airport. 

Aircraft Flight Path  
The telemetry data collected from radio-collared sage grouse reveal two areas east of the Airport 
where grouse detections are concentrated: Section 4 (Lek 2), approximately three miles east of the 
Airport, and Section 34 (Lek 4), approximately four miles northeast of the Airport (see Exhibits III-
4 and III-5). 
 
This information shows where concentrations of grouse were located during breeding season (lek) 
and depicts historical lek sites.  The telemetry data also provides information on areas of grouse use 
in the winter.  
 
Wind conditions at the Airport dictate the flight direction of arriving and departing planes.  Planes 
coming from the east will sometimes land at the west end of the Airport, and departing planes 
traveling east will sometimes take off from the west end of the runway.  Under both scenarios, the 
aircraft will fly north over the western portion of Crowley Lake. 
 
Exhibit III-6 and III-7 show the location of various lek sites in relation with the proposed aircraft 
flight tracks for arrivals and departures at Runway 27 and Runway 9 respectively.  At its closest 
point to the existing aircraft landing and departure path, Lek 2 is at a distance of 0.5 miles 
horizontally and 1,500 to 2,000 feet vertically; Lek 4 is approximately at a distance of 1.5 miles 
horizontally and 1,500 to 2,000 feet vertically; and Lek 9 is approximately at a distance of seven 
miles horizontally and 3,500 to 4,000 feet vertically.  The existing flight paths would remain the 
same under the proposed project.  Impacts to sage grouse leks from the use of the existing aircraft 
flight paths would not be adverse.  
 
Because of the elevation of the aircraft, and distance between the leks and flight path, disturbance to 
grouse on Lek 2 , Lek 4,  and Lek 9 is not likely, particularly if flights are at mid-day when birds 
would be away from the lek sites.  According to Holloran [3-15], once male sage grouse establish a 
territory on a lek, they exhibit little reaction to disturbance.  This behavior likely accounts for the 
continued use of the lek at the Jackson Hole Airport in Wyoming.  However, in other cases, such as 
the upgrade of haul roads associated with surface coal mining activity in Colorado, males on leks 
were affected by disturbances.  One sage grouse lek that was 164 feet from a road became inactive, 
and another lek approximately 1/3 mile from a road experienced an 83% reduction in the number of 
displaying cocks within three years post-upgrade [3-16].  The decline was attributed to the absence of 
yearling cock recruitment.  
 
While males show less response to disturbance, females do appear more sensitive.  One study found 
that road related disturbance during the breeding season results in lower nest initiation rates and 
greater distances between lek and nests. [3-17] However, once hens initiate nesting they appear more 
able to tolerate disturbance.  Hens have been recorded nesting in the flight path of aircraft at the 
Jackson Hole Airport.  Two nests were located directly outside the airport security fence in a location 
where aircrafts fly only 160 feet above ground. [3-15]   
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Nest initiation rates and the distances females move to establish nests could play a role in the long-
term viability of the Long Valley sage grouse population.  However, little information on the effect 
of these factors on grouse populations has been collected.  The survival of chicks during their first 
two weeks might also be a significant factor that affects sage grouse population.  A decline in the 
number of males strutting on a lek would indicate a decline in recruitment of yearling cocks. 
However, the general trend at the Jackson Hole Airport, as elsewhere in the western states, is a 
decline in grouse numbers that cannot be attributed to one factor and might be the result of 
cumulative long term impacts such as drought, habitat loss, and harvesting. 

Noise  
An aircraft noise analysis was also conducted for Leks 2, 7, and 8.  Noise levels in the vicinity of 
Leks 7 and 8, which are north of the Airport, were below 30 CNEL.  The air carrier aircraft would 
not overfly these sites as shown in Exhibits III-6 and III-7.  The cumulative aircraft noise level in the 
vicinity of Lek 2 is anticipated to be CNEL 38 by 2022 with the addition of air carrier operations. 
 
A single-event noise analysis was also conducted for Lek 2.  The Lmax metric is "Maximum A-
level" and represents the estimated maximum audible noise level (i.e., what a person at the site would 
experience as the maximum noise level) for a single aircraft overflight. The following is a 
comparison of the Lmax levels at the Lek 2 site for the primary aircraft noise contributors compared 
with the B-757: 
 
Aircraft    Lmax   
Lear 35 business jet  74 dBA   
Twin-engine piston pro p 73 dBA   
B-757-200   68 dBA   
 
The calculations of noise levels were made using the FAA Integrated Noise Model version 6.0.  The 
B-757 aircraft would produce lower single-event noise than aircraft in the existing fleet following 
exisitng flight patterns at the Airport.  Based on this information, there would be no more significant 
aircraft noise impact on the lek sites than currently exists under present operations.  After project 
completion, the number of commercial flights would increase from zero to two per day, and are 
estimated to eventually increase to 14 per day in the year 2022.  There are no limits on the number of 
personal aircraft that can fly into and out of the Airport.  It is assumed these numbers would remain 
the same; therefore, the number of daily commercial flights is not expected to significantly increase 
disturbance to sage grouse over existing levels.   
 
These conclusions are compatible with information obtained from Wyoming’s Jackson Hole Airport, 
which is also located in a sage grouse habitat and has a lek at the end of the runway, within the 
security fence. [3-15] The Jackson Hole Airport operates 24 hours per day and personal aircraft can 
arrive and depart at any suitable time.  Operators of variety of personal aircraft use the airport, 
including operators of Lear jets and Gulf Streams.  Commercial aircraft that use the airport include 
737, 757, and Brazilia twin engine.  The amount of use the airport receives is seasonal. Twenty-eight 
commercial flights occur each day in summer, including two Boeing 757 flights.  Fewer flights occur 
in winter; no Boeing 757 flights are currently scheduled during winter.  The number of commercial 
flights also decreases during the “shoulder seasons” of spring and fall.  The beginning and ending 
commercial hours of operation remain fairly consistent throughout the year, with the first flight 
departing at 0615 hours and the last flight departing at 2323 hours.  The first arriving flight is at 0900 
hours and the last arriving flight is at 2330. 
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For the month of April, 13 daily commercial flights are scheduled.  Early planes arrive when male 
grouse are on the lek, at 0615, 0710, 0755, 0813, and 0941 hours.  Observations of sage grouse at the 
Jackson Hole Airport indicate that males are not easily disturbed by aircraft noise while on a lek. 
Males on the lek at the end of the runway at Jackson Hole Airport will stay on the lek while jet 
aircraft are performing preflight engine “run-up” tests.  
 
The Jackson Hole Airport has never implemented flight restrictions to protect grouse on leks from 
aircraft disturbance.  In some years, morning commercial flights have been scheduled after strutting 
males have departed the lek for day use areas, although grouse returning to the lek in late afternoon 
may be present during aircraft operations.  Sage grouse using the Airport area are apparently 
accustomed to potential disturbance factors related to normal airport operations.  Sage grouse have 
used the Jackson Hole Airport area for strutting activities for over 40 years and have adapted to the 
development of the Airport as evidenced by the long history of attendance at the site. [3-18] The 
majority of the mating activity within Jackson Hole Airport property occurs in an area that is over 
flown by aircraft during landing and takeoff. 
 
Modifications of sagebrush habitat used by sage grouse often lead to reduced bird numbers, most 
likely because sage grouse are specific in their habitat requirements and cannot tolerate serious 
alterations of use areas. [3-18] The Jackson Hole Airport lek is somewhat unique in its ability to 
withstand development pressure.  The majority of suitable sage grouse habitat in the Jackson Hole 
area occurs within the boundary of Teton National Park, which surrounds the Airport.  The Park land 
in the vicinity of the Airport consists of sagebrush scrub.  This land has minimal disturbance in the 
form of recreation, roads, and cattle grazing.  
 
The elevation above ground level of aircraft along the flight path near grouse use areas when 
operating north of the Airport would be 7,400 descending to 4,700 feet for arriving aircraft as 
depicted in Exhibit III-6 and 9,900 feet climbing to 15,400 feet for departing aircraft as depicted in 
Exhibit III-7.  Based on these aircraft horizontal and vertical locations, the noise generated by the 
aircraft is unlikely to increase disturbance to the grouse.  
 
Using the information on Airport use from Jackson, Wyoming, the distance of the flight path from 
the lek sites, aircraft noise analysis and discussions with Mr. Holloran, it is unlikely that the proposed 
project would affect sage grouse by causing a disturbance that would lead to a reduction in the local 
population.  Therefore, no significant impact to sage grouse or their habitat is expected to occur as a 
result of the introduction of commercial aircraft service at Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  

Mule Deer 

Increased Light, Noise, Airport and Vehicle Traffic, and Human Disturbance 
Light emissions could increase somewhat under the proposed project as a result of the increased 
number of runway lights over the length of the proposed runway extension, airfield apron lighting 
and parking lot lights.  However, the existing ramp lights would be replaced with new state of the art 
shielded lights, and the new lights would be shielded as well.  Since the lights would be shielded, 
minimal light would be visible offsite.  In addition, the lights would be oriented so that there was no 
direct light shining up into the sky.  The additional light emissions would be insignificant and would 
not adversely affect mule deer use of adjacent habitat. 
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The increased noise due to additional aircraft landing and departures, and motor vehicle use as a 
result of the proposed project could disturb sensitive individuals who might be forced farther away 
from the project area.  Some deer use the surrounding habitat for summer habitat foraging, it is 
assumed that these individuals are adapted to the disturbed nature of the project site and its environs. 
 
The proposed project would generate approximately 898 daily trips and 158 p.m. peak hour trips. 
Seventy-nine vehicles (shuttles, taxis, buses etc.) would be entering and exiting the Airport once 
during the p.m. peak hour; each would have an inbound and outbound trip, for a total of 158 trips. 
The increased vehicle traffic on Airport Road and Hot Creek Hatchery Road would increase the 
potential for deer vehicle mortality.  Proposed mitigation measures would reduce the potential 
impacts. 
 
The increased use of the project area by people arriving and departing on aircraft would not 
adversely affect mule deer.  It is assumed that people would use the Airport facilities, and would not 
venture into the unimproved habitat that surrounds the Airport. 

Fencing and Habitat Loss  
An eight-foot high perimeter security fence would be constructed around the airfield for the proposed 
project. The FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33 Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near 
Airports [3-19] considers deer hazardous wildlife because they have been associated with wildlife-
aircraft strikes.  Deer were responsible for 11 percent of the reported damaging strikes to civilian 
aircraft in the United States between 1993 and 1995.  The security fence would reduce wildlife 
incursions on the runway and taxiway system, thereby increasing aircraft safety.  
 
The eight-foot high security fence would eliminate mule deer use of 9.5 acres of high quality big 
sagebrush scrub.  The location of the fence and the affected deer habitat for the proposed project, 
Alternative 2, is depicted in Exhibit III-8.  
 
The proposed project is not expected to directly impact mule deer migration.  The migration corridor 
for mule deer from the Round Valley herd follows the base of the Sierra Nevada escarpment and 
passes immediately south of the Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  Heavy fall use by deer from this herd 
occurs west of the Airport in the vicinity of Hot Creek Road, and south and east of the Airport 
towards Whitmore Road. 
 
The deer migrate north from their winter range in Round Valley and cross the Sierra Crest at four 
locations.  The Hopkins Pass herd segment diverts from the main migration corridor south of the 
project area near the McGee Creek drainage.  The three other herd segments migrate across various 
passes from the Sherwin Holding Area, which is located on the south side of U.S. Highway 395 from 
the project area. [3-20] The migratory movements of some deer from the Casa Diablo herd occur 
across Doe Ridge and continue towards their summer range near June Lake. 
 
Establishment of the security fence around the Airport could disrupt some migratory movements in 
the vicinity of the Airport.  Deer that move from the north to the south would be deflected either east 
or west of the Airport before crossing U.S. Highway 395.  In this case, no additional crossing of U.S. 
Highway 395 by deer would occur from installation of the security fence. However, the location 
where some deer cross the highway might be moved to either end of the Airport rather than occurring 
in the section of U.S. Highway 395 adjacent to the Airport.  
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Deer that cross U.S. Highway 395 from the south to the north in the area adjacent to the Airport 
would encounter the security fence within approximately 100 feet of the highway.  The deer could 
move parallel to the fence and west to continue their northward movement, or they might cross back 
over U.S. Highway 395 in order to move north around the Airport.  In the latter case, there may be an 
increase in the number of deer crossings of U.S. Highway 395.  This may result in increased deer 
mortality through encounters with traffic on U.S. Highway 395 adjacent to the Airport. 
  
From 1990 through 2000, a total of 169 deer were reported killed by Caltrans workers along the 
highway’s length from mile post 0.0 to 26.5 in Mono County.  Eighteen deer were killed in the 
vicinity of the project area, from mile post 20.4 to 22.7, which represents 10.6 percent of the deer 
struck over the ten year period.  For the same linear distance of 2.3 miles, 35 deer, or 20.7 percent, 
were killed south of the project area (mile post 18 to 20.3), and 16 deer, or 9.5 percent, were killed 
north of the project area (mile post 22.8 to 25.1).  Therefore, approximately one to two deer per year 
are killed by vehicles adjacent to the project area.  The number of fatalities and locations (mile posts) 
represent incidents reported to Caltrans biologists by Caltrans maintenance workers.  Certain caveats 
apply to the data.  For example, deer can be fatally struck by a car but still be able to leave the  
vicinity of the highway system and are therefore, never recorded by Caltrans workers.  Complete 
reporting of all deer removed from the highway by maintenance workers cannot be assumed.  The 
number of dead deer reported at the mile posts does not necessarily reflect migratory crossings of 
U.S. Highway 395.  Topographic features near the highway could cause an increase in deer 
collisions.  The relatively few collisions reported in the vicinity of the project area could be related to 
the level landscape, which provides motorists with a clear view of the surrounding area.  
 
The number of deer that migrate across U.S. Highway 395 adjacent to the Airport appears to be a 
small percent of the total number of deer that migrate across U.S. Highway 395 in southern Mono 
County.  Therefore, the potential increase in deer crossings of this area due to the security fence 
would be limited and less than significant.  In addition, the proposed mitigation measures, presented 
in Section 3.3.3.2, would reduce the potential impacts. 

Raptors  
A total of seventeen species of diurnal raptors may be found in the Long Valley area. [3-6] These are 
listed in Table III-14 along with their migration patterns.  The bald eagle, Swainson's hawk, and 
peregrine falcon are listed as threatened or endangered by the State of California or the USFWS. 
(California Resources Agency, January 2001) 

Bird Strikes 
Impacts to raptors could result from either collisions with aircraft, or from disturbance caused by 
aircraft, which would result in a change in raptor behavior.  A review of the literature ([3-21], [3-22], 
[3-23], [3-24]) indicated that aircraft overflights may affect raptors.  The most significant effects 
appear to be at close distances (< 500 feet above ground level) with almost no effect at 2,000 feet or 
more.  No significant effect on nesting or reproductive success was reported in previous analyses as a 
result of overflights.  Other effects included flushing and taking advantage of disturbed prey species 
for foraging, as well as others.  Overall, cited effects to raptors were transient, and did not result in 
long term behavior changes.  
 
Reports on raptor use in proximity to airports indicate that if an airport installs fences, powerpoles, 
and similar objects, raptors will use these sites to perch.  If the proposed project creates additional 
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perch sites, it could result in increased raptor use of the site and thus increase the potential for 
collisions.  The proposed mitigation measures would reduce the potential impacts. 
 
The proposed project site and surrounding area (Long Valley) are not generally considered to have 
high bird density for an airport in California.  Sagebrush scrub is reported to have lower bird 
densities than other habitat types, such as riparian, wetland, and woodland habitats.  The project site 
and adjacent area lacks substantial riparian habitat compared with other airports in California.  Bird 
densities in the region (e.g., Laurel Pond, Crowley Lake, Mono Lake and Owens River) may increase 
during winter due to increased waterfowl use, although most of this use is by diving waterbirds, 
whose abundance decreases as snow and ice accumulate on the local water bodies.  
 
The proposed project would not cause a substantial reduction in local populations of raptors, 
waterfowl, or other bird species.  In general, bird strikes do not constitute a significant source of 
mortality for bird populations.  For example, between 1990 and 1999, an annual average of only 
27,433 birds were reported to have collided with civil (i.e., nonmilitary) aircraft in the entire United 
States (FAA 2000). Based upon FAA statistics (Terminal Area Forecasts), there were an average of 
112.6 million civil aircraft operations per year in the U.S. from 1990 through 1999.  This correlates 
to one reported bird strike for every 41,050 operations, roughly five times the annual operations level 
projected at Mammoth Yosemite Airport in 2003 and twice the annual operations level projected for 
2022. Although the nationwide incidence of bird strikes may not directly correlate with the proposed 
project, the data strongly suggest that bird-aircraft collisions are generally infrequent events.   
 
There have been no reported bird strikes at the Mammoth Yosemite Airport in the last ten years 
(Federal Aviation Administration 2000).  This is likely the result of several factors, including a 
limited amount of aircraft traffic, low densities of birds, and a lack of weather conditions, such as 
fog, that tend to increase the risk of bird strikes.  The proposed project is projected to result in air 
carrier aircraft operations initially generating two daily flight operations (takeoffs and landings), 
increasing to 14 daily operations in 2022.  Takeoffs and landings are important when discussing bird 
strikes because 79 percent of reported bird strikes between 1990 and 1999 occurred below 1,000 feet 
above ground level; of these, 40 percent occurred on the ground (Federal Aviation Administration 
2000).  The class of aircraft was not evaluated separately from the FAA’s bird strike data.  However, 
the proposed air carrier aircraft has a steeper takeoff path and higher cruising altitude than the 
majority of small aircraft currently using the Airport as shown on Exhibit III-9.  Consequently, the 
proposed air carrier aircraft would spend less time at low altitudes where bird strikes are most likely. 
   
Individual resident birds would be at potentially greater risk from aircraft collisions than would 
migratory species because of the greater amount of time they are present near the Airport.  When 
both resident and migratory birds are present (i.e., during spring and fall); however, they would be 
exposed equally to aircraft during the day.  Most bird strikes (74 percent) occur during the day and 
twilight (Federal Aviation Administration 2000).  Migratory birds would be exposed to greater risk 
because they typically migrate during the evening; however, this risk would be reduced because the 
proposed project would primarily result in an increase in flights during the day.  Flights during the 
evening would account for a very small percentage of the increase in overall flights from the Airport. 
 
To assess bird strikes at the Mammoth Yosemite Airport, Beale Air Force Base (AFB) data were 
examined.  Beale AFB is very different from the Mammoth Yosemite Airport as it is located in the 
Central Valley just east of Marysville, California, which is considered one of the most heavily used 
portions of the Pacific Flyway. Beale AFB is located in a region dominated by rice production, and is  
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in close proximity to the Yuba River, Feather River, Bear River and the Butte Sink wetland.  High 
densities of waterfowl, raptors, and passerine birds travel through this region.  Information recorded 
on Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard incidents at Beale AFB between 1985 and 1995 indicates that an 
average of 25 bird-aircraft collisions have occurred annually over the 10-year period as shown on 
Exhibit III-10.  Sparrows comprised the majority of birdstrike incidents (27 percent).  A large 
percentage of the flying hours included training missions with repeated touch-and-goes at the Base, 
where collisions are more likely to occur. [3-24] Beale AFB has a high level of annual aircraft use 
compared with Mammoth Yosemite Airport; however, the annual bird strikes at Beale AFB are very 
low.  
  
Given the relatively infrequent occurrence of bird-aircraft collisions in areas with substantially higher 
bird populations, the lack of any bird strikes at Mammoth Yosemite Airport in the last ten years, the 
small increase in flight operations, the limited amount of time that air carrier aircraft are at low 
altitudes, the overall low bird densities at the proposed project site and project vicinity, and the 
ability of populations to sustain low levels of annual mortality without a long-term effect, the 
proposed project will not result in a significant effect to local and migratory bird populations.  

Disturbance to Nesting Raptors 
Disturbance to nesting raptors from the proposed project has been cited as a concern for a potential 
adverse effect.  It was suggested that increased aircraft traffic along the approach and departure 
routes could create additional disturbance during breeding and nesting periods, which occur from 
about March 1 to mid summer.  Such disturbance might preclude successful reproduction for raptors 
sensitive to this type of disturbance.  Of the 17 species of raptors present in the Long Valley area, 
eight are resident species that might nest in the vicinity of Long Valley. Based upon the analyses 
below, no significant effects on raptors are expected.   
 
Of the eight raptor species, suitable nesting habitat is not present in the project area for the following 
seven species: northern harrier, Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, northern goshawk, prairie 
falcon, red-tailed hawk, and golden eagle. The American kestrel, could potentially nest in the project 
area.  American kestrels are cavity nesters.  Except for the landscape trees associated with the 
Airport, no trees (or wooden fence posts) suitable for American kestrel nesting are present in the 
project area. Additional suitable nesting habitat for American kestrels is located in the forest habitat 
on Doe Ridge, approximately one mile east of the project area, and in the riparian habitat associated 
with Hot Creek, which is located approximately one mile north of the Airport.  The proposed air 
carrier flight path does not pass over these areas, although the existing flight paths do pass over this 
potential nesting habitat.  Therefore, nesting American kestrels are unlikely to be adversely affected 
by the proposed project. 
 
Northern harriers nest on the ground in a variety of sites, but typically nest in marshes or near water. 
Suitable marsh habitat is not present in the project area.  Although this species could potentially nest 
in the dry meadow located at the eastern end of the runway, nesting habitat with preferred habitat 
characteristics is common in the general region.  Suitable nesting habitat for this species is present 
two miles east of the Airport near Whitmore Hot Springs, four miles east near Lake Crowley, and 
four miles northeast in the vicinity of the alkali lakes.  No northern harriers have been recorded 
nesting in the project area.  Because the proposed air carrier flight paths are more than one mile 
above ground level over potential northern harrier nesting habitat, no adverse impacts to nesting 
success of this species are expected. 
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The Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, and northern goshawk nest in forest habitat.  In addition to 
forests, the Cooper’s hawk sometimes nest in forest edges and river groves.  Potentially suitable 
nesting habitat for Cooper’s hawk is located in similar areas as that described for the American 
kestrel.  Preferred nesting habitat for both the sharp-shinned and northern goshawk is older-age 
coniferous, mixed, and deciduous forest habitat.  Northern goshawk nesting habitat is characterized by 
dense canopy closure (50-90%) with mature timber.  The closest suitable habitat for these species is 
located approximately two miles west and northwest of the project area, and south of the project area in 
the densely forested habitat associated with the Sierra escarpment.  Although these two species could fly 
over the Airport, suitable foraging habitat is not present.  The proposed air carrier flight paths do not 
pass over their potential nesting habitat, nor do they pass over potential Cooper’s hawk nesting 
habitat. Therefore, nesting sharp-shinned hawks, northern goshawks, and Cooper’s hawks are 
unlikely to be adversely affected by the proposed project. 
 
Suitable nesting habitat for prairie falcons is protected cliff ledges.  No suitable habitat for this 
species is present in or immediately adjacent to the project area.  The nearest suitable habitat is 
located in Hot Creek, approximately two miles north of the Airport and in the Owen River Gorge, 
more than ten miles southeast of the Airport.  Red-tailed hawks and golden eagles use similar nesting 
habitat, although they will also nest on crags and in trees.  Potential crag nesting habitat is located in 
the Owen River Gorge and in Hot Creek.   Potential tree nesting habitat is located east on Doe Ridge, 
two miles west in the forest hills, and south of the project area along the Sierra escarpment.  The 
proposed air carrier flight paths do not pass over these habitats, although the existing flight paths do 
pass over some of these locations.  Therefore, the proposed project is unlikely to adversely affect 
nesting prairie falcons, red-tailed hawks, and golden eagles.  These three species could potentially 
forage in and near the project area.  However, the Airport and its immediate surroundings do not 
contain key foraging habitat for any raptor species, and given the elevation the air carrier aircraft 
would be flying, the project is not likely to adversely affect foraging habitat for raptors. 

Other Wildlife 
Based on the regional abundance of sagebrush scrub habitat, lack of preferred habitat characteristics, 
and lack of recorded sightings, the minor loss of sagebrush scrub habitat associated with the 
proposed project does not represent a significant loss of habitat for the white-tailed hare or the 
pygmy rabbit. The minor loss in extent of sagebrush scrub habitat associated with the proposed 
project does not represent a significant loss of foraging or roosting habitat for the following special 
status wildlife species: northern harrier, golden eagle, loggerhead shrike, spotted bat, and 
Townsend’s western big-eared bat. 
 
Although osprey, sharp-shinned hawk, Cooper’s hawk, and California gull may occasionally fly over 
the project site, the minor loss in extent of sagebrush scrub habitat associated with the proposed 
project does not represent a significant loss of foraging habitat for these species. 
 
No actions associated with the future operation of the proposed project would be expected to further 
reduce habitat suitability for any of the species discussed above. For these reasons, there is no 
potential for significant adverse impacts on the above-cited species from the proposed project. 
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3.3.2.3 Threatened and Endangered Species 
A project is considered to have a significant impact to endangered and threatened species if the 
project has a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS. 
 
Jones and Stokes evaluated the proposed project’s potential direct and indirect impacts on federally 
listed species in the Biological Assessment (BA) prepared for the project.  A summary of these 
potential impacts for the listed species is given below.  The report is attached as Appendix I. 
 
The direct impacts are caused by the expansion of the runway, placement of the fence around the 
Airport, and direct disturbance to these species.  Indirect effects of the proposed project include 
potential contamination of ground water from accidental fuel or chemical spills; ground water 
pumping at the Airport; potential plane crashes into Hot Creek headsprings or the fish hatchery, 
which result in fuel spills and ground water contamination; potential fuel spill risk associated with 
fuel trucks traveling to the Airport; and the potential increase or decrease in the number of 
automobile travelers on U.S. Highway 395 as a result of a change in travel patterns to the ski resort 
from automobiles to aircraft.  

Vegetation  
The three endangered plant species that could potentially occur in the vicinity of the airport, Long 
Valley milkvetch (Astragalus johannis-howellii), Mono milkvetch (Astragalus monoensis var. 
monoensis), and Mono Lake lupine (Lupinus duranii), were not located during the field surveys. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly affect these species.  

Peregrine Falcon 
The peregrine falcon has not been reported to occur at the Airport site, but may occasionally forage 
or roost at the site.  Therefore, it would be at lesser risk than resident birds in the project vicinity as 
discussed in the previous section.  The minor loss of sagebrush habitat associated with the proposed 
project does not represent a significant loss of habitat for this species based on the regional 
abundance of this habitat type.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to adversely affect 
the peregrine falcon.  

Wolverine 
Suitable habitat for wolverines is not present in the project area or vicinity.  Wolverines are locally 
and regionally scarce, and no observations of this species in or near the project area have been 
recorded.  Therefore, the proposed project would have no direct or indirect effects to the wolverine.  

Owens Tui Chub 
Construction activities at the Airport would be confined to the Airport runway area.  No disturbance 
to designated critical habitat or other habitat occupied by the Owens tui chub would occur as a result 
of the project. Therefore, the project would have no direct effect on the Owens tui chub or its habitat. 
 
Ground water flows travel in an easterly direction throughout the project vicinity. The Hot Creek 
headsprings are located northwest of the Airport.  Thus, neither ground water flow or water quality 
would be affected by Airport operations.  Fuel trucks traveling to the Airport would turn off Hot 
Creek Hatchery Road onto Airport Road. The fuel trucks would not travel past the Hot Creek 
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Hatchery, which is located approximately 0.75 miles north of the Airport.  The probability of an 
accidental fuel spill from a fuel delivery truck crash is extremely remote.  In the unlikely event of a 
spill along the travel route and if the spill migrated to the ground water, ground water flow would 
carry any seepage away from the Hot Creek Hatchery springs.  Therefore, the project would have no 
indirect effects on the Owens tui chub or its habitat in relation to ground water. 
 
The biological opinion issued by the USFWS on July 23, 2001 (included as Appendix J) found that 
the FAA’s funding and approval of the Airport expansion, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of the Owens tui chub and is not likely to destroy or adversely modify 
designated critical habitat. 
 
The FAA and the Town of Mammoth Lakes have proposed some measures to monitor contamination 
from Airport operations in surface and ground water and to contain these chemicals during chronic 
and catastrophic spills.  In addition, the project proponents would be subject to and would comply 
with applicable State and federal regulations to protect surface and ground water. 

Lahontan Cutthroat Trout 
Construction activities at the Airport would be confined to the Airport runway area and no 
disturbance to habitat occupied by the Lahontan cutthroat trout would occur as a result of the project. 
The closest Lahontan cutthroat population is more than six miles from the project site.  Therefore, the 
project would have no direct effects on the Lahontan cutthroat trout or its habitat. 
 
As discussed for the Owens tui chub, ground water flows travel in an easterly direction throughout 
the project vicinity.  because O'Harrel Canyon Creek is more than six miles northwest of the Airport, 
and is located on the other side of the valley, neither ground water flows nor water quality could be 
affected by Airport operations.  
 
The flight path at the Airport is approximately two miles from the closest population of Lahontan 
cutthroat trout.  At the closest point to the cutthroat populations, the proposed jet aircraft would be 
flying at an altitude of 10,000 feet above the ground on departure and 5,000 feet on approach.  The 
potential for an aircraft to crash into O'Harrel Canyon Creek and affect water quality is extremely 
remote.  Therefore, based on the distance of the closest population of Lahontan cutthroat trout from 
the Airport, and the direction of water flow in Long Valley, the proposed project is unlikely to have 
any indirect, adverse effects on the Lahontan cutthroat trout or their habitat.  

Bald Eagle 
Bald eagles do not nest in the project area or its vicinity.  During the winter months, up to six bald 
eagles have been observed at one time within one mile of the project site.  Winter use of the project 
vicinity by bald eagles is largely concentrated north to northeast of the project site and outside the 
flight path for aircraft.  Bald eagles in the vicinity of the project area occur primarily along Hot 
Creek, the alkali ponds, Laurel Pond, and Crowley Lake Reservoir. 
 
The closest potential roosting area (Hot Creek gorge) is approximately two miles from the project 
site.  No roost sites are known to occur at the project site.  The closest likely roost site to the Airport 
is near Alpers Fish Hatchery, more than seven miles northwest of the project site and outside the 
aircraft flight path.  Bald eagles have been reported perching on telephone poles and sagebrush at the 
Hot Creek Fish Hatchery, approximately 0.75 mile from the project site.  No additional perch areas 
have been identified in or near the project site. 
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The proposed project would remove big sagebrush habitat, which may eliminate bald eagle roosting 
habitat.  Because the removal would occur in areas adjacent to areas where existing Airport activity 
occurs, it is unlikely to disrupt roosting activity in the vicinity of the project area.  The habitat type is 
locally and regionally abundant; therefore, the loss of potential sagebrush roosting habitat would 
have a negligible effect on bald eagles.  
 
Construction at the Airport is scheduled to occur in summer when bald eagles are not generally 
present in the project vicinity.  Therefore, construction-related activities to expand the Airport 
runway are unlikely to directly affect the bald eagle. 
 
As described earlier in Section 3.3.2.2 (Bird Strikes), takeoffs and landings are important when 
discussing bird strikes, including bald eagles.  Between 1990 and 1999, 79 percent of reported bird 
strikes occurred below 1,000 feet above ground, of which 40 percent occurred on the ground.  
 
The class of aircraft was not evaluated separately in the FAA's bird strike data.  However, the class of 
plane in the proposed project, air carrier jet aircraft, has a steeper takeoff path and higher cruising 
altitude than the majority of small planes currently using the Airport.  Thus, the class of plane for the 
proposed project would spend less time at low altitudes where bird strikes are most common.  
 
Disturbances and response characteristics for 3,122 bald eagle -plane interactions among three types 
of aircraft (light plane, jet aircraft, and helicopters) were assessed during a study conducted in 
Arizona (1983-1985) and Michigan (1989-1990). [3-26] The distance of the aircraft to the bald 
eagles was the most important factor related to disturbance.  Bald eagles showed minimal flight 
response (96 percent were reported not disturbed in Arizona; 95 percent were reported not disturbed 
in Michigan) when the median distance to aircraft was greater than 1,150 feet.  In terms of the 
proposed project, the closest distance to the nearest potential bald eagle perch site on Hot Creek is 
3,960 feet, which is more than twice the distance that showed minimal flight response to in the 1997 
study.  During the study, no apparent bald eagle strikes occurred.  
 
No bird strikes for any species have been recorded at the Mammoth Yosemite Airport in the last ten 
years.  Aircraft departures and arrivals at Mammoth Yosemite Airport have a low likelihood to strike 
bald eagles.  The proposed project is unlikely to result in any incidental take of bald eagles for the 
following four reasons: (1) bald eagles occur in low numbers in the project vicinity; (2) the primary 
locations used by bald eagles are outside the aircraft flight path; (3) the small increase in flight 
operations; and (4) the limited amount of time the planes are at low altitudes. 
 
Because bald eagles occasionally roost near the project site (Hot Creek) and forage in the project 
vicinity, the chance of a bald eagle injury or mortality from an aircraft strike, however remote, cannot 
be ruled out.  Therefore, the proposed project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the 
bald eagle.  The project would not affect any designated critical habitat for the bald eagle. No indirect 
effects on bald eagles, their habitat, or prey are expected to occur as a result of the proposed project. 

Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep 
Utilizing the existing flight path, the closest the air carrier aircraft could come to known Sierra 
Nevada bighorn sheep habitat is three miles.  Jet aircraft would fly at an elevation of approximately 
5,000 feet above the runway elevation, 2,500 feet above runway elevation on departure, and 2,500 
feet above runway elevation on approach for the portion of the flight path that is closest to the sheep 
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population.  Based on the large distance and elevation of planes approaching and departing from 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport to the bighorn sheep use areas, it is unlikely that bighorn sheep would 
be affected by jet aircraft.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly affect the Sierra 
Nevada bighorn sheep.  
 
Potential indirect effects on Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep include disturbance to sheep and avoidance 
of preferred use areas due to an increase in the number of tourists arriving by jet aircraft to the 
Mammoth Lakes area and backpacking into the high Sierras where bighorn sheep occur.  However, 
this indirect effect is unlikely to occur due to the location of the bighorn sheep use areas.  The sheep 
primarily use USFS lands that are designated wilderness areas.  The USFS strictly controls the 
number of back-country permits that are issued for wilderness area travel.  The potential increase in 
the number of tourists arriving at the Mammoth Lakes area would have no effect on the quota of 
back-country use permits issued by USFS.  In addition, to further reduce potential disturbance to 
sheep the USFS does not permit entry into some bighorn sheep use areas in the Sierra Nevada 
between July 1 and December 15.  Therefore, the proposed project would not indirectly affect Sierra 
Nevada bighorn sheep or their habitat.  

3.3.2.4 Water Resources 

Wetlands 
A project is considered to have significant impact to wetlands if the project has a substantial adverse 
effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, 
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means.  
 
A Jones and Stokes Associates biologist conducted a botany field survey of the project site on June 
16, 2000.  One of the intents of the field survey was to determine the presence or absence of “Waters 
of the United States” on the project site including wetlands.  Review of the site was conducted in 
accordance with the United States Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) Wetlands Delineation Manual 
(Environmental Laboratory 1987).  
 
The field survey determined that the site did not contain any jurisdictional wetlands.  While the 
survey did identify non-jurisdictional dry meadow habitat, it was determined that the site “lacks 
primary or secondary indicators of hydrology and therefore does not meet the definition of a 
jurisdictional wetland.” [3-13] If a field survey conducted by a qualified biologist determines that no 
wetlands are present, verification from the Corps is not required.  Therefore, no written concurrence 
was requested or received. 
 
The proposed project would have no effect on federally protected wetlands through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.  Therefore, no significant impacts to wetlands 
would occur as a result of the proposed project.  

3.3.3 Mitigation Measures 

3.3.3.1 Vegetation 
No special status plant species, Significant Natural Areas, or Rare Natural Communities were 
identified in the project area.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.  
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3.3.3.2 Wildlife 
Although the proposed project and alternatives would not significantly impact biological resources; 
however, the following mitigation measures are proposed to minimize any impacts that may result 
from the proposed project and alternatives. 

Sage Grouse 
1) The security fence installed around the runway would be constructed of chain link fence, which 

should be more visible to sage grouse than single-strand barbed wire (rangeland) fences.  No 
barbed wire would be located at the top of the fence.  Fence posts would have rounded or pointed 
caps to discourage use by raptors and ravens as perch sites.  The portion of the fence situated 
along the north side of the runway, and east and west of existing buildings, would be constructed 
using methods developed in consultation with the USFS and CDFG to ensure that the fence be 
visible to grouse.  The portion of the fence located along the south side of the runway (adjacent to 
U.S. Highway 395) would not include any additional fencing material to make it more visible to 
grouse.  The effectiveness of the fence design for reducing raptor and raven perching would be 
monitored.  

2) The number of acres of sagebrush scrub winter habitat lost as a result of implementing the 
proposed project would be mitigated off site via the mule deer habitat restoration.  The 
revegetation plan for the restoration is partially described under mule deer mitigation and 
fully described in Appendix K. 

Mule Deer 
1) To reduce the potential for deer mortality from aircraft-deer collisions, the security fence around 

the Airport would be constructed as a deer proof fence.  The fence would have a minimum height 
of eight feet.  To reduce the potential for deer mortality from vehicle -deer collisions, wing fences 
of a similar design shall be placed at the east and west ends of the Airport security fence.  The 
CDFG deer biologist and the Caltrans biologists should assist Town of Mammoth Lakes with the 
placement of these east and west wing fences so that the potential for funneling deer into areas 
that have the potential to increase deer vehicle collisions is minimized.  The fence would be 
maintained by the project proponent. 

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

2) Based upon consultation with the USFS and the CDFG, the number of acres of high-quality 
mule deer habitat lost as a result of implementing the proposed project would be replaced by 
restoration of habitat at or near the Airport.  Compensation for the habitat loss would occur at 
a ratio of one acre for every one acre of degraded deer habitat.   
 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes, in conjunction with CDFG and USFS, has identified five possible 
sites for restoration of deer habitat. These sites are: 

 
1. Runway 9-27 stopway outside of the proposed fence area; 
2. Portions of USFS Road 3S45 north of the airfield; 
3. The USFS gravel pit north of the Airport; 
4. The mule deer holding site southwest of the Airport near the Town of Mammoth Lakes; and  
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5. The area southwest of the Airport that experienced the 1987 Laurel fire. 
  

Under the proposed project, 10.5 acres of habitat would need to be restored.  At least 4.5 acres of 
the Runway 9-27 stopway is available for restoration through the removal of the existing 
pavement and reseeding/replanting the area with appropriate species of vegetation.  This stopway 
area is located near the site of the highest identified proportion of deer use.  In addition to 
restoration of the stopway, approximately six acres of additional offsite habitat restoration would 
need to be designated.  The other potential restoration sites listed above have sufficient acreage to 
meet this need.  
 
The USFS gravel pit located north of the Airport is the primary area being considered for 
restoration activities for the proposed project.  This site currently has little vegetation. 
Restoration activities, including reseeding and planting of bitterbrush and big sagebrush, would 
provide additional foraging opportunities for mule deer and sage grouse.  The seed mix and 
method for seeding would be coordinated with the CDFG and the USFS.  The revegetation would 
be monitored to ensure its successful establishment and the area would be reseeded, if necessary.  

  
A specific, detailed mitigation plan for the loss of deer habitat was developed by the USFS 
botanist (K. Nelson 2/21/01).  The revegetation plan (Appendix K) addresses all areas designated 
as mitigation sites, sources of vegetative material, the schedule for implementation and 
completion, a monitoring plan, and success criteria.  

  
A temporary fence would be installed around the restoration site to exclude cattle and to allow 
the establishment of vegetation.  The fence design and construction would be coordinated with 
the USFS and the CDFG to minimize the potential for sage grouse mortality.  The fencing would 
be monitored to determine whether it has any adverse impacts on sage grouse.  If substantial 
adverse effects are identified, the Town of Mammoth Lakes shall consult with CDFG and the 
USFS on additional mitigation.  

  
Bank swallows (Riparia riparia) are a California state listed threatened species that have been 
observed nesting in the gravel pit.  If the gravel pit is restored, restoration should proceed in a 
manner such that any bank swallow nest sites are not disturbed, and the habitat is not modified in 
such a way as to cause future nest failure.  

  
Final approval of the off-site mitigation is the responsibility of the USFS.  The restoration site(s) 
would be managed in perpetuity for the benefit of mule deer and sage grouse. 

  
3) The security fence around the Airport runway could potentially force deer away from the 

project area during migration periods and could result in an increase in deer-highway 
fatalities.  Caltrans is currently developing a deer fence plan for a deer undercrossing at the 
Hot Creek underpass.  To reduce the potential adverse effect associated with a potential 
increase in road crossing by mule deer, the Town of Mammoth Lakes shall coordinate with 
Caltrans, CDFG and the USFS on the fence design and location. 

 
4) There is no posted speed limit on Airport Road, and the straight road invites high speeds.  A 

speed limit with deer crossing signs could slow motorists and alert them to the presence of 
deer, reducing the potential for deer-vehicle collisions.  
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Raptors  
1) Fences, powerpoles, and light standards would be designed and constructed to minimize perching 

opportunities. 

3.3.3.3 Threatened and Endangered Species 
It has been determined that the proposed project would not affect Lahontan cutthroat trout, Sierra 
Nevada bighorn sheep, or their designated critical habitat.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 
 
The biological opinion issued by the USFWS found that the FAA's funding and approval of the 
Airport expansion, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Owens tui 
chub and is not likely to destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat.  Mitigation measures 
proposed by the FAA and the Town of Mammoth Lakes to monitor contamination from Airport 
operations in surface and ground water, and to contain these chemicals during chronic and 
catastrophic spills would further protect the Ownes tui chub and its habitat from potential impacts. 
           
Although the proposed project may affect bald eagles due to the remote chance of aircraft-eagle 
collisions, it is not likely to adversely affect the bald eagle.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are 
needed or proposed.  
 
While no significant effect to the Owens tui chub has been identified, the FWS included in its 
Biological Opinion the following conservation recommendations: 
 

1.  Development of a habitat conservation plan (HCP) to provide protection for the local and 
regional federally listed species within the sphere of influence of projected growth. 

 
2.  Implement a groundwater use monitoring plan as that use may affect the Hot Creek 

headsprings and implement a protection plan that ensures the long term viability of the 
Owens tui chub.  

 
3.  Assist in the development and implementation of a Service approved plan to establish a 

transplanted Owens tui chub population away from the area of groundwater downdrafting 
and potential contamination.  

 
4.  Construct and maintain an informational kiosk at the Mammoth Yosemite Airport for 

public education regarding conservation of endangered and threatened species.   
 
With regard to recommendations 1 and 3, the Town of Mammoth Lakes does not own or have 
jurisdiction over the lands affected by these proposals.  However, the Town through its role in the 
Mono County Collaborative Planning Team would work with the affected agencies to develop these 
measures consistent with the management direction of the affected agencies.  The Town would install 
monitoring wells consistent with the direction from the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Lahontan Region.  The Town would construct a kiosk at the Mammoth Yosemite Airport for 
public education regarding conservation of endangered and threatened species. 

3.3.3.4 Water Resources 
The proposed project site does not contain any wetlands, therefore no mitigation measures are 
required. 
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3.3.4 Cumulative Impacts  

3.3.4.1 Vegetation 
No special status plant species were identified in the project area, therefore no new cumulative 
impacts to these resources are expected.  

3.3.4.2 Wildlife 
Cumulative effects include the effects of future federal, State, local, or private projects that are 
reasonably certain to occur in the vicinity of the project area. Cumulative effects to wildlife include 
impacts from the proposed project and from the other projects in the same geographical region.  
 
The following projects are proposed in the general region of the proposed project: Airport 
Commercial Development Plan, Sierra Business Park, Sherwin/Snowcreek Ski Area, Lakeridge 
Ranch Estates, Rimrock Ranch, Intrawest Resort Development, and Eastern Sierra College.  The 
latter two projects are within the urbanized area of Mammoth Lakes and are not anticipated to 
contribute to cumulative effects to wildlife.  Development of the Sherwin/Snowcreek Ski Area has an 
uncertain future and might not be constructed.  
 
The mitigation measures designed for these developments and described in the environmental 
documents prepared for these projects are assumed to minimize potential effects to wildlife.  Such 
measures include limiting human disturbances during deer migration periods and measures to 
account for the loss of high quality habitat.  For example, the 180 acre Rimrock Ranch project 
includes the sale of 100 acres of land to the CDFG for habitat purposes with the remaining 80 acres 
utilized for development.  The 100-acre set aside promotes protection of the most valuable habitat on 
the project site.  
 
The projects closest to the Airport, Sierra Business Park and Airport Commercial Development Plan, 
are most likely to contribute to the cumulative impacts to wildlife in the project area vicinity. 
However, the EIR for the Sierra Business Park concluded that the project would not impact existing 
deer habitat and therefore, would not contribute to cumulative impacts.  The proposed light industrial 
development is located on 36 acres that were previously used as a borrow site.  Consequently, the site 
does not have high value as wildlife habitat.  
 
The Airport Commercial Development Plan (ACDP) was found in 1997 not to have any significant 
effects on biotic communities.  The commercial and residential development proposed for the Hot 
Creek Resort, which is a portion of the ACDP, could contribute to cumulative effects if the proposed 
mitigation measures associated with the project are not implemented.  For example, uncontrolled 
dogs from residents could harass deer on summer range and migration corridors.  Informal user trails 
in the vicinity of the condominiums could cause additional disturbance to both deer and sage grouse. 
However, implementation of the project mitigation measures would reduce these potential effects. 
The development of the ACDP does not increase the extent of the existing disturbance associated 
with the Airport.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any potentially significant 
cumulative impacts.  
 
Other potential sources of disturbance to wildlife include a variety of other uses not associated with 
development.  The public lands (e.g., BLM, USFS) and private land (e.g., Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power (LADWP)) in the vicinity of the Mammoth Yosemite Airport are used by 
numerous recreationists (e.g., OHV, hikers, mountain bikers), some of whom are accompanied by off 
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leash dogs.  Informal camping (i.e., undeveloped sites) by recreationists on these lands occurs in all 
seasons, but less often in winter.  Increased use of hot springs in these areas is reflected in 
management activities taken by LADWP to prohibit camping.  Additional sources of disturbance to 
wildlife include the network of formal (e.g., USFS system roads and OHV inventory) and informal 
roads (e.g., unmapped spur roads) in the project vicinity.  These roads permit access to deer 
migration corridors, winter and summer habitat, and holding areas (south of U.S. Highway 395), as 
well as to sage grouse winter, summer, and breeding habitat.  Other identified elements of conflicting 
resource management have to do with grazing management and allotment plans. Competition for 
forage between deer and cattle has been identified as a potential problem. [3-8]  
 
Future developments could reduce the amount of habitat available for special status species such as 
sage grouse and mule deer.  However, additional opportunities for development in the immediate 
vicinity of the project area are limited by the small percentage of private lands available for 
development.  All lands surrounding the proposed project are located within the jurisdictional control 
of Mono County and the majority of land in the vicinity of the Project is controlled by two federal 
agencies, the BLM and the USFS, and one public agency, the LADWP.  In order for any growth to 
occur, development would have to occur on lands now owned or managed by one of these agencies. 
This would require changes to the current policies of the subject agencies, which is not considered 
likely, as the BLM, USFS, and the Town of Mammoth have been working to decrease existing 
fragmentation on federal lands. [3-27] 
 
Future proposed projects on federal lands (e.g., mines, geothermal) and on private lands (e.g., 
residential, commercial) would be subject to environmental analysis, including identification of any 
potential adverse effects to wildlife resources on an individual and cumulative basis.  Any significant 
effects would be mitigated before the project(s) could be implemented.  
 
Following project completion, increased human use of the project area would increase the potential 
for human caused fires, litter, and general disturbance to plants and wildlife.  In general, increased 
human use has been associated with air- and water-borne pollutants, overdraft of local aquifers, a 
reduction in water tables, subsidence and ground erosion. [3-16] The proposed project would not 
substantially increase these potential disturbances, therefore they would not have a significant 
cumulative impact. 
 
The proposed project would not have any unavoidable significant impacts on the biotic communities 
after the proposed mitigation measures have been implemented.  

3.3.4.3 Threatened and Endangered Species 
The project area does not contain significant habitat for any threatened or endangered species. 
Previous disturbances associated with the existing runway and Airport facilities and U.S. Highway 
395 have reduced the project area’s habitat values.  Other projects, including the Airport Commercial 
Development Plan and Sierra Business Park, scheduled in the vicinity of the proposed project do not 
contain significant habitat for threatened and endangered species, nor are they expected to have any 
significant adverse impacts to threatened or endangered species.  Therefore, the proposed project is 
not expected to contribute to any cumulative impacts to endangered or threatened species or to their 
habitat.  
  
The proposed project has no unavoidable significant impacts on the endangered or threatened 
species. 
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3.3.4.4 Water Resources 
The proposed project and Airport Commercial Development Area project would not affect any 
jurisdictional wetlands, therefore, no cumulative impacts to wetlands would occur from the proposed 
project.  
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3.4 Transportation/Traffic 

The transportation/traffic effects of the Airport and planned future uses have been evaluated in the 
previously certified 1986 EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA documents. Please refer to Appendix A for a 
summary of the conclusions from these previous analyses.  
 
This transportation/traffic analysis is provided to address changes to the Mammoth Yosemite Airport 
or its circumstances since approval of the 1997 Airport project, that were not previously evaluated. 
The change in the project or project assumptions that could affect transportation/traffic is the updated 
aviation demand forecast which would result in an increase in trip generated to and from the Airport. 
There are no other changes that would result in transportation/traffic effects, which have not already 
been evaluated.  Moreover, all previously required mitigation measures would still apply to the 
proposed project.   

3.4.1 Environmental Setting 
The environmental setting for the proposed project consists of (1) existing roadways and access 
facilities, and (2) the existing traffic conditions upon these roadways and access facilities in the 
vicinity of the proposed project. 
 
The Airport is currently located on the north side of U.S. Highway 395, with primary access at Hot 
Creek Hatchery Road.  Exhibit III-11 shows the road network in the vicinity of the Airport. South of 
the project site, U.S. Highway 395 provides access to Mammoth Lakes and the Lake Tahoe region. 
South of the project site, U.S. Highway 395 provides access to Crowley Lake, Bishop, and Southern 
California.  Local access to the Airport is provided via Hot Creek Hatchery Road (Hot Creek Road).  
Hot Creek Road is an undivided, two lane road with an at-grade intersection with U.S. Highway 395.  
An approximately 70-foot median exists on U.S. Highway 395 at its intersection with Hot Creek 
Road.  This intersection is characterized with high vehicle speeds on U.S. Highway 395 (60 to 70 
mph), and stop control along Hot Creek Road, including the vehicle storage lanes within the median. 
 
The U.S. Highway 395 intersection at Hot Creek Road currently operates with a satisfactory level of 
service at LOS B (10.8 seconds).  

3.4.2 Significant Environmental Impacts 
Based on CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G [3-1], a project is considered to have significant impact to 
transportation/traffic public services if the proposed project:  
 

• Causes an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of street system (i.e., results in a substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ration on roads, or congestion at intersections.) 

• Exceeds, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways. 

A traffic study, provided in Appendix L, has been prepared to assess the Airport specific short-range 
and long-range impacts, and to consider the cumulative impacts of two adjacent development 
projects: the on-Airport commercial development area and Sierra Business Park.  The study 
examines conditions in 2000 and 2020 and considers growth in through traffic on U.S. Highway 395. 
Information for the Sierra Business Park is taken from the traffic study dated May 2000, and 
November 2000, prepared by Traffic Safety Engineers. 
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Several different development combinations are considered in order to isolate the substantial impacts 
and to consider proportionate share responsibilities.  An additional access to U.S. Highway 395 at the 
existing Benton Crossing intersection is considered with the Airport Commercial Development Plan 
project only.  When the intersection of U.S. Highway 395 at Hot Creek Road drops below level of 
service (LOS) D, mitigation is recommended. In this case, a traffic signal is not considered 
acceptable by Caltrans due in part to the high vehicular speeds along U.S. Highway 395; therefore, 
either minor intersection channelization is recommended or alternative access locations on U.S. 
Highway 395.  Table III-13 illustrates the various land and access alternatives and provides the LOS 
results. 
 
There would be increased traffic on U.S. Highway 395 and other highways in the region as a result of 
the growth in tourism.  This might be offset on a micro scale by fewer tourists driving automobiles 
from farther airports or their homes, through which the air pollution emissions would be improved. 
The traffic congestion in the Town of Mammoth Lakes would also be reduced through the provision 
of bus service to the Airport as specified in memo on bus transportation provided in Appendix D. 
 
Bus service between the Town and the Airport is anticipated to be the primary mode of ground 
transportation for passengers.  This is in keeping with the Town’s goals to reduce the reliance on 
private cars in the Town.  However, the use of other modes of ground transportation are anticipated, 
including private vehicles by local area residents and Airport employees and rental cars by visitors. It 
is anticipated that approximately 70% of Airport users would use the bus system, 13% would use 
rental cars, and 17% would use other private or commercial vehicles. These modes of ground 
transportation were incorporated into the traffic and air quality analyses performed in this SSEIR. 
 
The percentage of passengers that would use buses for access to or exit from the Airport was 
estimated based on the following data sources: 
 

• Discussions with Mammoth Mountain staff members indicate that ski package promotions 
would likely be structured so that air passengers would access Mammoth Mountain from the 
Airport via a bus scheduled to meet incoming flights.  Mammoth Mountain staff members 
expect that almost all visitors arriving by aircraft would use this vehicle mode to access 
Mammoth Mountain’s facilities. 

• Existing vehicle mode choices made by current general aviation users that would continue in 
the future. 

• Discussions with airport managers at comparable airports indicate that buses capture 60 to 90 
percent of visitors destined for ski areas: 

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

• Gunnison County Airport serving Crested Butte and Monarch ski areas in Colorado reports 
that 60 to 65 percent of visitors are shuttled by bus to the ski areas. 
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Table III-13 
Vehicular Traffic Impacts 

  Year 2000 
  US Highway 395/Hot Creek Road1 

  Intersection Delay / LOS     
 
 

Scenario 
 

 
Max Delay 

(sec.) 
 

 
 

Approach 
 

 
 

LOS 
 

NB/SB 
max queue 

(veh.) 
 

EB/WB 
max queue 

(veh.) 
           
With Existing Circulation System           
           
Existing Year 1999/2000 Conditions4  10.8  westbound  B  0.04  0.09 
Existing + Airport  10.9  westbound  B  0.29  0.49 
Existing + Airport + Hot Creek Resort  18.5  westbound  C  0.65  3.29 
Existing + Sierra Business Park  14.6  eastbound  B  0.04  1.70 
Existing + Airport + Hot Creek Resort 
+ Sierra Business Park 

 32.3  eastbound  D  0.65  4.59 

           
With Connection to Benton Crossing3           
           
Existing + Airport + Hot Creek Resort  11.6  westbound  B  0.57  1.2 
Existing + Airport + Hot Creek Resort 
+ Sierra Business Park 

 29.9  eastbound  D  0.57  4.22 

           
  Year 2020 
  US Highway 395/Hot Creek Road1 
  Intersection Delay / LOS     
 
 
Scenario 

 
 

Max Delay 
(sec.) 

 
 
 

Approach 
 

 
 

LOS 
 

NB/SB 
max queue 

(veh.) 
 

EB/WB 
max queue 

(veh.) 
           
With Existing Circulation System           
           
Year 2020 Baseline Conditions4  11.6  westbound  B  0.04  0.10 
2020 + Airport  11.6  westbound  B  0.33  0.54 
2020 + Airport + Hot Creek Resort  22.2  westbound  C  0.74  4.13 
2020 + Sierra Business Park  16.4  eastbound  C  0.05  2.00 
2020 + Airport + Hot Creek Resort + 
Sierra Business Park 

 >50  eastbound  F  0.74  7.09 

2020 + Airport + Hot Creek Resort + 
Sierra Business Park with Mitigation 

 37.8  eastbound  E  0.74  5.07 

           
With Connection to Benton Crossing3           
           
Existing + Airport + Hot Creek Resort  12.5  westbound  B  0.65  1.36 
Existing + Airport + Hot Creek Resort 
+ Sierra Business Park 

 43.3  eastbound  E  0.64  6.18 

Existing + Airport + Hot Creek Resort 
+ Sierra Business Park with Mitigation 

 33.6  eastbound  D  0.64  4.47 

 
Note: See Table C in Appendix L for footnotes. 
Source: LSA Associates, Inc. 
Prepared By:  LSA Associates, Inc. 
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The Convict Lake Road is a direct emergency access point to the midpoint of the airfield from U.S. 
Highway 395.  This access is currently gated, thereby restricting access to only emergency vehicles.  
Discussions have taken place with Caltrans representatives (personal communication: Carolyn Yee) 
regarding the Convict Lake Emergency Road.  There are no environmental differences between an 
emergency only gate and a fence at this point.  The determination regarding permitting of a gate 
resides solely with Caltrans District 9, and emergency access from U.S. Highway 395 will be as 
permitted by Caltrans   
 
Coordination with the Fire Chief of the Long Valley Fire Protection District (LVFPD) has been 
ongoing throughout the planning of the Airport improvements.  A letter from the fire chief is 
provided in Appendix D of the SSEIR stating that this emergency access point is adequate for 
emergency response requirements. 

Vertical Separation between Operating Aircraft and U.S. Highway 395 
The runway serving the Mammoth Yosemite Airport is designated as Runway 9-27.  This runway 
runs parallel to U.S. Highway 395.  The centerline of the runway is 426 feet north of the northerly 
fog line on the highway.  
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has established criteria for runway-highway 
separation. The Caltrans Highway Design Manual [3-28] requires that the U.S. Highway 395 
shoulder edge must be at least 5.2 meters (17 feet) below a 1:7 transition surface beginning at the 
edge of the Runway 9-27 primary safety area.  The dimensions of the primary safety area of Runway 
9-27 is a rectangle 153 meters (500 feet) wide x 31 meters (100 feet) beyond each runway end.  The 
rectangle is at the same elevation as the runway and is centered on the runway centerline.  The 
shoulder edge of U.S. Highway 395 must be at least approximately 112.9 meters (370 feet) from the 
runway centerline. These separation requirements are established to protect both the aircraft 
occupants and persons on the ground and on the roadways. As illustrated on Exhibit III-12, the 
distance between the proposed runway centerline and the shoulder edge of U.S. Highway 395 is 427 
feet, exceeding Caltrans requirements.  
 
Some other airports such as San Francisco International Airport, San Jose International Airport, and 
Long Beach Airport all have highways within 1000 feet of the runway.  
 
The proposed project would not cause a substantial increase in existing traffic and would not cause 
the level of service to deteriorate beyond standards established by Caltrans.  Therefore, the project 
would have no adverse significant impact on transportation/traffic. 

3.4.3 Mitigation Measures 
As part of the initial airport expansion program, minor mitigation improvements would be installed at 
the U.S. Highway 395 intersection with Hot Creek Road. Those mitigation improvements include 
both northbound U.S. Highway 395 right turn deceleration and acceleration lanes and the lengthening 
of the southbound U.S. Highway 395 left turn deceleration lane. These mitigation improvements 
would be consistent with the design requirements of Topic 405 - Intersection Design Standards of the 
Highway Design Manual (July 1, 1995). 
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As discussed above, when the intersection of U.S. Highway 395 at Hot Creek Road drops below 
level of service (LOS) D, mitigation is recommended.  Mitigation would be in the form of restriping 
the center median lanes to provide separate eastbound and westbound left and through lanes,  and  
constructing a connector road to Benton Crossing Road from the Airport developments.  Exhibit III-
13 shows the new configuration of the median lanes, which would be built when level of service at 
the intersection falls below LOS D.  The costs of either improvement (Benton Crossing access or 
restriping the center median) should be spread to the contributing projects on a proportionate basis in 
relation to their respective peak hour trip generation.  With either mitigation measure constructed, 
long-term levels of service for the baseline + Airport expansion + Hot Creek Aviation/Airport 
Commercial Development + Sierra Business Park scenarios would operate with satisfactory levels of 
service (LOS D or better).  

3.4.4 Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
As stated above, the proposed project is not expected to cause any new significant impacts in relation 
to Transportation or Circulation; therefore, no new unavoidable significant impacts are anticipated. 

3.4.5 Cumulative Impacts 

The slight growth in traffic as a result of the Airport Commercial Development Plan and Sierra 
Business Park has already been included in the significant environmental impact section for the 
proposed projects and it was determined that they would have no significant impact on traffic 
individually, but cumulatively, they would require the implementation of mitigation measures either 
in the form of intersection improvements mentioned above or the construction of Benton Crossing 
Road. 
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3.5 Soils and Land Transformation 

The impact of the proposed project on Soils and land transportation has been evaluated in the 
previously certified 1986 EIR/EA and the 1997 SEIR/EA documents.  Please refer to Appendix A for 
the summary of Soil/Land Transformation impacts, their significance, and mitigation measures from 
the 1997 SEIR/EA (which incorporated the 1986 EIR/EA).   
 
This section discusses potential environmental impacts with respect to soil/land transformation as a 
result of the proposed modifications to the Airport that were not previously evaluated. Changes in the 
current Airport proposal that may impact soil/land transformation include construction of a new 
package wastewater treatment plant (instead of a new leach field), the extension of the runway by 
1,200 feet (rather than 2,000 feet) and an increase in the runway width to 150 feet. No other changes 
that would result in soil and land transformation effects are proposed to the Airport and already been 
evaluated.  Moreover, all previously required mitigation measures would still apply to the proposed 
project.   

3.5.1 Environmental Setting 
The proposed project area is within the existing Airport boundary.  The existing runway is 7,000 feet 
long and 100 feet wide.  Under the proposed project, a revised special use permit for an additional 25 
feet of United States Forest Service (USFS) land along the length of Runway 9-27 would be 
acquired.  This strip of land would then be graded to provide FAA required runway safety areas after 
widening the runway to 150 feet.  Currently this land is between the runway safety area and U.S. 
Highway 395.  On the west end of the existing runway there is 3,400 feet of paved overrun that will 
be used to extend the runway by 1,200 feet.  This paved overrun was part of the original runway 
before the new runway was built in 1983.  The existing runway’s center line would be displaced 25 
feet south as the runway width would be increased to 150 feet by adding 50 feet of pavement on the 
south side of the runway. 

3.5.2 Significant Environmental Impacts 
Based on CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G [3-1], a project is considered to have significant impact to 
Soils if the project; 
 

• Results in substantial soil erosion or the loss of top soil. 

• Causes soil to become unstable and results in an on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. 

The proposed project would require earthwork operations including stripping and clearing of 
vegetation, excavation and landfill, stockpiling of unsuitable materials, trenching, and other land 
disturbances associated with site grading, roadway grading, underground utility installations, and 
building construction.  During earthwork operations most sites would consist of disturbed and 
exposed soil surfaces, which are subject to erosion during a storm. 
 
All grading and earthwork activities for the proposed plan would require the approval of grading 
plans and issuance of a grading permit by the Mono County Department of Public Works.  In 
addition, the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board requires the submittal of a waste 
discharge report and the approval of a drainage and erosion control plan for all major projects within 
the Mammoth watershed. 
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The changes to the proposed project from the previously certified documents include a decrease in 
the proposed length of the runway from 9,000 feet to 8,200 feet, and an increase in the runway width 
from 100 feet to 150 feet.  The total site grading required for the project would be accordingly 
reduced by 7 acres (from 44 to 37 acres) from what was previously evaluated and certified in the 
1986 EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA as not having significant impacts on soils.  Exhibit III-14 and III-
15 show the difference in the grading plans for the proposed project in 1997 and 2001.  
 
Potential significant erosion hazards and water quality impacts could occur if earthwork operations 
for a particular project are not stabilized before the onset of winter weather conditions.  Snowmelt 
runoff from uncompacted exposed soil surfaces or loose stockpiles of materials would be difficult to 
control.  Other adverse effects include visual impacts if disturbed soils are not properly stabilized and 
revegetated and reduction in wildlife populations due to loss of habitat. 
 
A revised special use permit would be required from the USFS for the additional 25 feet of land 
south of the runway required under the changes to the proposed project.  
 
With the incorporation of all the mitigation measures required by Mono County Department of 
Public Works and Lahontan RWQCB listed below, the proposed project would not result in 
substantial soil erosion or the loss of top soil, nor would it cause soil to become unstable and result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.  Consequently the 
project would not have a significant impact on soils/land transformation.  

3.5.3 Mitigation Measures 
The following specific mitigation measures are required for all developments within the planning 
area to make sure that there are no significant adverse effects on the soils. 
 

• All grading and earthwork activities must be conducted in accordance with an approved 
construction grading plan and grading permit issued by the Mono County Department of 
Public Works. The following provisions must be included prior to approval of a grading 
permit. 

• All earthwork must be conducted in accordance with a detailed project schedule 
submitted with the grading application.  The schedule shall provide for completion of 
earthwork in a single construction season. 

• Existing drainage patterns shall not be significantly modified and drainage concentrations 
shall be avoided. 

• All loose piles of earthwork materials shall be protected to avoid discharges of silt-laden 
runoff. 

• Limits of construction work should be clearly delineated and disturbances of adjacent soil 
and vegetation should be strictly avoided.  Where considered necessary by the Director of 
Public Works, temporary fencing shall be erected to delineate the work area. 

• Dust control measures (watering trucks or pumped systems) shall be continuously 
implemented throughout the construction period.  

• All exposed soil areas shall be stabilized and reseeded in accordance with an approved 
landscape/revegetation plan as soon as possible. All stockpiles of unsuitable soil 
materials (boulders and stripped vegetation) shall be removed and disposed of at 
approved sites designated by Mono County. 

• Bonds or other security shall be required to guarantee completion of site stabilization and 
revegetation measures within the time periods delineated in the project schedule . 
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• A drainage and erosion control plan for all major projects shall be submitted to and approved 

by the Mono County Public Works Department and the Lahontan RWQCB.  In addition, a 
waste discharge report must be submitted to and approved by the Lahontan RWQCB.  The 
plan shall include the following provisions. 

• Interim erosions control measures shall be implemented during the construction period, 
including such facilities as dikes, filter fences, hay bales, and retention basins as 
necessary. 

• No discharge of silt, waste materials, toxic substances, or other deleterious matter to 
surface waters shall be permitted. 

• Permanent drainage collection, retention, and infiltration facilities shall be constructed 
and maintained to prevent waste discharges from the completed site. 

• All projects shall be designed to retain and infiltrate all runoff from a 20-year, one-hour 
design storm event. 

• Revegetated areas shall be maintained in order to insure adequate establishment and 
growth. All permanent drainage and erosion control facilities shall be periodically 
inspected and maintained as required. 

3.5.4 Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
The proposed project would have no new unavoidable significant impacts after all the mitigation 
measures mentioned above have been implemented.  

3.5.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed project and the Airport Commercial 
Development Plan were reviewed in the 1997 Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report and Updated Environmental Assessment [I-2].  No changes have 
been incorporated in the Airport Commercial Development Plan since the prior CEQ 
certification. 
 
The Sierra Business Park is located on a previously disturbed 36-acre site. This property has 
been used for sand and gravel mining.  The Sierra Business Park Specific Plan and EIR [3-2] 
termed the effect of the project on soils as less than significant with the implementation of 
mitigation measures that included a slope maintenance program to control erosion and maintain 
slope stability and recontouring and revegetating the project area in accordance with the grading 
plan and reclamation plan.   
 
The Airport Commercial Development Area, and Sierra Business Park would have no cumulative 
environmental effect on the soils of the area because they would not result in substantial soil erosion 
or the loss of top soil and cause soil to become unstable and result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.    
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3.6 Hydrology, Water Supply, and Water Quality 

The hydrology, water supply, and water quality effects of the Airport have been evaluated in the 
previously certified 1986 EIR/EA and the 1997 SEIR/EA documents.  Please refer to Appendix A for 
the summary of hydrology, water supply, and water quality impacts, their significance, and 
mitigation measures from the 1997 SEIR/EA (which incorporated the 1986 EIR/EA).   
 
This section discusses potential environmental impacts with respect to hydrology, water supply, and 
water quality as a result of the proposed modifications to the Airport that were not previously 
evaluated. The changes in the current Airport proposal that may impact hydrology, water supply, and 
water quality include construction of a new package wastewater treatment plant (instead of a new 
leach field), use of an oil/water separator, extension of the runway by 1,200 feet (rather than 2,000 
feet), increase in the runway width to 150 feet.  The analyses also take into account the updated 
aviation demand forecast.  No other changes are proposed to the Airport, which would result in 
hydrology and water quality effects, which have not already been evaluated.  Moreover, all 
previously required mitigation measures would still apply to the proposed project.   
 
This section discusses potential environmental impacts to water as a result of the proposed project.  
The following categories of Water impacts are discussed: (1) Water Quality, (2) Water Supply, and 
(3) Stormwater Control. 
 
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (also known as the Clean Water Act) [I-4] was 
instituted to protect the nation’s water resources.  A major component of the Clean Water Act 
involved the establishment of regulations designed to prohibit the discharge of pollutants into waters 
of the United States from any point source unless the discharge is in compliance with National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) standards.  Initially, this legislation established a 
permitting program for industrial process and municipal sewage discharges.  However, with the 
passage of the Water Quality Act of 1987 [2-4], the Clean Water Act was revised to include permit 
requirements for storm water discharges as well. 
 
In the State of California, the permitting of surface water discharges is administered by the California 
Environmental Agency through Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB).  The RWQCBs 
have assumed the responsibility of implementing the Clean Waters Act in California the issuance of 
discharge permits and the establishment of water quality standards.  Mammoth Yosemite Airport is 
in the RWQCB Lahontan region.  
 
In 1975, the RWQCB prepared a comprehensive Water Quality Control Plan for the South Lahontan 
Basin Area, which includes the Airport.  The plan outlines a coordinated program for water quality 
protection in accordance with the policy of non-degradation.  This policy states that the existing level 
of quality in water resources shall be maintained unless potential beneficial uses are unreasonably 
affected.  
 
In general, environmental impacts to surface water quality are assessed in relation to the existing 
characteristics of the body of water that would receive the discharge (receiving water body), 
including its size, flows, designated beneficial uses, and present concentrations of pollutants.  
Increased concentrations of toxic metals, organic compounds, suspended solids, nutrients, pathogenic 
microorganisms and other pollutants, or changes in temperature may result in sedimentation, 
eutrophication, habitat degradation, and/or threats to public health. 
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3.6.1 Environmental Setting 
There are no bodies of water on Airport property.  There are, however, three surface drainage 
systems in the vicinity of the Airport.  These drainage systems are depicted in Exhibit III-16.  The 
area west of the Airport is within the western portion of the Mammoth Creek/Hot Creek watershed of 
the Mammoth Basin drainage system.  The area south of the Airport is within the Convict Creek 
watershed.  The drainage divide between the Mammoth Basin and Convict Creek watersheds passes 
through the westerly portion of the Airport.  The third drainage divide lies east of Doe Ridge and 
flows into Crowley Lake. 
 
The lower reaches of the Mammoth Basin drainage system are significantly affected by rising 
geothermal ground waters, which include mixed hot-cold spring discharges at the Hot Creek Fish 
Hatchery and numerous hot springs within the Hot Creek Gorge.  The Convict Creek drainage 
system appears to contain only cold groundwater elements.  Studies conducted by the California 
State Department of Water Resources and U.S. Geological Service (USGS) indicate that geological 
formations located north of the Airport confine a relatively extensive cold groundwater basin.    
 
The wells supplying water to the Airport can produce approximately 500 gallons per minute.  Based 
on a pump test performed on the wells in 1999 and monitoring data of several wells in the area 
conducted by the USGS, it was observed that there was a minimal drawdown trend, suggesting a 
relatively large source of recharge available to the aquifer. 
 
The RWQCB Water Quality Control Plan generally encourages the consolidation of domestic and 
industrial wastewater treatment and disposal facilities. The entire basin in which Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport is located has been designated as an area in which septic tank and leaching 
fields cannot be used except with special approval of the RWQCB.   
 
The Basin Plan emphasizes the need for control of sources of water pollution including, but not 
limited to, stormwater runoff.  Rainfall is generally regarded as unpolluted relative to surface waters.  
It is contact with various surface materials that causes rainwater to become contaminated in its 
transition to runoff, which then discharges and can pollute surface waters. 
 
The RWQCB has found that the proposed project would be located, designed, constructed, and 
operated in compliance with applicable State of California water quality standards and has issued an 
assurance letter which is found in Appendix D.   
 
Rainfall exposure to raw materials, final products, byproducts, wastes, material handling equipment, 
and vehicles is the principal source of stormwater runoff contamination from activities conducted in 
the operation of an Airport. Stormwater becomes enriched by the dissolution, solubilization, and 
erosion from materials from exposed surface and moves via overland flow to drainage ways and 
ultimately is discharged to a receiving body of water.  Contaminants may typically include solids, 
oxygen-demanding substances, plant nutrients, metals, pesticides, herbicides, and other various 
chemical constituents.  Fuels, lubricants, solvents, deicing agents, antifreezes, sanitary waste paints,  
and detergents are often used and/or handled outdoors at airports and have the potential to 
contaminate stormwater.  
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The existing drainage from the runways and taxiways begins with sheet flow from the pavement to 
the infield areas of the Airport and then infiltration into the ground. The drainage from the aircraft 
parking apron, access roads, and other paved areas begins as sheet flow to drainage inlet structures.  
The effluent is then piped to an infiltration trench located east of the current ground vehicle building 
where it infiltrates into the ground. No water has been observed flowing beyond the Airport 
boundary during heavy rain storms. 
 
While it is not anticipated that a large quantity of deicing fluids will be used on aircraft, it will be 
necessary that facilities be available on site when needed.  Commercial airline service will generally 
operate at the Airport during Visual Flight Rules (VFR) conditions when the weather is good.  These 
aircraft will stay on the ground for periods of approximately two to three hours and the aircraft skin 
will remain cold soaked, thereby making the accumulation of ice or frost difficult.  Interviews with 
Airport management indicate that there have been only three times in the past three years when 
aircraft have required deicing services.  Deicing, when required, would generally be accomplished by 
the use of glycol diluted to a 50 percent solution by water. 

3.6.2 Significant Environmental Impacts 
To determine whether there are potentially significant impacts on water from the proposed project, 
this SSEIR considers water quality, water supply and stormwater.  Specifically, based upon CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix G [3-1], a project is considered to have a significant impact on water supply or 
quantity if the project: 

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

• Violates applicable water quality standards or water discharge requirements; 

• Substantially depletes groundwater resources or interferes with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of a local groundwater table 
level. 

• Substantially alters the existing drainage network. 

• Places structures within a 100-year flood hazard area, that would impede or redirect flood 
flows. 

• Places housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; 

The passenger terminal facility and supporting employees would increase the demand on subsurface 
water resources.  Fire protection requirements are the dominant factor in the design of the proposed 
water supply and transmission facilities.  A 1997 study of water and sewer requirements for the 
Airport Development Plan, entitled Mammoth Lakes Airport Water and Sewer Analysis [3-29] was 
conducted by the engineering firm of Triad/Holmes and Associates.  The estimated maximum daily 
demand for water generated by the Airport terminal complex was 16,000 gallons.  An average daily 
demand for the sewage treatment of 8,000 gallons was also estimated.  Aircraft flight operations 
generate wastes consisting of oils, grease, deicing fluid, and other complex hydrocarbon compounds. 
If these waste products are not properly disposed of, the operation of domestic wastewater treatment 
facilities could be disrupted. 
 
The estimated maximum annual water demand for the Airport terminal complex has been calculated 
to be 17.92 acre-feet (1 acre-foot = 326,308 gallons).  It was estimated in the 1986 EIR/EA that 7,500 
acre-feet/year recharges the unconfined aquifer in the Airport area.  The 1986 Airport pump test 
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provided data from which transmissivity values were calculated.  Transmissivity of 73.92 acre-feet 
per year per foot was calculated for the Airport well.  This transmissivity figure, along with the 
recharge available to the aquifer, indicates a supply of water that far exceeds the water demand of the 
project. 
 
Potential reduction in stream flow could have an adverse effect on the fishery resources of the Hot 
Creek Fish Hatchery. The lowering of natural groundwater levels, subsequent reduction in 
downstream spring flows, and changes in the character of the geothermal mixture of the waters could 
have impacts on the operations of the fishery.  Wildermuth Environmental, Inc. conducted a study of 
the Mammoth Creek/Hot Creek Basin in 1996. [3-30] The effects of several potential commercial 
development projects on the Hot Creek headsprings were assessed.  The study showed that even 
under severe drought conditions, as had been experienced in the area during the recent past, 
groundwater extraction of up to 2,385 acre-feet per year did not impact flows in Hot Creek.  In a 
study of increased consumption use, with water conservatively assumed to directly contribute to the 
headsprings, this was extrapola ted to estimate the impact of future development.  Consumptive use of 
up to 2,700 acre-feet per day would not significantly impact the flows from the headsprings.  
Maximum annual water demand for the terminal building facility is projected to be less than 18 acre-
feet per year, well below the 2,700 acre-feet per day available. 
 
The paved surfaces being proposed for the aircraft apron area and runway and taxiway extensions are 
impervious to water.  Impervious surfaces increase the volume of stormwater runoff and may effect 
the relative quality of surface drainage.  Runoff from impervious aeronautical surfaces may contain 
increased quantities of oils, grease, deicing fluid, and other complex hydrocarbon compounds. 
Construction of a new terminal building and automobile parking facilities would also result in an 
increase in runoff. 
 
The proposed project would require the minimum addition of water impervious pavement as 
development would utilize portions of the 3,400-foot paved overrun, as needed.  The overrun is 
already constructed of water impervious material.  
 
A new package treatment plant would be installed to handle the sewage treatment.  The design and 
maintenance of this package treatment plant would be in accordance with the requirements and 
regulations of the RWQCB and Mono County Health Department. The proper permits for the 
discharge of waste would be obtained from these agencies prior to the installation of these facilities. 
No wastewater disposal system would be within 100 feet of a stream or in areas where groundwater 
is believed to be less than five feet below the surface of the ground.  The discharge of either treated 
or untreated wastewater to streams would be prohibited.  Wells to sample groundwater would be 
provided to monitor both performance of the subterranean wastewater disposal and to access adverse 
water quality impacts.  Sewage effluent would have to be treated by a package plant that would 
provide secondary treatment with supplemental nitrate reduction.  A complete report of waste 
discharge for the package treatment plant would be filed with Regional Board staff at least 120 
days prior to plant construction. 
 
Groundwater would be extracted from the Convict Creek drainage system, which is down gradient 
from the Mammoth Creek/Hot Creek Basin.  There should be no significant impact to the Hot Creek 
Fish Hatchery if wells are not drilled any closer than 6,000 feet to the Hatchery and are located on 
the Convict Creek Watershed. [I-2] 
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All existing pavement and the pavement for the future runway extension and taxiways would drain 
into the surrounding ground as they presently do.  All new pavements for the commercial aircraft 
parking apron, automobile parking lot, and terminal roadway would be designed such that all the 
drain water from these areas would be collected in inlets and pipe structures.  These drain waters 
would be carried through an oil/water separator to separate any oils from the stormwater.  The 
resulting stormwater would then be discharged into leaching trenches or leaching fields. The 
discharge from the oil/water separator would be tested on a routine basis to determine the continuing 
effectiveness of this type of treatment.  Should the discharge show any deleterious contamination, 
additional treatment would be provided.  To address accidental spills of fluids, such as aviation fuel, 
the Town of Mammoth Lakes has adopted a Spill Prevention Plan for the Airport, which can be 
found in Appendix D. 
 
All aircraft would be deiced at the same location on the commercial airline apron.  The area on which 
the aircraft would park during the deicing operations would be graded such that all of the water from 
this area would be collected at one drop inlet. The pipes from this inlet would be constructed such 
that in normal operations, without any deicing fluid, the stormwater runoff would be discharged into 
the oil/water separator.  When deicing operations are being performed, the valves would be set such 
that all of the deicing fluids would be diverted to a holding tank.  The runoff would be collected in 
the holding tank and removed from the site and  disposed of in a suitable manner.  Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) such as not allowing oil changes and/or car maintenance on-site would be used to 
mitigate potential water quality impacts. 
 
A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared and implemented for all 
construction activities in accordance with Regional Board regulations. Grading/drainage and erosion 
control plans would be submitted to the Regional Board as part of the SWPPP. 
 
Exhibit III-17 shows the Flood Insurance Rate Map, published by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA).  As depicted in Exhibit III-17, no part of the Airport or project site, in 
the proposed plan is located in a floodplain.  As measured from the Airport’s eastern boundary, the 
Airport is approximately 1.2 miles from a 100-year floodplain (Zone A) associated with Convict 
Creek.  
 
The proposed project would have no significant environmental impacts on hydrology, water supply, 
or water quality because after meeting all the above mentioned design requirements, it would not 
create or contribute runoff which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm-water 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  There would be no 
violation of applicable water quality standards or water discharge requirements and it would not 
substantially deplete groundwater resources or interfere with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of a local groundwater table level.  The project 
would not impede or redirect flood flows or place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. 

3.6.3 Mitigation Measures 
As stated above, the proposed plan would not cause significant environmental impacts with respect to 
hydrology, water supply, or water quality during either the construction or operation of the proposed 
project.  The proposed project would comply with all federal, State and local laws pertaining to storm 
water runoff and drainage systems. These steps would already occur with implementation of the 
proposed project, therefore no additional mitigation measures would be required.  All water quality 
measures would be complied into a comprehensive water quality plan for the project area. 
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3.6.4 Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
As discussed above, the proposed project is not anticipated to have any new unavoidable significant 
impacts on hydrology, water supply, or water quality.  

3.6.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed project and the Airport Commercial 
Development Plan were reviewed in the 1997 Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report and Updated Environmental Assessment [I-2] and were certified 
as not significant.  
 
The Sierra Business Park Specific Plan and EIR [3-2] found the hydrology and water quality 
impacts of the Sierra Business Park project less than significant.  The project has specific 
measures like stormwater pollution prevention plan and monitoring wells as part of the proposed 
project to ensure against any impacts on water quality in the region.  
 
The proposed project, Airport Commercial Development Plan and Sierra Business Park would have 
no significant cumulative environmental impacts on hydrology, water supply, or water quality 
because after meeting all the design requirements, they individually or cumulatively would not create 
or contribute runoff which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm-water drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. There would be no violation of 
applicable water quality standards or water discharge requirements and it would not substantially 
deplete groundwater resources or interfere with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of a local groundwater table level.  None of these projects 
would impede or redirect flood flows or place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area, therefore 
no adverse cumulative impacts on the area's water quality would result. 
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3.7 Noise 

The aircraft noise and construction noise effects of the proposed project have been evaluated in the 
previously certified 1986 EIR/EA and the 1997 SEIR/EA documents.  Please refer to Appendix A for 
the summary of aircraft noise and construction noise impacts, their significance, and mitigation 
measures from the 1997 SEIR/EA (which incorporated the 1986 EIR/EA).   
 
This section discusses potential environmental impacts with respect to noise as a result of the 
proposed modifications to the Airport, which were not previously evaluated.  The changes associated 
with the Airport proposal, which may impact noise include a new updated aviation demand forecast. 
No other changes are proposed to the Airport, which would result in operational and construction 
noise effects, which have not already been evaluated.  
 
FAA Order 5050.4A [3-31] prescribes the methodology for preparing aircraft noise exposure maps.  
In accordance with these guidelines, an aircraft noise exposure analysis was performed, which is 
discussed in greater detail in Appendix F.  The noise analysis, prepared for 1999, 2003 (initial year of 
operation), and 2022, was used to assess the effects of noise from aircraft operations on the Airport 
environs associated with the proposed project.  A discussion of noise analysis techniques and noise 
exposure metrics, as well as the assumptions used for the noise analysis, is included in Appendix F. 
 
No analysis for construction noise was performed as the proposed project has already been certified 
in 1986 EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA. The changes in the proposed project suggested in this SSEIR 
reduce the over all scope of construction. The proposed project would comply with Town of 
Mammoth Lakes Noise Element [3-32], which specifically addresses noise from construction 
activities.  
 
As required by the California Airport Noise Regulation (CCR Title 21, Subchapter 6) [3-33], aircraft 
noise exposure has been quantified using the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). 
Paragraph 85.a of FAA Order 5050.4A [3-31] specifies the use of the FAA's average day-night noise 
level metric (DNL) when performing noise exposure analyses in order to be consistent with those 
used for environmental impact statements and environmental assessments as well as in FAR Part 150 
Noise Compatibility Programs. [3-34] However, in the State of California, the FAA accepts the 
CNEL metric as a substitute for the DNL metric.  Noise exposure criterion levels of CNEL 60, 65, 
70, and 75 were selected, as required by the California Department of Transportation, Division of 
Aeronautics [3-35]. Because of the relatively small size of the CNEL 70 and 75 noise exposure areas, 
which do not extend beyond the airfield, only the CNEL 60 and 65 are presented on the noise 
exposure maps. 
 
Typically, in noise exposure analyses, the population and numbers of dwelling units, schools, and 
religious facilities that could be affected are estimated within each of these noise exposure ranges.  
However, in this case, there are no noise sensitive land uses within the noise exposure areas. 
 
Estimates of total noise exposure resulting from aircraft operations, as expressed in CNEL, can be 
interpreted in terms of their probable effect on land uses.  Suggested guidelines for evaluating land 
use compatibility in aircraft noise exposure areas were originally developed by the FAA and are 
shown in Table III-14.  The guidelines reflect the statistical variability of the responses of large 
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Table III-14 
Suggested Land Use Compatibility Guidelines in Aircraft Noise Exposure Areas 
 
 
The designations in this table do not constitute a federal determination that any use of land is acceptable or unacceptable 
under federal, state, or local law.  The responsibility for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses and the 
relationship between specific properties and specific noise contours rests with the local authorities. 
 
Land use CNEL 65 to 70 CNEL 70 to 75 CNEL 75+ 
 
Residential 

   

Residential other than mobile homes and transient lodgings NLR required (a) NLR required (a) Incompatible 
Mobile homes Incompatible Incompatible Incompatible 
Transient lodgings NLR required (a) NLR required (a) NLR required (b) 
Public use    
Schools, hospitals, and nursing homes NLR required (a) NLR required (a) Incompatible 
Churches, auditoriums, and concert halls NLR required (a) NLR required (a) Incompatible 
Governmental services Compatible NLR required NLR required (b) 
Transportation Compatible Compatible (c) Compatible (c) 
Parking Compatible Compatible (c) Compatible (c,d) 
Commercial use    
Offices, business, and professional NLR required NLR required NLR required (b) 
Wholesale and retail—building materials, hardware, and 
farm equipment 

 
Compatible 

 
Compatible (c) 

 
Compatible (c,d) 

Retail trade—general NLR required NLR required NLR required (b) 
Utilities Compatible Compatible (c) Compatible (c,d) 
Communication NLR required NLR required NLR required (b) 
Manufacturing and production    
Manufacturing—general Compatible Compatible (c) Compatible (c, d) 
Photographic and optical Compatible NLR required NLR required (b) 
Agriculture (except livestock) and forestry Compatible Compatible Compatible 
Livestock farming and breeding Compatible Compatible Incompatible 
Mining and fishing resources production and extraction Compatible Compatible Compatible 
Recreational    
Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports Compatible Compatible Incompatible 
Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters Incompatible Incompatible Incompatible 
Nature exhibits and zoos Compatible Incompatible Incompatible 
Amusements, parks, resorts, and camps Compatible Compatible Incompatible 
Golf courses, riding stables, and water recreation Compatible Compatible Incompatible (b, c) 
 
CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level average sound level, in A-weighted decibels. 

Compatible = Generally, no special noise attenuating materials are required to achieve an interior noise level of DNL 45 in 
habitable spaces, or the activity (whether indoors or outdoors) would not be subject to a significant adverse effect by the 
outdoor noise level. 

Incompatible = Generally, the land use, whether in a structure or an outdoor activity, is considered to be incompatible with the 
outdoor noise level even if special attenuating materials were to be used in the construction of the building. 

NLR = Noise Level Reduction.  NLR is used to denote the total amount of noise transmission loss in decibels required to 
reduce an exterior noise level in habitable interior spaces to DNL 45.  In most places, typical building construction automatically 
provides an NLR of 20 decibels.  Therefore, if a structure is located in an area exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 65, the interior 
noise level would be about DNL 45.  If the structure is located in an area exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 70, the interior noise 
level would be about DNL 50, so an additional NLR of 5 decibels would be required if not afforded by the normal construction.  
This NLR can be achieved through the use of noise attenuating materials in the construction of the structure. 

 
(a) The land use is generally incompatible with aircraft noise and should only be permitted in areas of infill in existing 

neighborhoods or where the community determines that the use must be allowed. 
(b) NLR required between DNL 75 and 80; incompatible for DNL 80 and above. 
(c) NLR required in offices or other areas with noise-sensitive activities. 
(d) Incompatible for DNL 85 and above. 
 
Source:   Ricondo & Associates, 2000, as derived from the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Federal 

Aviation Regulations Part  150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning, Code of Federal Regulations, Title 14, Chapter I, 
Subchapter I, Part  150, Table 1, January 18, 1985, as amended 

Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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groups of people to noise. Therefore, any particular level might not accurately reflect an individual’s 
perception of an actual noise environment. Compatible or incompatible land use is determined by 
comparing the predicted or measured CNEL at a site with the levels given in the table. 
 
Each generalized land use listed in Table III-14 includes a wide range of human activities that have 
various sensitivities to noise intrusions.  CNELs in the table should be interpreted only as indications 
of potential aircraft noise effects on people living and working in areas surrounding an Airport.  
Although specific CNELs are obtained from a noise analysis, they do not dictate specific reactions 
that residents affected by those noise levels may have, nor do they require specific mitigation.  The 
noise levels are intended only as guides for land use development. 

3.7.1 Environmental Setting 
The types of aircraft (fleet mix), the number of operations by time of day, and the number of 
departures by stage length for an average day at the Airport in 1999 are presented in Table F-3 in 
Appendix F.  On an average day in 1999, a total of approximately 16 aircraft departures were 
performed at the Airport, the majority of which were by single or twin-engine propeller general 
aviation aircraft. The noise exposure associated with operations on an average day in 1999 is shown 
on Exhibit III-18. 
 
As shown on Exhibit III-18, the area exposed to aircraft noise of CNEL 65 and higher remains within 
the airfield boundary of the Airport on either Airport property or vacant land controlled by the 
Airport through leases (LADWP land at the east end of the Airport) or use permits (Forest Service 
lands south of the Airport property boundary).  The CNEL 60 and higher noise exposure area 
remains largely on either Airport property, vacant land, or the U.S. Highway 395 right-of-way. 
Current land use plans show this area would remain compatible with noise from aircraft operations. 
 
There is an engine runup area located at the eastern end of Runway 27.  For reduction in existing 
noise levels, a new mid field runup area would be constructed in conjunction with the first phase of 
Airport improvements. This runup area would replace the current runup area and would reduce the 
noise reflection off of Doe Ridge towards the Sierra Nevada Aquatic Research Laboratory (SNARL) 
facility. Additionally, Mammoth Yosemite Airport has a policy, that restricts low level flights over 
both the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery and SNARL facility. 

3.7.2 Significant Environmental Impacts 
Based on CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G [3-1], a project is considered to have a significant impact 
in terms of noise if the project results in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other regulatory agencies.  
 
Noise exposure maps were prepared for the proposed project for the years 2003 and 2022 to estimate 
and compare the potential effects of aircraft noise on existing land uses.  Noise exposure maps were 
prepared for 2003 to demonstrate the changes in noise exposure that could occur with the Airport 
expansion in the earliest year that the development would be operational and for 2022 to evaluate the 
longer-range impacts of the Airport development.  The projected annual distribution of runway use is 
presented in Table  F-8 in Appendix F. 
 
Moving the start-of-roll point for departures with the runway extensions results in existing aircraft 
operating at the Airport climbing for a longer distance, and subsequently at higher altitudes, over 
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Airport property when overflying areas in the vicinity of the Airport.  In certain instances, this results 
in some reduction in aircraft noise exposure for the general aviation fleet of aircraft at the Airport.   
 
However, because the runway development permits the use of the Airport by larger air carrier 
aircraft, the resulting increase in operations would cause an increase in the overall noise exposure 
area. It was assumed for the proposed project, that the fleet mix and number of aircraft operations at 
the Airport by time of day in 2003 and 2022 would increase over the existing conditions due to the 
introduction of air carrier aircraft operations. 
 
Noise exposure maps showing the CNEL 60 and 65 noise exposure areas were developed for the 
proposed project for both 2003 and 2022 as shown on Exhibit III-19 and Exhibit III-20.  As shown 
on the exhibits, the area exposed to aircraft noise of CNEL 65 and higher for the proposed project 
remains within the airfield boundary of the Airport on either Airport property or vacant land 
controlled by the Airport through leases or use permits.  There are no noise sensitive land uses and no 
people living within the CNEL 65 noise exposure area.  The CNEL 60 and higher noise exposure 
area remains largely on Airport property, vacant land, or the U.S. Highway 395 right-of-way.  
Current land use plans show this area as remaining as compatible land uses.  
 
A hotel and residential condominium development is planned on Airport property, north of the 
airfield.  This area would be outside the CNEL 60 noise exposure area for the proposed project.  In 
addition to the noise exposure maps, a grid point analysis was conducted to evaluate potential 
changes in noise exposure at specific points in the vicinity of the Airport.  These areas, as shown on 
Exhibit III-21, include the Hot Creek State Fish Hatchery, the Hot Creek Ranch, the planned 
hotel/condominium complex on Airport property and SNARL.  Table III-15 summarizes the CNEL 
values calculated by the INM for the proposed project at these locations.  As described in Table III-
17, Grid Points 1 and 2 refer to the location of the hatchery, Grid Point 3 refers to the location at the 
Hot Creek Ranch, Grid Points 4 and 5 refer to locations along Hot Creek, Grid Point 6 refers to the 
location at the on-Airport hotel/condominium complex, and Grid Point 7 refers to the location of 
SNARL facilities.  None of these facilities are located within the existing or future CNEL 65 noise 
exposure area for the proposed project.  Although each grid point would show some increase in noise 
exposure levels with the proposed project, the noise exposure levels remain low.  It is anticipated that 
these areas would also not experience direct overflights of air carrier jet aircraft because the planned 
operating procedure is for air carrier jet aircraft to arrive on a straight-in arrival procedure from the 
east and depart using an initial turn to the south, away from these development areas for departures to 
the west.  
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Table III-15 
CNEL Values at Grid Locations 

 Existing  Proposed Project 
Grid Point 

 1999  2003  2022 
       

1 – Hatchery-south   38.3  39.1  42.3 

2 – Hatchery-north  37.5  38.2  41.4 
3 – Hot Creek Ranch  35.9  36.5  39.5 
4 – Hot Creek-south  35.6  36.3  39.3 
5 – Hot Creek-north  33.0  33.7  36.8 
6 – On-Airport hotel/ 
condominium complex  

 49.3  53.6  58.8 

7 -  Sierra Nevada Aquatic 
Research Laboratory 

 30.5  35.2  41.0 

 
 

      
Source:  Brown-Buntin Associates, July 2000 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

 
Exhibits III-6 and III-7 show the arrival and departure flight paths for air carrier operations from 
Runway 9 and 27 in relation to the communities in the region.  Also depicted are the portion of Hot 
Creek that is potentially eligible for the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the land fill site, 
Devils Postpile National Monument, and the BLM lek sites of concern.  Aircraft altitudes in the 
vicinity of these areas are also depicted on the exhibits.  Aircraft noise levels at the outlying areas 
would be well below the level of significance.  Air Carrier aircraft would remain eight miles from 
Devils Postpile National Monument and on the opposite side of Mammoth Mountain.  Air Carrier 
aircraft also turn away from this site to gain altitude before proceeding on course to their 
destinations.  
 
The FAA has established instrument departure procedures (DP) which provide the pilot with a way to 
depart the Airport and transition to the en route airspace safely. The primary reason is to provide 
obstacle clearance protection to aircraft in instrument meteorological conditions (IMC) or operating 
under instrument flight rules (IFR). If an aircraft may turn in any direction from a runway, and be 
clear of obstacles, that runway meets what is called diverse departure criteria. No DP is required for 
airports that meet this criterion. At an airport where there is an obstacle penetration, a DP would be 
developed. 
 
The high terrain in and around Mammoth Yosemite Airport causes numerous obstacle penetrations 
especially to the west of the Airport.  Because of these obstructions DPs have been developed for 
aircraft departing from both Runway 9 and Runway 27.  The DP for aircraft departing Runway 9 
includes a climbing left turn to a northeast heading and fly that heading until intercepting the 307º 
radial of the radio navigation aid located in Bishop, California.  The aircraft then proceed southeast 
bound towards Bishop.  Similarly the DP for aircraft departing Runway 27 includes a climbing left 
turn to a northeast heading and maintaining that heading until intercepting the 307º radial and then 
proceeding southeast to Bishop.  When the aircraft reaches Bishop it may proceed along the route 
filed with Air Traffic Control (ATC) unless otherwise instructed.  Following these procedures when 
departing either Runway 9 or Runway 27 ensures proper obstacle clearance. 
 
Departure control ATC services are provided by the Oakland Air Route Traffic Control Center 
(ARTCC) located in Fremont, CA.  Oakland ARTCC provides separation from other instrument 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact   March 2002 
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project   III-93 

aircraft, obstacle clearance, and navigational service through the use of radar vectors.   A vector is a 
heading  that provides an aircraft navigational guidance by radar.  Any radar vector used by Oakland 
ARTCC must assure that the aircraft being vectored has proper clearance from obstacles.  Each area 
under Oakland ARTCC’s control has a minimum vectoring altitude (MVA) assigned to it.  A MVA 
is the lowest altitude, mean sea level (MSL), that an aircraft operating under IFR will be vectored by 
Oakland ARTCC.  The MVA for the area along the Mammoth-Yosemite DP is 16,000’ MSL.  This 
means that an aircraft can not be turned by ATC until it is above 16,000’. 
 
In summary, procedures for aircraft operating under IFR currently exist to ensure separation from the 
high terrain in the area. These procedures route aircraft to the east, away from Yosemite, the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes and Devil’s Postpile. Aircraft must stay on this easterly routing to ensure terrain 
clearance until the aircraft is either at Bishop, CA or above 16,000’ MSL. These procedures would be 
used by air carrier aircraft forecasted to use the Airport because of the development project. 
 
General aviation aircraft would be the primary source of aircraft noise in the vicinity of the lek sites 
north and east of the Airport because the downwind and base legs of the general aviation approach 
patterns and earlier turns on departure.  The General Aviation flight patterns north of the Airport are 
depicted on Exhibit F-4 in Appendix F. 
 
In summary, Table III-16 shows the area exposed to CNEL 60 to 65 and CNEL 65 and higher for 
the 1999 operating conditions and the proposed project for the forecast 2003 and 2022 operation 
levels. In terms of environmental impact, the extent of impact is often indicated by the number of 
people exposed to CNEL 65 and higher. There are no populated areas or other incompatible land uses 
planned within the CNEL 65 or higher noise exposure areas for the proposed project for 2003 or 
2022.   
 
Table III-16 
Estimated Noise Exposure Areas for the Proposed Project 
 

Noise Impact Factor  Existing  Proposed  
Area Exposed (acres)  1999  Project 

     
2003     
CNEL 65+  39  48 
CNEL 65-60  47  61 
Total CNEL 60+  86  109 
     
2022     
CNEL 65+    105 
CNEL 65-60    105 
Total CNEL 60+    210 
     

CNEL = Community noise equivalent level, in A-weighted decibels 
Source:  Brown-Buntin Associates, July 2000 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
 
The closest potential noise sensitive area is the proposed on-Airport hotel and residential 
condominium development, which is outside the CNEL 60 noise exposure area. The Mono County 
Noise Element [3-36] and the Town of Mammoth Lakes Noise Element [3-32], in conformance with 
State Standards, recommends that interior residential noise levels not exceed CNEL 45. Standard 
building practice in the cold weather mountainous regions will generally reduce noise levels inside 
the buildings within this area to less than CNEL 45. 
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All of the commercial development areas, including the on-Airport commercial development areas, 
SNARL and the planned Sierra Business Park development area, would be located outside the area 
exposed to CNEL 60 and higher for all the alternatives. As indicated in Table III-16, commercial 
uses in these areas would be compatible.  
 
As the proposed project would not result in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of CNEL 60 or indoor noise level greater than CNEL 45 in areas or on facilities not 
compatible with that noise level. Therefore, the proposed plan does not significantly impact the 
environment in terms of operational noise. 

3.7.3 Mitigation Measures 
The proposed project would not result in a significant increase in aircraft noise exposure in populated 
or otherwise noise-sensitive areas.  

3.7.4 Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
The proposed project does not significantly impact the environment in terms of aircraft noise. 
Therefore, there are no unavoidable significant impacts. 

3.7.5 Cumulative Impacts 
As the proposed project would not results in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of CNEL 60 and indoor noise level greater than CNEL 45 in areas or on facilities not 
compatible with that noise level, therefore it will have no adverse effect on noise. The growth in 
aircraft operations at the Airport as a result of the Airport Commercial Development Plan was 
included in the noise analysis of Section 3.7 and the Sierra Business Park is not anticipated to 
incorporate sensitive receptor uses (e.g., homes, child care facilities, churches, hospitals), therefore, 
no adverse cumulative impacts on noise would be anticipated from these projects. 
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3.8 Public Services and Utilities 

The effects of the Airport on public services and utilities has been evaluated in the previously 
certified 1986 EIR/EA and the 1997 SEIR/EA documents. Please refer to Appendix A for the 
summary of impacts on public services, their significance, and mitigation measures from the 1997 
SEIR/EA (which incorporated the 1986 EIR/EA).   
 
Public Services include fire protection, police protection, schools, snow removal/roadway 
maintenance, neighborhood and regional parks, and libraries. Utilities and service systems include 
water supply, power, and natural gas and sanitary sewage and solid waste disposal.  
 
This section discusses potential environmental impacts with respect to public services and utilities as 
a result of the proposed modifications to the Airport, which were not previously evaluated. The 
current Airport proposal includes construction of a new package treatment plant (instead of a new 
leach field), and relocation or replacement of Green Church from its present location to Sierra 
Nevada Aquatic Research Laboratory (SNARL) facilities. No other changes are proposed to the 
Airport, which would result in impacts on public services which have not already been evaluated.  

3.8.1 Environmental Setting 

3.8.1.1 Public Services 
The structure that formerly housed High Sierra Community Church is located east of the Airport and 
is known locally as the “Green Church” as shown on Exhibit II-1.  The structure was built in 1954 by 
local Presbyterians and was used for religious purposes until the mid-1980s. By the mid-1980’s, the 
population of the area had shifted and was concentrated eight miles to the west, within the boundaries 
of the Town of Mammoth Lakes and the Presbyterian congregation relocated there. Green Church is 
presently owned by SNARL and the land on which it is located is owned by City of Los Angeles and 
is leased to SNARL. 

3.8.1.2 Utilities 
The RWQCB Water Quality Control Plan generally encourages the consolidation of domestic and 
industrial wastewater treatment and disposal facilities. The entire basin in which Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport is located has been designated as an area in which septic tank and leaching 
fields cannot be used except with special approval of the RWQCB.   
 
The addition of certain facilities at an Airport like terminals and other related buildings may result in 
the generation of additional amounts of solid waste. Airfield improvements, however, do not 
normally have a direct effect on solid waste collection or disposal, other than that, which is 
associated with the construction itself. 
 
In addition to the collection of solid waste, various observations support the conclusion that waste 
disposal sites are artificial attractants to birds. Accordingly, disposal sites in the vicinity of an Airport 
are incompatible with safe flight operations due to the potential for bird strikes. As outlined in FAA 
Order 5200.5A, this analysis ensures that there are no waste disposal sites located within: 
 

• 5,000 feet of any runway end used only by piston powered aircraft; 
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• 10,000 feet of any runway end used or planned to be used by turbine powered (i.e., jet) 
aircraft; and  

• a five mile radius of a runway end that attracts or sustains hazardous bird movement from 
feeding, water, or roosting areas into or across the runways and/or approach and departure 
pattern of aircraft. 

The Mono County Department of Public Works is responsible for solid waste management in Mono 
County and for daily operation of the Benton Crossing Landfill, which is the destination for all 
municipal solid waste generated in the Mammoth Lakes area. Solid waste is transported to the 
Benton Crossing Landfill approximately five miles northeast of the Airport. 

3.8.2 Significant Environmental Impacts 

3.8.2.1 Public Services 
A project is considered to have significant impact to public services if the proposed project results in 
the need for new or physically altered services, or the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impact, to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives for the following public services: 
 
The location of the “Green Church” is incompatible with FAA Airport design criteria for the 
proposed project. The “Green Church” lies in the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ). FAA Advisory 
Circular (AC) 150/5300-13, Airport Design, sets forth the criteria for development in a RPZ. The 
function of the RPZ is to enhance the protection of people and property on the ground. Land uses 
prohibited from the RPZ are residences and places of public assembly such as churches, schools, 
hospitals, office buildings, shopping centers, and other uses with similar concentrations of persons. 
The administrative use of the “Green Church” would constitute a place of public assembly. 
Therefore, the "Green Church" would not be available as a meeting location or otherwise used as a 
place of public assembly.  
 
Under the proposed project Green Church would be relocated from its present location to SNARL 
facilities.  

3.8.2.2 Utilities 
A new package treatment plant would be installed to accommodate the sewage treatment. The design 
and maintenance of this package treatment plant would be in accordance with the requirements and 
regulations of the RWQCB and Mono County Health Department.  
 
The 1997 study of water and sewer requirements for the Airport Commercial Development Plan, 
entitled Mammoth Lakes Airport Water and Sewer Analysis [3-29] conducted by the engineering firm 
of Triad/Holmes and Associates estimated an average daily demand of 8,000 gallons for the sewage 
treatment. Airport flight operations generate wastes consisting of oils, grease, deicing fluid, and other 
complex hydrocarbon compounds. If these waste products are not properly disposed of, the operation 
of domestic wastewater treatment facilities could be disrupted. 
 
Given the projected estimate in the updated forecast of aviation demand in Section 1.2.2, the average 
daily enplanements would increase from 330 in 2003 to 910 in 2022, as indicated in Table III-17. 
Mono County Department of Public Works indicated in a letter dated June 6, 2000 (Appendix D), 
that a typical waste generation rate for commercial aircraft is one pound per passenger per trip. As a 
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result, by 2022, 910 pounds of waste per day may ultimately be generated by the increased air traffic. 
Further, based on the projection of Mono County Department of Public Works, depending upon the 
type of services provided in an expanded terminal, the waste generation rate would at least double, 
bringing the total waste generation at the facility to an estimated 1,820 pounds per day by 2022. 
 
Table III-17 
Projected Average Daily Base Case Enplanements– Mammoth Yosemite Airport 
 

 2003* 2007 2012 2017 2022 
      
Winter Enplanements 37,000 111,900 145,600 172,500 200,300 
      
Summer Enplanements 0 48,000 97,100 115,000 133,500 
      
Totals 37,700 159,900 242,700 287,500 333,800 
      
Average Daily Enplanements 330 440 660 790 910 
      

*there would only be winter service (16 weeks) in 2003. 
Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., Kent Myers, and committed service information from American Airlines 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000 
 
According to information provided by the Department of Public Works in Mono County dated June 
6, 2000 (Appendix D), the existing permitted landfill capacity will be able to accommodate an 
increase in the solid waste of 10 tons per day. Accordingly, the quantity of waste that may potentially 
be generated at an expanded Mammoth Yosemite Airport would not have a significant impact on 
County Landfills. There are no solid waste disposal facilities located within 5,000 feet of all the 
alternatives.  
 
As discussed above, the proposed project would not have any significant adverse impacts on utilities 
as it does not substantially increase the demand such that existing or planned capacity or distribution 
systems or available supply would be exceeded.  

3.8.3 Mitigation Measures 
The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 requires that the 
owner of any business that must be relocated be offered assistance in finding a new location and 
reestablishing the business.  
 
A letter of understanding in this regard was signed between Town of Mammoth Lakes, Regents of 
the University of California, Mammoth Mountain Ski Area, and Hot Creek Aviation and is included 
in Appendix D. Under this agreement the Town of Mammoth Lakes and Hot Creek Aviation, with 
the cooperation of The Regents of University of California, would locate an appropriate site and 
construct a class room and lecture hall facility consisting of approximately 1,300 square feet.  
 
No significant impacts to utilities are anticipated as a result of the project.  Therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required except for the regular precautions that are taken during any construction 
project to protect the existing infrastructure such as underground pipes.   
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3.8.4 Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
The SNARL facilities at “Green Church” would be replaced with similar facilities at another 
location, most probably on the site of the main SNARL campus in accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. 
 
The proposed project is not expected to cause any significant impacts with respect to Utilities, and 
therefore no unavoidable significant impacts are anticipated. 

3.8.5 Cumulative Impacts 

3.8.5.1 Public Services 
The cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed project and the Airport Commercial 
Development Plan were reviewed in the 1997 Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report and Updated Environmental Assessment [I-2]. The Airport 
Commercial Development Area, and Sierra Business Park projects are not anticipated to have an 
adverse impact on public services like fire service, police service, schools, parks, and roads. 
Therefore there will be no cumulative significant adverse impacts to public services and utilities.  
 
The proposed project would result in the relocation or replacement of the SNARL classroom and 
lecture hall facilities located in the “Green Church.” The Airport Commercial Development Plan and 
Sierra Business Park could provide a location for the replacement facilities for the "Green Church".  

3.8.5.2 Utilities 
The forecast quantity of sewage effluent from the proposed project and the Airport’s Commercia l 
Development Plan is 50,000 gallons per day. Sewage effluent from the Sierra Business Park may 
vary considerably depending on the proposed industrial uses of the lots. However, the sewage 
quantity is not expected to exceed the maximum disposal quantity of 500 gallons per acre per day 
allowed by the Lahontan RWQCB. Maximum sewage output of the three projects, at their full build 
out, could approach 68,000 gallons per day. The Lahontan RWQCB would require all of the projects 
to use a package plant that would supply secondary treatment with supplemental nitrate reduction.  
 
As the proposed project, Airport commercial development plan, and the Sierra Business Park 
cumulatively do not substantially increase the demand for utilities such that existing or planned 
capacity or distribution systems or available supply would be exceeded, there would be no significant 
adverse cumulative impacts on utilities.  
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IV. Project Alternatives 

“An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 
project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits 
of the alternatives.  An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  Rather it 
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision 
making and public participation.” CEQA § 15126.6(a).   
 
The environmental evaluation of each alternative has been performed in less detail than that 
described in Section III, Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project, but in sufficient detail to 
determine whether the alternative will reduce or eliminate corresponding impacts of the proposed 
project, and whether the alternative can obtain proposed project alternatives. CEQA § 15126.6(d). 

4.1 Range of Alternatives 

Following are the Project Objectives for the proposed Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion 
Project.  
 
1. Amend the runway characteristics to enhance safety for narrow body air carrier aircraft up to 

the size of a Boeing 757-200 to operate at the Airport.  
2. Provide transportation alternative to the private automobile for residents of and visitors to 

Mammoth Lakes. 
3. Reduce adverse vehicular air emissions associated with visitors to Mammoth Lakes and 

vicinity by replacing some of the vehicle trips with air passenger trips. 
4. Maintain eligibility for the Town of Mammoth Lakes to receive Airport Improvement 

Program (AIP) funds from the FAA or to impose Passenger Facility Charges to assist in 
funding some of the proposed improvements. 

 
Keeping these project objectives in mind, the lead agency, the Town of Mammoth Lakes, identified a 
total of alternatives resulting in runway lengths ranging from 7,000 to greater than 9,000 feet and 
various airfield improvements including the No Project alternative (retain the 7,000-foot runway).  
An aircraft performance analysis was conducted to determine the potential for providing air service 
to various markets from Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  This aircraft performance analysis can be 
found in Appendix E. On the basis of aircraft performance analysis and airport design criteria, four 
alternatives were retained for future consideration in addition to the no project alternative and four 
alternatives were excluded from further evaluation.  The runway extensions, evaluated in the retained 
alternatives, could be accomplished both to the east and to the west. 
 
The Town also considered, as an offsite alternative, use of Bishop Airport instead of the Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport for air carrier service.  However, the Town recognized a number of environmental 
and feasibility issues associated with use of Bishop Airport as an alternative to the Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport, which ultimately eliminated Bishop as an infeasible alternative to the Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport.  This is further discussed in Section 4.3.3. 
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4.2 Alternatives Retained for Further Consideration 

The five alternatives retained for further consideration are listed below.  
 

• Alternative 1 – 7,000-Foot Runway (No Project)  
• Alternative 2 – 8,000-Foot Runway (Proposed Project) 
• Alternative 3 – 9,000-Foot Runway 
• Alternative 4 – Extend Runway beyond 9,000 feet 
• Alternative 5 – Extend Runway to the East. 

 
All of the retained alternatives, with the exception of Alternative 1 (No Project), have the following 
common airfield infrastructure and terminal developments: 
 
• Strengthen the runway and taxiways to accommodate narrow-body air carrier aircraft up to the 

size of a B-757-200 aircraft 

• Widen the runway from 100 to 150 feet on the south side of the runway, shifting the runway 
centerline 25 feet to the south 

• Widen the parallel taxiway from 50 to 75 feet by 20 feet on the south side and five feet on the 
north side 

• Widen selected connecting taxiways from 50 to 75 feet  

• Extend the parallel taxiway to match the runway extension 

• Add an air carrier apron for three air carrier aircraft with expansion capabilities to accommodate 
up to six air carrier aircraft 

• Construct Airport access road improvements including connections to the new passenger terminal 
building. 

• Expand the automobile surface parking facilities  

• Acquire land to the east of the Airport that is currently leased for Airport use 

• Improve security fencing to include a 8 foot high perimeter fence around the airfield 

• Construction of a passenger terminal complex and related support areas as depicted in Exhibit 
IV-1. 

• Construction of a new package wastewater treatment plant (instead of a new leach field). 

These infrastructure improvements will occur in all alternatives. Most of these airfield improvements 
have already been reviewed for their environmental impacts either in the 1986 EIR/EA or in 1997 
SEIR/EA.  The only changes which are being reviewed in this document include the widening of the 
runway from 100 to 150 feet on the south side of the runway and shifting the runway centerline 25 
feet to the south, and the construction of a new package treatment complex (instead of a leach field). 
Each of the five project alternatives is briefly described below and discussed in relation to potential 
environmental impacts as well as the attainment of project objectives. 

4.2.1 Alternative 1 – 7,000-Foot Runway (No Project) 
Alternative 1 is depicted in Exhibit IV-2. This alternative retains Runway 9-27 at its existing length 
of 7,000 feet. There are no further improvements to the existing airport infrastructure, except those 
required for maintenance or required by the FAA for safety reasons. 
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It is important to note that the Airport currently possesses a limited FAR Part 139 certificate for 
operations.  A limited FAR Part 139 certificate allows air carrier aircraft to operate into the airfield 
on an unscheduled (i.e. charter) basis.  The regulation governing the criteria for air carriers was 
changed in the mid 1990s to include aircraft whose seating capacities are 19 seats or greater.  Many 
aircraft of this type have served Mammoth Yosemite Airport on a scheduled basis in the past under 
the old regulations and may do so in the future under the current regulations.  Should operators of 
aircraft of these types elect to provide regularly scheduled service to the Airport in the future, 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport would have to have a full FAR Part 139 certification.  An important part 
of meeting FAA safety regulations for scheduled operations is the required security fencing and a 
secure terminal building for the Airport.  Before scheduled operations could start, the Airport would 
have to install improved security fencing and a terminal building that meets FAA security 
regulations.  
 
Due to lack of any environmental impacts, Alternative 1 (No Project) would be environmentally 
superior to the proposed project. However, the No-Project Alternative is rejected from further 
consideration on the basis that it would not meet any of the proposed project objectives.  

4.2.3 Alternative 2 – 8,200-Foot Runway (Proposed Project) 
The proposed project, illustrated in Exhibit IV-3, extends Runway 9-27 1,200 feet to the west 
resulting in a runway length of 8,200 feet.  The proposed project meets all the project objectives and 
was analyzed in Section III of this SSEIR.  There are no new significant environmental impacts other 
than the relocation or replacement of “Green Church” from its present location to SNARL facilities.  
 
Under this alternative, the entire aeronautical pavement area would be on Airport property, though, 
the required safety areas that meet specific FAA guidelines would be located on property owned by 
the United States government and administered by United States Forest Service (USFS).  The Town 
of Mammoth Lakes would be required to obtain a special use permit for an additional 25 feet of land 
along the length of the runway to the south and 25 feet of land to the west of Airport property for the 
runway safety area.  

4.2.3 Alternative 3 – 9,000-Foot Runway 
Alternative 3, illustrated in Exhibit IV-4 extends Runway 9-27 to the west to achieve a length of 
9,000 feet. This alternative would retain all the other components of the proposed project 
(Alternative 2).  Under this alternative, while the entire aeronautical pavement would be on Airport 
property, the required safety areas that must meet specific FAA guidelines would be located on 
property administered by the United States Forest Service (USFS).  This would require the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes to purchase the property or obtain a special use permit from the USFS for the 
additional 25 feet of land along the length of the runway to the south and 825 feet of land to the west 
of Airport property for the runway safety area. 
 
Alternative 3 would have environmental impacts that are greater than the proposed project in the 
Soil/Land transformation, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Biological Resources categories as 
more land would need to be cleared and graded and there would be greater storm water runoff due to 
increase in pavement area.  The additional 825 feet of land required to the west of Airport property 
for the runway safety area would also potentially affect additional mule deer and sage grouse habitat. 
Environmental Impacts similar to the proposed project (i.e., no new significant impacts) would occur 
in the categories of Aesthetics/Light and Glare, Air Quality, Traffic, Noise, Public Services, and 
Utilities.  This length of the runway was approved in the 1986 EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA, the only 
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changes to the previously approved project needed to meet the project objectives include the 
widening of the runway from 100 to 150 feet and relocation or replacement of ‘Green Church”.  

4.2.4 Alternative 4 – Extend Runway Beyond 9,000 Feet 
Alternative 4, illustrated in Exhibit IV-5, extends Runway 9-27 to the west to achieve a length 
greater than 9,000 feet.  This alternative would meet all the project objectives but would entail a 
larger environmental impact due to an increase in previously approved length of 9,000 feet in 1986 
EIR/EA and 1997 SEIR/EA.  Depending on the ultimate runway length desired, some aeronautical 
pavement along with the required safety areas, would not be on Airport property.  This would require 
the Town of Mammoth Lakes to purchase the property or obtain a special use permit from the USFS.  
 
Alternative 4 would generate impacts that are greater than the proposed project and are likely to be 
significant in the categories of Soil/Land transformation, Hydrology and Water Quality, and 
Biological Resources. This alternative would meet all the project objectives but would entail a 
greater environmental impact due to an increase in land which would require to be cleared and 
graded along with greater storm water runoff due to increase in pavement area.  The additional length 
of the runway would also potentially affect additional mule deer and sage grouse habitat. Impacts 
similar to the proposed project (i.e., no new significant impacts) would occur in the categories of 
Aesthetics/Light and Glare, Air Quality, Traffic, Noise, Public Services, and Utilities. This 
alternative was rejected because Alternative 2 (proposed project) provides an environmentally 
superior alternative and meets all the project objectives at a lesser cost. 

4.2.5 Alternative 5 – Extend Runway to the East 
Alternative 5, illustrated in Exhibit IV-6, is the extension of Runway 9-27 to the east to achieve 
possible runway lengths of 8,200, 9,000, or greater than 9,000 feet.  The City of Los Angeles owns 
the land east of the airfield and it is currently used for recreational purposes. Extensions of 
aeronautical facilities to the east would require the Town of Mammoth Lakes to acquire or lease the 
required land from the City of Los Angeles.  
 
Alternative 5 would generate impacts that are greater than the proposed project and likely to be 
significant in the categories of Soil/Land transformation, Hydrology and Water Quality, Traffic, and 
Biological Resources depending on the runway length constructed. This alternative would meet all 
the project objectives but would entail a greater environmental impact due to an increase in land 
which would require to be cleared and graded along with greater storm water runoff due to increase 
in pavement area. The additional length of the runway would also potentially affect additional mule 
deer and sage grouse habitat and the dry meadow area located east of the Airport rather than the 
already disturbed land west of the Airport that is currently used as a paved stopway.  Benton 
Crossing Road would have to be relocated, because it would conflict with associated safety areas or 
aeronautical pavement.  
 
Environmental Impacts similar to the proposed project (i.e., no new significant impacts) would occur 
in the categories of Aesthetics/Light and Glare, Air Quality, Noise, Public Services, and Utilities. 
This alternative was rejected because Alternative 2 (proposed project) provides an environmentally 
superior alternative and meets all the project objectives at a lesser cost. 
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4.3  Comparison of Environmental Impacts Of Project Alternatives 

This section analyzes the difference in impact of the four build alternatives (Alternative 2, 3, 4, and 
5). The environmental categories discussed in Section III, which are affected by the changes to the 
proposed project, are analyzed. These include Aesthetics/Light and Glare, Air Quality, Biological 
Resources, Traffic, Soils/Land Transformation, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, and Public 
Services and Utilities. 

4.3.1  Aesthetics/Light and Glare 
There would be no substantial difference between impacts of Alternative 2 (proposed project), 3, 4, 
and 5 on the environmental category of Aesthetics/Light and Glare.  These impacts were analyzed for 
the proposed project in Section 3.1 of this SSEIR. 

4.3.2  Air Quality 

4.3.2.1  Operational Emissions 
There would be no substantial difference between impacts of Alternative 2 (proposed project), 3, 4, 
and 5 on the environmental category of Air Quality as far as operational emissions are concerned. 
These impacts were analyzed for the proposed project in Section 3.2 of this SSEIR. 

4.3.2.2  Construction Emissions 
The methodology for calculating the construction emissions for all the alternatives would be the 
same as described in Section 3.2.2.2.  Table IV-1 gives a summary of the construction emissions for 
the different alternatives.  
 
Table IV-1 
2002 Construction Emissions and De Minimis Criteria (Tons per year) 

 PM-10 VOC NOx 
    
Alternative 1 (No Project)    
    Non-road emissions  0 0 0 
    On-road emissions  0 0 0 
Total 0 0 0 
Alternative 2  (Proposed Project)    
    Non-road emissions  2.0 1.5 21.8 
    On-road emissions  56.7 1.4 13.7 
Total 58.7 2.9 35.5 
Alternative 3    
    Non-road emissions  2.5 1.9 27.1 
    On-road emissions  67.5 1.8 17.1 
Total 70.0 3.6 44.2 
Alternative 4    
    Non-road emissions  2.5 1.9 27.1 
    On-road emissions  67.5 1.8 17.1 
Total 70.0 3.6 44.2 
Alternative 5    
    Non-road emissions  2.0 1.5 21.8 
    On-road emissions  56.7 1.4 13.7 
Total 58.7 2.9 35.5 
    
De minimis criteria 100 50 100 

Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates Inc. 
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Total project related emissions (construction and operational) for the all five alternatives are 
summarized in Table IV-2.  
 
Table IV-2 
Total Project Emissions and De Minimis Criteria (Tons per year) 
 

 PM-10 VOC NOx 
    
2002  Construction Impacts    
    Alternative 1 (No Project) 0 0 0 
    Alternative 2 (Proposed Project) 58.7 2.9 35.5 
    Alternative 3 70.0 3.6 44.2 
    Alternative 4 70.0 3.6 44.2 
    Alternative 5 58.7 2.9 35.5 
    
2003 Operational Impacts    
    No Project 20.0 3.6 1.2 
    Proposed Project 8.6 3.7 10.6 
    Change in Emissions  (-11.5) (+ 0.1) (+ 9.4) 
    
2007 Operational Impacts    
    No Action 52.1 4.1 1.3 
    Proposed Project 25.9 10.6 28.4 
    Change in Emissions  (-26.1) (+ 6.5) (+ 27.0) 
    
2022 Operational Impacts    
    No Project 86.5 5.9 2.1 
    Proposed Project 52.0 17.5 55.9 
    Change in Emissions  (-34.5) (+ 11.6) (+ 53.8) 
    
De minimis criteria 100 50 100 
    
Total Annual Emissions Great Basin Valleys (a) 20,075 4,745 (b) 3,285 
Total Annual Emissions Mono County (c) 9,950 2,256 (b) 843 
 
(a)  1996 Estimated Value.  Produced by the California Air Resources Board. 
(b)  Estimate is for Reactive Organic Compounds (ROC) 
(c) 2000 Estimated Value.  Produced by the California Air Resources Board 

 
Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

 
The proposed project and alternatives are presumed to conform with air quality standards 
promulgated in the Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act. As the preceding analysis 
demonstrates, the project will not result in emissions that would exceed the applicable de-minimis 
threshold rates, nor would the project be considered “regionally significant” with regard to air 
pollution emissions because project emissions would be a minute fraction of the total emissions in 
the region.  
 
There would be no substantial difference between impacts of Alternative 2 (proposed project), 3, 4, 
and 5 on the environmental category of Air Quality as far as construction emissions are concerned.  It 
is expected that de minimis thresholds for criteria pollutants being analyzed in this SSEIR will not be 
exceeded in any year if the proposed project is implemented.   
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4.3.3  Biological Resources 

4.3.3.1  Vegetation  
Under the proposed project, approximately 10.5 acres of sagebrush scrub habitat would be removed. 
For the other project alternatives, between 9.5 and 41.9 acres of sagebrush scrub habitat would be 
removed. Sagebrush scrub habitat is locally and regionally abundant. Therefore, the loss of this 
habitat type is not considered a significant adverse effect.  
 
For the construction of Alternative 5, a portion of dry meadow east of the Airport would be required. 
This habitat could serve as potential lek site for sage grouse.  Reduction in the meadow’s size and 
location of the runway closer to the dry meadow habitat could reduce opportunities for lek formation 
in the vicinity of the Airport. 
 
No Significant Natural Areas of Rare Natural Communities were located in the project area. 
Therefore, no impacts to these resources would occur from the proposed project.  

4.3.3.2  Wildlife 

Sage Grouse 
Alternative 2 (proposed project), 3, and 4 would require the disturbance of a portion the sagebrush 
habitat west of the Airport, which is used by sage grouse along with mule deer.  Alternative 5 would 
affect the dry meadow east of the approach end of Runway 27, which is a suitable habitat for sage 
grouse winter use and summer foraging (see Appendix I Figure 2).  It could not be determined during 
the survey if sage grouse were using this area as a lek site.  Alternative 5, the extension of the runway 
to the east, would eliminate important wintering habitat between the approach end of Runway 27 and 
Benton Crossing Road.  
 
For all project alternatives, a six- to eight-foot high security fence would be constructed around the 
airfield.  Although sage grouse could fly over the fence to use the enclosed sagebrush scrub habitat, 
the fence could inhibit their use of this habitat.  The construction work proposed at the Airport, 
including construction of the security fence, is not expected to have an adverse effect on sage grouse 
given the current disturbed nature of the site. 
 
There is no difference between the build alternatives as far as effects of aircraft flight path and noise 
effects on wildlife are concerned.  These were both addressed in Section 3.3.2.2. 

Mule Deer 
There is no difference between the build alternatives as far as effects of perimeter fence, increased 
light, noise, airport and vehicle traffic, and human disturbance are concerned. These were all 
addressed in Section 3.3.2.2. 
 
The location of the fence and the affected deer habitat for the proposed action and all alternatives 
is depicted in Exhibit III-8.  Table IV-3 summarizes the number of acres of high quality deer 
habitat that would be lost due to security fencing for each alternative. Proposed mitigation 
measures would reduce the potential impacts. 
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Table IV-3 
Eliminated High Quality Deer Habitat Loss (acres) 
 

 
 
Alternative 

Eliminated 
habitat loss 

(acres) 
  
1 – No Project 0.0 
2 – Extend Runway 8,200 feet to the west 9.5 
3 – Extend Runway 9,000 feet to the west 10.5 
4 – Extend Runway beyond 9,000 feet to the west  21.9 
5 - Extend Runway to the east 41.9 

 
Source:   Jones & Stokes, Inc., September 2000. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

 
The proposed project and project alternatives are not expected to directly impact mule deer 
migration as analyzed in Section 3.3.2.2. 

Raptors 
There would be no substantial impacts of Alternative 2 (proposed project), 3, 4, and 5 on Raptors. 

4.3.3.3  Threatened and Endangered Species 
There would be no substantial difference between impacts of Alternative 2 (proposed project), 3, 4, 
and 5 on threatened and endangered species. As analyzed in Section 3.4 the proposed project would 
have no adverse impacts on Owens Tui Chub, Lahontan Cutthroat Trout, Bald Eagle, and Sierra 
Nevada Big Horn Sheep. 

4.3.3.4  Water Resources 
There would be no substantial difference between impacts of Alternative 2 (proposed project), 3, 4, 
and 5 on water resources.  As analyzed in Section 3.4 the proposed project would have no adverse 
impacts on water resources. 

4.3.4  Transportation/Traffic 
There would be no substantial difference between impacts of Alternative 2 (proposed project), 3, and 
4 on the environmental category of Transportation/Traffic. These impacts were analyzed for the 
proposed project in Section 3.4 of this SSEIR.  Alternative 5 would require the relocation of Benton 
Crossing Road. 

4.3.5  Soil/Land Transformation 
Alternative 3 would have environmental impacts that are greater than the proposed project in the 
Soil/Land transformation as more land would need to be cleared and graded and there would be 
greater storm water runoff due to increase in pavement area.  
 
Alternative 4 extends Runway 9-27 to the west to achieve a length greater than 9,000 feet. 
Depending on the ultimate runway length desired, some aeronautical pavement along with the 
required safety areas, would not be on Airport property.  This would require the Town of Mammoth 
Lakes to purchase the property or obtain a special use permit from the USFS.  Alternative 4 would 
generate impacts that are greater than the proposed project in Soil/Land transformation due to an 
increase in land which would require to be cleared and graded along with greater storm water runoff 
due to increase in pavement area.  
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Alternative 5 is the extension of Runway 9-27 to the east to achieve possible runway lengths of 
8,200, 9,000, or greater than 9,000 feet.  The City of Los Angeles owns the land east of the airfield 
and it is currently used for recreational purposes.  Extensions of aeronautical facilities to the east 
would require the Town of Mammoth Lakes to acquire or lease the required land from the City of 
Los Angeles.  
 
Alternative 5 would generate impacts that are greater than the proposed project and likely to be 
significant in the Soil/Land transformation category.   

4.3.6  Hydrology, Water Supply, and Water Quality 
Alternatives 3,4, and 5 would have a greater impact on Hydrology, Water Supply, and Water Quality 
than Alternative 2 (proposed project) as all these alternatives have greater storm water runoff due to 
increase in pavement lengths. 

4.3.7  Noise 
Noise exposure maps were prepared for all of the alternatives for the years 2003 and 2022 to estimate 
and compare the potential effects of aircraft noise on existing land uses. Noise exposure maps were 
prepared for 2003 to demonstrate the changes in noise exposure that could occur with the Airport 
expansion in the earliest year that the development would be operational and for 2022 to evaluate the 
longer-range impacts of the Airport development alternatives. 
 
In this analysis, the primary factor contributing to the changes in noise exposure between each 
alternative is the location of the proposed extension (east vs. west) and length of the extension.  The 
projected annual distribution of runway use is presented in Table  F-8 in Appendix F. 
 

Moving the start-of-roll point for departures with the runway extensions results in existing aircraft 
operating at the Airport climbing for a longer distance, and subsequently at higher altitudes, over 
Airport property when overflying areas in the vicinity of the Airport.  In certain instances, this results 
in some reduction in aircraft noise exposure for the general aviation fleet of aircraft at the Airport.  
However, because the runway development permits the use of the Airport by larger air carrier 
aircraft, the resulting increase in operations would cause an increase in the overall noise exposure 
area. 
 
Noise exposure maps showing the CNEL 60 and 65 noise exposure areas were developed for each of 
the alternatives for both 2003 and 2022. The following indicates the exhibits associated with each 
alternative: 
 

• Alternative 1—Existing 7,000-Foot Runway (No Action).  Aircraft noise exposure in 2003 
and 2022 for Alternative 1 is shown on Exhibit IV-7 and Exhibit IV-8, respectively.  

• Alternative 2—8,200-Foot Runway (Proposed Action).  Aircraft noise exposure in 2003 and 
2022 for Alternative 2 is shown on Exhibit III-19 and Exhibit III-20, respectively.  

• Alternative 3—9,000-Foot Runway. Aircraft noise exposure in 2003 and 2022 for 
Alternative 3 is shown on Exhibit IV-9 and Exhibit IV-10, respectively.  

• Alternative 4—Greater than 9,000-Foot Runway. Aircraft noise exposure for this alternative 
would be dependent on the exact length of the runway. It is anticipated to be similar to 
Alternative 3 but shifted to the end of the proposed runway. 
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• Alternative 5—8,200-Foot Runway, Extension to the East.  Aircraft noise exposure in 2002 
and 2022 for Alternative 5 is shown on Exhibit IV-11 and Exhibit IV-12, respectively.   

As shown on the exhibits for the alternatives, the area exposed to aircraft noise of CNEL 65 and 
higher for each of the alternatives remains within the airfield boundary of the Airport on either 
Airport property or vacant land controlled by the Airport through leases or use permits. There are no 
noise sensitive land uses and no people living within the CNEL 65 noise exposure area for any of the 
alternatives. The CNEL 60 and higher noise exposure area remains largely on Airport property, 
vacant land, or the U.S. Highway 395 right-of-way. Current land use plans show this area as 
remaining as compatible land uses.  Areas west of the Airport are compatible land uses and therefore, 
it is anticipated that noise impacts for Alternative 4 would not be significantly different than 
Alternative 3. 
 
A hotel and residential condominium development is planned on Airport property, north of the 
airfield.  This area would be outside the CNEL 60 noise exposure area for each of the alternative  
 
In addition to the noise exposure maps, a grid point analysis was conducted to evaluate potential 
changes in noise exposure at specific points in the vicinity of the Airport.  These areas, as shown on 
Exhibit III-24, include the Hot Creek State Fish Hatchery, the Hot Creek Ranch, the planned 
hotel/condominium complex on Airport property and the Sierra Nevada Aquatic Research 
Laboratory (SNARL). Table IV-4 summarizes the CNEL values calculated by the INM for 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 5 at these locations.  As described in Table IV-4, Grid Points 1 and 2 refer to 
the location of the hatchery, Grid Point 3 refers to the location at the Hot Creek Ranch, Grid Points 4 
and 5 refer to locations along Hot Creek, Grid Point 6 refers to the location at the on-Airport 
hotel/condominium complex, and Grid Point 7 refers to the location of SNARL facilities.  None of 
these facilities are located within the existing or future CNEL 65 noise exposure area for any of the 
alternatives.  Although each grid point would show some increase in noise exposure levels with the 
development alternatives, the noise exposure levels remain low.  It is anticipated that these areas 
would also not experience direct overflights of air carrier jet aircraft because the planned operating 
procedure is for air carrier jet aircraft to arrive on a straight-in arrival procedure from the east and 
depart using an initial turn to the south, away from these development areas for departures to the 
west.  
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Table IV-4 
CNEL Values at Grid Locations 
  

 Existing Alternative (a) 

Grid Point 1999 1 2 3 5 
2003      
1 – Hatchery-south 38.3 38.8 39.1 39.1 39.1 
2 – Hatchery-north 37.5 37.9 38.2 38.3 38.6 
3 – Hot Creek Ranch 35.9 36.3 36.5 36.5 36.7 
4 – Hot Creek-south 35.6 36.0 36.3 36.2 36.4 
5 – Hot Creek-north 33.0 33.4 33.7 33.6 33.7 
6 – On-Airport hotel/ 
condominium complex  

49.3 49.7 53.6 52.4 50.9 
7 -  Sierra Nevada 
Aquatic Research 
Laboratory 

30.5 30.9 35.2 35.3 35.1 

      
2022      
1 – Hatchery-south  41.4 42.3 42.3 42.3 
2 – Hatchery-north  40.5 41.4 41.5 41.7 
3 – Hot Creek Ranch  38.9 39.5 39.5 39.8 
4 – Hot Creek-south  38.6 39.3 39.2 39.4 
5 – Hot Creek-north  36.0 36.8 36.7 36.9 
6 – On-Airport hotel/ 
condominium complex  

 52.4 58.8 57.3 55.8 
7 -  Sierra Nevada 
Aquatic Research 

 33.5 41.0 41.0 40.7 

 
  

CNEL = Community noise equivalent level, in A-weighted decibels. 

(a) Alternative 1—7,000-foot runway (no action) 
Alternative 2—8,200-foot runway (proposed action) 
Alternative 3—9,000-foot runway 
Alternative 5—8,200-foot runway, extension to the east 

 
Source:  Brown-Buntin Associates, July 2000 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
  
In summary, Table IV-5 shows the area exposed to CNEL 60 to 65 and CNEL 65 and higher for the 
1999 operating conditions and each of the alternatives for the forecast 2003 and 2022 operation 
levels. In terms of environmental impact, the extent of impact is often indicated by the number of 
people exposed to CNEL 65 and higher.  There are no populated areas or other incompatible land 
uses planned within the areas that would be exposed to CNEL 65 or higher noise exposure areas for 
any of the alternatives for 2003 or 2022.   
 
The closest potential noise sensitive area is the proposed on-Airport hotel and residential 
condominium development, which is outside the area exposed to CNEL 60 and higher.  The Mono 
County Noise Element [3-33] and the Town of Mammoth Lakes Noise Element [3-34], in 
conformance with State Standards, recommends that interior residential noise levels not exceed 
CNEL 45.  Standard building practice in the cold weather mountainous regions will generally reduce 
noise levels inside the buildings within this area to less than CNEL 45. 
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Table IV-5 
Comparison of Estimated Noise Exposure Areas by Alternative 
 

 Existing Alternative (a) 
Noise impact factor 1999 1 2 3 5 
Area exposed (acres)      
2002      
CNEL 65+ 39 39 48 48 48 
CNEL 65-60 47 47 61 66 61 
Total CNEL 60+  

 
86 109 114 109 

2022      
CNEL 65+  62 105 110 105 
CNEL 65-60  56 105 112 105 
Total CNEL 60+  118 210 222 210 
 
CNEL = Community noise equivalent level, in A-weighted decibels. 
(a) Alternative 1—7,000-foot runway (no project) 
Alternative 2—8,200-foot runway (proposed project) 
Alternative 3—9,000-foot runway 
Alternative 5—8,200-foot runway, extension to the east 
 

 
Source:  Brown-Buntin Associates, July 2000 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
 
All of the commercial development areas, including the on-Airport commercial development areas, 
SNARL and the planned Sierra Business Park development area, would be located outside the CNEL 
65 (and CNEL 60) noise exposure area for all the alternatives. As indicated in Table III-16, 
commercial uses in these areas would be compatible.  
 
As the proposed project would not result in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of CNEL 60 and indoor noise level greater than CNEL 45. Therefore, the proposed plan does 
not significantly impact the environment in terms of operational noise.  

4.3.8 Public Services and Utilities 
There would be no substantial difference between impacts of Alternative 2 (proposed project), 3, 4, 
and 5 on the environmental category of Public Services and Utilities. These impacts were analyzed 
for the proposed project in Section 3.8 of this SSEIR. 
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4.4 Alternatives Previously Considered and Eliminated from Further 
Consideration 

4.4.1 Reasons for Eliminating Alternative 6 - Widen 7,000 Foot Runway 
This alternative’s runway length, 7,000 feet is not sufficient to meet the project objectives.  It is less 
than the length required by the air carrier that is scheduled to begin operations from Mammoth Lakes 
to Dallas/Fort Worth and Chicago during the winter season of 2002/2003.  Additionally, other major 
airline hubs (such as Denver, Los Angeles, Houston, and Salt Lake City) have previously been 
identified as feasible origin and destination points for Mammoth Lakes.  Results of the aircraft 
performance analysis (Appendix E) showed that only very short-range destination cities, such as 
Denver, Los Angeles, and Salt Lake City, could be effectively served year-round from a 7,000-foot 
runway.  Significant weight penalties for air carrier aircraft serving longer distance destinations could 
be imposed, making air carrier service unfeasible.  As a result of this alternative’s failure to provide 
service to the targeted markets, it would not meet project objectives and was eliminated from further 
consideration. 

4.4.2 Reasons for Eliminating Alternative 7 - Widen the Runway Without 
Shifting the Runway 25 Feet to the South 

Based on the Airport elevation, type of passenger service anticipated, and current airline scheduling 
plans, the design aircraft selected for Mammoth Yosemite Airport is a narrow body aircraft up to and 
including Boeing 757-200. The current runway centerline to taxiway centerline separation is 300 
feet.  The Boeing 757 requires runway centerline to taxiway centerline separation of 312.5 feet. By 
widening the runway 50 feet on the south side of the runway, thereby shifting the runway centerline 
25 feet south, the required runway centerline to taxiway centerline separation would be provided. 
Widening the taxiway to the north would place the taxiway too close to the east hangars. 
 
Taxiway centerline to a fixed or movable object separation for a Boeing 757 is 97.5 feet.  The current 
taxiway centerline to a fixed or movable object is 90.5 feet.  By widening the parallel taxiway 20 feet 
on the south side and five feet on the north side, the taxiway centerline would be shifted 7.5 feet to 
the south.  This provides a runway to taxiway separation of 317.5 feet and a taxiway centerline to a 
fixed or movable object (east hangers) of 98 feet. The 317.5-foot runway to taxiway separation 
protects for both the RSA and Taxiway Safety Area and provides an additional five feet for the 
airfield drainage system. 
 
This runway location in Alternative 7 would not allow the parallel taxiway to have adequate 
clearance from the east general aviation hangars, thus precluding the use of the taxiway by Boeing 
757 aircraft.  Boeing 757 aircraft would have to back taxi on the runway for departure.  Air carrier 
aircraft at other non-hub air carrier airports in the United States perform back taxiing operations on 
runways, although it is not preferred operating practice and should only be used when other design 
options are not possible.  Because of the inability of this alternative to normally serve the design 
aircraft, it does not meet the project objectives and was eliminated from further consideration. 
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4.4.3 Reasons for Eliminating Alternative 8-Develop Another Airport in the 
Region 

The next closest airfield to Mammoth Lakes is a general aviation airport located at Bishop, 
California. The distance from Bishop to Mammoth Mountain is about 50 miles, and while the 
distance from the Mammoth Yosemite Airport to Mammoth Mountain is less than 10 miles. Access 
from Bishop Airport to regional recreational areas (e.g., Mammoth Mountain) would require drivers 
to pass through downtown Bishop along a two-lane residential street and through a major downtown 
intersection. This would generate neighborhood compatibility, traffic and air quality issues in Bishop, 
which would not result with use of the Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  This would be further 
exacerbated by the fact that skiers (peak season airport users) would be required to travel 
approximately 50 miles from Bishop to Mammoth Mountain ski areas, versus less than 10 miles with 
use of the Mammoth Yosemite Airport. the use of Bishop Airport would not only result in downtown 
vehicular traffic and air quality impacts, but would also contribution to regional vehicular and air 
quality impacts.  
 
The primary population of Bishop, California is located within one to five miles of the Bishop 
Airport and much of the population resides directly under the flight path for the east-west runway at 
the Airport. The primary population of the Town of Mammoth Lakes, Sunny Slopes, and Lake 
Crowley are all located significantly further away from Mammoth Yosemite Airport and south of the 
flight path of the Airport’s runway. Exhibits IV-13 and IV-14 show the general proximity of the 
populated areas in the vicinities of Bishop Airport and Mammoth Yosemite Airport, respectively.  
Based on a visual review, there is the potential for greater aircraft noise impacts at Bishop Airport.  
 
Moreover, U.S. Highway 395 between Bishop and Mammoth Lakes has a steep grade making for 
difficult driving during periods of inclement winter weather, and resulting in occasional additional 
traffic congestion along the highway. 
 
The airfield at Bishop Airport is currently not certified for FAR Part 139 and there are currently no 
plans to obtain FAR Part 139 certification in the immediate future. Mammoth Yosemite Airport is 
already operating under a limited FAR Part 139 certification.  The runway length on the longest 
runway at Bishop would be sufficient to accommodate the aircraft types and markets identified.  
However, the existing runways and taxiways would have to be widened and strengthened and 
taxiway and terminal improvements similar to those proposed for Mammoth Lakes would have to be 
undertaken. Given the time required for planning, engineering, and construction of the required 
facilities, it is highly doubtful that all of the needed improvements could be accomplished at 
significantly less cost than the proposed project at Mammoth Yosemite Airport. Without Part 139 
certification, the FAA would not allow Bishop Airport to be operated as an air carrier passenger 
airport. Moreover, the Town of Mammoth Lakes has no control over the development of the Bishop 
Airport and is uncertain as to whether the air carriers would opt to serve the Mammoth Lakes market 
from the Bishop Airport.   
 
An early coordination meeting was held with representatives of Bishop on January 31, 2000, and a 
copy of a letter to the FAA Airports District Office documenting the discussions at that meeting is 
provided in Appendix D of this SSEIR.  Representatives from Bishop indicated their potential plans 
to attract commuter service to Bishop Airport.  The use of Mammoth Yosemite Airport and Bishop 
Airport would be complementary in nature rather than competitive.    
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A further discussion with the Airport Manager at Bishop Airport was held on November 30, 2000.  
Bishop is planning several airfield maintenance projects and the construction of a 4,900 square foot 
general aviation terminal.  However, the County was not planning on obtaining an FAR Part 139 
certification at that time because of the high costs of upgrading the facilities to meet the requirements 
for commuter operations.   
 
Based upon all of the above reasons, use of Bishop Airport as an alternative was considered to be 
infeasible and would not meet the project objectives and was eliminated from further consideration. 

4.4.4 Reasons for Eliminating Alternative 9 - Use Alternate Modes of 
Transportation 

Visitors would have to fly to either Reno or Los Angeles and drive to the Mammoth Lakes area.  
This itinerary would not reduce visitor travel time to the region, which the Town of Mammoth Lakes 
has identified as a problem in attracting new visitors to the region. There are currently no imminent 
plans to provide high-speed rail from existing airports, such as Reno or Los Angeles, to the 
Mammoth Lakes area. Based upon the unavailability of certain modes of alternative transportation 
(high-speed rail) and the inability of other alternative modes (private car and bus) to reduce visitor 
travel time, this alternative does not meet the project objectives. It was considered the same as the 
no-project Alternative 1 and was eliminated from further consideration. 

4.4.5 Reasons for Eliminating Alternative 10-Develop a New Airport in the 
Region at a Different Site 

The construction of a new airport at a different site in the region to replace or augment Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport has been considered by Mono County. The reports Mammoth Lakes/June Lake 
Airport, Site Selection & Master Plan, 1978, Wadell Engineering Corporation [4-1], and Final 
Environmental Impact Report, Mammoth Lakes Area Airport, Site Selection and Master Plan, 1975, 
Wadell Engineering Corporation [4-2], document the evaluations and findings conducted for Mono 
County. Public workshops were conducted as part of the studies.  
 
Eight potential airport sites were evaluated of which most were eliminated due to excessive 
earthwork, inaccessibility, rugged terrain, distance from users, and airspace obstructions. Several 
sites in Long Valley, between Benton Crossing Road and Lake Crowley, were considered potential 
options with few airspace obstructions and relatively open development areas. However, 
environmental impacts associated with the development of a new airport within a recreational area, 
disruption of sage grouse strutting grounds, disruption of wetlands, and other impacts within a 
natural area were considered “overwhelming.” [4-1] It was recommended, and adopted by Mono 
County, that the existing Airport site be continued to be developed rather than the development of a 
new airport. As stated in the Final Environmental Impact Report: 
 

”The existing airport site has been developed in airport use for more than 30 years and is 
adjacent to State Highway 395 and other improved roads, such that the adverse impacts 
of airport expansion and development on the natural environment would be significantly 
less than within the essentially natural setting of the Lake Crowley site.” [4-2] 

 
The County adopted plans to continue the development of Mammoth Yosemite Airport and, since 
then, significant public and private development has occurred at the Airport.   
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The physical and environmental conditions that existed at the sites evaluated in the previous site 
selection studies have not changed significantly since the completion of the previous studies. New 
environmental regulations, however, have been adopted that would make such development of a new 
airport even more onerous today than at the time of previous studies.   
 
Construction costs would also likely be several times the cost associated with continued development 
at Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  General construction costs for new airport facilities of this size are 
conservatively estimated to be at least $100 million and could be significantly greater. The U.S. 
Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and Los Angeles Department of Public Works own 
most of the land at the potential sites. The Town of Mammoth Lakes and Mono County do not have 
control over the land at the potential new airport sites and significant land acquisition costs could be 
incurred.  Given the time required for the environmental, planning, financial, land acquisition, and 
construction process, it is likely that a new airport would not be operational for at least five years or 
more. 
 
Based upon the evaluations previously conducted regarding the development of a new airport in the 
region and local adopted plans, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration due to the 
major environmental impacts it will have on any undisturbed site in the region. These impacts would 
be much larger than any other alternative that would modify the existing Airport facilities to meet the 
project objectives.  
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V.  Long Term Implications of Proposed Project 

The following section describes the long-term effects of the Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion 
Project.  These effects are discussed in terms of (1) the relationship between local short-term uses of 
the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, (2) irreversible 
environmental changes which would be involved in the proposed project, if it were implemented, and 
(3) the growth-inducing impact of the proposed project. 

5.1 Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses and the Maintenance 
and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity 

This section (1) identifies impacts that narrow the range of beneficial uses of the environment, or 
pose long-term risks to health or safety, and (2) discusses the justification of implementing the 
proposed project now, rather than reserving an option for alternatives which may not now be feasible 
but which may be in the future. 

5.1.1 Impacts That Restrict Beneficial Uses of the Environment 
As discussed in Section III, environmental impacts of the proposed project are not expected to 
significantly impact any environmental category.  Therefore, no impacts that would restrict beneficial 
uses of the environment are anticipated to occur. 

5.1.2 Justification for Project Implementation 
As discussed in Section 1.2, Purpose and Need of the Proposed Project, the current physical and 
operational condition of Mammoth Yosemite Airport do not meet the project objectives, including 
airfield and terminal facilities that allow air carrie r operations.  

5.2 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Would be 
Involved in  the Proposed Project Should it be Implemented 

State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2 (c) requires discussion of the irreversible changes in the 
environment should the project be implemented.  As stated in the Guidelines, "uses of nonrenewable 
resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible since a large 
commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely." Both primary and 
secondary impacts should be discussed particularly changes that would commit future generations to 
similar uses.  Also irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the 
project.  This section (1) describes the irretrievable commitment of resources, both in the 
construction and operation of the proposed project, and (2) discusses irreversible environmental 
damage that could result from negligent operation or failure of the proposed project’s safeguards. 

5.2.1 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 
Certain irreversible consequences would result from proposed project activities. These include the 
following: 
 
• Resources consumed during construction of the proposed project including labor and 

construction materials such as sheet metal, paints, aluminum, metal insulation, concrete and 
fossil fuels. 

  



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report  March 2002 
Long Term Implications of the Proposed Project   V-2 

• Resources, materials and labor consumed during the operation of the proposed project’s principal 
uses including fossil fuels; electricity and natural gas; and water.  

 
Implementation of the project will not create a new use of land for Airport purposes, as this use has 
long been planned at this site.  The project will, however, support continued use of the Airport at this 
location and serve future generations with air passenger service into the region.  Primary access to 
the Airport is via U.S. Highway 395, which is an existing highway and has been committed to this 
use before the Airport was developed.  The project would not alter the purposes or function of the 
highway in the region.   

5.2.2 Potential Irreversible Environmental Damage 
As evaluated throughout Section III, environmental impacts of the proposed project, no significant 
unavoidable adverse environmental damage is anticipated as a result of the Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport Expansion Project. While extension of the runway by 1,200 feet and widening the runway 
from 100 feet to 150 feet will pave currently unpaved areas, the unpaved land is already committed 
to airport use and is not a biologically or otherwise unique or environmentally sensitive area.  The 
site for the package wastewater treatment plant will not be a sensitive habitat for any endangered or 
threatened wildlife species, for which the loss of this land would reduce the population or availability 
of flora or fauna in the region.  Installation of the package treatment plant is also designed to serve 
the Airport, thereby avoiding new service demands in the project area associated with the proposed 
project.  Any negligent operation, or failure of industry safeguards that may occur, would do so with 
or without the proposed project since the Airport is in operation at the project site.  Further, any 
accident or failure in implementation of industry standards are protected from resulting in offsite 
deleterious effects by the spill prevention plan and the creation of an emergency response plan. 
Therefore, no irreversible environmental damage as a result of negligent operation or failure of 
industry safeguards that may occur, can be isolated to the proposed project. 

5.3 Growth-Inducing Impact of the Proposed Project 
The following section (1) identifies ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or 
population growth, either directly or indirectly in the surrounding environment, and (2) discusses the 
characteristics of some projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities that could 
significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. 
 
The State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2 (d) indicate that growth in and of itself is not necessarily 
assumed to be beneficial, detrimental or of little significance to the environment.  CEQA requires 
that the EIR discuss ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, 
or directly or indirectly lead to the construction of new housing (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2 (d)).   
 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes is a resort town located in the Eastern Sierra Nevada Mountain Range 
of California. The region has two major national and international distinct seasonal attractions 
consisting of skiing in the winter and numerous outdoor recreational activities in the summer.   
 
Since 1995, the Airport has not been served by scheduled commercial air service. By and large, the 
visitors come to the area either by using other airports such as Reno one of the Los Angeles area 
airports and then renting an automobile, or by driving to the area from their home. 
 
During the 1980s, Mammoth Mountain Ski Area was one of the leading ski areas in North 
America.  Skier visits during 1985/86 winter season, Mammoth Mountain’s peak season, were 
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just over 1.6 million, which was the highest total in North America for that year.  Subsequent 
years have seen an erosion of Mammoth’s market position and a general decline in skier visits.  
The ski area has generally experienced between 500,000 to 700,000 fewer paid day skier visits 
compared with its peak 1985/86-year.  The decline in the ski area’s market position and 
performance has been based on a number of factors, which include the following:  
 
• In 1986, a change in tax laws with respect to vacation homes largely removed the benefit of 

renting vacation homes, and Mammoth was not adding public beds. 

• In the 1980s, Southern California entered into a recession that particularly affected the defense 
industry, a very important part of the region’s economy.  The Southern California region makes 
up approximately 85 percent of Mammoth Mountain’s winter market. 

• Drought conditions in the early 1990s and lack of sufficient snow making equipment adversely 
affected the Resort's image. 

• A series of earthquakes in the region also adversely affected the Resort’s image. 

• Most importantly, the ski area and Town did not change to a destination mountain resort, while 
many other Colorado and Utah resorts, as well as the Whistler Resort in British Columbia, were 
undergoing major expansions on their mountains and in their resort villages. 

With the arrival of Intrawest, one of the largest resort developers in the North America, as a major 
shareholder in Mammoth Mountain, the Town of Mammoth Lakes is experiencing substantial 
changes to both the ski area and to the Town’s private and public accommodation base in order to 
increase tourism to the Region. 
 
In the summer, aside from the domestic tourists, the Region attracts a number of Japanese and 
European tourists who fly to Los Angeles and drive to Yosemite and other national parks.  Tourism 
to Yosemite, other national parks in the region, and other major recreational and scenic attractions is 
expected to increase in future years, regardless of whether Mammoth Yosemite Airport provides air 
carrier jet service or not.  Based on statistics provided by Caltrans, approximately 1.5 million 
summer visitors are attracted to the Mammoth Lakes region yearly.  Nearly 6.0 million tourists 
visited nearby Yosemite and other national parks in the area in 1998.  
 
The growth in tourism of the Mammoth Lakes region is a fact recognized in the Town of Mammoth 
Lakes General Plan/Mono County General Plan [5-1].  Development is continuing in the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes with construction beginning on 2,403 new tourist units and 134,000 sq. ft. of new 
commercial development as well as just completed a new 18-hole golf course.  In addition, plans are 
underway for a $131 million upgrade and renovation to mountain lifts, trails, equipment, and 
facilities.  Other developments, including the Dempsey Corporation’s Snowcreek development, also 
have real estate plans, which add more rooms. Within the next 10 years, it is anticipated that 
approximately 6,000 units will be developed to accommodate the projected growth in tourism.  The 
growth projections are based upon the Town’s marketing program, not development of local air 
service. 

5.3.1 Economic Growth 
The introduction of air carrier jet service to Mammoth Yosemite supports the planned tourism and 
residential growth. The estimated number of passenger enplanements is forecast to increase from 
37,000 in 2002 to 333,800 in 2022.  It is unknown how much of this increase would still occur if 
visitors used other airports or modes of transportation.  
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According to the study done by David A. Hughes & Associates, Ltd., titled Comparison of Projected 
Visitor Demand with Proposed Accommodation Buildout at Mammoth Lakes, July 23, 1999 [5-2], 
there are sufficient hotel/motel and other facilities to accommodate the projected increase in tourism 
for at least the next eight years and plans are proposed to provide facilities to accommodate growth 
beyond these levels.  There would also be greater employment opportunities and an increase in sales 
and property taxes. 

5.3.2  Population Growth and Housing 
As tourism continues to grow, it is anticipated that more passengers would use the air carrier service 
at Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  Therefore, more employment opportunities would also be generated 
by the Airport and airlines.  At the same time, the increase in tourism would stimulate secondary 
growth in services offered by the community, such as additional hotels and restaurants, through 
which more job opportunities would be provided.  As a result, more people could eventually move to 
the Mammoth Lakes area.  New housing would have to be built to accommodate the increase in 
workers in the area.  Other than the direct and indirect jobs related to employment at the Airport, the 
increase in population and housing and expansion of the region’s economy would be expected to 
occur with or without the improvement of the Airport.  
 
Existing land use planning documents for the region include population projections.  The projected 
future population levels with the Mammoth Yosemite Airport improvements are consistent with 
adopted land use documents, including the Inyo National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plan [2-2], the Mono County General Plan [2-3] and the Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan [5-
1]. 
 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes has adopted an urban limits policy, designed to limit the expansion of 
commercial, industrial, and residential development to the immediate vicinity of the existing 
community.  The private uses proposed at the Airport are consistent with the zoning that existed prior 
to the annexation of the Airport by the Town and constitute a concentrated high-density 
development. 

5.3.3 Land Ownership  
The ownership of the land around Mammoth Yosemite Airport is an important factor in determining 
the long term growth inducing impacts of the proposed project.  Most of the area in and around the 
Town of Mammoth Lakes is already built out, which would not allow the area to grow unchecked.  
As shown on Exhibit II-2, most of the land surrounding the Airport is in public ownership.  There are 
only three small privately owned parcels of land. 
 
The area north and northwest of the Airport is administered by the USFS and includes the area 
occupied by the USFS gravel/borrow pit and a portion of the Mammoth Geothermal Project.  Two of 
the three generations of the facility reside on privately held land.  The City of Los Angeles owns the 
land northwest of the Airport, which occupies the abandoned Mammoth Lakes Elementary School 
and Hot Creek Fish Hatchery.  The land on which Hot Creek Ranch lies is privately owned.  A large 
area northeast of the Airport is administered by the BLM and is undeveloped. 
 
The area immediately east and southeast of the Airport is owned by the City of Los Angeles.  This 
land contains the “Green Church,” the Whitmore Hot Springs Recreational Area, the Mono County 
Juvenile Probation Facility, and the Mono County Animal Shelter.  The eastern portion of the 
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Airport, including portions of the runway, is on land owned by and leased from Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works (LADPW).  This land is currently in the process of being acquired by 
the Town of Mammoth Lakes for Airport use. 
 
The land southeast of the Airport, on which the Caltrans Maintenance Station and Gravel Pit are 
located, is owned by the BLM.  The City of Los Angeles owns the land to the south where 
SNARL’s facilities are located, while the USFS administers the land to the south, which contains 
the Convict Lake Recreational Area. 
 
The Mono County Sheriff Substation and Mono County Government Center is on land owned by the 
City of Los Angeles.  The second private land parcel just west of the Airport is occupied by the 
Sierra Quarry. 
 
The vast majority of the land in the vicinity of the Airport is controlled by three public agencies; The 
Bureau of Land Management, the United States Forest Service, and the City of Los Angeles.  In 
order for the Town of Mammoth Lakes to grow significantly as a result of the Airport expansion or 
any other factor, development would have to take place on lands now owned or managed by one of 
these agencies.  This would require changes to the current policies of the subject agencies that control 
the land.  This is not considered likely, because these agencies and the Town have been working to 
decrease existing fragmentation of public land.  

5.3.4 Transportation Facilities 
Because the project would not induce growth in the region beyond that already expected, and 
because the project may facilitate a shift from personal vehicles to passenger aircraft, the project has 
the potential to decrease the rate of increase in the number of trips on the regional roadway system.    
 
The potential for traffic congestion will also be lessened through the provision of the planned bus 
service between the Airport and Town.  At the same time, Mariposa County (Yosemite) and nearby 
towns have been conducting an extensive national advertising campaign in newspapers and radios 
emphasizing that the area is safe and a natural wonderland.  The U.S. Park Service plans to limit the 
number of automobiles permitted into Yosemite Valley by providing parking outside the entrance to 
the Park and using shuttle buses to bring in tourists.  To support the U.S. Park Service's efforts to 
reduce vehicle trips to Yosemite Valley and increase lodging options outside of the park, shuttle  bus 
service from Mammoth Lakes to the valley floor has been initiated in coordination with the Yosemite 
Area Regional Transportation System. 

5.3.5 Conclusion 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport accommodates planned growth in and around the Town of Mammoth 
Lakes by providing a desired transportation alternative.  The project would provide beneficial 
environmental effects by accommodating the forecast growth in accordance with the Town’s general 
policy to improve air quality by reducing vehicular miles traveled through the provision of an 
alternative to the personal automobile. This forecast growth takes into account the constraints due to 
limited availability of developable land, which as discussed above, is mostly owned by USFS, BLM, 
and City of Los Angeles.  
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Appendix A 
Mammoth Lakes Airport Mitigation Measures and  

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (1997 SEIR/EA) 
This table provides a summary of the proposed mitigation measures.  The column labeled Implementation provides the monitoring outline and identifies the 
entity responsible for assuring implementation and the development or approval stage at which the measure will be implemented. 
 

Potential Impacts Significance Mitigation Measures Implementation 
SOILS/LAND TRANSFORMATION 
Construction Disturbances of local 
environment including earthwork, dust, 
noise, and creation of stockpiles and 
debris. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Increased Erosion from exposed soil 
surfaces during earthwork operations and 
after completion of construction.  
Potential long term visual impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Not significant with mitigation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not significant with mitigation 

 
All grading and earthwork activities must be conducted in 
accordance with an approved grading plan and permit issued by 
the Town of Mammoth Lakes.  In addition to the standard 
conditions required by Town grading regulations, the following 
measures must be included: 
a. All earthwork must be conducted in accordance with a 

detailed project schedule which provides for completion 
of all work under a given permit in a single season. 

b. Limits of construction work shall be clearly delineated 
and disturbances of adjacent soil and vegetation shall be 
strictly avoided.   

 
A drainage and erosion control plan for all major projects shall be 
required by the Town of Mammoth Lakes.  All grading and 
earthwork shall conform to the requirements of the Regional 
Water Control Board for erosion and runoff control.  Reports of 
waste discharge shall be prepared as required by the RWQCB. 
 
All disturbed areas shall be revegetated and revegetated areas shall 
be maintained to insure adequate establishment and growth.  All 
temporary and permanent drainage and erosion control facilities 
shall be periodically inspected and maintained as set forth in the 
drainage and erosion control plans. 
 

 
Town - 
   Grading Permit 
   Building Permit 
RWQCB -  
   Grading Permit 
   Building Permit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Town - 
   Grading Permit 
   Building Permit 
RWQCB -  
   Grading Permit 
   Building Permit 
 
Town - 
   Grading permit 

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 
 
Development of residential projects and 
public facilities in an area of known 
seismic and volcanic potential may 
expose residents and visitors to risk.   

 
 
Not significant with mitigation 

 
 
All structures must be designed to meet the requirements of the 
Town of Mammoth Lakes building regulations and the uniform 
building code.   
 
The Town shall revise its Emergency Management Plan to 
incorporate the Mammoth Lakes Airport. 

 
 
Town - 
   Building permit 
 
 
Town -  
Next plan update, 
currently in 
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Potential Impacts Significance Mitigation Measures Implementation 
   Progress 

HYDROLOGY/WATER SUPPLY 
 
There will be an increased demand of up 
to 60 af/yr on the subsurface water 
resources. 
 
 
 
 
 
Lowering of groundwater levels may 
affect spring flows at the Hot Creek Fish 
Hatchery 

 
 
Not significant with mitigation 

 
 
Eliminate the golf course from the commercial development plan. 
 
A comprehensive water supply, distribution, and storage system 
shall be developed for the land uses within the A zone.  Wells 
shall be pump tested prior to project development.  No commercial 
development shall be developed until adequate potable water 
resources are available. 
 
No wells will be located closer than 6,000 feet from the fish 
hatchery springs. 

 
 
Town -   
   Plan approval 
 
Town - 
   Development 
agreement 
    Building permit 
 
Town -  
   Well approval 

WATER QUALITY 
 
Inadequate control of domestic and 
industrial (airport) waste may adversely 
affect the quality of groundwater. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Erosion from exposed soil surfaces could 
result in discharges of sediment to 
adjacent surface waters. 
 
Runoff from asphalt roadways and other 
impervious surfaces contain pollutants 
which may have adverse water quality 
impacts on surface streams. 
 
Discharges of significant concentrations 
of nutrients and/or toxic chemicals from 

 
 
Not significant with mitigation  

 
 
All waste water treatment and disposal systems shall be designed 
and maintained in accordance with the requirements of the 
RWQCB and the Mono County Health Dept.  Permits shall be 
obtained prior to installation of wastewater facilities as required by 
both agencies.  Facilities shall be sized to accommodate maximum 
projected flows in each phase. 
 
A NPDES General Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit will 
be required for all aviation related facilities.   
 
Groundwater sampling wells shall be provided to monitor the 
performance of the centralized subsurface disposal systems and to 
assess potential adverse water quality impacts.  Sampling shall be 
performed by the operator of the sewage disposal system with 
reports submitted to the RWQCB.  The size, location and numbers 
of sampling wells shall conform to RWQCB requirements. 
 
See SOILS/LAND TRANSFORMATION 
 
 
Salt shall not be used for roadway deicing. 
 
All development shall conform to the RWQCB requirements for 
runoff control.   
 
The golf course shall be eliminated from the Commercial 

 
 
Town -  
RWQCB -  
   Building permit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Town -  
RWQCB -  
   Grading permit 
Town -  
   On-going 
Town - 
RWQCB - 
   Grading permit 
   Building permit 
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Potential Impacts Significance Mitigation Measures Implementation 
large landscaped areas could have long 
term adverse water quality impacts. 

Development Plan. 
 
Prior to issuance of any grading or building permits for any of the 
projects described in the Commercial Development Plan, a 
fertilizer/pesticide management plan shall be submitted to the 
Town and RWQCB and approved by both agencies. 

Town -  
   Project approval 
Town -  
RWQCB -  
   Grading permit 
   Building permit 

AIR QUALITY 
 
Projected expansion of airport operations 
will result in increased aircraft related 
pollutant emissions. 
 
Construction activities will generate dust 
and exhaust emissions resulting in short-
term localized air quality impacts. 
 
Development in the A zone may increase 
stationary air pollutant emissions 
associated with building heating. 
Long term mobile air pollutant emissions 
arising from automobile traffic and may 
adversely affect air quality. 

 
 
Not significant  
 
 
 
Not significant with mitigation 
 
 
 
 
 
Not significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
All grading and construction shall comply with the requirements 
of the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District and the 
Town of Mammoth Lakes Grading regulations. 
 
All new construction shall comply with the provisions of Town of 
Mammoth Lakes Air Quality Management Plan. 
 
 
Streets shall be swept after sorms where cinders or sand are 
applied as conditions permit. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Town - 
GBUAPCD - 
   Grading permit 
 
Town -  
   Building permit 
 
 
Town -  
   On-going 
 

VISUAL/AESTHETIC RESOURCES 
 
Project developments may adversely 
affect the visual quality of state and local 
scenic highways.  USFS Visual Quality 
Objective of Retention cannot be met. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
High winds may distribute trash and 
litter from airport trash bins. 
 

 
Significant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
All developments, including signs and grading , within the A zone 
shall comply with the Town of Mammoth Lakes design review 
regulations and policies and property maintenance regulations. 
 
Earthwork, grading, and vegetative removals shall be minimized.  
All site disturbances shall be revegetated with plants and 
landscaping which blend visually with the regional environment.   
 
The number and type of on-site signs shall be strictly regulated.  
Use permits are required for all freestanding signs.   
 
All utilities shall be placed underground.  Exterior lighting shall be 
shielded and downward directed and shall be minimized to that 
necessary for security and safety.   
 
All developments within the A zone shall have trash receptacles 
and facilities which are covered.  The private developer (lessee) 
shall conduct daily litter patrols in the vicinity of the gas station 

 
Town -  
   Grading permit 
   Land use 
approvals  
   Building permit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Town - 
Land use approval 
conditions, on-
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Potential Impacts Significance Mitigation Measures Implementation 
 
 
Mass grading and large scale earthwork 
projects may create long term visual 
scars. 

 
 
Not significant with mitigation 

and mini-market. 
 
Eliminate the cross wind runway and the golf course from the 
development proposal. 
 
All site grading shall be contoured to blend with the existing 
topography.   Removal of vegetation shall be limited to those areas 
that are to be graded, constructed upon, or landscaped.  All 
grading limits shall be clearly delineated and penalties shall be 
imposed for earth disturbance or equipment parking outside of 
identified grading limits in accordance with the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes grading and civil penalties regulations.   
 
All revegetation and landscaping shall be maintained for the life of 
the project. 
 

going 
 
Town - 
   Grading permit 
   Land use 
approvals  

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Proposed land uses in the Airport zone 
will result in the loss of less than 50 
acres of sagebrush habitat. 

 
 
Not significant 

 
 
All of the existing old runway west of the proposed runway 
extension shall be restored to natural vegetation upon completion 
of the runway extension.   
 
Delete the crosswind runway and golf course from the commercial 
development proposal. 
 
Project grading and construction plans shall avoid disturbance of 
off site natural areas.  (see grading limits above) 
 
Development shall take place only between the access road and 
the runway, except for aviation improvements and signs. 

 
 
Town - 
   Grading permit 
   Use permit 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL/CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 
 
Construction and development activities 
may disturb or destroy significant or 
unique archaeological resources. 

 
Not significant with mitigation 

 
Site specific archaeological surveys shall be conducted for all 
areas not previously surveyed.  Sites shall be avoided.  If 
avoidance is not feasible, excavation and testing shall be required. 

 
Town -  
   Grading permit  
   Land use  
approval 

REGIONAL PLANNING AND 
POPULATION 
 
Proposed land uses require modification 
to the Town of Mammoth Lakes general 
plan and zoning regulations. 

 
 
 
Not significant with mitigation 
 
 

 
 
 
Development proposal includes general plan and zoning 
amendments. 
 

 
Town  -  
   Zoning 
approvals  
   Land use 
approvals  
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Potential Impacts Significance Mitigation Measures Implementation 
 
Proposed development will increase 
existing regional population by 
providing up to 250 hotel suites or 250 
(100 over existing plans) condominium 
units for new visitors or residents and 
100 RV spaces.  This represents less than 
3.5% of currently available units in the 
vicinity. 
 
Population growth and development will 
result in increased human activity and 
possible disturbance of the natural 
environment.   

 
Not significant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not significant with mitigation 

 
None required 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Future development shall be limited to the zones designated for 
such use.  See Town of Mammoth Lakes urban limit policy.   
 
Access outside of approved development areas shall be limited to 
existing improved roadways.  Off road vehicle use shall be 
prohibited within the A zone. 
 
Zone land surrounding the airport to conform to new Caltrans 
airport land use planning recommendations contained in Caltrans 
Airport Land Use Planning Handbook and height limit zoning to 
conform to FAR part 77 of the F.A.A. 

EMPLOYMENT/HOUSING 
 
Airport development will create 
approximately 108 new jobs with 36 
being moderate income or below. 

 
 
Not significant with mitigation 

 
 
A housing mitigation fee of $2,000 per completed hotel or condo 
unit shall be set aside by the developer for construction of twelve 
3-bedroom rental units to be affordable at median income rents. 

 
 
Town - 
   Development 
agreement 

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 
 
Ultimate expansion of airport facilities 
and land uses designated in the plan will 
increase automobile traffic within the 
planning area to 2,560 ADT and 360 
VPH. 
 
Projected increases in automobile traffic 
may create safety hazards and 
congestion at existing intersections 

 
 
Not significant with mitigation 

 
 
Roads will be constructed to the standards of the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes and Mono County.  
 
 
 
 
Timing, design, and construction of required intersection 
improvements will be determined based upon a traffic analysis to 
be submitted in conjunction with the first phase of the commercial 
development plan. 
 
Facilities shall be incorporated into the project design to facilitate 
passenger pick-up and drop-off by buses and taxis.   

 
 
Town - 
Mono County - 
   Grading permit 
 
 
 
Town - 
Caltrans - 
   Conditional use 
permit 
 
Town -  
   CUP/project 
design 
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Potential Impacts Significance Mitigation Measures Implementation 
NOISE 
 
Expansion of aircraft operations at the 
Mammoth Lakes Airport will result in a 
significant increase in noise levels 
adjacent to the airport . 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Aircraft approach and departure patterns 
over fish hatchery produce significant 
single event noise exposure to fish 
hatchery and SNARL. 
 
Area of noise impact may increase with 
commercial jet traffic. 

 
 
Significant 

 
 
No residential development is permitted within the 65 dB CNEL 
contour.  Non-residential development may be permitted within 
the 65 dB CNEL contour if structures are soundproofed to limit 
interior noise levels to 45 dBA.  Aircraft hangars and storage areas 
do not require soundproofing.   
 
For the purposes of administering chapter 8.16 of the Municipal 
Code, the proposed project is determined to be Limited 
Commercial, Some Multiple Dwellings.   All residential structures 
shall include soundproofing construction to limit interior noise 
levels according to Chapter 8.16 of the Municipal Code. 
 
Control departure traffic to avoid low level flights over the fish 
hatchery or the Sierra Nevada Aquatic Research Laboratory. 
 
Require Runway 27 departing aircraft to face east or west for 
engine runups to reduce noise reflection off Doe Ridge towards 
SNARL.   Signing and pilot information shall be provided to 
discourage engine runup at the eastern 2000 feet of runway 27. 
 
Enforce policy restricting low-level flights over the fish hatchery 
and SNARL. 
 
Delete crosswind runway from the airport layout plan. 

 
 
Town - 
   CUP 
   Building permit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Town -  
   Flight regulation     
adoption,   During 
FY 1997/8 
 
 
 
 
Town -  
   Plan adoption 

SAFETY AND WELFARE 
 
Development within the vicinity of the 
Mammoth Lakes Airport may adversely 
affect the safety of air navigation and 
represent hazards to residents and the 
general public. 
 
Existing emergency assistance and fire 
protection facilities at the airport are 
inadequate. 

 
 
Not significant with mitigation  
 
 
 
 

 
 
All development within the A zone shall comply with the adopted 
land use policies plan of the ALUC. 
 
 
 
 
The development of a complete water supply, storage, and 
distribution system capable of providing adequate fire suppression 
flows shall be implemented.  The system may be phased with 
development and must meet the requirements of the Long Valley 
FPD. 

 
 
Town - 
   Land use 
approvals  
   Building permit 
 
 
Town - 
LVFPD -  
   First building 
permit 
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Potential Impacts Significance Mitigation Measures Implementation 
 
The church structure located off the east end of the runway shall 
be relocated to a site designated by the owner of the building 
within the SNARL compound.  The building shall be relocated 
within one year of receiving the certificate of occupancy for the 
200th unit of the condo or hotel. 

 
Town - 
   Runway 
extension 

ENERGY 
 
The project will result in an increase in 
the consumption of energy for heating 
and lighting. 

 
 
Not significant 

 
 
All new construction shall conform to Title 24 of the California 
Administrative Code. 

 
 
Town -  
   Building permit 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
In conjunction with projected regional 
population growth, the proposed airport 
development will cumulatively 
contribute to the following 
environmental impacts: 
 
 Direct loss of wildlife habitat as 

well as a gradual degradation of 
habitat value due to construction 
disturbances and increased levels of 
human activity. 

 
 Increases in runoff from impervious 

surfaces with attendant waste 
discharges. 

 
 Increased demands on groundwater 

resources within the planning area. 
 
 A general increase in the emission 

of pollutants from stationary and 
mobile sources.  

 
 Alterations of the foreground view 

along certain sections of Highway 
395 and distant views from the 
Convict Lake Road. 

 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not significant with mitigation 
 
 
 
 
 
Not significant with mitigation 
 
 
 
Not significant with mitigation 
 
 
Significant 
 
 
 
Significant 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Delete crosswind runway from airport layout plan and delete golf 
course from commercial development plan. 
 
 
 
 
See Water Quality mitigations. 
 
 
 
See Hydrology mitigations. 
 
 
See Air Quality mitigations. 
 
 
 
See Aesthetic Resources mitigations 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Town -  
   Plan adoption 
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Potential Impacts Significance Mitigation Measures Implementation 
        General increases in noise and 

activity levels associated with 
airport development and additional 
automobile traffic. 

 
 Increased energy consumption for 

heating and lighting. 

Not significant See Noise mitigations 
 
 
 
 
See Energy mitigations 
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Notice of Preparation Mailing List 
 
State Clearinghouse    Steve Addington, Field Office Mngr. 
1400 10th Street, Room 108   Bureau of Land Management 
Sacramento, CA 95814    Bishop Field Office 

   N. Main Street, Suite E 
   Bishop, CA 93514 

 
Dave Wood Ranches    Lahontan RWQCB 
William J. Thomas    Doug Feay 
25366 W. Dorris    15428 Civic Drive, Suite 100 
Coalinga, CA 93210    Victorville, CA 92392-2494 
 
Kathleen Morse    Friend of Yosemite Valley 
District Ranger     Gregory M. Adair 
Mammoth Ranger Station   P. O. Box 702 
P. O. Box 148     Yosemite, CA 95389 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
 
Earth Justice     Peggy Temple  
Bruce Nilles     City of Corona, Planning Dept. 
180 Montgomery Street   815 W. 6th Street 
San Francisco, CA 94104   Corona, CA 92882 
 
Scott Burns     Duane Ono 
Community Devel. Director   Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer 
County of Mono    Great Basin Unified APCD 
P. O. Box 347     157 Short Street 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546   Bishop, CA 93514 
 
Sandy Hesnard     Gary Myers 
Environmental Planner    Southern Mono Health Care District 
Caltrans – Division of Aeronautics  P. O. Box 660 
1120 “N” Street; Room 3300   Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
Sacramento, CA 94274 
 
Ellen Hardebeck, PhD    Denyse Racine 
Air Pollution Control Officer   Environmental Specialist III 
Great Basin Unified APCD   Dept. of Fish & Game, Region 6 
157 Short Street, Suite 6   407 West Line Street 
Bishop, CA 93514    Bishop, CA 93514 
 
Ed Tallyn     Dan Dawson, Director 
Soil Scientist     Univ. of Calif., Santa Barbara 
Natural Resource Conservation Service SNARL 
136 Edward Street    Route 1, P. O. Box 198 
Bishop, CA 93514    Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
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Gene Coufal     Reinard Bradley 
City of Los Angeles    Consulting Airport Engineer 
Dept. of Water & Power   6125 King Road, Suite 201 
P. O. Box 51111    Loomis, CA 955650-8004 
Los Angeles, CA 90051 
 
Mr. Terry Russi, Biologist   Rich Boardman 
Bureau of Land Management   Dept. of Public Works 
785 N. Main Street, Suite E   County of Mono 
Bishop, CA 93514    P. O. Box 457 
      Bridgeport, CA 93517 
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Draft Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report Distribution list 
 
State Clearinghouse    Steve Addington, Field Office Mngr. 
Room 108     Bureau of Land Management 
1400 10th Street, Room 121   Bishop Field Office 
Sacramento, CA 95814    N. Main Street, Suite E 

   Bishop, CA 93514 
 
Lahontan RWQCB    Elisha Novak 
Doug Feay     Federal Aviation Administration 
15428 Civic Drive, Suite 100   831 Mitten Rd. 
Victorville, CA 92392-2494   Burlingame, CA 84010 
 
Kathleen Morse    Friend of Yosemite Valley 
District Ranger     Gregory M. Adair 
Mammoth Ranger Station   P. O. Box 702 
P. O. Box 148     Yosemite, CA 95389 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
 
Scott Burns     Duane Ono 
Community Devel. Director   Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer 
County of Mono    Great Basin Unified APCD 
P. O. Box 347     157 Short Street 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546   Bishop, CA 93514 
 
Sandy Hesnard     Gary Myers 
Environmental Planner    Southern Mono Health Care District 
Caltrans – Division of Aeronautics  P. O. Box 660 
1120 “N” Street; Room 3300   Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
Sacramento, CA 94274 
 
Ellen Hardebeck, PhD    Denyse Racine 
Air Pollution Control Officer   Environmental Specialist III 
Great Basin Unified APCD   Dept. of Fish & Game, Region 6 
157 Short Street, Suite 6   407 West Line Street 
Bishop, CA 93514    Bishop, CA 93514 
 
Ed Tallyn     Dan Dawson, Director 
Soil Scientist     Univ. of Calif., Santa Barbara 
Natural Resource Conservation Service SNARL 
136 Edward Street    Route 1, P. O. Box 198 
Bishop, CA 93514    Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
 
Gene Coufal     Reinard Bradley 
City of Los Angeles    Consulting Airport Engineer 
Dept. of Water & Power   6125 King Road, Suite 201 
P. O. Box 51111    Loomis, CA 955650-8004 
Los Angeles, CA 90051 
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Mr. Terry Russi, Biologist   Rich Boardman 
Bureau of Land Management   Dept. of Public Works 
785 N. Main Street, Suite E   County of Mono 
Bishop, CA 93514    P. O. Box 457 
      Bridgeport, CA 93517 
 
Carolyn Yee      Diane K. Noda 
Caltrans District 9    Ventura Fish and Wildlife Service 
500 South Main Street    2493 Portola Rd., Suite B 
Bishop, CA 93514 
 
Deanna Dulen, Superintendent   Chip Jenkins 
Devils Postpile National Monument  Yosemite National Park 
P.O. Box 3999      P.O. Box 577 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546    Yosemite. CA 95389 
 
Trent Orr     Janill Richards, Deputy Attorney General 
Earthjustice     1515 Clay Street, 20th Floor 
180 Montgomery Street, Suite 1725  Oakland, CA 94612-1413 
San Francisco, CA 94104-4209 
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Responses to Comments on Draft Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
Distribution list 
 
The Responses to Comments were distributed to the following State Agencies who commented on 
the Draft SSEIR.  The responses to comments were sent on 22nd February, 2002, 10 days prior to the 
Lead Agency decision on certification of the SSEIR.  
 
State Clearinghouse     
Room 108      
1400 10th Street, Room 121    
Sacramento, CA 95814     

    
Lahontan RWQCB     
Doug Feay      
15428 Civic Drive, Suite 100    
Victorville, CA 92392-2494    
 
Sandy Hesnard      
Environmental Planner     
Caltrans – Division of Aeronautics   
1120 “N” Street; Room 3300    
Sacramento, CA 94274 
 
Dan Dawson, Director 
Univ. of Calif., Santa Barbara 
SNARL 
Route 1, P. O. Box 198 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
 
Carolyn Yee       
Caltrans District 9     
500 South Main Street     
Bishop, CA 93514 
 
Janill Richards, Deputy Attorney General 
1515 Clay Street, 20th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612-1413 
 
Darrell Wong 
Department of Fish & Game 
Eastern Sierra-Inlands Desert Region 
Bishop Field Office 
407 W. Line Street 
Bishop, CA 93514 
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Appendix C – Scoping Comments 

The Town of Mammoth Lakes received nine comment letters in response to the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP). 
 
Agency Date Contact Person 
   
   
California Department of Transportation, District 9 May 16, 2001 Carolyn Yee 
California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics May 8, 2001 Sandy Hesnard 
Mono County, Department of Public Works April 16, 2001 Rich Boardman 
Native American Heritage Commission April 26, 2001 Rob Wood 
California Regional Water Quality Control, Lahontan Region  May 16, 2001 Douglas E. Feay 
California Department of Fish and Game, Eastern Sierra-Inland Deserts Region May 11, 2001 Steve Parmenter 
United States Forest Service, Inyo National Forest May 18, 2001 Kathleen S. Morse 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service May 21, 2001 Diane K. Noda 
National Park Service, Devils Postpile National Monument May 24, 2001 Deanna M. Dullen 
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Appendix D – Coordination 

 
 
Agency Date Contact Person 
   
   
Community Development May 25, 2000 Michael Vance 
Mammoth Lakes Airport June 28, 2000 Bill Manning 
Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan August 8, 2000 Bill Manning 
United States Dept. of Agriculture, Forest Service October 4, 2000 Ronald F. Keil 
California Historical Resources Information System May 23, 2000 Victoria Avalos 
Turner Propane May 26, 2000 Jim Miller 
Edison May 22, 2000 Robert A. Castaneda 
County of Mono Department of Public Work June 6, 2000 Evan Nikirk 
Long Valley Fire Protection District May 24, 2000 Fred Stump 
Mammoth Lakes Airport March 8, 2000 Bill Manning 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board December 11, 2000 Hisam A. Baqai 
Office of Historic Preservation  December  11, 2000 Daniel Abeyta 
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Appendix E – Airfield Requirements Analysis 

E.1 Airfield Requirements and Runway Length Analysis 

The airport development alternatives are based on the design aircraft that is expected to operate at the 
Airport and the origin and destination (O&D) markets to be served. The alternative airfield designs 
for Mammoth Yosemite Airport were evaluated using airport design criteria set forth in FAA 
Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13, Airport Design. The runway length required to support the 
O&D markets was assessed by analyzing the aircraft performance capabilities for several of the 
typical aircraft anticipated to operate at Mammoth Yosemite Airport. 

E.2 Existing Airfield Conditions 

The existing airfield geometry is depicted in Exhibit E-1. Mammoth Yosemite Airport is classified 
by FAA standards as an Airport Reference Code (ARC) C-III airport. The C designator of the ARC 
specifies the Aircraft Approach Category (AAC) that the Airport can accommodate. AAC C is 
designated for aircraft with approach speeds ranging from 121 knots to 140 knots. The ARC III 
designation specifies that the Airport can accommodate of Aircraft Design Group (ADG) III, aircraft 
with a wingspan up to 118 feet. The ARC indicates general capability of an airport to accommodate a 
specific size and performance of an aircraft. Airfield component separation standards are based on 
the ADG to be served. Table E-1 summarizes the critical design dimensions for the existing airfield 
facilities. 
 
The existing runway is designated as Runway 9-27 and has dimensions of 7000 feet by 100 feet.  
Additionally there is a 3,400-foot paved overrun extending west from the runway.  Runway 9-27 is 
served by a full-length parallel taxiway located to the north. 
 
Local and itinerant general aviation facilities are located north of the runway/taxiway complex. The 
airfield is served by a Common Traffic Advisory Frequency (CTAF) used for aircraft separation. A 
Global Positioning System (GPS) approach to Runway 27 is available with provisions for arriving 
aircraft to circle to land Runway 9. 

E.3 Airfield Requirements 

Based on the Airport elevation, type of passenger service anticipated, and current airline scheduling 
plans, the design aircraft selected for Mammoth Yosemite Airport is the Boeing 757-200. This is 
consistent with the March 1997 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report and Updated 
Environmental Assessment, Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion. The FAA designates the Boeing 
757-200 as an ARC C-IV aircraft.  ADG IV specifies that the Airport can accommodate aircraft with 
a wingspan up to 170 feet. The wingspan of the B-757-200 is approximately 125 feet. Therefore, the 
existing airfield at Mammoth Yosemite Airport does not currently meet all of the FAA airfield design 
parameters for the operation of a B-757 aircraft as the ADG III designation specifies the ability to 
accommodate aircraft with wingspans up to, but no more than, 118 feet.   
 
An initial review was conducted to determine the feasibility of designing the airfield to C-IV 
standards.  It was determined that extensive modifications would be required to the airfield, landside 
and/or off-airport roadways for this to be accomplished. 
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Table E-1 
Existing Airfield Conditions 
 

Airfield Component Existing 
Conditions 

  
Runway Length 7,000 feet 
Runway Width 100 feet 
Runway Shoulder Width 15 feet 
Runway Blast Pad Width 100 feet 
Runway Blast Pad Length 100 feet 
Runway Safety Area (length beyond runway end) 500/1,000 feet 
Runway Safety Area Width 500 feet 
Obstacle Free Zone Width 400 feet 
Runway Object Free Area Width 800 feet 
Runway Object Free Area Length (beyond runway end) 500/1,000 feet 

Runway Pavement Strength – Kips 120 D, 180 DT 
Clearway width 500 feet 
Clearway length (beyond runway end) 500/1,000 feet 
Stopway width 100 feet 
Stopway length (beyond runway end) 100/3,000 feet 
Taxiway Width 50 feet 
Taxiway Edge Safety Margin 15 feet 
Taxiway Shoulder Width 0 
Taxiway Safety Area Width 125 feet 
Taxiway Object Free Area Width 181 feet 
Taxiway Wingtip Clearance 32 feet 
Runway Centerline to Taxiway Centerline 300 feet 
Taxiway Centerline to Fixed or Movable Object 90.5 feet 
Taxiway Edge Markings None 

 
Sources:     Airport Layout Plan, 1988, Airport records, field observations, Advisory Circular 150/5300-13; Airport Design, and 14 CFR Part 

139 1998 edition 
Prepared by:      Ricondo & Associates, Inc. and Reinard W. Brandley, Consulting Airport Engineer, November 1999 
 
Based on a review of FAA AC 150/5300-13, Airport Design and discussions with Airport staff, FAA 
staff, and other Airport stakeholders, an alternative was developed that would design the airfield 
components to B-757 specific standards. 
 
This reduces many of the airfield separation requirements based on the 170-foot maximum wingspan 
of an ADG IV aircraft by specifically designing the airfield to accommodate aircraft with a wingspan 
up to the B-757, 125 feet. The aircraft specific design parameters are established in Airport Design, 
Appendix 8, "Runway Design Rationale," and Appendix 9, "Taxiway and Taxilane Design 
Rationale." The airline stakeholders proposing service to Mammoth Lakes required a runway of 
dimensions at least 8,000 feet in length and 150 feet in width. The need for a specific runway width 
is a requirement of FAA design standards found in FAA AC 150/5300-13.  Both the B-737 and B-
757 are approach category C aircraft. A B-737 is an Airplane Design Group (ADG) III and a B-757 
is an ADG IV thereby requiring a runway width of 150 feet. Table E-2 compares and contrasts the  
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existing airfield facilities with design requirements for the B-757. Runway strenghthening, 
widening, and lengthening would be required for the majority of air carrier narrow body jet aircraft 
fleet such as the B-737, A320, or MD-80. 
 
Table E-2 
Summary of Airfield Requirements 
 

 
Airfield Component 

Existing 
Conditions 

B-757 Specific 
Requirements 

  
Runway Width 100 feet 150 feet 
Runway Shoulder Width 15 feet 25 feet 
Runway Blast Pad Width 100 feet 200 feet 
Runway Blast Pad Length 100 feet 200 feet 
Runway Safety Area (length beyond runway end) 500/1,000 feet 1,000 feet 
Runway Safety Area Width 500 feet 500 feet 
Obstacle Free Zone Width 400 feet* 400 feet* 
Runway Object Free Area Width 800 feet 800 feet 
Runway Object Free Area Length (beyond runway end) 500/1,000 feet 1,000 feet 
Runway Pavement Strength – Kips 120 D, 180 DT 240 DT 
Clearway width 500 feet 500 feet 
Clearway length (beyond runway end) 500/1,000 feet up to 1,000 feet 
Stopway width 100 feet 150 feet 
Stopway length (beyond runway end) 100/3,000 feet up to 1,000 feet 
Taxiway Width 50 feet 75 feet 
Taxiway Edge Safety Margin 15 feet 15 feet 
Taxiway Shoulder Width 0 25 feet 
Taxiway Safety Area Width 125 feet 125 feet 
Taxiway Object Free Area Width 181 feet 195 feet 
Taxiway Wingtip Clearance 32 feet 35 feet 
Runway Centerline to Taxiway Centerline 300 feet 312.5 feet 
Taxiway Centerline to Fixed or Movable Object 90.5 feet 97.5 feet 
Taxiway Edge Markings None Required 
   

* Fence along highway is located 350 feet south of proposed runway centerline 
Sources: Airport Layout Plan, 1988, Airport records, field observations, Advisory Circular 150/5300-13; Airport Design, and 14 CFR Part 139 
               1998 edition 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. and Reinard W. Brandley, Consulting Airport Engineer, November 1999 
 
All of the runway widening would be conducted on the south side of the runway, thereby shifting the 
runway centerline 25 feet south. The parallel taxiway and several connecting taxiways would also be 
widened from 50 feet to 75 feet and strengthen to allow use by aircraft of weights up to a B-757 
aircraft.  The parallel taxiway would be widened 20 feet on the south side and 5 feet on the north 
side, shifting the taxiway centerline 7.5 feet to the south. This provides a runway to taxiway 
separation of 317.5 feet and a taxiway centerline to a fixed or movable object (east hangers) of 97.5 
feet. The 317.5-foot runway to taxiway separation protects for both the Runway Safety Area and 
Taxiway Safety Area and provides an additional 5 feet for the airfield drainage system. The air 
carrier apron area would be designed to accommodate up to three narrow body aircraft for pushback 
operations or two narrow body aircraft for power out operations.  
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General aviation hanger facilities have been developed along the east and west ends of the parallel 
taxiway. The west hangers are setback approximately 140 feet from the widened and relocated 
parallel taxiway, providing sufficient separation for an aircraft with a wingspan up to 125 feet (the 
wingspan of a B-757) to taxi unobstructed, as long as other aircraft and objects remain within 42 feet 
of the front the hangers.   
 
The east hangers would be setback 97.5 feet from the widened and relocated parallel taxiway. This 
would permit aircraft with a wingspan up to 125 feet to use the taxiway as long as there are no 
aircraft or other objects located beyond the face of the east hangers. Operational measures would be 
required to ensure that the taxiway and object free areas are clear during air carrier aircraft operations 
using this taxiway. 
 
At the completion of the Airport improvements, the Airport would be classified as a C-IV airport 
with a restriction on the parallel taxiway to only those aircraft with a wingspan of 125 feet or less.  

Runway Length Analysis 

A runway length analysis was conducted to determine the potential for providing air service to 
various markets from Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  Because of the distinct aviation demand patterns, 
as well as weather conditions, the analysis was conducted for both the winter ski season and the 
summer recreation season. The need for additional runway length was determined through the use 
Boeing 757, Boeing 737, and Embraer 145 aircraft performance and flight planning manuals. Once 
the Allowable Take Off Gross Weight (ATOGW) was calculated using the aircraft performance data 
the range of the aircraft was calculated using the aircraft flight planning manuals. Due to the rising 
terrain in the vicinity of the airport, airport elevation and possible airline specific procedures it was 
determined that, AC 150/5325-4A - Runway Length Requirements For Airport Design, would not be 
appropriate for the calculation of required runway length.   

Runway Length Analysis Assumptions 

A winter takeoff temperature of 49°, based on an estimated 95th percentile hottest temperature in the 
winter season, was assumed for aircraft performance calculations. Since Mammoth Lakes is not 
listed in the Boeing Aircraft Corporation’s Airport Temperatures book, the mean temperature was 
derived from NOAA data from 1995 to 1998 and adjusted to the 95% reliability temperature using 
the same standard deviation supplied by Boeing for Bishop, CA. Similarly a summer takeoff 
temperature of 77° was computed using the same methodology. 
 
Higher temperatures are used in runway length analyses, because transport category aircraft are 
adversely affected by such conditions. Generally, in hot weather, aircraft departures require a longer 
takeoff roll than operations in cooler weather. High temperature conditions also affect an aircraft's 
ability to climb after departure. Airport field elevation also negatively effects aircraft performance 
because of lower air density effecting an airfoil’s lift capability. Mammoth Lake’s field elevation of 
7,128 feet, combined with warm temperatures, will require much longer take-off rolls and degraded 
climb performance after departure.  
 
Air routings to and from Mammoth Lakes Airport were computed using either great circle routing or 
actual airline routing plus 2% for Air Traffic Control handling. Historical headwinds having an 85% 
probability of not being exceeded were used in fuel burn computations for these routes. The Boeing 
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Aircraft Corporation also supplied this headwind data.  These computed route distances are shown in 
Table E-3. 
 
Table E-3 
Route Distances To/From Mammoth Lakes 

 
 
City 

 
 

Airport Code 

Route distance from 
Mammoth Lakes (nautical 

miles) 
Sacramento SAC 160 
San Francisco SFO 170 
Las Vegas LAS 200 
Los Angeles LAX 230 
Salt Lake City SLC 380 
Phoenix PHX 430 
Portland PDX 520 
Denver DEN 670 
Dallas/Fort Worth DFW 1,120 
Houston IAH 1,280 
St. Louis STL 1,370 
Chicago ORD 1,470 
Washington D.C. IAD 1,970 
New York JFK 2,120 
   

Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., December 1999 
 
Average passenger and baggage weight was assumed to be 210 pounds in the summer and 230 
pounds in the winter. The higher winter weight represents the additional weight of ski equipment.  
Full passenger and baggage loads were assumed with no additional cargo. 
 
Runway length calculations assumed that the runway would operate under uncontaminated 
conditions with less than 0.125 inches of slush, 0.25 inches of wet snow, or 1 inch of dry snow. 
 
Obstacles in the takeoff flight path were taken from the National Ocean Service Obstruction Chart 
6841 (2nd Ed., published October 1991) and U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute Quadrangle maps. 
An obstacle off the southeast end of Runway 27, at an elevation of 7,079 feet mean sea level (MSL), 
was identified from the obstruction chart as a potential aircraft performance-limiting obstacle.  For 
the purposes of aircraft performance calculations, this obstacle will assumed to have been removed 
and replaced with underground wiring. 
 
Three airframe/powerplant combinations were considered in this analysis: the B-757-200, B-737-
800, and EMB-145LR regional jet.  These aircraft were considered to be representative of the type of 
aircraft that would operate at the Airport. The aircraft weight characteristics for these aircraft are 
shown in Table E-4. 
 
Only runway extensions to the west were considered in this analysis since the Airport does not own 
the land east of the Airport.  A conservative planning approach was used in determining the departure 
capabilities described in this section, and the results should be judged on a comparative basis.  Some 
airline-specific operating procedures, such as the use of clearways and stopways, runway length 
calculations, airspace obstructions, and obstruction avoidance procedures, may affect the payload 
carrying capabilities of an aircraft in a specific market.  
 
 
 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report March 2002 
Appendix E – Airfield Requirements Analysis    E-7

 
Table E-4 
Aircraft Runway Length Parameters 
 

 Aircraft Type 

Aircraft Weight Characteristics  (a) B-757-200 B-737-800 EMB-145 
    
Maximum certificated takeoff weight (pounds) 240.0 174.2 48.5 
Operating empty weight 132.6 95.8 26.7 
Landing Fuel  8.3 7.8 3.0 
Number of seats 188 156 50 
Full payload - winter (230 pounds per passenger) 43.2 35.9 11.5 
Full payload - summer (210 pounds per passenger) 39.5 32.8 10.5 
    
    
(a) All weights are in thousands of pounds.    
    

Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. and Flight Engineering, Inc., November 1999 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., December 1999 

5.5 Runway Length Analysis Preliminary Findings 
The service ranges of typical aircraft types using the runway extension alternatives are shown in 
Table E-5. Each aircraft type and runway extension alternative calculated the approximate distance 
in nautical miles that the aircraft could travel, assuming a full load of passengers and baggage.  
 
Actual allowable takeoff gross weights (ATOGW) for each aircraft and runway length alternative are 
also shown in Table E-5. Actual ATOGWs will vary depending on airline and pilot procedures and 
airframe/powerplant configurations. Calculated ATOGWs provided by specific airlines and 
manufacturers may differ from the estimates presented here. The ATOGWs for various types of 
airframes/powerplant from an airport can be limited by many factors, the two most common factors 
being the length of the runway and the ability of the aircraft to climb at an acceptable rate after lifting 
off from the runway. 
 
The useable runway length may be shorter than the actual runway length due to obstacles in the 
aircraft’s departure flight path. Acceptable climb rates are established for all airframe/powerplant 
combinations during their certification process in order to provide the required margins of safety for 
departures. The maximum weight at which an aircraft can achieve an acceptable rate of climb is 
referred to as the climb-limited weight. 
 
In the case of full passenger and cargo loads, the aircraft weight can approach the ATOGW. If, after 
adding the passenger, cargo, and fuel loads, the overall takeoff weight of the aircraft would be greater 
than ATOGW, then the weight of the aircraft would have to be reduced. Common strategies of 
reducing take-off weights are removing passengers and/or cargo (i.e., weight penalties) or by 
reducing the fuel load (i.e., reduced aircraft range). 
 
Taking into account the potential for weight penalties to serve specific markets from Mammoth 
Lakes, Tables E-6, E-7 and E-8, presents the achievable load factors (percentage of seats filled) for 
hot weather conditions to various markets for the B-757-200, B-737-800 and Embraer 145 LR, 
respectively.  
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Table E-5 

Estimated Departure Capabilities Under High Temperature Conditions 
 Aircraft Type 

 B-757-200 (188 seats) B-737-800 (156 seats) EMB-145 (50 seats) 

Runway Length Range ATOGW Range ATOGW Range ATOGW 

       

Winter ski season       

     7,000 feet (existing) 1,520 209.0 @ 134.9 490 43.2 

       
     8,000 feet 1,820 214.2 210 143.1 640 44.5 

       
     8,200 feet 1,860 214.9 290 144.7 720 44.9 

       
     9,000 feet 2,070 218.4 660 149.3 n.a. n.a. 

       
Summer season       

     7,000 feet (existing) 1,010 196.7 @ 130.6 100 40.8 

       
    8,000 feet 1,350 202.1 80 137.9 390 42.0 

       
     8,200 feet 1,400 202.9 150 138.9 480 42.4 

       
     9,000 feet 1,640 206.7 430 143.2 n.a. n.a. 

       
@/ Weight Restricted 
ATOGW = Allowable takeoff gross weight in thousands of pounds. 
Range refers to nonstop travel distance, in nautical miles, with adequate fuel reserves, assuming a full load of passengers and baggage 
and no additional cargo (210 pounds per passenger including baggage in the summer, 230 pounds per passenger including baggage 
and ski equipment in the winter). 

Winter ski season runs from the Wednesday prior to Thanksgiving through the first week of April. The summer season is all dates 
outside of the winter ski season. 

Source: Ricondo & Associates,  Inc. and Flight Engineering, Inc., November 1999 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., December 1999 
 
The 94% summer load factor for the Boeing 757 was calculated using Payload for Long Range 
Cruise Charts found in the Boeing 757 Airplane Characteristics for Airport Planning from the Boeing 
Aircraft Corporation.  As shown in Table B-5 the ATOGW of the Boeing 757 under these conditions 
is 202,900 lbs. The total fuel load derived from the Payload Range chart is approximately 33,000 lbs.  
Subtracting this fuel load from the ATOGW leaves 169,500 lbs. for the operational empty weight of 
the aircraft and payload. The operation empty weight of the Boeing 757 is 132,900 as shown in Table 
E-4. Subtracting this weight from 169,900 allows a total payload of 37,000 lbs.  Dividing the payload 
by the weight of an average summer passenger (210 lbs.) also found in Table E-4 shows that at this 
ATOGW the aircraft could hold 176 passengers. The seating configuration of the Boeing 757 found 
in Table E-4 188 seats. Dividing the 176 by the seating capacity of 188 produces a load factor of 
94%. 
 
Performance calculations for contaminated runway were also performed. The contaminated 
conditions of greater than 0.125 inches of slush, 0.25 inches of wet snow, or 1 inch of dry snow 
would reduce the payload and range capability of air carrier aircraft operating at Mammoth Lakes 
Airport. The extent of these payload/range reductions was such that it was assumed that air carriers 
would not operate until the runway was cleared of snow or otherwise runway conditions had 
improved. 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report              March 2002 
Appendix E – Airfield Requirements Analysis             E-9

Table E-6                            
B-757-200 Estimated Departure Capability Load Factors to Specific Markets Under High Temperature Conditions    
               
               
               
               

Winter  
Destination SFO LAS LAX SLC PHX PDX DEN DFW IAH STL ORD IAD JFK  
Distance (nm)    171     204     226     378     426     517     689    1,124  1,279      1,366      1,470   1,972      2,124   
Runway Length               
     7,000 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 77% 74%  
     8,000 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 86% 85%  
     8,200 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 88% 85%  
     9,000 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 94% 92%  
               

Summer  
Destination SFO LAS LAX SLC PHX PDX DEN DFW IAH STL ORD IAD JFK  
Distance (nm)    171     204     226     378     426     517     689    1,124  1,279      1,366      1,470   1,972      2,124   
Runway Length               
     7,000 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 93% 87% 85% 78% 62% 59%  
     8,000 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 96% 93% 74% 71%  
     8,200 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 96% 94% 76% 72%  
     9,000 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 82% 80%  
               
Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., November 1999.                      
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., December 1999           
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Table E-7                            
B-737-800 Estimated Departure Capability Load Factors to Specific Markets Under High Temperature Conditions    

               
               
               
               

Winter  
Destination SFO LAS LAX SLC PHX PDX DEN DFW IAH STL ORD IAD JFK  
Distance (nm)    171     204     226     378     426     517     689    1,124  1,279      1,366      1,470   1,972      2,124   
Runway Length               
     7,000 feet 84% 84% 84% 77% 77% 74% 69% 52% 49% 47% 42% 28% 26%  
     8,000 feet 100% 100% 100% 98% 98% 95% 88% 74% 69% 66% 63% 48% 45%  
     8,200 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 94% 80% 74% 72% 66% 52% 49%  
     9,000 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 89% 83% 81% 77% 63% 59%  
               

Summer  
Destination SFO LAS LAX SLC PHX PDX DEN DFW IAH STL ORD IAD JFK  
Distance (nm)    171     204     226     378     426     517     689    1,124  1,279      1,366      1,470   1,972      2,124   
Runway Length               
     7,000 feet 82% 82% 82% 74% 74% 71% 60% 49% 43% 40% 37% 22% 19%  
     8,000 feet 100% 100% 100% 94% 91% 91% 85% 68% 62% 59% 56% 40% 37%  
     8,200 feet 100% 100% 100% 97% 97% 92% 86% 71% 65% 62% 57% 42% 39%  
     9,000 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 98% 83% 75% 72% 69% 53% 51%  
               
Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., November 1999.                      
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., December 1999           
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Table E-8                           
EMB 145 LR Estimated Departure Capability Load Factors to Specific Markets Under High Temperature Conditions 
              
              
              

Winter 
Destination RNO SFO LAS LAX SLC PHX PDX DEN DFW IAH STL ORD  
Distance (nm)    123     171     204     226     378     426     517        689  1,124      1,279     1,366  1,470   
Runway Length              

     7,000 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 97% 88% 66% 58% 54% 49%
     8,000 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 78% 70% 65% 60%
     8,200 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 81% 73% 69% 63%
              

Summer 
Destination RNO SFO LAS LAX SLC PHX PDX DEN DFW IAH STL ORD  
Distance (nm)    123     171     204     226     378     426     517        689  1,124      1,279     1,366  1,470   

Runway Length              
     7,000 feet 100% 100% 99% 98% 89% 86% 84% 74% 50% 41% 36% 30%
     8,000 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 97% 95% 85% 61% 52% 48% 42%
     8,200 feet 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 89% 65% 56% 51% 46%

              
Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., November 1999.                     
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., December 1999          
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FAA Order 8400.9 National Safety and Operational Criteria for Runway Use Programs  establishes 
the operational and safety criteria for runway use programs. The Airport will be served by the current 
GPS approach with air carrier circling minimums. Additionally air carrier specific approach 
procedures are currently under development. Both these procedures would allow arrival aircraft to 
land on the runway most aligned into the wind. Air carrier departure procedures are also under 
development that will also allow departures from both Runway 9 and Runway 27. Tailwind 
departures are not anticipated allowing the runway to be operated in accordance with FAA Order 
8400.9. 
 
Exhibits E-2, E-3 and E-4 show the potential markets that could be served nonstop from the Airport 
with minimal or no weight penalties, using the 8,200 foot runway with Boeing 757, Boeing 737 and 
Embraer 145 aircraft, respectively. The range capabilities, both during the winter and summer 
seasons, are shown.  Because it is not known whether airlines would, in fact, serve some of these 
destinations from Mammoth Lakes, this data regarding potential markets are provided for 
information purposes only.  
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Appendix F - Aircraft Noise Analysis 

F.1   General Characteristics of Aircraft Noise 

Aircraft noise originates from both the engines and the airframe of an aircraft, but the engines are by 
far the more significant source of noise. Loudness, measured in decibels (dB), is the most commonly 
used characteristic to describe noise. The A-weighted decibel (dBA) is used in aircraft noise studies 
because it employs a frequency-dependent rating scale that more closely associates sounds and sound 
frequencies with the sensitivity of the human ear. Some common sounds on the dBA scale, relative to 
ordinary conversation, are listed in Table  F-1. As shown in the table, the relative perceived loudness 
of a sound doubles for each increase of 10 dBA, although a 10-dBA change corresponds to a factor 
of 10 in relative sound energy.  Generally, sounds with differences of 2 dBA or less are not perceived 
to be noticeably different by most listeners. A noise event produced by a jet aircraft flyover is usually 
characterized by a buildup to a peak noise level as the aircraft approaches and then a decrease in the 
noise level, through a series of lesser peaks or pulses, after the aircraft passes and the noise recedes. 
 
Exhibit F-1 illustrates the range of sound produced by, and the average sound level of, several 
aircraft types that operate at Mammoth Yosemite Airport compared with other sounds such as sirens, 
motorcycles, and garbage disposals. 
 
Table F-1 
Common Sounds On The A-Weighted Decibel Scale 

    
 
 

Sound 

 
Sound level 

(dBA) 

Relative 
loudness 

(approximate) 

 
 

Relative sound energy 
Rock music, with amplifier 120 64 1,000,000 
Thunder, snowmobile (operator) 110 32 100,000 
Boiler shop, power mower 100 16 10,000 
Orchestral crescendo at 25 feet, noisy kitchen 90 8 1,000 
Busy street 80 4 100 
Interior of department store 70 2 10 
Ordinary conversation, 3 feet away 60 1 1 
Quiet automobiles at low speed 50 ½ .1 
Average office 40 ¼ .01 
City residence 30 1/8 .001 
Quiet country residence 20 1/16 .0001 
Rustle of leaves 10 1/32 .00001 
Threshold of hearing 0 1/64 .000001 
 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Aircraft Noise Impact—Planning Guidelines for Local Agencies, 1972. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Exhibit F-1 
Typical Sound Levels 
 

 
Source: Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

F.2 Noise Analysis Methodology 

The methodology used for this aircraft noise analysis involved (1) the use of noise descriptors 
developed for airport noise analyses, (2) the application of a computer model that provides estimates 
of aircraft noise levels, and (3) the development of basic data and assumptions as input to the 
computer model. 

F.3  Noise Descriptors 

As a result of extensive research into the characteristics of aircraft noise and human response to that 
noise, a standard system of descriptors has been developed. These descriptors, as used for the EA for 
Mammoth-Yosemite Airport, are as follows: 

F.3.1 A-Weighted Sound Pressure Level 
The A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA) is a frequency-weighted sound level in decibels (dB) 
that correlates with the way sound is heard by the human ear. 

F.3.2 Sound Exposure Level 
Sound exposure level (SEL) is a time-integrated measure, expressed in decibels, of the sound energy 
of a single noise event to a reference duration of one second. The sound level is integrated over the 
period that the level exceeds a threshold (normally 65 dBA for aircraft noise events). Therefore, SEL 
accounts for both the maximum sound level and the duration of the sound. SELs for aircraft noise 
events depend on the location of the aircraft relative to the noise receptor, the type of operation 

110 100 90 80 70 50120 60

Decibels (dBA)

Average sound levelRange of sound produced

Motorcycle

Circular saw

Siren (100 feet)

Discotheque

Alarm Clock

Garbage disposal

Television

Surf at the beach

B-757: one mile from runway end on takeoff

Quieter business jet: one mile from runway end on takeoff

B-737-300: one mile from runway end on takeoff

Typical business jet: one mile from runway end on takeoff
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(landing, takeoff, or overflight), and the type of aircraft.  The SEL concept is depicted on 
Exhibit F-2. 
 
Exhibit F-2 
Sound Exposure Level Concept 
 
 

 
 
Source: Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

F.3.3   Cumulative Sound Level 
As required by the California Airport Noise Regulation (CCR Title 21, Subchapter 6), aircraft noise 
exposure has been quantified using the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). CNEL is a 
method used to describe the existing and predicted cumulative noise exposure from aircraft 
operations in an airport environ. CNEL values are expressed in dBA and represent the noise level 
over a 24-hour period.  The CNEL values are used to estimate the effects of specific noise levels on 
land uses. 
 
In the calculation of CNEL, for each hour during the nighttime period (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.), the 
sound levels are increased by a 10-decibel weighting penalty (equivalent to a 10-fold increase in 
aircraft operations) before the 24-hour value is computed. For each hour during the evening (7:00 
p.m. to 10:00 p.m.), the sound levels are increased by a 5-decibel weighting penalty. The weighting 
penalty accounts for the more intrusive nature of noise during the evening and nighttime hours.  
CNEL is accepted in the State of California as the best method to describe aircraft noise exposure 
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and is the noise descriptor preferred by Caltrans (State Division of Aeronautics) for use in aircraft 
noise exposure analyses and land use compatibility planning in the State of California. 
 
CNEL, as used in the EIR process, is expressed as an average noise level on the basis of annual 
aircraft operations for a calendar year, not on the average noise levels associated with different 
aircraft operations.  To calculate the CNEL at a specific location, the SELs at that location associated 
with each individual aircraft operation (landing or takeoff) are determined.  Using the SEL for each 
noise event and applying the 10-decibel penalty for nighttime operations and 5-decibel penalty for 
evening operations as appropriate, a partial CNEL value is then calculated for each aircraft operation.  
The partial CNEL values for each aircraft operation are added logarithmically to determine the total 
CNEL. 
 
The logarithmic addition process, whereby the partial CNELs are combined, can be approximated by 
the following guidelines presented in Table F-2. 
 
Table F-2 

 
 

When two CNELs differ by: 
Add the following amount to the 

higher value: 
0 or 1 dBA 3 dBA 
2 or 3 dBA 2 dBA 
4 to 9 dBA 1 dBA 

10 dBA or more 0 dBA 
 

For example: 
70 dBA + 70 dBA  (difference: 0 dBA)  = 73 dBA 
60 dBA + 70 dBA  (difference: 10 dBA) = 70 dBA 

 
Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

 
Adding the noise from a relatively quiet event (60 dBA) to a relatively noisy event (70 dBA) results 
in a value of 70 dBA because the quieter event has only 1/10 of the sound energy of the noisier event.  
As a result, the quieter noise event is “drowned out” by the noisier one, and there is no increase in the 
overall noise level as perceived by the human ear. 
 
CNEL is used to describe existing and predicted noise exposure in communities in an airport 
environs based in the average daily operations over the year and the average annual operational 
conditions at the Airport. Therefore, at a specific location near an airport, the noise exposure on a 
particular day is likely to be higher or lower than the annual average exposure depending on the 
specific operations at the airport on that day.   

F.4  Integrated Noise Model 
The Integrated Noise Model (INM) is a computer model developed by the FAA and required for use 
in developing noise exposure maps. The INM contains aircraft operational and noise data in an 
aircraft database, which reflect typical aircraft operating conditions. 
 
Version 6.0 of the INM—the latest accepted, state-of-the-art tool for determining the total effect of 
aircraft noise at and around airports at the time the noise exposure maps were prepared—was used 
for the noise analysis. The INM Version 6.0 aircraft database contains a representation of 
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commercial, general aviation, and military aircraft powered by turbojet, turbofan, or propeller-driven 
engines. 
 
For each aircraft in the database, the following information is provided:  (1) a set of departure 
profiles for each applicable trip length, (2) a set of approach parameters, and (3) SEL versus distance 
curves for several thrust settings. This information is needed to develop the noise exposure maps 
based on the CNEL metric. 

F.4.1 CNEL and Noise Exposure Ranges 
Noise exposure values of CNEL 75, 70, 65, and 60 were used as the criterion levels for the noise 
analysis.  Five specific ranges of noise exposure were estimated:  (1) CNEL 75 and higher, 
(2) CNEL 70 to 75, (3) CNEL 65 to 70, and (4) CNEL 60 to 65.  CNEL 75 and higher is considered 
to be “severe” noise exposure in airport environs and CNEL 65 to 75 is considered to be 
“significant.”  CNEL 55 noise exposure values were also developed for information purposes. 

F.4.2 Limitations of the CNEL Descriptor 
The validity and accuracy of CNEL calculations depend on the basic information used in the 
calculations. For future airport activities, the reliability of CNEL calculations is affected by a number 
of uncertainties: 
 

• Aviation activity levels—the forecast number of aircraft operations, the types of aircraft 
serving the airport, the times of operation (daytime, evening, and nighttime), and aircraft 
flight tracks—are estimates. Achievement of the estimated levels of activity cannot be 
assured. 

• Aircraft acoustical and performance characteristics are also estimates. When new aircraft 
designs are involved, aircraft noise data and flight characteristics must be estimated. 

• The noise descriptors used as the basis for calculating CNEL represent typical human 
response (and reaction) to aircraft noise. Because people vary in their responses to noise and 
because the physical measure of noise accounts for only a portion of an individual’s reaction 
to that noise, CNEL can be used only to obtain an average response to aircraft noise that 
might be expected from a community. 

• Single flight tracks used in computer modeling represent a wider band of actual flight tracks. 

These uncertainties aside, CNEL mapping was developed as a tool to assist in land use planning 
around airports. The mapping is best used for comparative purposes rather than for providing 
absolute values. That is, CNEL calculations provide valid comparisons between different projected 
conditions, as long as consistent assumptions and basic data are used for all calculations. 
 
Thus, from a standpoint of noise exposure, sets of CNEL calculations can show anticipated changes 
in aircraft noise exposure over time, as well as which of a series of simulated situations is better and 
generally how much better, from the standpoint of noise exposure. However, a line drawn on a map 
does not imply that a particular noise condition exists on one side of that line and not on the other.  
CNEL calculations are merely a means for comparing noise effects, not for precisely defining them 
relative to specific parcels of land. 
 
Nevertheless, CNEL contours can be used to (1) highlight an existing or potential aircraft noise 
problem that requires attention, (2) assist in the preparation of noise compatibility programs, and 
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(3) provide guidance in the development of land use controls such as zoning ordinances, subdivision 
regulations, and building codes. CNEL is considered to be the best methodology available for 
depicting aircraft noise exposure. 

F.4.3 Graphic Representation 
Contours are lines on a map that connect points of equal CNEL values. For example, a contour may 
be drawn to connect all points with a CNEL value of 65, another may be drawn to connect all points 
with a CNEL value of 60, and so forth. Generally, noise contours are plotted at 5-CNEL intervals.  
 
Noise exposure contours were also reviewed for CNEL 70 and 75 and were found to remain within 
the airfield boundary. Therefore, for this analysis, the INM was used to produce noise exposure 
contours for CNEL 55, 60, and 65.  

F.5 Basic Data and Assumptions for Developing Noise Exposure Maps 

The primary data required to develop noise exposure maps using the INM Version 6.0 are: 
 

• The existing and forecast number of aircraft operations by time of day, aircraft type, and 
stage length (nonstop departure trip length from the Airport) 

• Operational information including use of the runways, location and use of flight tracks (the 
paths that pilots fly to arrive at and depart from the airport), departure profiles, existing noise 
abatement procedures, etc. 

F.5.1 Aircraft Operations 
To determine existing and forecast aircraft noise exposure, aircraft operations associated with the 
average day of the year are used in INM. The number of aircraft operations for the average day of a 
calendar year is typically used in the development of noise exposure maps. The number of aircraft 
operations by type of operation, aircraft type, and time of day, for the average day in 1999 is 
provided in Table F-3. The operations for the average day in 1999 were based on interviews with 
Airport staff and the fixed based operator. The forecasts of operations for the average day in 2003, 
2007, and 2017 for the growth of operations with the existing runway, shown in Table F-4, were 
derived from the annual forecasts provided in Table I-1. The forecasts of operations for the average 
day in 2003, 2007, and 2017 for the growth of operations with the runway alternatives permitting air 
carrier operations, shown in Table F-5, were derived from the annual forecasts provided in Table I-1.  
 
As shown in Table F-2, approximately 16 average daily aircraft operations (approximately eight 
departures and eight arrivals) occurred at the Airport in 1999.  In accordance with the forecasts of 
operations, approximately 18 average daily operations with the existing runway configuration and 24 
average daily operations with the runway expansion alternatives will occur at the Airport in 2003.  
Approximately 21 average daily operations are anticipated to occur at the Airport with the existing 
runway configuration and 39 average daily operations with the runway expansion alternatives. 

F.5.1.1 Aircraft Fleet Mix 
The generalized aircraft categories listed in Tables F-3, F-4, and F-5 provide general descriptions of 
the aircraft. The INM aircraft types listed in the tables are those from the INM database that were 
actually used for the analysis. The INM aircraft types provide representative noise characteristics of a 
large variety of aircraft types that have operated and are anticipated to operate at the Airport.   
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Table F-3 
1999 INM Fleet Mix Assumptions 
       
 Average Day Operations   

Aircraft (a) Day Evening Night Total 
Annual 

operations Percent 
Beech 1900           -              -              -              -               -    0.0%
Gulfstream/Challenger      0.164       0.001            -         0.164            60  1.0%
Lear 35      0.736       0.004            -         0.740          270  4.5%
Citation      0.736       0.004            -         0.740          270  4.5%
Twin turboprop      0.701       0.026       0.013       0.740          270  4.5%
Twin prop      2.932       0.108       0.056       3.096        1,130  18.8%
Large single engine prop      5.332       0.099       0.049       5.479        2,000  33.3%
Small single engine prop      5.332       0.099       0.049       5.479        2,000  33.3%
Total     16.009       0.292       0.137      16.438        6,000  100.0%
       
(a) Representative aircraft types from the Integrated Noise Model database may be used to estimate noise levels 
from a variety of similar aircraft types with similar noise and operational characteristics.  This does not imply that it is 
anticipated that only these specific types of aircraft have or will be operated at the Airport. 
       
Source: Ricondo & Associates based on interviews with Airport and fixed based operator staff, March 2000 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report  March 2002 
Appendix F - Aircraft Noise Analysis F-8  

 

Table F-4 
INM Fleet Mix - Base Case Without Air Carrier Operations 
2003 Average Day Operations   
Aircraft (a) Day Evening Night Total Annual Operations
B-757-200           -            -            -            -              -    
B-737-800/A-319           -            -            -           -              -    
BAE-146           -           -            -            -              -    
Regional jet           -           -            -            -              -    
30 seat commuter           -           -            -            -              -    
19 seat commuter           -           -            -            -              - 
Gulfstream/Challenger      0.180       0.001            -       0.181              70  
Lear 35      0.810       0.004            -       0.814            300  
Citation      0.810       0.004            -       0.814            300  
Twin turboprop      0.771       0.028       0.015       0.814            300  
Twin prop      3.225       0.119       0.061       3.405         1,240  
Large single engine prop      5.865       0.108       0.054       6.027         2,200  
Small single engine prop      5.865       0.108       0.054       6.027         2,200  
Total     17.524       0.374       0.184      18.082         6,610  
      
2007  Average Day Operations    
Aircraft (a)  Day   Evening   Night   Total  Annual operations 
B-757-200           -              -              -              -                -    
B-737-800/A-319           -              -              -              -                -    
BAE-146           -              -              -              -                -    
Regional jet           -              -              -              -                -    
30 seat commuter           -              -              -              -                -    
19 seat commuter           -              -              -              -                -    
Gulfstream/Challenger      0.207       0.001            -         0.208              80  
Lear 35      0.932       0.005            -         0.937            340  
Citation      0.932       0.005            -         0.937            340  
Twin turboprop      0.887       0.033       0.017       0.937            340  
Twin prop      3.714       0.137       0.071       3.921         1,430  
Large single engine prop      6.753       0.125       0.062       6.941         2,530  
Small single engine prop      6.753       0.125       0.062       6.941         2,530  
Total     20.179       0.430       0.212      20.822         7,590  
      
2022  Average Day Operations    
Aircraft (a)  Day   Evening   Night   Total  Annual operations 
B-757-200           -              -              -              -                -    
B-737-800/A-319           -              -              -              -                -    
BAE-146           -              -              -              -                -    
Regional jet           -              -              -              -                -    
30 seat commuter           -              -              -              -                -    
19 seat commuter           -              -              -              -                -    
Gulfstream/Challenger      0.328       0.002            -         0.330            120  
Lear 35      1.478       0.007            -         1.486            540  
Citation      1.478       0.007            -         1.486            540  
Twin turboprop      1.407       0.052       0.027       1.486            540  
Twin prop      5.888       0.218       0.112       6.218         2,270  
Large single engine prop     10.707       0.198       0.099      11.005         4,020  
Small single engine prop     10.707       0.198       0.099      11.005         4,020  
Total     31.995       0.682       0.337      33.014        12,050  
      
(a) Representative aircraft types from the Integrated Noise Model database may be used to estimate noise 
levels from a variety of similar aircraft types with similar noise and operational characteristics.  This does not 
imply that it is anticipated that only these specific types of aircraft have or will be operated at the Airport. 
Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., March 2000 
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Table C-5 
INM FLEET MIX - Base Case With Air Carrier Operations 
2002 Average Day Operations   

Aircraft (a) Day Evening Night Total Annual Operations 
B-757-200      1.644            -              -         1.644            600  
B-737-800/A-319           -              -              -              -                -    
BAE-146           -              -              -              -                -    
Regional jet           -              -              -              -                -    
30 seat commuter      2.137            -              -         2.137            780  
19 seat commuter      1.918            -              -         1.918            700  
Gulfstream/Challenger      0.180       0.001            -         0.181              70  
Lear 35      0.810       0.004            -         0.814            300  
Citation      0.810       0.004            -         0.814            300  
Twin turboprop      0.771       0.028       0.015       0.814            300  
Twin prop      3.225       0.119       0.061       3.405         1,240  
Large single engine prop      5.865       0.108       0.054       6.027         2,200  
Small single engine prop      5.865       0.108       0.054       6.027         2,200  
Total     23.223       0.374       0.184      23.781         8,690  
      
2007  Average Day Operations    

Aircraft (a)  Day   Evening   Night   Total  Annual Operations 
B-757-200      2.356            -              -         2.356            860  
B-737-800/A-319      2.137            -              -         2.137            780  
BAE-146      0.795            -              -         0.795            290  
Regional jet      1.342            -              -         1.342            490  
30 seat commuter      5.589            -              -         5.589         2,040  
19 seat commuter      5.589            -              -         5.589         2,040  
Gulfstream/Challenger      0.207       0.001            -         0.208              80  
Lear 35      0.932       0.005            -         0.937            340  
Citation      0.932       0.005            -         0.937            340  
Twin turboprop      0.887       0.033       0.017       0.937            340  
Twin prop      3.714       0.137       0.071       3.921         1,430  
Large single engine prop      6.753       0.125       0.062       6.941         2,530  
Small single engine prop      6.753       0.125       0.062       6.941         2,530  
Total     37.987       0.430       0.212      38.630        14,090  

      
2022  Average Day Operations    

Aircraft (a)  Day   Evening   Night   Total  Annual Operations 
B-757-200      4.932            -              -         4.932         1,800  
B-737-800/A-319      4.384            -              -         4.384         1,600  
BAE-146      2.055            -              -         2.055            750  
Regional jet      2.329            -              -         2.329            850  
30 seat commuter      9.041            -              -         9.041         3,300  
19 seat commuter      9.041            -              -         9.041         3,300  
Gulfstream/Challenger      0.328       0.002            -         0.330            120  
Lear 35      1.478       0.007            -         1.486            540  
Citation      1.478       0.007            -         1.486            540  
Twin turboprop      1.407       0.052       0.027       1.486            540  
Twin prop      5.888       0.218       0.112       6.218         2,270  
Large single engine prop     10.707       0.198       0.099      11.005         4,020  
Small single engine prop     10.707       0.198       0.099      11.005         4,020  
Total     63.775       0.682       0.337      64.795        23,650  
      

(a) Representative aircraft types from the Integrated Noise Model database may be used to estimate noise 
levels from a variety of similar aircraft types with similar noise and operational characteristics.  This does not 
imply that it is anticipated that only these specific types of aircraft have or will be operated at the Airport. 
Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., March 2000 
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Under some circumstances, it is appropriate to combine aircraft with similar engine types, numbers 
of engines, weights, performance characteristics, and (most importantly) noise exposure 
characteristics for the purposes of noise modeling.  Examples of such circumstances include the 
following: 
 

• A particular aircraft type that may not be included in the INM database may be modeled 
using a similar aircraft type that is included in the database. 

• Only a small number of operations of a particular aircraft may occur at an Airport while a 
large number of operations of a similar aircraft occur at the Airport.  The few operations of 
the first type could be combined with the operations of the more predominant aircraft type 
without producing a measurable effect on the noise analysis. 

• The FAA has provided some aircraft types that are representative of a wide variety of 
specific aircraft types and can, therefore, be used to represent the wide variety of aircraft 
types.  The best examples of this are corporate and general aviation aircraft that can be 
modeled using a series of aircraft types that are representative of the overall fleet.  For 
example, the INM aircraft type “GASEPV” is representative of a wide variety of general 
aviation single engine propeller aircraft. 

The FAA has provided a list of pre-approved aircraft substitutions that can be used for noise 
modeling purposes using the INM. All aircraft substitutions used in this analysis were consistent with 
the pre-approved list. 
 
Aircraft noise characteristics can be classified according to federal noise level standards specified in 
FAR Part 36, “Noise Standards, Aircraft Type, and Airworthiness Certification,” as meeting Stage 1 
(noisiest), Stage 2 (quieter), or Stage 3 (quietest) standards. As of July 1, 1985, Stage 1 aircraft could 
no longer be operated in the United States. In accordance with the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 
1990, the FAA established a schedule for phasing out the use of FAR Part 36 Stage 2 aircraft 
weighing more than 75,000 pounds in favor of FAR Part 36 Stage 3 aircraft within the 48 contiguous 
states.  FAR Part 91, “General Operating and Flight Rules,” specifies that after December 31, 1999, 
no person may operate an FAR Part 36 Stage 2 aircraft over 75,000 pounds in the contiguous United 
States. 
 
Airlines and other operators of jet aircraft weighing more than 75,000 pounds were provided the 
option of (1) replacing Stage 2 aircraft with Stage 3 aircraft or (2) modifying Stage 2 aircraft through 
re-engineering, hushkitting, or modifying the operational procedures of the aircraft to meet Stage 3 
noise standards. Most of the major airlines have used a combination of the two methods and have 
relied to a certain extent on modifying Stage 2 aircraft to meet Stage 3 noise standards. Given the 
high altitude of the Airport and performance requirements of air carrier aircraft planned to operate at 
the Airport, it is anticipated that newer, higher performance Stage 3 aircraft, such as the B-757, 
would be utilized. 

F.5.1.2 Time of Day 
Interviews with Airport staff and the fixed based operator at the Airport were used to determine the 
number of operations occurring during the daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.), evening hours 
(7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.), and nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.), which are listed by aircraft 
type in Tables F-3, F-4, and F-5. As stated in the aeronautical charts and information for the Airport, 
operations after dark are not recommended at the Airport, and therefore, the number of evening and 
nighttime operations are relatively small. It was assumed that the split between daytime, evening, and 
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nighttime operations for each aircraft type would be the same in forecast years as that presented for 
1999.  It is also assumed that air carrier operations would occur during daytime hours. 

F.5.1.3 Departure Trip Length (Stage Length) 
Departure trip length, also called stage length (unrelated to “Stage” classifications of aircraft for FAR 
Part 36 noise certification), refers to the non-stop distance an aircraft travels after departure. This 
information is needed to determine average gross takeoff weights for the different aircraft types. The 
noise generated by departures of a specific aircraft type will vary depending on the takeoff weights of 
the particular operations. For example, a fully loaded aircraft departing on a long flight will weigh 
more on departure than the same fully loaded aircraft departing on a shorter flight, because the longer 
flight requires more fuel on board. It usually takes the heavier aircraft longer to reach its take off 
velocity, thereby using more runway length, and it then climbs at a slower rate than a lighter aircraft, 
particularly on hot days. Therefore, more land area will be exposed to higher levels of aircraft noise 
by departures of heavier aircraft than departures of the same aircraft with lighter loads. 
 
In the INM, up to seven different stage length categories have been established representing different 
departure trip length distances, as presented in Table F-6. 
 
Table F-6 
INM Departure Stage Length Categories 
 

Stage Length Category Range of Departure Trip Length (nautical miles) 
1 0 – 500 
2 500 – 1,000 
3 1,000 – 1,500 
4 1,500 – 2,500 
5 2,500 – 3,500 
6 3,500 – 4,500 
7 4,500 + 

 
Source:  Federal Aviation Administration, INM User’s Guide 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

 
Interviews with Airport staff, the fixed based operator, and American Airlines were used to 
determine the departure stage lengths as presented in Table F-7. The INM uses the stage length 
category for each operation to determine which profile to use for a specific aircraft departure. In most 
cases, using the published departure distances to determine the stage length, and therefore, the 
departure profile to be used, provides good correlation between noise levels estimated by the INM 
and measured noise levels.   

F.5.2 Airport Operational Information 
The existing and assumed future uses of the runways and flight tracks to and from the Airport are 
important in determining where aircraft are flying and, therefore, the noise levels generated in the 
Airport environs. 

F.5.2.1 Runway Use 
Runway use at an airport is typically a function of the prevailing wind and weather conditions, the 
lengths and widths of the runways, the instrumentation of the runways, the obstructions or terrain in 
the vicinity of the airport, and the effects of other airports or air facilities in the area. To a certain 
extent, runway use is also determined based on the destination of a departing aircraft or origination of 
an arriving aircraft and the location of the aircraft parking position on the ground. Of these factors, 
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Table F-7 
INM Fleet Mix - Aircraft Stage Lengths 
      

Aircraft Stage Length 1 Stage Length 2 Stage Length 3 Total  
B-757-200 0% 0% 100% 100%  
B-737-800/A-319 0% 100% 0% 100%  
BAE-146 100% 0% 0% 100%  
Regional jet 100% 0% 0% 100%  
30 seat commuter 100% 0% 0% 100%  
19 seat commuter 100% 0% 0% 100%  
Gulfstream/Challenger 100% 0% 0% 100%  
Lear 35 100% 0% 0% 100%  
Citation 100% 0% 0% 100%  
Twin turboprop 100% 0% 0% 100%  
Twin prop 100% 0% 0% 100%  
Large single engine prop 100% 0% 0% 100%  
Small single engine prop 100% 0% 0% 100%  
      

Note:  Stage lengths are based on standard classifications.  Stage 1 = 0 to 500 nautical miles; Stage 2 = 500 – 
1,000 nautical miles; Stage 3 = 1,000 – 1,500 nautical miles.  The use of the term “Stage” in this context has no 
reference to FAR Part 36 noise standards.  
Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., March 2000 
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
wind and weather conditions and terrain in the vicinity of the Airport primarily affect runway use at 
Mammoth-Yosemite Airport.  Typically, arrivals on Runway 27 are preferred due to prevailing 
winds and terrain.  However, because of terrain northwest of the Airport that can affect the takeoff 
weight allowable for an aircraft, larger aircraft tend to prefer departing on Runway 9.    

F.5.2.2 Aircraft Flight Tracks 
Flight track information is another important input to the INM.  However, inputting the individual 
tracks for each aircraft operation is not possible, and the FAA suggests that flight tracks be consoli-
dated into a generalized set that is representative of all of the flight tracks into and out of the Airport.  
Deviations from the generalized flight tracks occur because of weather conditions, pilot technique, 
air traffic control procedures, and aircraft weight.  However, the generalized flight tracks do provide 
representative tracks for arrivals and departures at the Airport. The generalized arrival and departure 
tracks assumed for the noise analysis for the existing airfield are shown in Exhibit F-3. The 
generalized flight tracks for the runway alternatives do not change significantly except that the start 
and end locations of the tracks change with the length/location of the runway.  Exhibit F-4 shows the 
generalized arrival and departure flight tracks for Alternative 2 as an example.  The same flight 
tracks were used for the each year analyzed.   
 
Because of terrain to the west of the Airport, air carrier jet aircraft departing Runway 27 were 
assumed to follow a departure procedure, track T04, in which aircraft make a slight left turn off of 
the runway and roughly follow U.S. Highway 395 to gain altitude before turning right. Air carrier 
aircraft are not expected to turn right immediately from Runway 27. 
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Source: Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc.
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc.
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The generalized flight tracks are used in differing percentages by different aircraft types. The 
estimated percentage use of the flight tracks and runway use is provided for each aircraft category in 
Table  F-8. 
 
Table F-8   
INM Flight Track Distribution Assumptions  
         

  
         
Departures RW27 RW27 RW27 RW09 RW09 RW09   
 T01 T02 T03 T04 T05 T06  
ACJets 26.3% 0.0% 0.0% 73.7% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% (a) 
Business jets 32.9% 0.0% 0.0% 67.1% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% (b) 
Commuter/turboprop 32.9% 0.0% 0.0% 67.1% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% (b) 
Twin engine props 27.4% 41.0% 0.0% 23.7% 7.9% 0.0% 100.0% (c) 
Single engine props 27.4% 13.7% 27.4% 19.0% 3.2% 9.5% 100.0% (c) 
         
Arrivals RW27 RW27 RW27 RW09 RW09 RW09   
 L01 L02 L03 L04 L05 L06   
ACJets 68.4% 0.0% 0.0% 31.6% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% (d) 
Business jets 68.4% 0.0% 0.0% 31.6% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% (d) 
Commuter/turboprop 68.4% 0.0% 0.0% 31.6% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% (d) 
Twin engine props 47.9% 13.7% 6.8% 11.1% 17.4% 3.2% 100.0% (d) 
Single engine props 41.0% 20.5% 6.8% 11.1% 17.4% 3.2% 100.0% (d) 
         
(a)  Assumes preference to depart Runway 9 with up to 5 knot tailwind based on daytime (7:00 a.m. through 7:00 p.m.) wind data 

(b)  Assumes preference to depart Runway 9 up to 3 knot tailwind (calm conditions) based on daytime wind data  
(c)  Assumes preference to depart Runway 27 up to 3 knot tailwind (calm conditions) based on daytime wind data  
(d)  Assumes preference to land Runway 27 up to 3 knot tailwind (calm conditions) based on daytime wind data  
         
Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., March 2000 
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

 
F.5.2.3  Other Assumptions 
In addition to the runway use and flight track information, the following conditions were assumed in 
developing noise exposure maps for the Airport: 
 

• Departure profiles for air carrier jet aircraft, general aviation jet aircraft, general aviation and 
commuter turboprop aircraft, and general aviation single -engine propeller aircraft are those 
typical of aircraft in each of these classifications. 

• All approaches flown by jet and turboprop aircraft follow a flight track descending along a 
three-degree glide-slope, with touchdown at a point 1,000 feet beyond the threshold of the 
runway. 

• All approaches flown by multi-engine piston and single-engine aircraft follow a flight track 
descending at a five-degree glide-slope, with a touchdown point 575 feet beyond the 
threshold of the runway. 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report  March 2002 
Appendix F - Aircraft Noise Analysis F-16  

 

• Noise, thrust, and altitude information for each specific aircraft is as specified in the INM 
Version 6.0 aircraft database. 

F.6 Land Use Compatibility Guidelines 

Estimates of total noise exposure resulting from aircraft operations, as expressed in CNEL values, 
can be interpreted in terms of the probable effect on land uses. Suggested compatibility guidelines for 
evaluating land uses in aircraft noise exposure areas developed by the FAA are provided in Table  F-
9. Compatible or incompatible land use is determined by comparing the predicted or measured day-
night average noise level (DNL) at a site with the values given in the table.  The DNL metric is used 
by the FAA for noise analysis and differs from the CNEL metric in that 5 dBA is not added to 
evening operations. However, the land use compatibility guidelines for these DNL levels are 
consistent with CNEL. The guidelines reflect the statistical variability of the responses of large 
groups of people to noise.  Therefore, any particular level might not accurately assess an individual's 
perception of or reaction to an actual noise environment.   
 
Each generalized land use listed in Table F-8 includes a wide range of human activities having 
various sensitivities to noise intrusions. CNEL values and the associated listings of compatible and 
incompatible land uses in the table should be interpreted only as indications of the effect aircraft 
noise has on people living and working in areas surrounding an airport.  Although specific CNEL 
values are obtained from a noise analysis, they do not dictate certain consequences. They are merely 
intended to guide a community in land use development. 
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Table F-9 
Suggested Land Use Compatibility Guidelines In Aircraft Noise Exposure Areas 
 
 
The designations in this table do not constitute a federal determination that any use of land is acceptable or unacceptable 
under federal, state, or local law.  The responsibility for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses and the 
relationship between specific properties and specific noise contours rests with the local authorities. 
 
Land use CNEL 65 to 70 CNEL 70 to 75 CNEL 75+ 
 
Residential 

   

Residential other than mobile homes and transient lodgings NLR required (a) NLR required (a) Incompatible 
Mobile homes Incompatible Incompatible Incompatible 
Transient lodgings NLR required (a) NLR required (a) NLR required (b) 
Public use    
Schools, hospitals, and nursing homes NLR required (a) NLR required (a) Incompatible 
Churches, auditoriums, and concert halls NLR required (a) NLR required (a) Incompatible 
Governmental services Compatible NLR required NLR required (b) 
Transportation Compatible Compatible (c) Compatible (c) 
Parking Compatible Compatible (c) Compatible (c,d) 
Commercial use    
Offices, business, and professional NLR required NLR required NLR required (b) 
Wholesale and retail—building materials, hardware, and 
farm equipment 

 
Compatible 

 
Compatible (c) 

 
Compatible (c,d) 

Retail trade—general NLR required NLR required NLR required (b) 
Utilities Compatible Compatible (c) Compatible (c,d) 
Communication NLR required NLR required NLR required (b) 
Manufacturing and production    

Manufacturing—general Compatible Compatible (c) Compatible (c, d) 
Photographic and optical Compatible NLR required NLR required (b) 
Agriculture (except livestock) and forestry Compatible Compatible Compatible 
Livestock farming and breeding Compatible Compatible Incompatible 
Mining and fishing resources production and extraction Compatible Compatible Compatible 
Recreational    
Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports Compatible Compatible Incompatible 
Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters Incompatible Incompatible Incompatible 
Nature exhibits and zoos Compatible Incompatible Incompatible 
Amusements, parks, resorts, and camps Compatible Compatible Incompatible 
Golf courses, riding stables, and water recreation Compatible Compatible Incompatible (b, c) 
 
CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level average sound level, in A-weighted decibels. 

Compatible = Generally, no special noise attenuating materials are required to achieve an interior noise level of DNL 45 in 
habitable spaces, or the activity (whether indoors or outdoors) would not be subject to a significant adverse effect by the 
outdoor noise level. 

Incompatible = Generally, the land use, whether in a structure or an outdoor activity, is considered to be incompatible with the 
outdoor noise level even if special attenuating materials were to be used in the construction of the building. 

NLR = Noise Level Reduction.  NLR is used to denote the total amount of noise transmission loss in decibels required to 
reduce an exterior noise level in habitable interior spaces to DNL 45.  In most places, typical building construction automatically 
provides an NLR of 20 decibels.  Therefore, if a structure is located in an area exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 65, the interior 
noise level would be about DNL 45.  If the structure is located in an area exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 70, the interior noise 
level would be about DNL 50, so an additional NLR of 5 decibels would be required if not afforded by the normal construction.  
This NLR can be achieved through the use of noise attenuating materials in the construction of the structure. 

 
(a) The land use is generally incompatible with aircraft noise and should only be permitted in areas of infill in existing 

neighborhoods or where the community determines that the use must be allowed. 
(b) NLR required between DNL 75 and 80; incompatible for DNL 80 and above. 
(c) NLR required in offices or other areas with noise-sensitive activities. 
(d) Incompatible for DNL 85 and above. 
 
Source:  Ricondo & Associates, 2000, as derived from the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Federal Aviation 
Regulations Part  150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning, Code of Federal Regulations, Title 14, Chapter I, Subchapter I, Part 150, Table 1, 
January 18, 1985, as amended 
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Appendix G – Air Quality Construction Emissions Calculations 

 
This appendix contains input data and assumptions for the construction emissions analysis conducted 
during the preparation of the environmental assessment for Mammoth Yosemite Airport. 
 
Construction related emissions associated with the proposed action, the no build action, and other 
alternatives considered in the environmental assessment were estimated using standard emissions 
calculation/modeling techniques. Pollutant emissions from Non-Road construction equipment and 
On-Road construction equipment were evaluated separately.  
 
Non-Road vehicles are defined as equipment that do not travel on highways (e.g., Dozers, Loaders, 
Cranes, etc.). Emissions factors for non-road vehicles equipped with gasoline-powered engines were 
derived from the EPA document AP-42: Compilation of Air Pollutant Emissions Factors: Mobile 
Sources (April, 1998).  Emissions factors for diesel-powered engines were derived from Tier 1 
standards regulated under 40 CFR, Part 89.112 (USEPA, September 1997). Table G-1 summarizes 
all of the individual input data and assumptions used to determine pollutant emissions factors for 
nonroad equipment (Alternatives 2 and 5).  Table G-3 presents similar information for Alternatives 3 
and 4. 
 
On-road vehicles include equipment that can and would travel on highways (e.g., cars, light duty 
trucks, tractor trailers, etc.). On-road emissions factors were calculated using the California Air 
Resources Board’s EMFAC7G pollutant emissions factor model. This model determines the 
emissions factors of 10 different types of vehicles (light duty automobiles, light heavy diesel trucks, 
etc.), vehicle technology type (non-catalyst and catalyst gasoline-powered vehicles and diesel 
powered vehicles), the season of year, average ambient temperature, and average speed. Tables G-2 
and G-4 list all of the individual factors used in the determination of pollutant emissions factors for 
on-road equipment.  Table G-5 presents the raw data output of the EMFAC7G model.   
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Table G-1 
Non-Road Construction Emissions -- Alternatives 2 and 5 
 

Non-Road Construction Pollutant Emissions 
       Emissions in lb/hp-hr  Emissions in tons/yr  

Phase Equipment Fuel 
Type 

Total 
Hours 

Load 
Factor 

Horse 
Power 

Conversion 
Factor           

(lb to ton) 

HC CO NOx PM10  VOC CO NOx PM10 

                
Clearing & Grubbing Dozer D 144 55% 305 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.01 0.04 0.19 0.02 
 Scraper D 192 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.03 0.10 0.48 0.04 
 Blade D 96 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.01 0.05 0.24 0.02 
Excavation Blade D 600 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.08 0.31 1.49 0.14 
 Scraper D 1600 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.23 0.81 3.98 0.37 
 Compactor D 800 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.02 0.08 0.35 0.03 
 Dozer D 800 55% 305 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.06 0.21 1.03 0.10 
Subgrade-Scarify&Recompact Blade D 192 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.03 0.10 0.48 0.04 
 Compactor D 384 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.04 0.17 0.02 
Aggregate Subbase Blade D 1200 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.17 0.61 2.99 0.28 
 Dozer D 240 55% 305 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.02 0.06 0.31 0.03 
 Compactor D 160 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.02 0.07 0.01 
Aggregate Base Blade D 1800 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.25 0.92 4.48 0.42 
 Dozer D 360 55% 305 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.03 0.09 0.46 0.04 
 Compactor D 240 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.02 0.10 0.01 
Heater Remix Heater Rig G 96 68% 25 0.0005 0.02148 0.43659 0.01056 0.00072  0.02 0.36 0.01 0.00 
 Sweeper D 96 68% 97 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.01 0.02 0.05 0.00 
 Tractor D 48 55% 90 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 
 Roller D 96 56% 145 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.01 0.06 0.01 
Bituminous Surface Course Paver D 200 62% 130 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.03 0.13 0.01 
 Roller D 800 56% 145 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.04 0.12 0.53 0.05 
 F.E. Loader-Tractor D 200 55% 160 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.03 0.14 0.01 
Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Batch Plant D 48 78% 127 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 
 Paver D 48 62% 130 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 
 Finish Machine D 96 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 
 Saw D 96 73% 56 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 
 Sweeper D 48 68% 97 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 
 F.E. Loader-Tractor D 48 55% 160 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 
                

Notes: 
1. Load Factor based on information contained in the EPA document Median Life, Annual Activity, and Load Factor Value for Nonroad Engine Emissions Modeling (Report NR-005a) 
2. Emissions factors are determined by fuel type and horsepower in conjunction with Tier 1 standards  
3. NOx emissions factors determined using AP-42 and Tier 1 standards  
4. VOC emissions factors determined using AP-42 or Tier 1 standards for Hydrocarbons  
5. Hydrocarbon emissions converted to VOC emissions according to the methodology presented in the EPA document Conversion Factors for Hydrocarbon Emission Components   (Report NR-002) 
6. The conversion factor listed is used to translate lb/yr to tons/yr. 
7. Tier 1 standards from Federal Register, October 23, 1998, page 57001, Table 1 

   
Source: Brandley Engineering and Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Table G-1 (Cont.) 
Non-Road Construction Emissions Alternative 2 
 

Non-Road Construction Pollutant Emissions 

       Emissions in lb/hp-hr  Emissions in tons/yr  
Phase Equipment Fuel 

Type 
Total 

Hours 
Load 
Factor 

Horse 
Power 

Conversion 
Factor           

(lb to ton) 

HC CO NOx PM10  HC CO NOx PM10 

                

Saw & Seal Pavement Saw D 1280 73% 56 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.05 0.13 0.44 0.04 
 Sweeper D 640 68% 97 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.04 0.10 0.35 0.03 
Groove Runway Grinder D 160 73% 99 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.01 0.03 0.10 0.01 
 Sweeper D 160 68% 97 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.01 0.03 0.09 0.01 
Marking: Remove Marking Sandblaster D 96 38% 92 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 
 Sweeper D 48 68% 97 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 
Marking: New Marking Striper D 96 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.01 0.05 0.24 0.02 
Drainage Trencher D 480 75% 60 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.02 0.05 0.18 0.02 
 Backhoe D 480 55% 90 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.02 0.06 0.20 0.02 
 F.E. Loader-Tractor D 240 55% 160 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.04 0.17 0.02 
 Compactor D 480 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.05 0.21 0.02 
Lighting Trencher D 480 75% 60 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.02 0.05 0.18 0.02 
 Backhoe D 480 55% 90 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.02 0.06 0.20 0.02 
 F.E. Loader-Tractor D 240 55% 160 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.04 0.17 0.02 
 Compactor D 480 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.05 0.21 0.02 
Structures-Manholes-Retaining Walls Backhoe D 160 55% 90 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.01 0.02 0.07 0.01 
 Compactor D 320 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.03 0.14 0.01 
 F.E. Loader-Tractor D 160 55% 160 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.03 0.12 0.01 
Terminal Construction Dozer D 24 64% 200 0.0005 0.00104 0.00314 0.01603 0.00143  0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 
 Backhoe D 37 55% 112 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 
 Grader  D 24 61% 140 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 
 Tandem Roller  D 24 56% 145 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 
 Dozer D 24 64% 200 0.0005 0.00104 0.00314 0.01603 0.00143  0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 
 Crane (5 ton) D 108 43% 194 0.0005 0.00104 0.00314 0.01603 0.00143  0.00 0.01 0.07 0.01 
 Cement Finisher D 729 53% 99 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.04 0.09 0.32 0.03 
 Gas Vibrator G 729 43% 5 0.0005 0.02148 0.43659 0.01056 0.00072  0.02 0.34 0.01 0.00 
 Crane (90 ton) D 248 43% 194 0.0005 0.00104 0.00314 0.01603 0.00143  0.01 0.03 0.17 0.01 
 Gas Welder G 830 45% 19 0.0005 0.02148 0.43659 0.01056 0.00072  0.08 1.55 0.04 0.00 
 Torch, Gas & Air G 100 45% 19 0.0005 0.02148 0.43659 0.01056 0.00072  0.01 0.19 0.00 0.00 
 Mixer D 208 56% 11 0.0005 0.00336 0.01136 0.01979 0.00207  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 
           Total 1.51 7.14 21.83 2.02 

Notes: 
1. Load Factor based on information contained in the EPA document Median Life, Annual Activity, and Load Factor Value for Nonroad Engine Emissions Modeling (Report NR-005a) 
2. Emissions factors are determined by fuel type and horsepower in conjunction with Tier 1 standards  
3. NOx emissions factors determined using AP-42 and Tier 1 standards  
4. VOC emissions factors determined using AP-42 or Tier 1 standards for Hydrocarbons  
5. Hydrocarbon emissions converted to VOC emissions according to the methodology presented in the EPA document Conversion Factors for Hydrocarbon Emission Components   (Report NR-002) 
6. The conversion factor listed is used to translate lb/yr to tons/yr. 
7. Tier 1 standards from Federal Register, October 23, 1998, page 57001, Table 1 

Source: Brandley Engineering and Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Table G-2 
On-Road Constructions Emissions Inventory – Alternatives 2 and 5 
 

On-Road Construction, Offsite Hauling, and Material Transportation Pollutant Emissions 

   Emissions Factor in lb/mi   Emissions in Tons per Year 
Phase Equipment Total Miles 

per Year 
VOC CO NOx Total 

Exhaust 
PM10 

Entrained 
Road Dust 

Conversion 
Factor        lb 

to tons 

 VOC CO NOx Total 
Exhaust 

PM10 

Entrained 
Road Dust 

               
Clearing & Grubbing Pick Up Truck 353 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 
 Water Truck 1411 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.06 
 Employees 3600 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.14 
Excavation Pick Up Truck 2940 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.12 
 Water Truck 3920 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.16 
 Employees 25500 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.22 0.02 0.00 1.01 
Subgrade-Scarify & Recompact Pick Up Truck 706 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 
 Water Truck 2822 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.11 
 Employees 5400 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.21 
Aggregate Subbase Pick Up Truck 588 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 
 Truck-HDDV 23520 0.00397 0.02784 0.02210 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.05 0.33 0.26 0.02 0.93 
 Truck-Roundtrip 329000 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.32 2.21 3.82 0.23 13.06 
 Water Truck 3136 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.12 
 Employees 6000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.24 
Aggregate Base Pick Up Truck 882 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.04 
 Truck-HDDV 35280 0.00397 0.02784 0.02210 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.07 0.49 0.39 0.02 1.40 
 Truck-Roundtrip 350000 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.34 2.35 4.07 0.25 13.89 
 Water Truck 4704 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.07 0.01 0.00 0.19 
 Employees 9000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.08 0.01 0.00 0.36 
Heater Remix Pick Up Truck 353 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 
 Employees 2160 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.09 
Rejuvenating Agent Pick Up Truck 147 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 
 Truck-Roundtrip 2700 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.03 
 Employees 600 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 
Bituminous Surface Course Pick Up Truck 2205 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.09 
 Truck-HDDV 78400 0.00397 0.02784 0.02210 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.16 1.09 0.87 0.06 3.11 
 Truck-Roundtrip 224000 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.22 1.50 2.60 0.16 8.89 
 Asphalt Trucks 72000 0.00154 0.01127 0.01687 0.00095 0.07937 0.0005  0.06 0.41 0.61 0.03 2.86 
 Employees 13500 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.11 0.01 0.00 0.54 
Prime Coat Truck-Roundtrip 6000 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.04 0.07 0.00 0.12 
Tack Coat Truck-Roundtrip 3600 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.07 

Notes: 
On-Road emissions factors from the California Air Resources Board EMFAC7G model 
Total exhaust PM10 is a composite of EMFAC7G PM10 emissions factors for PM10 from exhaust, PM10 from tire wear, and PM10 from break wear 
Entrained road dust emissions factors are from the Air Quality Management Plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes, November 30, 1990, page 3-5 

Source: Brandley Engineering and Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Table G-2 (Cont.) 
On-Road Constructions Emissions Inventory 
 

On-Road Construction, Offsite Hauling, and Material Transportation Pollutant Emissions 

   Emissions Factor in lb/mi   Emissions in Tons per Year 
Phase Equipment Total Miles 

per Year 
VOC CO NOx Total 

Exhaust 
PM10 

Entrained 
Road Dust 

Conversion 
Factor        lb 

to tons 

 VOC CO NOx Total 
Exhaust 

PM10 

Entrained 
Road Dust 

Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Pick Up Truck 353 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 
 Cement Truck 300 0.00154 0.01127 0.01687 0.00095 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 
 Concrete Trucks 1400 0.00154 0.01127 0.01687 0.00095 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.06 
 Water Truck 470 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 
 Employees 3600 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.14 
Saw & Seal Pavement Pick Up Truck 2352 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.09 
 Truck 2352 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.09 
 Water Truck 6272 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.10 0.01 0.00 0.25 
 Employees 14400 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.12 0.01 0.00 0.57 
Groove Runway Pick Up Truck 588 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 
 Truck 588 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 
 Water Truck 1568 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.06 
 Employees 3000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.12 
Marking: Remove Marking Pick Up Truck 353 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 
 Water Truck 941 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.04 
 Employees 900 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.04 
Marking: New Marking Pick Up Truck 353 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 
 Truck-Roundtrip 1200 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.03 
 Employees 540 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 
Drainage Pick Up Truck 1764 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.07 
 Truck-Roundtrip 6300 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.04 0.07 0.00 0.25 
 Truck-HDDV 9408 0.00397 0.02784 0.02210 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.02 0.13 0.10 0.01 0.37 
 Employees 18000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.15 0.01 0.00 0.71 
Lighting Pick Up Truck 1764 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.07 
 Truck-Roundtrip 10000 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.07 0.12 0.01 0.20 
 Truck-HDDV 9408 0.00397 0.02784 0.02210 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.02 0.13 0.10 0.01 0.37 
 Truck-Roundtrip 6300 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.04 0.07 0.00 0.25 
 Employees 18000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.15 0.01 0.00 0.71 
Structures-Manholes-Retaining Walls Pick Up Truck 1176 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.05 
 Truck-Roundtrip 6000 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.04 0.07 0.00 0.12 
 Truck-HDDV 6272 0.00397 0.02784 0.02210 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.09 0.07 0.00 0.25 
 Truck-Roundtrip 4200 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.03 0.05 0.00 0.17 
 Employees 9000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.08 0.01 0.00 0.36 
Terminal Construction Employees 60000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.02 0.51 0.04 0.00 2.38 
       Total   1.41 11.39 13.66 0.83 55.88 
Notes: 
1. On-Road emissions factors from the California Air Resources Board EMFAC7G model 
2. Total exhaust PM10 is a composite of EMFAC7G PM10 emissions factors for PM10 from exhaust, PM10 from tire wear, and PM10 from break wear 
3. Entrained road dust emissions factors are from the Air Quality Management Plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes, November 30, 1990, page 3-5 

Source: Brandley Engineering and Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Table G-3 
Non-Road Construction Emissions - Alternatives 3 and 4 
 

Non-Road Construction Pollutant Emissions 
       Emissions in lb/hp-hr  Emissions in tons/yr  

Phase Equipment Fuel 
Type 

Total 
Hours 

Load 
Factor 

Horse 
Power 

Conversion 
Factor           

(lb to ton) 

HC CO NOx PM10  VOC CO NOx PM10 

Clearing & Grubbing Dozer D 180 55% 305 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.01 0.05 0.23 0.02 
 Scraper D 240 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.03 0.12 0.60 0.06 
 Blade D 120 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.02 0.06 0.30 0.03 
Excavation Blade D 750 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.11 0.38 1.87 0.17 
 Scraper D 2000 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.28 1.02 4.98 0.46 
 Compactor D 1000 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.03 0.10 0.44 0.04 
 Dozer D 1000 55% 305 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.07 0.26 1.29 0.12 
Subgrade-Scarify&Recompact Blade D 240 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.03 0.12 0.60 0.06 
 Compactor D 480 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.05 0.21 0.02 
Aggregate Subbase Blade D 1500 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.21 0.76 3.73 0.35 
 Dozer D 300 55% 305 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.02 0.08 0.39 0.04 
 Compactor D 200 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.02 0.09 0.01 
Aggregate Base Blade D 2250 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.32 1.15 5.60 0.52 
 Dozer D 450 55% 305 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.03 0.12 0.58 0.05 
 Compactor D 300 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.03 0.13 0.01 
Heater Remix Heater Rig G 120 68% 25 0.0005 0.02148 0.43659 0.01056 0.00072  0.02 0.45 0.01 0.00 
 Sweeper D 120 68% 97 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.01 0.02 0.07 0.01 
 Tractor D 60 55% 90 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 
 Roller D 120 56% 145 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.02 0.08 0.01 
Bituminous Surface Course Paver D 250 62% 130 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.04 0.17 0.01 
 Roller D 1000 56% 145 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.05 0.15 0.67 0.06 
 F.E. Loader-Tractor D 250 55% 160 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.04 0.18 0.02 
Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Batch Plant D 60 78% 127 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.01 0.05 0.00 
 Paver D 60 62% 130 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 
 Finish Machine D 120 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.01 0.05 0.00 
 Saw D 120 73% 56 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 
 Sweeper D 60 68% 97 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 
 F.E. Loader-Tractor D 60 55% 160 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 

 
Notes: 
1. Load Factor based on information contained in the EPA document Median Life, Annual Activity, and Load Factor Value for Nonroad Engine Emissions Modeling (Report NR-005a) 
2. Emissions factors are determined by fuel type and horsepower in conjunction with Tier 1 standards  
3. NOx emissions factors determined using AP-42 and Tier 1 standards  
4. VOC emissions factors determined using AP-42 or Tier 1 standards for Hydrocarbons  
5. Hydrocarbon emissions converted to VOC emissions according to the methodology presented in the EPA document Conversion Factors for Hydrocarbon Emission Components   (Report NR-002) 
6. The conversion factor listed is used to translate lb/yr to tons/yr 
7. Tier 1 standards from Federal Register, October 23, 1998, page 57001, Table 1 

Source: Brandley Engineering and Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Table G-3 (Cont.) 
Non-Road Construction Emissions Alternative 3 
 

Non-Road Construction Pollutant Emissions 
       Emissions in lb/hp-hr  Emissions in tons/yr  

Phase Equipment Fuel 
Type 

Total 
Hours 

Load 
Factor 

Horse 
Power 

Conversion 
Factor           

(lb to ton) 

HC CO NOx PM10  HC CO NOx PM10 

Saw & Seal Pavement Saw D 1600 73% 56 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.06 0.16 0.55 0.05 
 Sweeper D 800 68% 97 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.05 0.13 0.44 0.04 
Groove Runway Grinder D 200 73% 99 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.01 0.04 0.12 0.01 
 Sweeper D 200 68% 97 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.01 0.03 0.11 0.01 
Marking: Remove Marking Sandblaster D 120 38% 92 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 
 Sweeper D 60 68% 97 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 
Marking: New Marking Striper D 120 72% 450 0.0005 0.00087 0.00314 0.01537 0.00143  0.02 0.06 0.30 0.03 
Drainage Trencher D 600 75% 60 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.03 0.07 0.23 0.02 
 Backhoe D 600 55% 90 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.03 0.07 0.25 0.02 
 F.E. Loader-Tractor D 300 55% 160 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.05 0.22 0.02 
 Compactor D 600 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.02 0.06 0.26 0.02 
Lighting Trencher D 600 75% 60 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.03 0.07 0.23 0.02 
 Backhoe D 600 55% 90 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.03 0.07 0.25 0.02 
 F.E. Loader-Tractor D 300 55% 160 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.05 0.22 0.02 
 Compactor D 600 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.02 0.06 0.26 0.02 
Structures-Manholes-Retaining Walls Backhoe D 200 55% 90 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.01 0.02 0.08 0.01 
 Compactor D 400 53% 100 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.04 0.17 0.02 
 F.E. Loader-Tractor D 200 55% 160 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.01 0.03 0.14 0.01 
Terminal Construction Dozer D 24 64% 200 0.0005 0.00104 0.00314 0.01603 0.00143  0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 
 Backhoe D 37.125 55% 112 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 
 Grader  D 24 61% 140 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 
 Tandem Roller  D 24 56% 145 0.0005 0.00111 0.00361 0.01644 0.00149  0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 
 Dozer D 24 64% 200 0.0005 0.00104 0.00314 0.01603 0.00143  0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 
 Crane (5 ton) D 108 43% 194 0.0005 0.00104 0.00314 0.01603 0.00143  0.00 0.01 0.07 0.01 
 Cement Finisher D 729 53% 99 0.0005 0.00186 0.00495 0.01676 0.00154  0.04 0.09 0.32 0.03 
 Gas Vibrator G 729 43% 5 0.0005 0.02148 0.43659 0.01056 0.00072  0.02 0.34 0.01 0.00 
 Crane (90 ton) D 248 43% 194 0.0005 0.00104 0.00314 0.01603 0.00143  0.01 0.03 0.17 0.01 
 Gas Welder G 830 45% 19 0.0005 0.02148 0.43659 0.01056 0.00072  0.08 1.55 0.04 0.00 
 Torch, Gas & Air G 100 45% 19 0.0005 0.02148 0.43659 0.01056 0.00072  0.01 0.19 0.00 0.00 
 Mixer D 208 56% 11 0.0005 0.00336 0.01136 0.01979 0.00207  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 
           Total 1.85 8.36 27.10 2.51 

Notes: 
1. Load Factor based on information contained in the EPA document Median Life, Annual Activity, and Load Factor Value for Nonroad Engine Emissions Modeling (Report NR-005a) 
2. Emissions factors are determined by fuel type and horsepower in conjunction with Tier 1 standards  
3. NOx emissions factors determined using AP-42 and Tier 1 standards  
4. VOC emissions factors determined using AP-42 or Tier 1 standards for Hydrocarbons  
5. Hydrocarbon emissions converted to VOC emissions according to the methodology presented in the EPA document Conversion Factors for Hydrocarbon Emission Components   (Report NR-002) 
6. The conversion factor listed is used to translate lb/yr to tons/yr 
7. Tier 1 standards from Federal Register, October 23, 1998, page 57001, Table 1 

Source: Brandley Engineering and Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Table G-4 
On-Road Constructions Emissions Inventory -- Alternatives 3 and 4 
 

On-Road Construction, Offsite Hauling, and Material Transportation Pollutant Emissions 

   Emissions Factor in lbs/mi   Emissions in Tons per Year 
Phase Equipment Total Miles 

per Year 
VOC CO NOX Total 

Exhaust 
PM10 

Entrained 
Road Dust 

Conversion Factor 
lbs to tons 

VOC CO NOX Total 
Exhaust 

PM10 

Entrained 
Road Dust 

Clearing & Grubbing Pick Up Truck 353 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 
 Water Truck 1411 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.07 
 Employees 3600 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.18 
Excavation Pick Up Truck 2940 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.15 
 Water Truck 3920 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.08 0.01 0.00 0.19 
 Employees 25500 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.27 0.02 0.00 1.26 
Subgrade-Scarify & Recompact Pick Up Truck 706 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.04 
 Water Truck 2822 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.14 
 Employees 5400 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.27 
Aggregate Subbase Pick Up Truck 588 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 
 Truck-HDDV 23520 0.00397 0.02784 0.02210 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.06 0.41 0.32 0.02 1.17 
 Truck-Roundtrip 329000 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.40 2.76 4.78 0.29 16.32 
 Water Truck 3136 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.16 
 Employees 6000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.30 
Aggregate Base Pick Up Truck 882 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.04 
 Truck-HDDV 35280 0.00397 0.02784 0.02210 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.09 0.61 0.49 0.03 1.75 
 Truck-Roundtrip 350000 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.42 2.94 5.09 0.31 17.36 
 Water Truck 4704 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.09 0.01 0.00 0.23 
 Employees 9000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.09 0.01 0.00 0.45 
Heater Remix Pick Up Truck 353 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 
 Employees 2160 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.11 
Rejuvenating Agent Pick Up Truck 147 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 
 Truck-Roundtrip 2700 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.07 
 Employees 600 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 
Bituminous Surface Course Pick Up Truck 2205 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.11 
 Truck-HDDV 78400 0.00397 0.02784 0.02210 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.19 1.36 1.08 0.07 3.89 
 Truck-Roundtrip 224000 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.27 1.88 3.26 0.20 11.11 
 Asphalt Trucks 72000 0.00154 0.01127 0.01687 0.00095 0.07937 0.0005  0.07 0.51 0.76 0.04 1.79 
 Employees 13500 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.14 0.01 0.00 0.67 
Prime Coat Truck-Roundtrip 6000 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.05 0.09 0.01 0.15 
Tack Coat Truck-Roundtrip 3600 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.03 0.05 0.00 0.09 
*Some truck-roundtrips had travel outside of the air basin and values for entrained road dust were based on only 50% of roundtrip miles being within the air basin limits 
Notes: 
1. On-Road emissions factors from the California Air Resources Board EMFAC7G model 
2. Total exhaust PM10 is a composite of EMFAC7G PM10 emissions factors for PM10 from exhaust, PM10 from tire wear, and PM10 from break wear 
3. Entrained road dust emissions factors are from the Air Quality Management Plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes, November 30, 1990, page 3-5 

Source: Brandley Engineering and Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Table G-4 (Cont.) 
On-Road Constructions Emissions Inventory Alternative 3 
 

On-Road Construction, Offsite Hauling, and Material Transportation Pollutant Emissions 
   Emissions Factor in lbs/mi   Emissions in Tons per Year 

Phase Equipment Total Miles 
per Year 

VOC CO NOX Total 
Exhaust 

PM10 

Entrained 
Road Dust 

Conversion Factor 
lbs to tons 

VOC CO NOX Total 
Exhaust 

PM10 

Entrained 
Road Dust 

Portland Cement Concrete Pavement Pick Up Truck 353 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 
 Cement Truck 300 0.00154 0.01127 0.01687 0.00095 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 
 Concrete Trucks 1400 0.00154 0.01127 0.01687 0.00095 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.07 
 Water Truck 470 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 
 Employees 3600 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.18 
Saw & Seal Pavement Pick Up Truck 2352 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.12 
 Truck 2352 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.12 
 Water Truck 6272 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.12 0.02 0.00 0.31 
 Employees 14400 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.15 0.01 0.00 0.71 
Groove Runway Pick Up Truck 588 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 
 Truck 588 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 
 Water Truck 1568 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.08 
 Employees 3000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.15 
Marking: Remove Marking Pick Up Truck 353 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 
 Water Truck 941 0.00213 0.03166 0.00415 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.05 
 Employees 900 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.04 
Marking: New Marking Pick Up Truck 353 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 
 Truck-Roundtrip 1200 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.03 
 Employees 540 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 
Drainage Pick Up Truck 1764 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.09 
 Truck-Roundtrip 6300 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.05 0.09 0.01 0.31 
 Truck-HDDV 9408 0.00397 0.02784 0.02210 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.02 0.16 0.13 0.01 0.47 
 Employees 18000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.19 0.01 0.00 0.89 
Lighting Pick Up Truck 1764 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.09 
 Truck-Roundtrip 10000 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.08 0.15 0.01 0.25 
 Truck-HDDV 9408 0.00397 0.02784 0.02210 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.02 0.16 0.13 0.01 0.47 
 Truck-Roundtrip 6300 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.05 0.09 0.01 0.31 
 Employees 18000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.19 0.01 0.00 0.89 
Structures-Manholes-Retaining Walls Pick Up Truck 1176 0.00151 0.03115 0.00300 0.00006 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.06 
 Truck-Roundtrip 6000 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.05 0.09 0.01 0.15 
 Truck-HDDV 6272 0.00397 0.02784 0.02210 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.02 0.11 0.09 0.01 0.31 
 Truck-Roundtrip 4200 0.00192 0.01343 0.02325 0.00142 0.07937 0.0005  0.01 0.04 0.06 0.00 0.21 
 Employees 9000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.00 0.09 0.01 0.00 0.45 
Terminal Construction Employees 60000 0.00080 0.01688 0.00131 0.00005 0.07937 0.0005  0.02 0.51 0.04 0.00 2.38 
       Total   1.76 14.11 17.06 1.04 67.51 

Notes: 
1. On-Road emissions factors from the California Air Resources Board EMFAC7G model 
2. Total exhaust PM10 is a composite of EMFAC7G PM10 emissions factors for PM10 from exhaust, PM10 from tire wear, and PM10 from break wear 
3.  Entrained road dust emissions factors are from the Air Quality Management Plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes, November 30, 1990, page 3-5 

Source: Brandley Engineering and Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Table G-5 
EMFAC7G On-Road Emissions Factors 
 
 

On-Road Emissions Factors From The California Air Resources Board EMFAC7G Software Model 

ABN CY MYA MYB PROCESS CLASS TECH I/M SEASON DP TEMP SPD VOC    CO NOX CO2 PMEX10 PMTW10 PMBW10 FUEL EVAP TIMES 
GBV 2001 1967 2001 R 1 2 N S 56 76 20 0.362 7.6545 0.5921 339.5391 0.0042 0.008 0.0127 27.0637 0.2102 0 
GBV 2001 1967 2001 R 2 2 N S 56 76 10 0.6863 14.1283 1.3598 697.6967 0.0043 0.008 0.0127 20.7598 0.7445 0 
GBV 2001 1967 2001 R 3 2 N S 56 76 10 0.9641 14.3589 1.8808 1038.9091 0.004 0.008 0.0127 11.6975 0.6406 0 
GBV 2001 1967 2001 R 7 3 N S 56 76 50 0.7001 5.1141 7.6535 0 0.4068 0.012 0.0127 6.3099 0 0 
GBV 2001 1967 2001 R 8 3 N S 56 76 50 0.8717 6.0915 10.5471 0 0.594 0.036 0.0127 6.1819 0 0 

Notes: 
1. CY is the year the emissions factors are applicable. 
2. Class is a number scale of 1 through 0 (10) where each number represents a type of vehicle: 

1 Light duty automobiles 
2 Light duty trucks 
3 Medium duty trucks 
4 Light heavy gas trucks 
5 Light heavy diesel trucks 
6 Medium heavy gas trucks 
7 Medium heavy diesel trucks 
8 Heavy heavy diesel trucks 
9 Buses 
10 Motorcycles 

3. Tech is the vehicle technology type as defined with a value of 1 to 3 where: 
0 Non-catalyst gasoline powered vehicles 
1 Catalyst powered vehicle 
2 Diesel powered vehicle 

4. Season is defined as S or W for Summer and Winter. 
5. Temperature is the average temperature over the course of the study period. 
6. PMEX10 is PM10 emissions from exhaust. 
7. PMTW10 is PM10 emissions from tire wear. 
8. PMBW10 is PM10 emissions from break wear. 
9. All emissions factors are provided in grams per mile. 

EMFAC7G is a product of the California Air Resources Board (www.arb.ca.gov/). 
Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Appendix H - Historical and Forecast of Aviation Demand 
Background Information 

H.1 Mammoth Lakes Market Area 

The Mammoth Lakes region is abundant with mountains, lakes, streams, and forests. Based on 
statistics provided by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), approximately 1.5 
million summer visitors are attracted to the Mammoth Lakes region yearly. As a result, the tourism 
industry is a major contributor to the region’s economic health. 
 
Historical and projected population for the California counties of Inyo and Mono (the Two-County 
Area that surrounds Mammoth Lake), the State of California (California), and the United States is 
presented in Table H-1. As shown, population in the Two-County Area increased at an annual 
compounded growth rate of 0.4 percent between 1980 and 2000, which was less than the 1.8 percent 
increase for California and the 1.0 percent increase for the nation during this same period.  Between 
the 1999 through 2025 period, however, population in the Two-County Area is projected to increase 
at an annual compounded growth rate that is comparable to that for California and the nation. 
 
Table H-1 
Historical and Projected Population 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

Annual Compounded 
Growth 

  Historical  Projected  Historical  Projected 
                

Area 
 

1980 
 

1990 
 

1999  2025  
1980-
1990 

 1990-
1999 

1980-
1999 

 1999-
2025 

                   
Mono County  8,650 10,080 10,690  16,260  1.5%  0.7% 1.1%  1.6% 
Inyo County  17,910 18,270 18,020  21,420   0.2%  -0.2% 0.0%  0.7% 
            
Two-County 
Area 

 
26,560 28,350 28,710  37,680  0.7% 

 
0.1% 0.4% 

 
1.1% 

            
California  23,792,840 29,925,530 33,125,060  45,243,640  2.3%  1.1% 1.8%  1.2% 
            
United States   227,225,620 249,438,710 272,890,020  345,950,400  0.9%  1.0% 1.0%  0.9% 
                   

 

    
Source:  NPA Data Services, Inc., June 2000. 
Prepared By:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000 

 
Table H-2, H-3 and H-4 present historical and projected per capita personal income (PCPI), 
nonagricultural employment, and service industry employment respectively, for the Two-County 
Area, California, and the nation between 1989 and 2025. As shown, historical and projected trends 
for these economic indicators are similar to those for population. Growth in PCPI and nonagricultural 
employment (total and services-oriented) for the Two-County Area was below that for California and 
the nation between 1989 and 1999. However, their projected growth rates for the Two-County Area 
are more in line with (actually exceeds) those for California and the nation between 1999 and 2025. 
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Table H-2 
Per Capital Personal Income 
 

Year  Two-County 
Area 

 California  United States 

       
Historical       

1989  $19,678  $22,870  $20,526 
1990  $19,162  $22,993  $20,618 
1991  $18,405  $22,197  $20,268 
1992  $18,617  $22,191  $20,547 
1993  $18,640  $21,849  $20,671 
1994  $17,921  $21,332  $20,499 
1995  $18,102  $21,842  $21,001 
1996  $18,909  $22,760  $21,874 
1997  $19,581  $23,537  $22,619 
1998  $20,309  $24,819  $23,394 
1999  $21,137  $25,458  $24,035 

       
Projected       

2025  $33,191  $37,117  $35,426 
       

Annual 
Compounded Growth 

      

       
1989-1999  0.7%  1.1%  1.7% 
1999-2025  1.8%  1.5%  1.5% 

       
Source: NPA Data Services, Inc. June2000. 
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. October 2000. 
 

Table H-3 
Total Nonagricultural Employment 
 

Year  Two-County 
Area 

 California 
(000) 

 United States 
(000) 

       
Historical       

1989  16,660  16,303  134,118 
1990  16,850  16,692  136,034 
1991  16,110  16,634  135,682 
1992  16,360  16,302  136,362 
1993  16,810  16,267  138,993 
1994  16,850  16,477  142,693 
1995  17,240  16,821  146,378 
1996  17,410  17,297  149,709 
1997  17,670  17,743  153,453 
1998  17,790  18,205  156,125 
1999  18,150  18,700  158,912 

       
Projected       

2025  30,760  28,422  224,844 
       

Annual 
Compounded Growth 

      

       
1989-1999  0.9%  1.4%  1.7% 
1999-2025  2.0%  1.6%  1.3% 

       
Source: NPA Data Services, Inc. June2000. 
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. October 2000. 
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Table H-4 
Services Industry Employment 
 

Year  Two-County 
Area 

 California 
(000) 

 United States 
(000) 

       
Historical       

1989  5,450  4,885  37,235 
1990  5,500  5,132  38,662 
1991  5,250  5,298  38,572 
1992  5,460  5,280  40,476 
1993  5,640  5,384  41,903 
1994  5,600  5,476  43,117 
1995  5,660  5,691  44,905 
1996  5,820  5,939  46,588 
1997  5,830  6,079  48,227 
1998  5,860  6,282  49,636 
1999  5,970  6,519  50,943 

       
Projected       

2025  10,660  11,189  80,198 
       

Annual 
Compounded Growth 

      

       
1989-1999  0.9%  2.9%  3.2% 
1999-2025  2.3%  2.1%  1.8% 

       
Source: NPA Data Services, Inc. June2000. 
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. October 2000. 
 
Currently, there are approximately 14,730 rental beds/pillows in Mammoth Lakes, of which 28 
percent are hotel rooms and 72 percent are rentable condominiums. Mammoth Lake’s bed base is 
projected to increase dramatically in the next few years with the development of three new Intrawest 
projects: Juniper Springs, Sierra Star, and Gondola Village. These three developments are anticipated 
to add approximately 2,100 units to the existing bed base. In addition, Mammoth Mountain is in the 
midst of a five-year, $132 million improvement program. 
 
Between 1985 and 1995, the Airport was provided with commercial service by Trans World Express, 
via Beech 1900 aircraft, with up to five daily roundtrips from Los Angeles and San Francisco 
combined.  This service was discontinued due to the financial difficulties and restructuring of Trans 
World Airlines. In addition, United Express also served the Airport during the winter seasons in 1993 
and 1994, with daily flights to Fresno. Discontinued service by United Express was largely due to 
several business and market factors, including frequent overbookings out of the Fresno market that 
resulted in poor passenger loyalty and low repeat business. Since 1995, the Airport has not been 
provided with a scheduled commercial air service. 
 

Currently, the nearest commercial service airport to the Mammoth Lakes area is Reno, located 
approximately 170 miles north of Mammoth Lakes. The next closest commercial service airports are 
Fresno (190 miles), Sacramento (220 miles) the three Bay-area airports (San Francisco/Oakland/San 
Jose - roughly 250 miles), Las Vegas (310 miles) and Los Angeles (320 miles). The driving times 
from these areas to Mammoth Lakes range from three to eight hours. The majority of visitors to 
Mammoth Lakes arrive via car from the Los Angeles area, either originating travel in the Los 
Angeles area or flying to a Los Angeles area airport and renting a car to drive to Mammoth Lakes. 
With the exception of the drive from Los Angeles and Reno via U.S. 395, the drive from each of 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report  March 2002 
Appendix H - Historical and Forecast of Aviation Demand   H-4 

these airports is via winding mountainous roads through the Sierra Nevada Mountain range, some of 
which are not open during the winter season. Another airport in the region is Bishop Airport, 
approximately 45 miles south of Mammoth Lakes, but Bishop Airport is a general aviation facility 
and does not provided commercial service.  
 
The region has two distinct seasonal attractions, consisting of skiing in the winter and numerous 
outdoor recreational activities in the summer. Table H-5 presents historical skier day statistics for the 
Mammoth Mountain Ski Resort since 1960. As shown, through the early 1980’s skier days increased 
dramatically to over 1.5 million skier days in 1986. During the early 1980’s, Mammoth Mountain 
was the number one ski resort in the country, based on skier visits. The massive influx of skiers was 
reportedly taken for granted, as very little was done to maintain the success of the region. While new 
ski facilities were built to meet demand, very little was done to improve guest service at the resort as 
well as the region. Other resorts such as Vail and Aspen began to emphasize guest service, which 
attracted skiers from Mammoth. Since the mid-1980’s, skier days have decreased from their peak 
levels, to approximately one million skier day visits in the 1998/99 winter season. Since the mid-
1980’s, with the exception of the 1986/87 and 1990/91 seasons, the number of skier days has 
remained relatively constant averaging around one million skier days. During the 1986/87 and 
1990/91 seasons, a drought and the nationwide economic recession resulted in unusually low skier 
day visits, for each of these seasons respectively. Since then, improvements in snow making 
capabilities, lodging, and ski facilities have increased the number of winter visitors. 
 
During the summer, major attractions include Yosemite National Park, Death Valley National Park, 
Kings Canyon National Park, Mono Lake, June Lake, and Devils Postpile National Monument, 
among many others. Popular summer activities in the Mammoth Lakes area include mountain biking, 
golfing, hiking in the Ansel Adams and John Muir Wilderness Areas, fishing, horseback riding, and 
rock climbing.  Concerts and weekend festivals are occur during the summer season. Table H-6 
presents historical national park visitors for Yosemite, Death Valley, Kings Canyon, and the total 
U.S. since 1980. As shown, nearly 5.3 million tourists visited nearby Yosemite, Kings Canyon and 
Death Valley National Parks in 1999. Overall, national park visitors to the region’s four national 
parks increased at an annual compounded growth rate of 1.6 percent as compared to 1.9 percent for 
the nation. The U.S. Park Service plans anticipate decreasing automobile use in Yosemite National 
Park with increased use of buses from accommodations and staging areas outside of the park.  
Mammoth Lakes, Mariposa, and Merced are three communities from which the Yosemite Area 
Regional Transportation System (YARTS) has started bus service. A letter from YARTS discussing 
this service is provided in Appendix D. 
 
Over the last several years, interests within the Mammoth Lakes area have explored the opportunity 
of providing air carrier service to the Mammoth Lakes region. Discussions have been conducted with 
American Airlines to provide air carrier and commuter service to Mammoth Lakes during both 
winter and summer seasons. Agreements between the airline and local business interests have been 
negotiated with air carrier service scheduled to initiate in the 2002/2003 winter season from both 
Chicago and Dallas/Fort Worth. A copy of the Air Service Agreement is provided in Appendix M. It 
is the intent of American Airlines and local business interests to increase the air service over the term 
of the agreement, as outlined in the attached Table 1 from the Air Service Agreement. From 2003 to 
2006, the American Airlines service is based on the recently negotiated agreement with American, 
and results in an estimated 256 annual flights and approximately 22,500 enplanements in the 
2002/2003 winter season growing to an estimated 576 annual flights and nearly 66,000 enplanements 
for the 2005/2006 winter season. As discussed below, additional service, including summer service 
and additional markets, to Mammoth Yosemite Airport is anticipated to develop over time.  
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Table H-5 
Historical Mammoth Mountain Skier Day Statistics 
 

  Paid  Total  Annual Increase/ 
Season Year  Skier Visits  Skier Visits 1  Decrease 

       
1960-61  151,554 178,834  -- 
1961-62  143,717 169,586  -5.2% 
1962-63  147,221 173,721  2.4% 
1963-64  212,075 250,249  44.1% 
1964-65  221,064 260,856  4.2% 
1965-66  262,938 310,267  18.9% 
1966-67  301,690 355,994  14.7% 
1967-68  312,394 368,625  3.5% 
1968-69  324,425 382,822  3.9% 
1969-70  401,524 473,798  23.8% 
1970-71  362,169 427,359  -9.8% 
1971-72  443,289 523,081  22.4% 
1972-73  560,915 661,880  26.5% 
1973-74  693,402 818,214  23.6% 
1974-75  819,316 966,793  18.2% 
1975-76  595,688 702,912  -27.3% 
1976-77  300,672 354,793  -49.5% 
1977-78  1,050,990 1,240,168  249.5% 
1978-79  932,430 1,100,267  -11.3% 
1979-80  1,131,855 1,335,589  21.4% 
1980-81  894,526 1,055,541  -21.0% 
1981-82  1,235,796 1,458,239  38.2% 
1982-83  1,144,691 1,350,735  -7.4% 
1983-84  1,164,362 1,373,947  1.7% 
1984-85  1,118,864 1,320,260  -3.9% 
1985-86  1,299,053 1,532,883  16.1% 
1986-87  711,757 839,873  -45.2% 
1987-88  1,112,980 1,313,316  56.4% 
1988-89  1,053,908 1,243,611  -5.3% 
1989-90  981,935 1,158,683  -6.8% 
1990-91  463,987 547,505  -52.7% 
1991-92  889,387 1,049,477  91.7% 
1992-93  905,236 1,068,178  1.8% 
1993-94  700,617 826,728  -22.6% 
1994-95  964,561 1,138,182  37.7% 
1995-96  799,838 943,809  -17.1% 
1996-97  786,934 928,582  -1.6% 
1997-98  879,853 1,038,227  11.8% 
1998-99  829,569 959,738  -7.6% 

1999-00 (est.)  790,000 930,000  -3.1% 
       

Annual Compounded       
Growth Rate       
1960 - 1970  9.1% 9.1%   
1970 - 1980  9.5% 9.5%   
1980 - 1990  -6.4% -6.4%   
1990 - 1999  6.1% 6.1%   

    
1960 - 1999  4.3% 4.3%   

       
1Skier visits from 1960-61 through 1997-98 are calculated by taking 
actual paid skier visits and adding an additional 18 % (8% for 
complimentary tickets and 10 % for season passes), which are 
standard industry figures. 
Skier visit data for the 1998-99 season are based on actual records. 

Source: Mammoth Mountain Ski Resort, June 2000. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 
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Table H-6 
Historical National Park Visitor Statistics 

               
  Yosemite  Death  Kings  Total  Annual  Total  Annual 
  National  Valley National  Canyon National  National  Increase/  U.S. National  Increase/ 

Season Year  Park Visitors  Park Visitors  Park Visitors  Park Visitors  Decrease  Park Visitors  Decrease 
                

1980  2,490,282  618,140  819,065  3,927,487   --  62,068,871   -- 
1981  2,516,893  630,402  776,850  3,924,145   -0.1%  65,109,868   4.9% 
1982  2,415,587  679,992  831,044  3,926,623   0.1%  66,260,713   1.8% 
1983  2,457,464  635,582  765,755  3,858,801   -1.7%  66,820,348   0.8% 
1984  2,738,467  621,197  937,262  4,296,926   11.4%  67,442,783   0.9% 
1985  2,831,952  576,679  874,456  4,283,087   -0.3%  68,093,505   1.0% 
1986  2,363,756  586,668  1,028,785  3,979,209   -7.1%  73,047,438   7.3% 
1987  2,573,194  665,345  1,081,172  4,319,711   8.6%  78,087,260   6.9% 
1988  2,182,113  692,267  1,007,695  3,882,075   -10.1%  80,371,507   2.9% 
1989  2,644,442  664,449  1,037,349  4,346,240   12.0%  82,518,266   2.7% 
1990  2,823,572  690,965  1,062,867  4,577,404   5.3%  79,653,630   -3.5% 
1991  3,423,101  743,608  1,071,022  5,237,731   14.4%  82,798,847   3.9% 
1992  3,819,518  869,183  637,446  5,326,147   1.7%  82,926,372   0.2% 
1993  3,839,645  998,474  636,515  5,474,634   2.8%  85,171,601   2.7% 
1994  3,962,117  971,487  725,930  5,659,534   3.4%  87,205,340   2.4% 
1995  3,958,406  1,109,421  832,794  5,900,621   4.3%  89,012,480   2.1% 
1996  4,046,207  1,189,215  502,749  5,738,171   -2.8%  86,569,839   -2.7% 
1997  3,669,970  1,188,212  484,718  5,342,900   -6.9%  89,662,333   3.6% 
1998  3,657,132  1,177,746  540,212  5,375,090   0.6%  88,922,796   -0.8% 
1999  3,493,607  1,227,583  559,534  5,280,724   -1.8%  88,350,924   -0.6% 

            
Projected            

2000  3,369,463  1,245,892  559,534  5,174,889   -2.0%  87,467,415   -1.0% 
2001  3,237,595  1,268,377  559,534  5,065,506   -2.1%  86,592,741   -1.0% 

                      
Annual 

Compounded
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

Growth Rate                
1980 - 1990  1.3%  1.1%  2.6%    1.5%    2.5% 
1990 - 1999  2.4%  6.6%  -6.9%    1.6%    1.2% 

               
1980 - 1999  1.8%  3.7%  -2.0%    1.6%    1.9% 
1999 - 2001  -3.7%  1.6%  0.0%    -2.1%    -1.0% 

                

Source: National Park Service, 2000. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 
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Airline operations in the national airspace system largely operate using a "hub and spoke" system.  
Major air carriers establish central hub airports where passengers can arrive from outlying or spoke 
airports, transfer or connect with another flight, and continue to their destination airport.  In the case 
of the proposed service from American Airlines to and from Mammoth Yosemite Airport, initial 
service would be provided from two of American Airlines' hubs: Chicago and Dallas/Fort Worth. 
Service from these two airports could carry passengers that connect from locations throughout the 
Eastern, Southern, and Midwest U.S. in additional to international passengers such as from Europe, 
South America, Canada, and Mexico. Many of the visitors traveling from these locations to or from 
the Mammoth Lakes area currently use Los Angeles or Reno airports and drive between the 
Mammoth Lakes area and these airports. 
 
Based on the comparisons with the case study airports (See Section H.2), future service is anticipated 
from other hub airports such as Los Angeles, San Francisco and/or Denver by American Airlines 
and/or other air carrier/commuter operators. However, as may be the case with air service from 
Denver or some of the other hub airports, only a small percentage of the passengers may originate 
from those locations with the majority of passengers being connecting passengers from other 
originating points. 

H.2 Case Study Airports 

In order to provide a basis for potential air carrier service at Mammoth Yosemite Airport, historical 
activity, local demographics, and tourism-related visitor statistics were reviewed at five comparable 
airports, as prescribed in the FAA’s Benefit-Cost Analysis Guidance: 
 

• Yampa Valley Regional Airport (Steamboat Springs, CO) 
• Vail/Eagle County Airport (Vail, CO) 
• Aspen-Pitkin County Airport (Aspen, CO) 
• Jackson Hole Airport (Jackson, WY) 
• Glacier Park International Airport (Kalispell, MO) 

 
In order compare each airport’s market characteristics, the following factors were examined and 
summarized in Table H-7: 
 

• Number of annual ski visitors (represented as skier days) 
• Number of ski lifts, trails and skiable acreage 
• Number of area beds/pillows 
• Number of annual national park visitors 
• Driving distances from competing commercial service airports 
• Historical enplanement levels 

 
These factors, along with each case airport’s commercial activity levels, serve to give an overall idea 
of the level of service that might be expected at Mammoth Lakes. 
 
Table H-8 presents each case study airport’s historical growth in aviation activity from 1990 through 
1998. In addition, historical ski visitor statistics for Steamboat Springs, Vail, and Aspen, as well as 
historical visitors for the national parks surrounding Jackson Hole and Glacier Park International, are 
presented in Table H-8. As shown, the estimated number of 1998 winter enplanements per ski visitor 
ranges from a low of approximately 0.026 enplanements per skier at Vail/Eagle County Airport to a 
high of 0.104 enplanements per ski visitor at Yampa Valley Regional Airport. Enplanements to 
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national park visitors range from approximately 0.02 enplanements per national park visitor at 
Jackson Hole Airport, to nearly 0.06 enplanements per national park visitor at Glacier Park 
International Airport.   
 
As also shown in Table H-8, with the exception of Vail/Eagle County and Aspen-Pitkin County 
airports, average aircraft load factors have generally increased at each case study airport from the 35-
45 percent range to the 60-70 percent range. At Vail/Eagle County and Aspen-Pitkin County airports, 
the average aircraft load factors have decreased in recent years after peaking at 73 and 64 percent, 
respectively.  These decreases in load factors at Vail/Eagle County and Aspen-Pitkin County airports 
are due to the following: 
 

• Load factors at Vail/Eagle County Airport have decreased in recent years due an increase in 
the number of aircraft seats relative to the airport’s enplanement growth.  These additional 
scheduled aircraft seats are due to the initia tion and/or expansion of new nonstop hub service 
by United to LaGuardia, Chicago, and Dulles; American to Chicago, Los Angeles, and 
Newark; and Continental to Houston and Newark. 

 
• Load factors at Aspen-Pitkin County Airport have decreased in recent years due an increase 

in the number of aircraft seats relative to the airport’s enplanement growth. These additional 
scheduled aircraft seats are due to the initiation and expansion of new nonstop hub service by 
Aspen Mountain Air to Denver; Mesaba Aviation to Minneapolis; and Mesa Airlines to 
Phoenix. 

 
Table H-9 presents a summary of each case study airport’s air service, including the airlines serving 
each airport, nonstop markets, number of daily flights, and aircraft types. 
 
A detailed discussion of the specific factors contributing to the commercial air service levels at each 
of the case study airports is provided in the following sections. 
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Table H-7 
Comparison of Case Study Airport Market Characteristics 

              
 Mammoth  Steamboat       Jackson  Kalispell/   
 Lakes  Springs  Vail  Aspen  Hole  Whitefish   

    

General Statistics    

Skier Days 956,573 3 1,027,729 1 5,736,902 2 1,510,144 8 541,000 5 556,000  9  

Number of Lifts 30 25 1 115 2 45 8 18 10  

Number of Trails 150 155 1 780 2 383 8 173 67   

Skiable Acreage 3,500 + 2,964 1 13,481 2 5,242 8 5,900 3,000   

Beds/Pillows 14,730 N/A 44,000 4 N/A 7,822 5 N/A  

Number of National Park Visitors 5,375,090 6 -- -- -- 5,877,890 7 2,234,456  10  
                 

Driving Distance to Nearest Commerical Service Airport (miles)         

Reno 170           

Las Vegas 310           

Fresno 190           

San Francisco / Oakland / San Jose 250           

Los Angeles 320                   

Denver International Airport   210  120  170     

Yampa Valley Regional Airport   --  85  130     

Vail/Eagle County Airport   85  --  75   

Aspen     130   100  --        

Idaho Falls         100   

Jackson Hole         --   

Yellowstone Regional         70  

Riverton Regional         130   

Salt Lake City          270   

Casper               280     

Missoula           125 

Great Falls           230 

Helena           200 
                      

1998 Activity Statistics            

Annual Enplanements --  110,621  169,740  248,510  184,903  133,515 

Annual Scheduled Aircraft Seats --  165,817  301,324  541,496  334,364  231,389 

Load Factor --  66.7% 56.3% 45.9% 55.3% 57.7%
                      

1. Colorado Ski Country USA.  Includes the ski resorts located in the Front Range Destination including, 
Arapahoe Basin, Beaver Creek, Breckenridge, Copper Mountain, Keystone, Vail, and Ski Cooper. 

2. Colorado Ski Country USA.  Includes Howelsen Hill and Steamboat resorts. 
3. California Department of Transportation (CalTrans). 
4. Vail Chamber of Commerce. 
5. National Park Service. Includes Yellowstone National Park and Grand Teton National Park. 
6. National Park Service. Includes Yellowstone National Park, Kings Canyon National Park, and Death Valley 

National Park. 
7. Jackson Chamber of Commerce. 
8. Colorado Ski Country USA.  Includes the Aspen Highlands, Aspen Mountain, Buttermilk, Snowmass, and 

Sunlight ski resorts. 
9.  Big Mountain Ski Resort. 
10. National Park Service. Includes Yellowstone National Park, Kings Canyon National Park, and Death Valley 

National Park. 
Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 1999. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 
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Table H-8 
Historical Activity at Case Study Airports 

         
 YAMPA VALLEY REGIONAL AIRPORT 
         

 Annual Annual Aircraft Load Estimated Winter EPs per

Year Enplanements Growth Seats Factor  Enplanements (100%) Skier Days 1 Ski Visitor
  

1990 46,075  -- 94,335 48.8% 46,075 N/A N/A

1991 60,309  30.89% 125,416 48.1% 60,309 N/A N/A

1992 58,643  -2.76% 91,981 63.8% 58,643 N/A N/A

1993 66,317  13.09% 90,233 73.5% 66,317 N/A N/A

1994 69,299  4.50% 106,945 64.8% 69,299 1,037,320 0.0668 

1995 93,173  34.45% 154,790 60.2% 93,173 1,027,701 0.0907 

1996 97,975  5.15% 150,310 65.2% 97,975 1,035,110 0.0947 

1997 110,170  12.45% 168,662 65.3% 110,170 1,121,487 0.0982 

1998 110,621  0.41% 165,817 66.7% 110,621 1,068,091 0.1036 
  

(1990-1998) Annual Compounded Growth Rate 11.6% 7.3%  0.7%
                 
         

VAIL/EAGLE COUNTY AIRPORT 
        

Annual Annual Aircraft Load Estimated Winter EPs per

Year Enplanements Growth Seats Factor  Enplanements (90%) Skier Days 1 Ski Visitor
 

1990 5,956 -- 16,302 36.5% 5,360 N/A N/A

1991 28,341 375.84% 58,608 48.4% 25,507 N/A N/A

1992 35,317 24.61% 56,513 62.5% 31,785 N/A N/A

1993 55,490 57.12% 102,541 54.1% 49,941 N/A N/A

1994 57,821 4.20% 86,495 66.8% 52,039 4,667,635 0.0111 

1995 77,882 34.70% 115,514 67.4% 70,094 5,476,402 0.0128 

1996 110,063 41.32% 149,519 73.6% 99,057 5,896,743 0.0168 

1997 159,874 45.26% 263,144 60.8% 143,887 6,136,048 0.0234 

1998 169,740 6.17% 301,324 56.3% 152,766 5,935,018 0.0257 
        

(1990-1998) Annual Compounded Growth Rate 52.0% 44.0%  6.2% 
                 
         

 ASPEN-PITKIN COUNTY AIRPORT 

         

Annual Annual Aircraft Load Estimated Winter EPs per

Year Enplanements Growth Seats Factor  Enplanements (60%) Skier Days 1 Ski Visitor
 

1990 214,725 -- 448,770 47.8% 128,835 N/A N/A

1991 206,041 -4.04% 435,057 47.4% 123,625 N/A N/A

1992 238,097 15.56% 472,268 50.4% 142,858 N/A N/A

1993 251,914 5.80% 460,037 54.8% 151,148 N/A N/A

1994 239,050 -5.11% 438,874 54.5% 143,430 1,542,094 0.0930 

1995 200,685 -16.05% 312,216 64.3% 120,411 1,518,723 0.0793 

1996 210,672 4.98% 345,494 61.0% 126,403 1,433,187 0.0882 

1997 224,815 6.71% 431,884 52.1% 134,889 1,536,309 0.0878 

1998 248,510 10.54% 541,496 45.9% 149,106 1,661,775 0.0897 

         

(1990-1998) Annual Compounded Growth Rate 1.8% 2.4%  1.9%
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Table H-8 
Historical Activity at Case Study Airports 

 JACKSON HOLE AIRPORT 

 Annual Annual Aircraft Load Estimated Summer National Park EPs per

Year Enplanements Growth Seats Factor  Enplanements (35%) Visitors2 NP Visitor
         

1990 148,144 -- 299,613 49.4% 51,850 4,411,825 0.0118 

1991 170,458 15.06% 335,281 50.8% 59,660 4,546,289 0.0131 

1992 192,283 12.80% 390,526 49.2% 67,299 4,889,041 0.0138 

1993 192,982 0.36% 391,856 49.2% 67,544 5,480,882 0.0123 

1994 181,080 -6.17% 328,837 55.1% 63,378 5,586,844 0.0113 

1995 169,062 -6.64% 289,470 58.4% 59,172 5,856,300 0.0101 

1996 180,120 6.54% 327,931 54.9% 63,042 5,745,610 0.0110 

1997 191,057 6.07% 334,045 57.2% 66,870 5,548,275 0.0121 

1998 199,693 4.52% 334,364 59.7% 69,893 5,877,890 0.0119 

         
(1990 – 1998) Annual Compound Growth Rate  3.8 % 1.4 %   3.7 % 

                  

 GLACIER PARK INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
         

 Annual Annual Aircraft Load Estimated Summer National Park EPs per

Year Enplanements Growth Seats Factor  Enplanements (50%) Visitors 3 NP Visitor

         

1990 70,883 -- 198,591 35.7% 35,442 2,173,164 0.0326 

1991 76,652 8.14% 206,852 37.1% 38,326 2,300,619 0.0333 

1992 85,953 12.13% 205,748 41.8% 42,977 2,411,191 0.0356 

1993 89,553 4.19% 220,138 40.7% 44,777 2,383,980 0.0376 

1994 101,715 13.58% 226,570 44.9% 50,858 2,403,603 0.0423 

1995 114,971 13.03% 252,711 45.5% 57,486 2,091,783 0.0550 

1996 121,341 5.54% 223,545 54.3% 60,671 2,025,179 0.0599 

1997 130,620 7.65% 253,713 51.5% 65,310 2,055,902 0.0635 

1998 133,515 2.22% 231,389 57.7% 66,758 2,234,456 0.0598 

         
(1990 – 1998) Annual Compound Growth Rate 8.2 % 1.9% 0.3%

                  
         

1  Colorado Ski County USA.  
2  National Park Service.  Includes Yellowstone National Park and the Grand Teton National Park. 
3  National Park Service.  Includes Glacier National Park and Glacier Bay National Park. 

Source: Individual Airport Records.  
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 
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Table H-9 
Existing Air Service at Case Study Airports 

         

Airport 

 

Airlines 

 

Nonstop Markets 

 Number 
of Daily 
Flights 

 

Aircraft Types 

Yampa Valley Regional Airport 
 (Winter Schedule) 

 
American, Continental, 
Trans World, 
United Express 

 
Denver, Dallas/Ft. 
Worth, Newark, 
Houston, St. Louis 

 

11 

 
B-737-300, B-737-500, 
B-757, BAE 146, Dornier 
328, MD-80 

         

Vail/Eagle County Airport  
(Winter Schedule) 

 

American, Continental, 
Delta, Mesa, Northwest, 
United, United Express 

 Atlanta, Denver, 
Dallas/Ft. Worth, 
Detroit, Newark, 
Houston, Los Angeles, 
LaGuardia, Miami, 
Minneapolis, Chicago 
O'Hare, Phoenix, San 
Francisco 

 

16 

 

B-757, BAE 146, Dash-8 
         

Aspen-Pitkin County Airport  
(Winter Schedule) 

 
America West, Mesa, 
Mesaba, Northwest, 
United, United Express 

 

Denver, Los Angeles, 
Minneapolis, Phoenix 

 

17 

 

BAE 146, Dash-8, 
Dornier 328 

         

Jackson Hole Airport 
(Summer Schedule) 

 
American, Skywest,  
Delta, United, United 
Express 

 

Dallas/Ft. Worth, 
Denver, Salt Lake City 

 

17 

 

A-319, B-757, BAE 146, 
Emb 120 

         

Glacier Park International Airport 
(Summer Schedule) 

 
Alaska, Continental, 
Delta, Big Sky, 
Northwest, Horizon 

 Spokane, Great Falls, 
Helena, Missoula, 
Minneapolis, Seattle, 
Salt Lake City 

 

14 

 
Dash-8, DC-9-30/40/50, 
F28, Metro, B-727-200, 
B-737-300 

         
Source:   Official Airline Guide, December 1999. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000 

H.2.1 Yampa Valley Regional Airport (Steamboat Springs, Colorado) 
The Yampa Valley Regional Airport is situated in the Rocky Mountains in Northwestern Colorado. 
Yampa Valley predominately serves winter ski visitors to the area.  In terms of skiing characteristics, 
Steamboat Springs is the most comparative in size to Mammoth Lakes. The Yampa Valley Regional 
Airport essentially serves two area ski resorts: the Steamboat and Howelsen ski resorts. Combined, 
these two ski resorts accommodated 1,028,000 ski visitors in 1998, as compared to the 957,000 ski 
visitors to Mammoth Mountain in 1999. Similarly, these ski resorts provide similar size ski facilities, 
in terms of number of lifts (25 lifts versus 30 lifts at Mammoth Lakes), number of ski trails (155 
trails versus 150 trails at Mammoth Lakes), and skiable acreage (2,964 acres versus 3,500 plus acres 
at Mammoth Lakes). 
 

In addition to the Yampa Valley Regional In addition to the Yampa Valley Regional Airport, three 
other commercial service airports are located nearby including Denver International (210 miles), 
Vail/Eagle County Airport (85 miles), and Aspen (130 miles). Given the proximity and the level of 
service provided at Denver, these airports likely serve some ski visitors traveling to the Steamboat 
Springs area. Due to the indirect two  lane access from these airports to Steamboat Springs, however, 
approximately 75 to 85 percent of the ski visitors traveling by air are estimated to arrive via the 
Yampa Valley Regional Airport. Due to the indirect two lane access from these airports to Steamboat 
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Springs, however, approximately 75 to 85 percent of the ski visitors traveling by air are estimated to 
arrive via the Yampa Valley Regional Airport. 

 
Until as recently as this summer, Yampa Valley Regional Airport did not have any scheduled 
commercial service during the summer months. During the 1999 winter season, Yampa Valley 
Regional was provided with 11 daily flights by four commercial air carriers (American, Continental, 
Trans World and United) and one regional/commuter airline (United Express).  United Express also 
provides service to Yampa Valley in the summer. As shown in Table H-8, Yampa Valley’s 
enplanements have increased from 46,100 in 1990 to 110,600 in 1998, representing an annual 
compounded growth rate of 11.6 percent. Overall, average aircraft load factors have increased as 
well, averaging approximately 66.7 percent in 1998. 
 

Table H-10 presents the top 30 origin and destination (O&D) markets for Yampa Valley Regional 
Airport. As shown, Chicago O’Hare is Yampa Valley’s top O&D market, with over 7 percent of the 
Airport’s traffic originating from the Chicago O’Hare Airport. The states of New York and Texas 
also constitute major O&D markets for Yampa Valley. 
Table H-10 
Yampa Valley Regional Airport - Top O&D Markets 

         
Rank  Airport   State  Passengers  Percent 

1   O'Hare Intl        IL  7,210  7.3% 
2   George Bush Int  TX  5,340  5.4% 
3   Newark Intl        NY  5,320  5.4% 
4   Dallas/Ft Worth  TX  4,800  4.9% 
5   Atlanta  GA  3,680  3.7% 
6   Denver Intl        CO  3,520  3.6% 
7   La Guardia         NY  3,300  3.3% 
8   St Paul Intl       MN  2,810  2.8% 
9   Los Angeles Intl   CA  2,700  2.7% 

10   Philadelphia Intl  PA  2,470  2.5% 
11   Lambert-St Louis   MO  2,400  2.4% 
12   Tampa Intl         FL  2,110  2.1% 
13   Boston Logan  MA  2,070  2.1% 
14   Orlando Intl       FL  2,040  2.1% 
15   Miami Intl         FL  2,000  2.0% 
16   Detroit  MI  1,870  1.9% 
17   Dulles Intl        DC  1,840  1.9% 
18   Moisant Intl       LA  1,770  1.8% 
19   San Francisco Intl  CA  1,580  1.6% 
20   Baltimore/Wash Intl  MD  1,560  1.6% 
21   Sky Harbor Intl    AZ  1,440  1.5% 
22   Austin  TX  1,270  1.3% 
23   Memphis Intl       TN  1,270  1.3% 
24   Hopkins Intl       OH  1,220  1.2% 
25   Lindberg Field     CA  1,170  1.2% 
26   Indianapolis       IN  1,160  1.2% 
27   Fort Laud Intl     FL  1,150  1.2% 
28   Nashville          TN  1,120  1.1% 
29   Charlotte          NC  1,040  1.1% 
30   Birmingham         AL  980  1.0% 

         
Total – Top 30 Markets  72,210  73.2 % 
Total – All Markets  98,700  100.0 % 

Source:   USDOT Origin & Destination Survey of Airline Passenger Traffic, December 1999. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 

                                                 
 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report  March 2002 
Appendix H - Historical and Forecast of Aviation Demand   H-15

Ski visitors to Steamboat Springs resorts have remained relatively constant since 1994, averaging 
approximately 1.06 million visitors from 1994 to 1998 (see Table H-8). Based on conversations with 
staff, historical scheduled seats at the Airport and winter enplanements are estimated to be 
approximately 90 percent of the Airport’s total annual enplanements. When compared to ski visitor 
statistics for Steamboat Springs, the number of estimated winter enplanements per ski visitor has 
increased since 1994 from 0.067 enplanements per ski visitor to approximately 0.104 enplanements 
per ski visitor in 1998. 

H.2.2 Vail/Eagle County Airport (Vail, Colorado) 
Vail/Eagle County Airport is situated in the Rocky Mountains in Northwestern Colorado. Similar to 
the Yampa Valley Regional Airport, Vail/Eagle County Airport also predominately serves winter ski 
visitors to the area. Skiing activity in Vail is nearly six times greater than that of Mammoth Lakes or 
Steamboat Springs. There are seven ski resorts located in the Vail area: Arapahoe Basin, Beaver 
Creek, Breckenridge, Copper Mountain, Keystone, Vail and Ski Cooper.  Combined, these ski resorts 
accommodated 5,737,000 ski visitors in 1998, as compared to the 957,000 ski visitors to Mammoth 
Mountain in 1999. These seven ski resorts provide 115 ski lifts, 780 ski trails, and 13,481 skiable 
acres. 
 
In addition to the Vail/Eagle County Airport, three other commercial service airports are located 
nearby: Yampa Valley Regional Airport (85 miles), Aspen (100 miles) and Denver International (120 
miles). Given their proximity, particularly Denver International Airport, these airports serve some ski 
visitors traveling to the Vail area. Direct interstate access via I-70 is provided from Denver to Vail, 
thereby likely resulting in some diversion of air traffic destined for the Vail area. 
 
Commercial service was initiated at Vail/Eagle County Airport in late 1990. Since that time, the level 
of commercial service and airport enplanements has grown considerably.  As shown in Table H-8, 
enplanements have increased from 6,000 in 1990 to 170,000 in 1998, representing an annual 
compounded growth rate of 52.0 percent.  Similarly, the number of scheduled aircraft seats at the 
Vail/Eagle County Airport has increased at an annual compounded rate of 44.0 percent from 1990 to 
1998. Overall, average aircraft load factors have increased as well, averaging approximately 56.3 
percent in 1998.  As mentioned previously, the airport’s average aircraft load factors have decreased 
in recent years due an increase in the number of aircraft seats relative to the airport’s enplanement 
growth.  These additional scheduled aircraft seats are due to the initiation and/or expansion of new 
nonstop hub service by United to LaGuardia, Chicago, and Dulles; American to Chicago, Los 
Angeles, and Newark; and Continental to Houston and Newark.  While the Airport is still in a growth 
mode, the market is considered to be maturing and is likely to level off in terms of overall air service 
and enplanement growth in the near-term.   
 
During the 1999 winter season, Vail/Eagle County Airport was provided with 16 daily flights on 
weekdays and 30 flights on weekends, by five commercial air carriers (American, Continental, Delta, 
Northwest and United) and two regional/commuter airline (United Express and Mesa).  United 
Express also provides service to the Airport in the summer. 
 
Table H-11 presents the top 30 origin and destination (O&D) markets for Vail/Eagle County Airport. 
Similar to Yampa Valley, the states of New York and Texas constitute major O&D markets for the 
Airport. In particular, when combined, the New York markets account for 17.3 percent of the 
Airport’s demand. Chicago O’Hare and Los Angeles are also major markets for Vail, accounting for 
6.0 percent and 5.3 percent of Vail/Eagle County Airport’s O&D traffic, respectively. 
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Table H-11 
Vail/Eagle County Airport - Top O&D Markets 

         
Rank  Airport  State  Passengers   Percent 
         
1   Newark Intl        NY  16,100 10.2% 
2   La Guardia         NY  11,160 7.1% 
3   O'Hare Intl        IL  9,430 6.0% 
4   Dallas/Ft Worth  TX  8,350 5.3% 
5   Los Angeles Intl   CA  8,340 5.3% 
6   Miami Intl         FL  6,950 4.4% 
7   George Bush Int  TX  5,700 3.6% 
8   Atlanta  GA  5,270 3.4% 
9   St Paul Intl       MN  4,720 3.0% 
10   Detroit  MI  4,200 2.7% 
11   Boston Logan  MA  4,000 2.5% 
12   Philadelphia Intl   PA  3,860 2.5% 
13   Tampa Intl         FL  2,810 1.8% 
14   San Francisco Intl  CA  2,440 1.6% 
15   Dulles Intl        DC  2,390 1.5% 
16   Fort Lauderdale Intl   FL  2,300 1.5% 
17   Baltimore/Wash Intl   MD  2,080 1.3% 
18   Nashville          TN  2,020 1.3% 
19   Raleigh/Durham     NC  1,900 1.2% 
20   Orlando Intl       FL  1,890 1.2% 
21   West Palm Beach    FL  1,770 1.1% 
22   Bradley Intl       CT  1,680 1.1% 
23   Birmingham         AL  1,650 1.0% 
24   Memphis Intl       TN  1,630 1.0% 
25   Hopkins Intl       OH  1,590 1.0% 
26   Charlotte          NC  1,560 1.0% 
27   Indianapolis       IN  1,550 1.0% 
28   Ronald Regan National  DC  1,520 1.0% 
29   Moisant Intl       LA  1,500 1.0% 
30   Pittsburgh Intl    PA  1,420 0.9% 
         
Total – Top 30 Markets    121,780 77.4 % 
Total – All Markets    157,310 100.0 % 

       
Source:   USDOT Origin & Destination Survey of Airline Passenger Traffic, December 1999. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 
 
Ski visitors to the Vail ski resorts have increased since 1994 from 4.7 million skiers in 1994 to nearly 
6.0 million skiers in 1998 (see Table H-8). Based on conversations with staff, historical scheduled 
seats at the Airport and winter enplanements are estimated to be approximately 90 percent of the 
Airport’s total annual enplanements. The number of estimated winter enplanements per ski visitor 
has increased in the last five years from approximately 0.011 in 1994 to approximately 0.026 in 
1998. The lower ratio of enplanements to ski visitor ratio for Vail/Eagle County Airport can be 
directly attributed to the competition for commercial service with other nearby commercial service 
airports, primarily Denver International Airport. 
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H.2.3 Aspen-Pitkin County Airport (Aspen, Colorado) 
Aspen-Pitkin County Airport is situated in the Rocky Mountains in Northwestern Colorado.  Similar 
to the Yampa Valley Regional and Vail/Eagle County airports, the Airport predominately serves 
winter ski visitors.  There are five ski resorts located in the Aspen area: Aspen Highlands, Aspen 
Mountain, Buttermilk, Snowmass, and Sunlight ski resorts.  Combined, these ski resorts 
accommodated 1,510,144 ski visitors in 1998, as compared to the 957,000 ski visitors to Mammoth 
Mountain in 1999. Combined, these five ski resorts provide 45 ski lifts, 383 ski trails, and 5,242 
skiable acres. 
 
In addition to the Aspen-Pitkin County Airport, three other commercial service airports are located 
nearby: Vail/Eagle County (75 miles), Yampa Valley Regional Airport (130 miles), and Denver 
International (170 miles). Given their proximity, particularly Denver International Airport, these 
airports serve some ski visitors traveling to the Aspen area. 
 
During the 1999 winter season, Aspen-Pitkin County Airport was provided with 17 daily flights by 
three commercial air carriers (America West, Northwest, and United) and three regional/commuter 
airlines (Mesa, Mesaba, and United Express).  As shown in Table H-8, the Airport’s enplanements 
have increased from 214,725 in 1990 to 248,510 in 1998, representing an annual compounded 
growth rate of 1.8 percent. Overall, average aircraft load factors have decreased in recent years, 
averaging approximately 45.9 percent in 1998. This decrease in average aircraft load factors is due an 
increase in the number of aircraft seats relative to the airport’s enplanement growth.  These 
additional scheduled aircraft seats are due to the initiation and expansion of new nonstop hub service 
by Aspen Mountain Air to Denver; Mesaba Aviation to Minneapolis; and Mesa Airlines to Phoenix. 
 
Table H-12 presents the top 30 origin and destination (O&D) markets for Aspen-Pitkin County 
Airport.  As shown, Denver constitutes the Airport’s top O&D market with nearly 13 percent of the 
Airport’s passengers traveling to and from Denver.  Similar to Yampa Valley and Vail/Eagle County 
airports, the states of California, New York, and Texas also constitute major O&D markets for the 
Aspen-Pitkin County Airport. When combined, California markets account for 14.0 percent of the 
Airport’s demand, while the New York markets account for 10.4 percent of the Airport’s demand. 
 
Chicago O’Hare is also a major market from Aspen, accounting for 6.9 percent of the Airport’s O&D 
traffic.  Visitors to Aspen ski resorts have increased since 1994 from 1.5 million skiers in 1994 to 
nearly 1.7 million skiers in 1998 (see Table H-8). Based on conversations with staff, historical 
scheduled seats at the Aspen-Pitkin County Airport, winter enplanements are estimated to be 
approximately 60 percent of the Airport’s total annual enplanements. The number of estimated 
winter enplanements per ski visitor has remained relatively constant in the last five years, averaging 
approximately 0.088 winter enplanements per skier. 

H.2.4 Jackson Hole Airport (Jackson, Wyoming) 
Jackson Hole Airport is located in the Rocky Mountain range in Northwestern Wyoming.  Similar to 
Mammoth Lakes, Jackson Hole serves two distinct seasonal attractions, skiing in the winter and 
numerous outdoors recreational activities in the summer. Skiing is provided at the Snow King, 
Jackson Hole and Grand Targhee resorts.  Combined, these ski resorts attracted approximately 
541,000 skiers to the region in 1998. During the summer, major attractions are the Grand Teton 
National Park, Yellowstone National Park and numerous national forest parks in the region.  Based 
on statistics provided by the National Park Service, nearly 6.0 million tourists visited nearby 
Yellowstone and Grand Teton national parks in 1998. 
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Table H-12 
Aspen-Pitkin County Airport - Top O&D Markets 

         
Rank  Airport  State  Passengers  Percent 
         
1   Denver Intl        CO  29,980 12.8%
2   O'Hare Intl        IL  16,130 6.9%
3   Los Angeles Intl   CA  15,410 6.6%
4   La Guardia         NY  15,150 6.5%
5   Dallas/Ft Worth  TX  10,210 4.4%
6   San Francisco Intl  CA  9,170 3.9%
7   Newark Intl        NY  9,160 3.9%
8   Miami Intl         FL  8,770 3.7%
9   Dulles Intl        DC  6,650 2.8%
10   George Bush Intl  TX  5,900 2.5%
11   Phoenix  AZ  5,660 2.4%
12   Logan Intl         MA  5,320 2.3%
13   Detroit  MI  5,050 2.2%
14   Philadelphia Intl  PA  4,590 2.0%
15   Atlanta  GA  4,530 1.9%
16   Minneapolis  MN  4,470 1.9%
17   San Diego  CA  3,820 1.6%
18   John Wayne Intl    CA  3,100 1.3%
19   Seattle  WA  2,890 1.2%
20   Baltimore/Wash Intl  MD  2,610 1.1%
21   Orlando Intl       FL  2,610 1.1%
22   St Louis   MO  2,610 1.1%
23   Tampa Intl         FL  2,410 1.0%
24   Hopkins Intl       OH  2,300 1.0%
25   New Orleans  LA  2,130 0.9%
26   Kansas City Intl   MO  1,840 0.8%
27   Indianapolis       IN  1,740 0.7%
28   San Jose       CA  1,500 0.6%
29   Las Vegas  NV  1,460 0.6%
30   Oakland   CA  1,430 0.6%
        
Total – Top 30 Markets    188,600 80.5 %
Total – All Markets    234,270 100.0 %
      

Source:   USDOT Origin & Destination Survey of Airline Passenger Traffic, December 1999. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 

 
Five other commercial service airports are located in the region: Yellowstone Regional Airport (70 
miles), Idaho Falls Airport (100 miles), Riverton Regional Airport (130 miles), Salt Lake City (270 
miles), and Natrona County International Airport (280 miles). The close proximity of Yellowstone 
Regional and Idaho Falls in particular, result in competition for commercial air service visitors to the 
region. 
 
Commercial service at Jackson Hole Airport also revolves around its winter and summer seasons. 
Commercial service during the winter and summer increases, while it decreases during the spring and 
fall. In 1999, during the winter and summer an average of 17 daily flights were provided via three air 
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carrier airlines (American, Delta and United) and two regional/commuter airlines (Delta Connection 
and 
 
United Express).  Of the Airport’s annual enplanements, however, winter enplanements represent a 
larger percentage of total enplanements than summer enplanements.  Based on discussions with 
airport staff, it is estimated that between 60 and 70 percent of total enplanements occur in the winter, 
while the remaining 30 to 40 percent of enplanements occur in the summer.  This is based on a 
number of factors including: 
 

• Change in traveler types (i.e., singles/couples in the winter, who are more likely to fly, versus 
families in the summer, who are more likely to drive) 

• Adverse weather for driving conditions during the winter 

• More affluent ski travelers in the winter 

As shown in Table H-8, Jackson Hole Airport’s enplanements have increased from 148,000 in 1990 
to 185,000 in 1998, representing an annual compounded growth rate of 2.8 percent. Overall, average 
aircraft load factors have increased as well, averaging approximately 55.3 percent in 1998. 
 
Table H-13 presents the top 30 origin and destination (O&D) markets for Jackson Hole Airport. As 
shown, Chicago is the Airport’s top O&D market, with nearly 6 percent of the Airport’s traffic 
originating from the Chicago O’Hare Airport.  Denver represents the Airport's second highest O&D 
market, with 5.5 percent of the Airport’s traffic originating from Denver.   The states of New York 
(8.5 percent), California (9.6 percent), and Texas (5.3 percent) also constitute major O&D markets 
for the Jackson Hole Airport. 
 
National park visitors to Yellowstone and Grand Tenton National parks have increased from 4.4 
million visitors in 1990 to nearly 5.9 million visitors in 1998 (see Table H-8). Based on 
conversations with staff, historical scheduled seats at the Airport, summer enplanements are 
estimated to be approximately 35 percent of total annual enplanements. When compared to national 
park visitor statistics provided by the National Park Service, the number of estimated summer 
enplanements per national park visitor has remained relatively constant since 1990, averaging 
approximately 0.0119 summer enplanements per visitor. 

H.2.5 Glacier Park International Airport (Kalispel, Montana) 
Glacier Park International Airport is located in the Rocky Mountain range in Northwestern Montana.  
Similar to Mammoth Lakes and Jackson Hole, Glacier Park serves two distinct seasonal attractions, 
skiing in the Winter and numerous outdoor recreational activities in the summer.  Skiing is provided 
at the Big Mountain ski resort.  This ski resort served approximately 556,000 skiers in 1999. During 
the summer, major attractions include the Glacier National Park, Flathead Lake, Flathead National 
Forest, and numerous other national parks in the region. Based on statistics provided by the National 
Park Service, nearly 2.2 million tourists visited nearby Glacier National Park in 1998. 
 
Compared to the other case study airports, Glacier Park International Airport is considered to have 
less competition for air travelers to the region due to its distance from other airports in the region. 
The other commercial service airports located in proximity to the region are Missoula (125 miles), 
Helena (200 miles) and Great Falls International (230 miles). 
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Table H-13 
Jackson Hole Airport - Top O&D Markets 

      
Rank  Airport  State  Passengers Percent

      
1   O'Hare Intl        IL  10,620 5.9%
2   Denver Intl        CO  9,940 5.5%
3   Los Angeles Intl   CA  6,930 3.8%
4   La Guardia         NY  6,770 3.8%
5   Atlanta  GA  6,740 3.7%
6   Boston Logan  MA  6,500 3.6%
7   Dallas/Ft Worth  TX  6,410 3.6%
8   Newark Intl        NY  5,940 3.3%
9   San Francisco Intl   CA  5,920 3.3%

10   Dulles Intl        DC  5,700 3.2%
11   Salt Lake Intl     UT  5,330 3.0%
12   Philadelphia Intl   PA  4,460 2.5%
13   George Bush Intl   TX  3,070 1.7%
14   St Paul Intl       MN  3,030 1.7%
15   Sky Harbor Intl    AZ  2,810 1.6%
16   Detroit  MI  2,790 1.5%
17   San Diego  CA  2,640 1.5%
18   John F Kennedy  NY  2,530 1.4%
19   Seattle/Tacoma  WA  2,530 1.4%
20   Orlando Intl       FL  2,360 1.3%
21   Baltimore/Wash Intl   MD  2,120 1.2%
22   Nashville          TN  2,060 1.1%
23   Cincinnati/N KY Intl  OH  2,030 1.1%
24   Raleigh/Durham     NC  2,030 1.1%
25   John Wayne Intl    CA  2,030 1.1%
26   Bradley Intl       CT  1,940 1.1%
27   San Jose  CA  1,750 1.0%
28   Charlotte          NC  1,710 0.9%
29   Miami Intl         FL  1,690 0.9%
30   Tampa Intl         FL  1,680 0.9%

         
Total – Top 30 markets    122,060  67.7%
Total – All MArkets    180,310  100.0%

Source:   USDOT Origin & Destination Survey of Airline Passenger Traffic, December 1999. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 
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Table H-14 
Glacier Park International Airport  - Top O&D Markets 

       
Rank  Airport  State  Passengers  Percent

       
1  Seattle  WA  11,350  8.8%
2  Los Angeles Intl  CA  6,160  4.8%
3  Phoenix  AZ  5,550  4.3%
4  Salt Lake Intl  UT  5,350  4.1%
5  San Francisco Intl   CA  4,350  3.4%
6  Portland  OR  4,230  3.3%
7  Denver Intl  CO  3,890  3.0%
8  Las Vegas  NV  3,490  2.7%
9  Minneapolis  MN  3,300  2.6%

10  Dallas/Ft Worth  TX  3,240  2.5%
11  San Diego  CA  2,840  2.2%
12  O'Hare Intl  IL  2,750  2.1%
13  Sacramento Metro  CA  2,630  2.0%
14  Atlanta  GA  2,510  1.9%
15  San Jose Mun  CA  2,390  1.9%
16  John Wayne Intl  CA  2,080  1.6%
17  Orlando Intl  FL  1,820  1.4%
18  Billings  MT  1,810  1.4%
19  Ontario Intl  CA  1,810  1.4%
20  Dulles Intl   DC  1,720  1.3%
21  John F Kennedy  NY  1,720  1.3%
22  Kansas City Intl   MO  1,590  1.2%
23  Boston  MA  1,580  1.2%
24  Oakland  CA  1,510  1.2%
25  Newark Intl   NY  1,430  1.1%
26  Elko  NV  1,320  1.0%
27  George Bush Intl   TX  1,310  1.0%
28  Philadelphia Intl   PA  1,310  1.0%
29  Anchorage Intl  AK  1,300  1.0%
30  Reno  NV  1,240  1.0%

       
Total – Top 30 Markets  87,580  67.8%
Total – All Markets  129,150  100.0%
   

Source:   USDOT Origin & Destination Survey of Airline Passenger Traffic, December 1999. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 
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Commercial service at Glacier Park International Airport also revolves around its winter and summer 
seasons.  During the winter and summer, commercial service increases, while it decreases during the 
spring and fall months.  During the 1999 summer season, 14 daily flights are provided via four air 
carrier airlines (Alaska, Continental, Delta, and Northwest) and two regional/commuter airlines (Big 
Sky and Horizon). Historically, summer activity has accounted for a majority of annual 
enplanements, however recently, winter skiing at Big Mountain has increased.  Based on discussions 
with airport staff, it is estimated that approximately 50 percent of total enplanements now occur in 
the winter. 
 
As shown in Table H-8, Glacier Park International Airport’s enplanements have increased from 
70,883 in 1990 to 133,515 in 1998, representing an annual compounded growth rate of 8.2 percent. 
Overall, average aircraft load factors have increased as well, averaging approximately 57.7 percent in 
1998. 
 

Table H-14 presents the top 30 origin and destination (O&D) markets for Glacier Park International 
Airport. As shown, the Airport’s O&D patterns are more heavily weighted towards West Coast 
markets than the other case study airports.  With the exception of Minneapolis and Dallas/Ft. Worth, 
eight of the Airport’s top ten O&D markets are western markets.  Seattle and Los Angeles represent 
the first and second highest O&D markets, accounting for 8.8 percent and 4.8 percent of the O&D 
traffic, respectively. 
 

Visitors to Glacier National Park have remained relatively constant, averaging 2.2 million visitors in 
1998 (see Table H-8). As mentioned previously, based on conversations with staff, historical 
scheduled seats at the Airport, summer enplanements are estimated to be approximately 50 percent of 
total annual enplanements. When compared to national park visitor statistics provided by the 
National Park Service, the number of estimated summer enplanements per national park visitor has 
increased since 1990, from 0.033 enplanements per national park visitor to 0.060 enplanements per 
national park visitor in 1998. 

H.3 Basis for Enplanement Projections 

For the purposes of case study methodology in this analysis, ski visitor statistics were used as the 
basis for projecting winter season enplanements at the Airport.  As such, actual statistics for skier-
days at each of the comparable airports were obtained.  Skier-days represent the number of days (i.e., 
duration) multiplied by the number of skiers visiting each of the ski resorts.  The number of skier-
days was found to provide a strong correlation to the activity levels at each comparable airport.  
Skier-day statistics also represent a reliable source of data since this data is collected by the ski 
resorts through lift ticket sales, and is used by the ski resorts to track historical skier activity at each 
respective resort.  This historical data is also used by the ski resorts to provide estimates of future 
skier activity for the ski resorts, which can be used as a basis for estimating future winter 
enplanements at the Airport. 
 
Summer season enplanements at the Airport are assumed to be a function of the number of national 
park visitors to the region’s national parks.  As a result, the number of annual national park visitors at 
the respective national parks served by each of the comparable airports was gathered.  This data 
served to provide an estimate of the level of summer enplanements that might be expected to occur at 
the Airport.  Summer season enplanements were then determined based on an estimate of a 
percentage of the Airport’s annual enplanements anticipated to occur during the summer season.   
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Enplanements at the Airport by regional residents are anticipated to be a small percentage of the 
summer and winter traffic at the Airport.  Local passengers were included as part of the overall 
statistics for the case study airports and forecasts for Mammoth Yosemite Airport. 
 
The following sections provide a discussion of the assumptions used to project passenger 
enplanements at the Airport. 

H.4 Estimated Base Year Demand 
The Airport’s base year demand for 1999 was developed through a review of each case study 
airport’s activity levels and visitor statistics.  The goal of estimating the Airport’s base year demand 
is to define a current “potential” demand level that might occur at Mammoth Yosemite Airport based 
on the level of tourists and visitors attracted to the region, and without other significant influences 
from other sources (i.e., competing commercial service at other airports capture of area visitors that 
would otherwise drive, etc.). Under this scenario, some demand is assumed to continue to occur at 
other airports (i.e., primarily Los Angeles), with those visitors driving to the Mammoth Lakes region. 
 
Table H-15 presents the estimated base year demand enplanements for 1999 based on a ratio of 
enplanements to skier visits, and percentage of summer enplanements to total airport enplanements.  
As shown, there is a total of approximately 135,500 potential enplanements, or unmet demand, for 
the Airport in 1999.  It is important to note that this level of enplanements is considered to be the 
total demand potential for the Airport today, and is not representative of the level of enplanements 
that would occur in the first year of operation at Mammoth Lakes.  As experienced in the Vail/Eagle 
County market, it would likely take the Mammoth Yosemite Airport up to five years to reach its total 
demand potential. 
 
Table H-15 
Estimated Base Year (1999) Enplanements 

  
Winter Season Enplanements (60% of Total) 
1999 Mammoth Skier Visits 956,573  
Ratio of Enplanements to Skier Visits 0.085 
  
Estimated Potential Winter Enplanements (1999) 81,300  
  
  
Summer Season Enplanements (40% of Total) 
  
Estimated Potential Summer Enplanements (1999) 54,200  
  
  
ESTIMATED TOTAL POTENTIAL AIPRORT 
ENPLANEMENTS 

135,500  

  

Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 

 
Of the Airport’s total estimated potential demand for 1999, approximately 81,300 enplanements were 
estimated to occur during the winter season from late November through early April.  This estimate 
was derived based on an assumed ratio of 0.085 enplanements per skier. As shown previously in 



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report  March 2002 
Appendix H - Historical and Forecast of Aviation Demand   H-24

Table H-8, enplanements per skier at Yampa Valley Regional, Vail/Eagle County, and Aspen-Pitkin 
County airports were 0.104, 0.026, and 0.090 in 1998, respectively. The ratio for Mammoth Lakes 
would be considered conservative when compared with Yampa Valley and Aspen-Pitkin. The 
somewhat higher enplanement per skier ratio for Mammoth Lakes when compared with Vail/Eagle is 
based on the fact that the Mammoth Lakes region is further from other competing commercial 
service airports. 
 
Similar to the visitor characteristics occurring at each of the other case study airports, it is assumed 
that a majority of the enplanements at Mammoth Lakes would be derived from the winter skiing 
activities. This is primarily due to the change in tourism demographics, from more affluent individual 
visitors in the winter to more discretionary family-oriented visitors in the summer.  In addition, many 
visitors choose to make their trips via automobile in the summer months.  As exhibited by each of the 
case study airports, anywhere from between 50 percent and 100 percent of each airport’s annual 
enplanements occur during the winter season. Excluding Yampa Valley Regional and Vail/Eagle 
County airports, which serve predominately winter skiers, the percentage of winter enplanements 
ranges from 50 percent to 65 percent of total annual enplanements. Based on an assumption of 60 
percent of the Airport’s annual enplanements occurring in the winter season and the previous 
estimate of 81,300 winter enplanements, a total of approximately 54,200 enplanements were 
estimated to occur in the summer months from April through November.  Because of the potential 
restrictions currently being proposed by the National Park Service on private vehicles in Yosemite 
National Park, there is the potential of an even greater percentage of summer visitors in the future 
given the Mammoth Lakes higher quality and larger bed base and expansion of the recently initiated 
day trips to Yosemite via the bus system.   

H.5 Projection of Passenger Enplanements 
Projections of passenger enplanements were prepared on the basis of local skier statistics, national 
park visitors, and anticipated trends in activity at the Airport.  This section discusses the factors and 
assumptions made in projecting passenger enplanements at the Airport. 
 
Summer season enplanements at the Airport are assumed to be a function of the number of national 
park visitors to the region’s national parks.  As a result, the number of annual national park visitors at 
the respective national parks served by each of the comparable airports was gathered. This data 
served to provide an estimate of the level of summer enplanements that might be expected to occur at 
the Airport. Summer season enplanements were then determined based on an estimate of a 
percentage of the Airport’s annual enplanements anticipated to occur during the summer season.   
 
Enplanements at the Airport by regional residents are anticipated to be a small percentage of the 
summer and winter traffic at the Airport.  Local passengers were included as part of the overall 
statistics for the case study airports and forecasts for Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  
 
Three enplanement scenarios were examined for the Airport to give an estimate of the range of 
enplanement activity that might occur at the Airport: Base Case scenario, Low Case scenario, and 
High Case scenario. The Base Case scenario was selected as the most reasonable forecast level to use 
for planning, design, engineering, and environmental analyses.  Each of these scenarios are discussed 
in greater detail in the following sections. 
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H.5.1 Base Case Scenario 
The Base Case scenario, which is modeled after the ratio of enplanements to skier days  experienced 
at Aspen-Pitkin County Airport, is presented in Table H-16. As presented earlier in Table H-8, 
Aspen-Pitkin County Airport experiences more of an average enplanement to skier ratio - higher than 
those experienced at Vail/Eagle County Airport, but lower than those experienced at Yampa Valley 
Regional Airport. As shown under this scenario, the Airport’s enplanements are projected to increase 
from approximately 37,000 in 2003 (the anticipated first full year of operation), to approximately 
333,800 enplanements in 2022, representing an annual compounded growth rate of 11.6 percent. 
 
Table H-16 
Projected Base Case Enplanements 

               
  Projected Mammoth  Winter           

  Lakes Area  Enplanements  Winter    Summer    Total 

Year  Skier Days1  per Skier Visit  Enplanements  %  Enplanements  %  Enplanements 
               

2003  1,058,000  0.035 37,000  100.0% 0  0.0% 37,000 

2007  1,473,000  0.076 111,900  70.0% 48,000  30.0% 159,900 

2012  1,775,000  0.082 145,600  60.0% 97,100  40.0% 242,700 

2017  2,053,000  0.084 172,500  60.0% 115,000  40.0% 287,500 

2022  2,356,000  0.085 200,300  60.0% 133,500  40.0% 333,800 
                       
               

Annual 
 Compounded               

Growth Rate               

2003-2022  4.1%    8.8%   --   11.6% 

2007-2022  3.2%    4.0%   7.1%   5.0% 

2012-2022  2.9%    3.2%   3.2%   3.2% 

2017-2022  2.8%    3.0%   3.0%   3.0% 
                       

1Mammoth Mountain Ski Resort. 
 
Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000. 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 

 
As mentioned previously, it is anticipated that the Airport would not immediately realize its full 
demand potential.  As such, a ratio of only 0.035 winter enplanements per skier was assumed for the 
Airport’s first full year of operation in 2003. Beyond 2002, estimated winter enplanements per ski 
visitor for the Airport are assumed to increase from a ratio of approximately 0.035 winter 
enplanements per skier to approximately 0.085 winter enplanements per skier by 2022. This level of 
winter enplanements per skier approximates those experienced at Aspen-Pitkin County Airport. 
 
Initially, the Airport is anticipated to provide commercial service only during the winter season, with 
scheduled service in the summer season beginning soon thereafter. As a result, winter enplanements 
are projected to represent 100 percent of the Airport’s enplanements in 2003, and decreasing 
thereafter to approximately 60 percent of total airport enplanements by 2022. Based on these 
assumptions, winter enplanements are projected to increase from approximately 37,000 in 2003 to 
200,300 by 2022. Summer enplanements are projected to increase from approximately 48,000 in 
2007 to 133,500 in 2022. 
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H.4.2 Low Case Scenario 
Table H-17 presents projected activity for the Airport under the Low Case scenario.  As shown, 
under this scenario, the Airport’s enplanements are projected to increase from approximately 27,500
in  2003 to approximately 217,500 enplanements in 2022, representing an annual compounded 
growth rate of 10.9 percent.  Under this scenario, the Airport would experience a winter enplanement 
to skier ratio less than both Yampa Valley Regional and Aspen-Pitkin County airports, but higher 
than that of Vail/Eagle County Airport (due to the high competition that Vail/Eagle County Airport 
experiences from Denver International). 
 
As mentioned previously, it is anticipated that the Airport would not immediately realize its full 
demand potential.  As such, a ratio of only 0.026 winter enplanements per skier was assumed for the 
Airport’s first full year of operation in 2003.  Beyond 2003, estimated winter enplanements per ski 
visitor for the Airport are projected to increase from a ratio of approximately 0.026 winter 
enplanements per skier to approximately 0.060 winter enplanements per skier by 2022. 
 
Similar to the Base Case scenario, it is assumed that initially the Airport would only provide 
commercial service during the winter season, with scheduled service in the summer season beginning 
soon thereafter. As a result, winter enplanements are projected to represent 100 percent of the 
Airport’s enplanements in 2003, and decreasing thereafter to approximately 65 percent of total 
airport enplanements by 2022.  Based on these assumptions, winter enplanements are projected to 
increase from approximately 27,500 in 2003 to 141,400 by 2022. Summer enplanements are 
projected to increase from approximately 22,600 in 2007 to 76,100 in 2022. 

H.4.3 High Case Scenario 
Table H-18 presents projected activity for the Airport under the High Case scenario.  As shown, 
under this scenario, the Airport’s enplanements are projected to increase from approximately 79,400 
in 2003 to approximately 449,800 enplanements in 2022, representing an annual compounded growth 
rate of 9.1 percent. Under this scenario, the Airport would experience a winter enplanement to skier 
ratio which is higher than all of the case study airports. In addition, winter enplanements are 
estimated to account for approximately 55 percent of the Airport’s annual enplanements. This level 
of enplanements might be experienced if the Airport were to secure a high level of nonstop service 
during both the winter and summer seasons, particularly from the Los Angeles market, thereby 
capturing a large number of visitors currently driving to the region. 
 
As shown, the estimated winter enplanements per ski visitor for the Airport would increase from a 
ratio of approximately 0.075 winter enplanements per skier in 2003 to approximately 0.105 winter 
enplanements per skier by 2022. During the initial year of operation, it is assumed that the Airport 
would only provide commercial service during the winter season, with scheduled service in the 
summer season beginning soon thereafter. As a result, winter enplanements are projected to represent 
100 percent of the Airport’s enplanements in 2003, and decreasing thereafter to approximately 55 
percent of total airport enplanements by 2022. Based on these assumptions, winter enplanements are 
projected to increase from approximately 79,400 in 2003 to 247,400 by 2022. Summer enplanements 
are projected to increase from approximately 74,600 in 2007 to 202,400 in 2022. 
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Table H-17 
Projected Low Case Enplanements 
 

  Projected Mammoth  Winter           
  Lakes Area  Enplanements  Winter    Summer    Total 

Year  Skier Days1  per Skier Visit  Enplanements  %  Enplanements  %  Enplanements 
               

2003  1,058,000  0.026 27,500  100.0%  0  0.0% 27,500 
2007  1,473,000  0.046 67,800  75.0% 22,600  25.0% 90,400 
2012  1,775,000  0.056 99,400  65.0% 53,500  35.0% 152,900 
2017  2,053,000  0.058 119,100  65.0% 64,100  35.0% 183,200 
2022  2,356,000  0.060 141,400  65.0% 76,100  35.0% 217,500 

                              
               

Annual  
Compounded               
Growth Rate               
2003-2022  4.1%    8.5%   --   10.9%
2007-2022  3.2%    5.0%   8.4%   6.0%
2012-2022  2.9%    3.6%   3.6%   3.6%
2017-2022  2.8%    3.5%   3.5%   3.5%

1Mammoth Mountain Ski Resort. 
Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000. 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 

 
Table H-18 
Projected High Case Enplanements 
 

  Projected Mammoth  Winter           
  Lakes Area  Enplanements  Winter    Summer    Total 

Year  Skier Days1  per Skier Visit  Enplanements  %  Enplanements  %  Enplanements 
               

2003  1,058,000  0.075 79,400  100.0%  0  0.0% 79,400 
2007  1,473,000  0.094 138,500  65.0%  74,600  35.0%  213,100 
2012  1,775,000  0.097 172,200  55.0%  140,900  45.0%  313,100 
2017  2,053,000  0.101 207,400  55.0%  169,700  45.0%  377,100 
2022  2,356,000  0.105 247,400  55.0%  202,400  45.0%  449,800 

                              
               

Annual 
Compounded               
Growth Rate               
2003-2022  4.1%    5.8%   --   9.1% 
2007-2022  3.2%    3.9%   6.9%   5.1% 
2012-2022  2.9%    3.7%   3.7%   3.7% 
2017-2022  2.8%    3.6%   3.6%   3.6% 
1Mammoth Mountain Ski Resort. 
Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000. 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 
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H.6 Potential Nonstop Markets 
This section provides an estimate of the Airport’s top origin and destination (O&D) passenger 
markets. Utilizing the estimated top O&D markets for the Airport, an assessment can be made as to 
the feasibility of providing nonstop air service between Mammoth Lakes and various hub airports. 
 
The Airport’s estimated top O&D markets were determined based on survey efforts undertaken at the 
Mammoth Mountain ski resort, as well as the top O&D markets for the five case study airports.  
Table H-19 presents the top 10 geographic markets, on a state-by-state basis, for the Mammoth 
Mountain ski resort. As shown, California represents the largest source of business by far, for the 
Mammoth Mountain ski resort, with approximately 87 percent of the lift ticket revenue for the resort.  
Of the California ski visitors, it is estimated that approximately 70 percent reside in the Los Angeles 
region.  San Diego and the San Francisco Bay Area are the next largest markets in California.  The 
United Kingdom represents the second largest market for the resort accounting for approximately 2.4 
percent of the lift ticket revenue for the resort. 
 
Table H-19 
Mammoth Mountain Top Markets1 
 

     
Rank  State  Percentage 
     
1   California  87.1% 
2   United Kingdom  2.4% 
3   Nevada  0.7% 
4   Illinois  0.4% 
5   Texas  0.4% 
6   Arizona  0.3% 
7   Florida  0.3% 
8   New York  0.3% 
9   Washington  0.2% 
10   Hawaii  0.2% 
     
  All Other Markets  7.7% 
    100.0% 

     
1  Mammoth Mountain Source of Business Report, May 12, 1999. 
Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 

 
Table H-20 presents the Airport’s estimated top O&D markets. As shown, the top O&D market for 
Mammoth Lakes is assumed to be Los Angeles (7 percent). In addition to serving domestic travelers, 
Los Angeles would also likely serve as the gateway for international air travelers. While some 
visitors that are currently driving from Los Angeles to the Mammoth Lakes region will change their 
mode of transportation from automobile to airplane, the vast majority of the region’s visitors 
originating from Los Angeles are anticipated to continue to make the six hour drive northeast from 
Los Angeles by automobile. It is estimated that between 5 and 10 percent of the visitors now 
traveling to Mammoth Lakes from Los Angeles will choose to travel by air. San Francisco would 
likely serve as a gateway for international travelers as well, however, these travelers would likely 
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drive to Mammoth Lakes or connect through Los Angeles until such time as nonstop air service is 
provided. Similar to the other case study airports, Chicago O’Hare, New York (LaGuardia, John H. 
Kennedy, and Newark), and Dallas/Ft. Worth are also anticipated to be top O&D markets for the 
Airport. 
 
Based on the estimated top O&D markets for the Airport, several hub airports were reviewed for 
their potential to provide nonstop service to Mammoth Lakes, and are briefly discussed below: 

• Dallas/Ft. Worth (DFW) – American Airlines has currently committed to providing service to 
the Mammoth Yosemite Airport starting the 2002/2003 winter season with nonstop flights to 
and from DFW on B-757 aircraft.  DFW provides excellent connecting service to key 
markets in Texas, Florida, Washington D.C, other southern U.S. cities, and the United 
Kingdom. 

• Chicago O’Hare (ORD) – American Airlines has currently committed to providing service to 
the Mammoth Yosemite Airport starting the 2001/2002 winter season with nonstop flights to 
and from ORD on B-757 aircraft.  Chicago O’Hare would provide excellent nonstop service 
between the Chicago market, as well as good connections between major East Coast, 
Midwest, and European markets. 

• Los Angeles (LAX and other region airports) – Given the strong market demand from the 
Los Angeles area, Los Angeles is considered to be an excellent potential nonstop market for 
Mammoth Lakes.  LAX would serve as a good connecting point for many domestic travelers 
from both the east coast (New York, Chicago, Washington D.C., Philadelphia, etc.), as well 
as the west coast (Seattle, Portland, Phoenix, etc.).  In addition, as mentioned previously, 
LAX has served, and would continue to serve, as a good connecting point for international 
travelers traveling to the Mammoth Lakes region.  Given the stage length of roughly 230 
miles between Mammoth Lakes and LAX, as well as the strong O&D demand, the LAX 
market could be a good market for commuter, regional jet and narrow-body jet service. 
 

• Denver (DEN) – Denver would serve as a strong connecting hub airport primarily for 
travelers from major East Coast markets, north-central U.S. markets and Midwest markets.  
In particular, due to United Airline’s hubbing activities at both Denver and Chicago O’Hare, 
Denver would provide excellent connecting service for travelers from the Chicago market 
area.  At a stage length of approximately 750 miles, Denver could also be a good potential 
market for nonstop service.  
 

• Other Hub Airports – In addition to the above airports, a number of other hub airports could 
also potentially provide potential nonstop service to the Airport, including: 

 
- Short-Range Hub Airports – Phoenix and Seattle  
- Mid-Range Hub Airports –   Minneapolis, Houston (Intercontinental), and St. Louis 
- Long-Range Hub Airports – Pittsburgh, Detroit, New York, and Atlanta 

 
Potential service from these hubs would likely be dependent on the airlines electing to provide 
service, as well as the location of the airline’s hub, and potential aircraft they would use to service 
the Mammoth Lakes market.  However, in order to provide an idea of how the Airport’s nonstop air 
service to various hub airports might evolve over time, a review of the evolution of hub service at 
each case study airport was undertaken.  Table H-21 presents the historical growth of nonstop 
service to major hub airports from each of the case study airports since 1985.  As shown, each airport 
began nonstop service to either one or two major hub airports.  As each airport’s nonstop hub service 
matured, service to other major hub airports was added.  In each case, the airport’s hub service fully 
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matured within a five to ten year period.  While this type of maturity may not necessary occur for 
Mammoth Lakes, it is reasonable to assume that given time and the proper marketing by the region, 
the Airport could provide nonstop service to at least three or four major hub airports within a five to 
ten year period after the initiation of commercial service. 

 
Table H-20 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport – Estimated Top O& D Markets 

     
Rank  Airport  Percent

     
1   Los Angeles Intl   7.0%
2   O'Hare Intl        6.1%
3   Newark Intl        5.0%
4   La Guardia         4.8%
5   Dallas/Ft Worth  4.4%
6   Denver Intl        3.0%
7   San Francisco Intl  3.1%
8   Atlanta  3.0%
9   George Bush Intl  2.7%
10   Boston  2.6%
11   Miami Intl         2.6%
12   Dulles Intl        2.4%
13   Seattle  2.2%
14   Philadelphia Intl   2.2%
15   Detroit  1.8%
16   Phoenix  1.5%
17   Orlando Intl       1.4%
18   Salt Lake Intl     1.4%
19   St Paul Intl       1.4%
20   San Diego  1.4%
21   Tampa Intl         1.2%
22   Baltimore/Wash Intl  1.1%
23   Minneapolis  1.0%
24   John Wayne Intl    1.0%
25   San Jose  0.7%
26   New Orleans  0.7%
27   Nashville          0.7%
28   Hopkins Intl       0.7%
29   St Louis   0.7%
30   Las Vegas  0.7%

      
Total – Top 30 Markets  67.3% 
Total – All Markets  100.0%
     

Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000.  
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 
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Table H-21 
Evolution of Major Hub Service at Case Study Airports 

                 
Case Study Airport  1985-1989   1990-1994   1995-1999   2000 
               
Yampa Valley  
Regional Airport 

 Chicago, Dallas, 
Los Angeles 

  Chicago, Dallas, 
Los Angeles,  
Denver, 
Minneapolis 

  Chicago, Dallas, 
Los Angeles,  
Denver, 
Minneapolis, 
Houston, St. Louis 

 Chicago, Dallas, 
Los Angeles,  
Denver, 
Minneapolis, 
Houston, St. Louis 

               
Vail/Eagle County 
Airport 

 -   Chicago, Dallas 
Los Angeles,  
Denver 

  Chicago, Dallas 
Los Angeles,  
Denver, Atlanta,  
Minneapolis,  
Houston, Newark 

 Chicago, Dallas 
Los Angeles,  
Denver, Atlanta,  
Minneapolis,  
Houston, Newark 

               
Aspen-Pitkin County 
Airport 

 Denver,  
Los Angeles 

  Denver, Dallas 
Los Angeles, 
 

  Denver, Dallas, 
Los Angeles, 
Phoenix,  
Minneapolis 

 Denver, Minneapolis, 
Los Angeles, Phoenix 

               
Jackson Hole Airport 

 

Denver, 
Salt Lake City 

  Denver, 
Salt Lake City, 
Dallas, Chicago 

  Denver, 
Salt Lake City, 
Dallas, Chicago 

 Denver, 
Salt Lake City, 
Dallas, Chicago 

               
Glacier Park  
International Airport  

Salt Lake City   Salt Lake City   Salt Lake City, 
Minneapolis, Seattle 

 Salt Lake City, 
Minneapolis, Seattle 

         
Source:  Offical Airline Guides, Inc. (OAG), June 2000. 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 

H.7 Projection of Airline Departures 
Operations projections were developed for the commercial air carrier and regional/commuter carriers 
anticipated to serve the Airport.  Enplaned passenger projections presented in the previous section 
were used in conjunction with historical and expected trends in load factors and average seats per 
departure in order to develop projected passenger airline operations. Assumptions were also made in 
regards to which markets would be provided with nonstop service from the Airport in the future.  
Projected nonstop service to future markets is purely hypothetical, however, and would be based on 
the Airport’s actual passenger demand and individual airline decisions. 
 
As mentioned previously, it is anticipated that it would take the Airport roughly five years to reach 
its full demand potential.  As such, during the first full year of operation (2003), it is assumed that the 
Airport would have service only during the winter season from two to four hub airports, via B-757 
and commuter aircraft.   
 
In general, aircraft load factors during the winter season are estimated to increase from 
approximately 50 percent in 2003 to approximately 65% percent by 2022. The predominate increase 
in load factors is anticipated to occur between 2003 and 2007, as the Airport’s market matures. 
Aircraft load factors during the summer season are projected to be slightly less than those during the 
winter season, increasing from approximately 50 percent in 2002 to approximately 60 percent in 
2022.  This lower load factor during the summer season is based on changing visitor demographics 
discussed previously. 
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Details concerning the airline departure projections for each projection scenario are described below. 

H.7.1 Base Case Airline Departures  
Under the Base Case scenario, it is assumed that the Airport would initially (the first few years) be 
provided with nonstop service to Dallas/Ft. Worth, Chicago O’Hare, Los Angeles, and San Francisco 
and/or San Jose. In later years, regular nonstop service may be provided to short-range hubs (such as 
Denver and Phoenix), and longer-range hub (such as St. Louis, Houston, and Atlanta).  Of these 
potential nonstop markets, Los Angeles is assumed to be provided with service via both air carrier jet 
aircraft and regional/commuter aircraft, while San Francisco and/or San Jose are assumed to be 
provided with service via regional/commuter aircraft. All other potential markets are assumed to be 
provided with air carrier jet service. As mentioned previously, projected nonstop service to future 
markets is purely hypothetical, and would be based on the Airport’s actual passenger demand and 
individual airline decisions. 
 
Table H-22 presents projected airline departures for the Base Case scenario. As shown, total annual 
aircraft departures are projected to increase from 1,040 in 2003 to 5,800 in 2022, representing an 
annual compounded growth rate of approximately 9.0 percent. By 2022, the winter season is 
projected to account for 3,410 annual airline departures, while the remaining 2,390 annual airline 
departures are anticipated to occur in the summer season.  Similarly, of the 5,800 annual airline 
departures projected for 2022, air carrier jet aircraft are estimated to account for 2,500 annual 
departures (43 percent), while regional/commuter aircraft are projected to account for the remaining 
3,300 annual departures (57 percent). 
 
Table H-22 
Summary of Projected Aircraft Departures - Base Case 
            
 WINTER SEASON DEPARTURES SUMMER SEASON DEPARTURES TOTAL ANNUAL DEPARTURES 

 Regional/ Regional/  Regional/ 

Year Air Carrier Commuter Total Air Carrier Commuter Total Air Carrier Commuter Total
            

2003 300 740 1,040 0 0 0  300 740 1,040

2007 840 1,420 2,260 370 620 990  1,210 2,040 3,250

2012 1,130 1,500 2,630 770 1,020 1,790  1,900 2,520 4,420

2017 1,290 1,720 3,010 890 1,180 2,070  2,180 2,900 5,080

2021 1,470 1,940 3,410 1,030 1,360 2,390  2,500 3,300 5,800
                      
            

Annual Compounded            

Growth Rate            

2003-2022 8.3% 4.9% 6.1% -- -- --  11.2% 7.8% 9.0%

2007-2022 3.8% 2.1% 2.8% 7.1% 5.4% 6.1%  5.0% 3.3% 3.9%
                      

            

Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000. 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 

H.7.2 Low Case Airline Departures 
Under the Low Case scenario, it is assumed that the Airport would initially be provided with nonstop 
service to only Dallas/Ft. Worth, Los Angeles, and San Francisco and/or San Jose. In later years, 
nonstop service to a short-range hub such as Denver, Phoenix, or Seattle may also be provided at the 
Airport. Of these potential nonstop markets, Los Angeles is assumed to be provided with service via 
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both air carrier jet aircraft and regional/commuter aircraft, while San Francisco and/or San Jose are 
assumed to be provided with service via regional/commuter aircraft.  All other potential markets are 
assumed to be provided with air carrier jet service.   As mentioned previously, projected nonstop 
service to future markets is purely hypothetical, and would be based on the Airport’s actual 
passenger demand and individual airline decisions. 
 
Table H-23 presents projected airline departures for the Low Case scenario. As shown, total annual 
aircraft departures are projected to increase from 470 in 2003 to 2,770 in 2022, representing an 
annual compounded growth rate of approximately 9.3 percent.  By 2022, the winter season is Table 
H-23 projected to account for 1,760 annual airline departures, while the remaining 1,010 annual 
airline departures are anticipated to occur in the summer season.  Similarly, of the 2,770 annual 
airline departures projected for 2022, air carrier jet aircraft are estimated to account for 1,480 annual 
departures (53 percent), while regional/commuter aircraft are projected to account for the remaining 
1,290 annual departures (47 percent). 
 
Table H-23 
Summary of Projected Aircraft Departures - Low Case 
            
 WINTER SEASON DEPARTURES  SUMMER SEASON DEPARTURES  TOTAL ANNUAL DEPARTURES 

 Regional/  Regional/  Regional/

Year Air Carrier Commuter Total  Air Carrier Commuter Total  Air Carrier Commuter Total
            

2003 240 230 470 0 0 0 240 230 470

2007 490 430 920 170 150 320 660 580 1,240

2012 700 610 1,310 400 340 740 1,100 950 2,050

2017 820 710 1,530 450 400 850 1,270 1,110 2,380

2022 940 820 1,760 540 470 1,010 1,480 1,290 2,770
                        
            

Annual Compounded            

Growth Rate            

2002-2022 7.1% 6.6% 6.8% -- -- -- 9.5% 9.0% 9.3%

2007-2022 4.4% 4.4% 4.4% 8.0% 7.9% 8.0% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5%
            

            

Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000. 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 

H.7.3 High Case Airline Operations 
Under the High Case scenario, it is assumed that the Airport would initially be provided with regular 
nonstop service to a number of markets, including Dallas/Ft. Worth, Los Angeles, Chicago O’Hare, 
and San Francisco and/or San Jose.  In later years, nonstop service to one or more short-range hubs 
(such as Denver, Phoenix, or Seattle) and one or more longer-range hubs (such as Atlanta, St. Louis, 
or Minneapolis) may also be provided at the Airport. Of these potential nonstop markets, Los 
Angeles is assumed to be provided with service via both air carrier jet aircraft and regional/commuter 
aircraft, while San Francisco and/or San Jose are assumed to be provided with service via 
regional/commuter aircraft. All other potential markets are assumed to be provided with air carrier jet 
service. As mentioned previously, projected nonstop service to future markets is purely hypothetical, 
and would be based on the Airport’s actual passenger demand and individual airline decisions. 
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Table H-24 presents projected airline operations for the High Case scenario. As shown, total annual 
aircraft departures are projected to increase from 2,320 in 2003 to 7,670 in 2022, representing an 
annual compounded growth rate of approximately 6.2 percent. By 2022, the winter season is 
projected to account for 4,110 annual airline departures, while the remaining 3,560 annual airline 
departures are anticipated to occur in the summer season.  Similarly, of the 7,670 annual airline 
departures projected for 2022, air carrier jet aircraft are estimated to account for 3,200 annual 
departures (42 percent), while regional/commuter aircraft are projected to account for the remaining 
4,470 annual departures (58 percent). 
 
Table H-24 
Summary of Projected Aircraft Departures - High Case 
            
 WINTER SEASON DEPARTURES  SUMMER SEASON DEPARTURES  TOTAL ANNUAL DEPARTURES 

 Regional/  Regional/  Regional/

Year Air Carrier Commuter Total  Air Carrier Commuter Total  Air Carrier Commuter Total

            

2003 600 1,720 2,320 0 0 0 600 1,720 2,320

2007 980 1,750 2,730 540 970 1,510 1,520 2,720 4,240

2012 1,260 1,770 3,030 1,070 1,480 2,550  2,330 3,250 5,580

2017 1,470 2,060 3,530 1,260 1,730 2.990  2,730 3,790 6,520

2022 1,720 2,390 4,110 1,480 2,080 3,560  3,200 4,470 7,670
                        
            

Annual Compounded            

Growth Rate            

2002-2022 5.4% 1.7% 2.9% -- -- -- 8.7% 4.9% 6.2%

2007-2022 3.8% 2.1% 2.8% 7.0% 5.2% 5.9% 5.1% 3.4% 4.0%
            

            

                       

Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000. 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 

H.8 Summary of Projected Airline Activity Based on Skier-Day Enplanement 
Projections and Case Study Airports 

Table H-25 summarizes projected airline activity, in terms of passenger enplanements and aircraft 
departures, for the Airport for the skier-day enplanement projects and case study projects described 
above.  The following points summarize key findings with regard to this projected airline activity: 

• Initially, a number of enplanement scenarios were examined for the Airport to give an idea of 
the range of enplanement activity that might occur at the Airport.  These enplanement 
projections were based on a relationship of skie r-days to annual enplanements at several 
comparable airports. 

• In order to provide a basis for the potential for air carrier service at Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport,  historical activity, local demographics and tourism-related visitor statistics were 
reviewed at five comparable airports, as prescribed in the FAA’s Benefit-Cost Analysis 
Guidance: 

 
− Yampa Valley Regional Airport (Steamboat Springs, CO) 
− Vail/Eagle County Airport (Vail, CO) 
− Aspen-Pitkin County Airport (Aspen, CO) 
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− Jackson Hole Airport (Jackson, WY) 
− Glacier Park International Airport (Kalispell, MT) 

• For the purpose of the initial enplanement projections, ski visitor statistics were used as the 
basis for projecting winter season enplanements at the Airport.  Skier-days represent the 
number of days multiplied by the number of skiers visiting the ski resort.  The number of 
skier-days was found to provide a strong correlation to the activity levels at each comparable 
airport. 

 
• It is anticipated that the Airport would not immediately realize its full demand potential.  As 

a result, the Airport’s growth during the first five years of operation is expected to be strong 
until the market’s full potential is realized. Once the market matures, the Airport’s growth is 
expected to slow to more typical growth levels as experienced at airports throughout the U.S. 
This high initial growth is best illustrated by examining the enplanement growth that 
occurred at Vail/Eagle County Airport.  During the first five years of operations from 1990 to 
1995, enplanements at Vail/Eagle County Airport increased at an annual compounded growth 
rate of over 67 percent. From 1995 to 1998, however, enplanement growth at the airport has 
increased at an annual compounded growth rate of 27 percent. While this growth is still much 
higher than that of the U.S. overall, it is lower than exhibited during the initial startup of 
service at the Airport. 

 
Table H-25 
Summary of Projected Airline Activity 
      

ENPLANEMENT PROJECTIONS 
 2003 2007 2012 2017 2022 
      
Base Case 37,000 159,900 242,700 287,500 333,800 
      
Low Case 27,500 90,400 152,900 183,200 217,500 
      
High Case 79,400 213,100 313,100 377,100 449,800 
      

AIRLINE DEPARTURES 
Base Case      
   Regional/Commuter Departures 740 2,040 2,520 2,900 3,300 
   Air Carrier Departures 300 1,210 1,900 2,180 2,500 
Total Base Case Departures 1,040 3,250 4,420 5,080 5,800 
      
Low Case      
   Regional/Commuter Departures 230 580 950 1,110 1,290 
   Air Carrier Departures 240 660 1,100 1,270 1,480 
Total Low Case Departures 470 1,240 2,050 2,380 2,770 
      
High Case      
   Regional/Commuter Departures 1,720 2,720 3,250 3,790 4,470 
   Air Carrier Departures 600 1,520 2,330 2,730 3,200 
Total High Case Departures 2,320 4,240 5,580 6,520 7,670 

      
Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000. 
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 
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• In general, three enplanement scenarios were examined: a Base Case scenario, Low Case 

scenario, and a High Case scenario. 
 
• Under the Base Case Scenario, the Airport’s enplanements were projected to increase from 

approximately 37,000 in 2003 (the anticipated first full year of operation), to approximately 
333,800 enplanements in 2022, representing an annual compounded growth rate of 11.6 
percent overall (34.0 percent ACG from 2003-2007 and 5.0 percent ACG from 2007-2022). 
Estimated winter enplanements per ski visitor for the Airport would increase from a ratio of 
approximately 0.035 winter enplanements per skier in 2003 to approximately 0.085 winter 
enplanements per skier by 2022. Winter enplanements were projected to represent 100 
percent of the Airport’s enplanements in 2003, and decreasing thereafter to approximately 60 
percent of total airport enplanements by 2022. 

 
• Under the Low Case Scenario, the Airport’s enplanements were projected to increase from 

approximately 27,500 in 2003 (the anticipated first full year of operation), to approximately 
217,500 enplanements in 2022, representing an annual compounded growth rate of 10.9 
percent overall (26.9 percent ACG from 2003-2007 and 6.0 percent ACG from 2007-2022). 
Estimated winter enplanements per ski visitor for the Airport would increase from a ratio of 
approximately 0.026 winter enplanements per skier in 2002 to approximately 0.060 winter 
enplanements per skier by 2022.  Winter enplanements were projected to represent 100 
percent of the Airport’s enplanements in 2003, and decreasing thereafter to approximately 65 
percent of total airport enplanements by 2022. 

 
• Under the High Case Scenario, the Airport’s enplanements were projected to increase from 

approximately 79,400 in 2003 (the anticipated first full year of operation), to approximately 
449,800 enplanements in 2022, representing an annual compounded growth rate of 9.1 
percent overall (21.8 percent ACG from 2003-2007 and 5.1 percent ACG from 2007-2022).  
Estimated winter enplanements per ski visitor for the Airport would increase from a ratio of 
approximately 0.075 winter enplanements per skier in 2003 to approximately 0.105 winter 
enplanements per skier by 2022.  Winter enplanements were projected to represent 100 
percent of the Airport’s enplanements in 2003, and decreasing thereafter to approximately 55 
percent of total airport enplanements by 2022. 

H.9 Projected Airline Activity Based on City Pair Market Analysis 

Based on comments from the FAA, an additional forecasting methodology based on city pair market 
analyses was used to estimate future passenger enplanements and aircraft operations. This analysis 
used information from the existing agreement being developed between American Airlines and 
Mammoth Mountain (see attached Air Service Agreement), development of markets at the case study 
airports, and professional judgement and experience from Ricondo & Associates staff and Mr. Kent 
Myers, air service consultant to Mammoth Mountain. Table H-26 presents enplanement and 
operations projects from the City Pair market analysis. The following points summarize key findings 
of this market analysis: 
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Table H-26                                       
City Pair Market Analysis - Mammoth Lakes Airport             
             
     2002  2007  2012  2017  2022 
   Avg.  Annual Load   Annual  Load   Annual Load   Annual Load   Annual Load  

 Season Aircraft Seats  
Departure

s Factor 
Enplanemen

ts  
Departure

s   Factor 
Enplaneme

nts  
Departure

s Factor 
Enplaneme

nts  
Departure

s Factor 
Enplaneme

nts  
Departure

s Factor 
Enplaneme

nts 
              
American Airlines Committed Service             
              
Dallas/Ft. Worth Winter B-757 176  128 50.0% 11,300 300 65.0% 34,100 360 65.0% 40,700 420 65.0% 48,600 510 65.0% 58,000
Chicago O'Hare Winter B-757 176  128 50.0% 11,300 300 65.0% 34,100 360 65.0% 40,700 420 65.0% 48,600 510 65.0% 58,000
                        
  Subtotal     256 22,600 600  68,200 720 81,400 840 97,200 1,020 116,000
              
Regional Service              
              

Southern California Region Winter 
RJ/Comm
. 40  336 60.0% 8,100 368 65.0% 9,600 440 65.0% 11,500 530 65.0% 13,700 630 65.0% 16,400

Northern California Region Winter 
RJ/Comm
. 40  224 60.0% 5,400 288 65.0% 7,500 350 65.0% 9,000 410 65.0% 10,700 490 65.0% 12,800

                        
  Subtotal     560 13,500 656  17,100 790 20,500 940 24,400 1,120 29,200
              
Non-Winter Airline Service              
              

RJ / Commuter Aircraft 
Rest of 
Year  40  0 -- 0 516 1 65.0% 13,400 620 65.0% 16,000 730 65.0% 19,100 880 65.0% 22,800

Jet Aircraft 
Rest of 
Year  130  0 -- 0 224 2 65.0% 18,900 270 65.0% 22,600 320 65.0% 27,000 380 65.0% 32,200

                        
  Subtotal     0 0 740  32,300 890 38,600 1,050 46,100 1,260 55,000
              
Additional Hub Service              
              
Additional Hub #1 Winter  130  0 -- 0 224 55.0% 16,000 230 65.0% 19,100 270 65.0% 22,800 320 65.0% 27,200
Additional Hub #2 Winter  130  0 -- 0 144 55.0% 10,300 150 65.0% 12,300 170 65.0% 14,700 210 65.0% 17,500
                        
  Subtotal     0 0 368  26,300 380 31,400 440 37,500 530 44,700
                                       
TOTALS     816 36,100 2,364  143,900 2,780 171,900 3,270 205,200 3,930 244,900
              
Winter Service = 16Weeks           
Non-Winter Service =  36Weeks           
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16 weeks of 7 flights per 
week = 112Flights   

16 weeks of 14 flights per 
week =  224 Flights       

16 weeks of 8 flights per 
week = 128Flights   

16 weeks of 16 flights per 
week =  256 Flights       

16 weeks of 9 flights per 
week = 144Flights   

16 weeks of 18 flights per 
week =  288 Flights       

               
1  Equals 16 weeks with 21 flights per week and 20 weeks with 9 flights per week, for a total of 516 flights. 
2  Equals 16 weeks with 14 flights per week. 
 
Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., Kent Myers, and committed service information from American Airlines.  
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 
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• In order to provide another estimate of the level of activity that might be realized at the 

Airport, a City Pair Market Analysis was conducted.  This analysis was based on the recently 
negotiated agreement with American Airlines, as well as other assumptions regarding 
additional airline service at the Airport. In general, this analysis serves as a “back-in” 
analysis whereby certain levels of daily or weekly flights to various markets are assumed.  
Based on these assumed service levels, basic assumptions regarding the number of aircraft 
seats and load factors are assumed to estimate the potential number of enplanements for each 
city pair examined. 

 
• In general, the following additional air service components were examined: 

 
• American Airlines Committed Service – Based on the recently negotiated agreement with 

American Airlines for air service at the Airport from 2003 through 2006. 
 

• Regional Service – Assumes that regional air service would be provided via 
regional/commuter aircraft, or regional jets, to the northern and southern California 
markets. 

 
• Non-Winter Service – Assumes that service would be provided throughout the remainder 

of the year (i.e., 36 weeks) by both regional/commuter and jet aircraft.  
 

• Additional Hub Service – Assumes that additional air service would be provided to two 
additional airline hubs. 

 
• From 2003 to 2006, the American Airlines Committed Service is based on the recently 

negotiated agreement with American, and results in an estimated 576 annual flights and 
nearly 66,000 estimated enplanements for the winter season in 2006.  Beyond 2006, 
annual enplanements for the committed American Airlines service are estimated to 
increase at an annual compounded growth rate of 3.6 percent, which equals the growth 
rate projected for the nation by the FAA.3 By 2022, approximately 116,000 annual 
enplanements are projected for the American Airlines service.  

 
• Regional Service assumes that service would be provided to via regional/commuter 

and/or regional jet aircraft to markets in Southern California (i.e., Los Angeles, San 
Diego, etc.), as well as Northern California (i.e., San Francisco, San Jose, etc.). Initially 
in 2003, 21 weekly flights were assumed to be provided to Southern California, while 14 
weekly flights were assumed to be provided to Northern California.  By 2007, 23 weekly 
flights were assumed to be provided to Southern California, while 18 weekly flights were 
assumed to be provided to Northern California. Based on these assumptions, 
approximately 13,500 enplanements are estimated to be accommodated via regional 
service in 2003, and 17,100 enplanements in 2007. Beyond 2007, annual enplanements 
for are estimated to increase at an annual compounded growth rate of 3.6 percent, which 
equals the growth rate projected for the nation by the FAA.  By 2022, approximately 
29,200 annual enplanements are projected to be accommodated via regional service. 

 

• Non-Winter Service was assumed to be provided beginning between 2003 and 2007 for 
the remaining 36 weeks throughout the year. This service could be provided to any 
number hub airports. In general, non-winter service was assumed to be provided via both 
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regional/commuter and jet aircraft. Initially, 516 total flights were assumed via 
regional/commuter aircraft, while 224 total flights were assumed via jet aircraft4.  Based 
on these assumptions, approximately 32,300 enplanements are estimated to be 
accommodated via regional service in 2007.  Beyond 2007, annual enplanements for are 
estimated to increase at an annual compounded growth rate of 3.6 percent, which equals 
the growth rate projected for the nation by the FAA.  By 2022, approximately 77,900 
annual enplanements are projected to be accommodated via non-winter service. 

 

• Additional Hub Service was assumed to be provided to two additional airline hubs, 
including the following potential hubs: 

 
- Short-Range Hub Airports – Phoenix and Seattle  
- Mid-Range Hub Airports – Minneapolis, Houston (Intercontinental), and St. 

Louis 
- Long-Range Hub Airports – Pittsburgh, Detroit, New York, and Atlanta 

 
• Potential service from these hubs would likely be dependent on the airlines electing to 

provide service, as well as the location of the airline’s hub, and potential aircraft they 
would use to service the Mammoth Lakes market. Nonstop hub service at each of the 
case study airports was initiated to either one or two major hub airports.  As each 
airport’s nonstop hub service matured, service to other major hub airports was added.  In 
each case, the airport’s hub service fully matured within a five to ten year period.  While 
this type of maturity may not necessary occur for Mammoth Lakes, it is reasonable to 
assume that given time and the proper marketing by the region, the Airport could provide 
nonstop service to at least three or four major hub airports within a five to ten year period 
after the initiation of commercial service. 

 

It is assumed that an average aircraft size in the range of 130-seats, such as the B-737 
series, or mix of B-757 and regional jets, would begin service to these additional hubs in 
2007.  Initially, 14 weekly flights were assumed to be provided to one hub, while 9 
weekly flights were assumed for the second hub.  Based on these flight assumptions, 
approximately 26,300 enplanements are estimated to be accommodated in 2007. Beyond 
2007, annual enplanements are estimated to increase at an annual compounded growth 
rate of 3.6 percent, which equals the growth rate projected for the nation by the FAA.  By 
2022, approximately 44,700 annual enplanements are projected to be accommodated via 
additional hub service. 

 

• When combined, the various components of air service assumed for the City Pair Market 
Analysis result in 36,100 annual enplanements in 2003, increasing to 143,900 
enplanements in 2007, and to 244,900 annual enplanements by 2022. Overall, this 
enplanement growth represents an annual compounded growth rate of approximately 9.5 
percent (31.8 percent ACG from 2003-2007 and 3.6 percent ACG from 2007-2022). 

 

• By 2022, winter service is estimated to account for approximately 70 percent (189,900 
enplanements), while non-winter service is estimated to account for the remaining 30 
percent (55,000 enplanements). 

 

• By comparison, beyond the initial five year startup period, the City Pair Growth Analysis 
is roughly 11 percent higher than the Low Case Scenario and 27 percent lower than the 
Base Case Scenario presented earlier.  Table H-27 presents a summary of the various 
enplanements projections: 
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Table H-27 
Mammoth Mountain Enplanement Forecast Comparison 
 

Year Base Case Low Case High Case City Pair 
2002 37,000  27,500  79,400  36,100 
2007 159,900  90,400  213,100  143,900 
2012 242,700  152,900  313,100  171,900 
2017 287,500  183,200  377,100  205,200 
2022 333,800  217,500  449,800  244,900 

 
Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000. 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc.  

 
The exhibits on the following pages present the results of the three enplanement projection scenarios 
from the skier-day/case study analysis and the city pair market analysis. As shown in this 
comparison, in the first five years, the Base Case and City Pair are similar in enplanements. 
However, the slower growth rate of 3.6% beyond 2007 results in the City Pair long-term trend being 
between the Low Case and Base Case. The city pair market analysis is sensitive to the assumptions 
of the number of air carriers and number of cities served from Mammoth Yosemite Airport. The 
information provided above is based on the best available information from airline discussions 
regarding service at Mammoth Yosemite Airport and experience at other startup airport operations 
such as at Vail/Eagle County Airport. The addition of service of additional hub airports beyond those 
assumed above could result in similar long-term demand levels as the Base Case.2 
 
H.10 General Aviation Forecasts 
A forecast of general aviation activity was developed for the 1997 Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR).  A review of this forecast was conducted by examining existing records (FAA Form 5010 
dated 01/16/96) and interviewing personnel from airport management. 
 
The airport manager confirmed the general aviation activity, that was forecasted in the 1997 EIR, has 
failed to materialize.  These sources indicated that Mammoth Yosemite Airport experiences 
approximately 600 operations per month during peak seasons.  General aviation activity reported on 
FAA Form 5010 for the 12 months ending July 1996, was 12,000 annual operations.  However, 
based on interviews with the airport manager and FBO operator, the annual operations for 1999 was 
estimated to be 6,000.   
 
Although the annual general aviation operations levels are well below the estimates in the FAA 
Terminal Area Forecast, it is anticipated that there would be growth in general aviation activity of 
about 3% annually over the next 20 years up to the 12,000 annual operations level of the FAA 
Terminal Area Forecast.  This growth is anticipated as a result of recent construction of high quality 
hanger facilities at the Airport and the leasing of these hanger facilities to new airport users.  
Additional hanger development is also planned.  Table H-28 summarizes the general aviation 

                                                 
2 516 flights = 16 weeks with 21 flights per week and 20 weeks with 9 flights per week 
4 224 flights = 16 weeks with 14 flights per week (summer season) 
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component for the forecast.  It is also assumed that military operations would remain consistent with 
the FAA Terminal Area Forecast at 50 annual operations from year 2000 on. 
 
Table H-28 
General Aviation Operations Forecast 
 

Year General Aviation Annual 
Operations 

 

2002 6,600  
2007 7,600  
2012 8,900  
2017 10,300  
2022 12,000  

 
Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc., July 2000. 
Prepared By:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc.  

H.11 Summary of Forecasts 

Table H-29 presents a summary of the comparison of the passenger and operations forecasts for each 
of the forecast scenarios developed in this study. Table H-30 shows the FAA Terminal Area 
Forecast through 2012. The primary difference between the FAA Terminal Area Forecast and the 
forecast scenarios documented in this study lies in the reduced general aviation activity at the Airport 
and projected air carrier/commuter activity. The FAA Terminal Area Forecast was based in part on 
the limited data for past air carrier/commuter service and estimates of industry intentions.  At the 
time that the FAA Terminal Area Forecast was developed, there was no commitment from the airline 
industry for commercial service to Mammoth Lakes. The forecast developed for the Airport has the 
advantage of knowledge that a member of the airline industry has committed, subject to airport 
improvements, to commercial service to Mammoth Lakes. 
 
Table H-30 
FAA Terminal Area Forecast 
 

Annual Aircraft Operations 
 
Yea
r 

 
Air 
Carrier 

 
Commut
er 

 
GA 

 
Militar
y 

 
Total 

200
2 

500 700 12,00
0 

50 13,250 

200
7 

500 700 12,00
0 

50 13,250 

201
2 

500 700 12,00
0 

50 13,250 

      
 
Source: Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2000. 

 
Forecasts were also prepared as part of the preparation of the Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report for the Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion, March 1997.  These forecasts estimated 1,460 air 
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carrier jet operations by 2005 and 2,920 by 2015 and overall operations growing from 29,010 in the 
year 2005 to 34,430 by 2015. Annual enplanements were anticipated to be 60,000 by 2005 and 
between 90,000 and 125,000 by 2015. These forecasts were based on the best available information 
at the time, which did not include the current Air Service Agreement from American Airlines. 
Table H-29 
Summary of Projected Aviation Activity at Mammoth Lakes Airport 
Years 2002, 2007, 2012, 2017, and 2022 
       

Annual Airline Enplanement Projection 
 1999 2003 2007 2012 2017 2022
       
Base Case --   37,000  159,900  242,700  287,500  333,800  
       
Low Case --   27,500  90,400  152,900  183,200  217,500  
       
High Case --   79,400  213,100  313,100  377,100  449,800  
       
City Pair Market Analysis --   36,100  143,900  171,900  205,200  244,900  
       
ANNUAL AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS 
Base Case       
   Air Carrier --   600 2,420 3,800 4,360 5,000 
   Regional/Commuter/RJ --   1,480 4,080 5,040 5,800 6,600 
   General Aviation/Military 6,050 6,650 7,650 8,950 10,350 12,050 
Total Base Case Operations 6,050 8,730 14,150 17,790 20,510 23,650 
       
Low Case       
   Air Carrier --   480 1,320 2,200 2,540 2,960 
   Regional/Commuter/RJ --   460 1,160 1,900 2,220 2,580 
   General Aviation/Military 6,050 6,650 7,650 8,950 10,350 12,050 
Total Low Case Operations 6,050 7,590 10,130 13,050 15,110 17,590 
       
High Case       
   Air Carrier --   1,200 3,040 4,660 5,460 6,400 
   Regional/Commuter/RJ --   3,440 5,440 6,500 7,580 8,940 
   General Aviation/Military 6,050 6,650 7,650 8,950 10,350 12,050 
Total High Case Operations 6,050 11,290 16,130 20,110 23,390 27,390 
       
City Pair Market Analysis       
   Air Carrier --   512 2,384 2,740 3,200 3,860 
   Regional/Commuter/RJ --   1,120 2,344 2,820 3,340 4,000 
   General Aviation/Military 6,050 6,650 7,650 8,950 10,350 12,050 
Total Market Analysis Operations 6,050 8,282 12,378 14,510 16,890 19,910 
       
Source:   Ricondo & Associates, Inc., Kent Myers, and American Airlines.  
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc, October 2000. 
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Appendix K - Revegetation Requirements 

Airport Expansion Project Mitigation/Gravel Pit Revegetation 

The following revegetation plan may be implemented on designated sites as mitigation for the airport 
expansion project. Successful implementation of this plan will help to replace wildlife habitat lost to 
the airport expansion, as well as prevent soil erosion in the gravel pit, aid in the re-establishment of 
the main components of a sagebrush/bitterbrush scrub community, and prevent the establishment of 
new populations, or spread of existing populations of any non-native weed species.   
 
The following seed mix will be applied to all areas designated as mitigation sites for the airport 
expansion project:  
 
Big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata)    .5 PLS lb/ac 
Desert peach (Prunus andersonii)    5 PLS lbs/ac 
Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides)   3 PLS lbs/ac 
Western needlegrass (Achnatherum occidentalis)  2 PLS lbs/ac 
Squirreltail (Elymus elymoides)    3 PLS lbs/ac 
Sliver lupine (Lupinus argenteus)     1 PLS lbs/ac 
Blazing star (Mentzelia laevicaulis)    1 PLS lb/ac 
Chicalote, prickly poppy (Argemone munita)   1 PLS lb/ac 
      TOTAL: 16.5 PLS lbs/ac 
PLS = Pure Live Seed 
 
In addition, antelope bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata var. tridentata) seedlings will be planted on 2 
meter centers. 
 
The project area is in the Mono Section/Crowley Flowlands Subsection of the Ecological Subregions 
of California (Miles and Goudey 1997). If it is not possible to collect/obtain seed from the immediate 
vicinity of the project, due to poor seed availability, seed from anywhere within the Mono Section 
will be acceptable; however, efforts will be made to obtain seed from within the Crowley Flowlands 
Subsection. Seed collection will be restricted to areas no more than 500 feet higher or lower in 
elevation than the project site.  
 
Bitterbrush seedlings will be planted in the fall (approximately late September), late enough to avoid 
summer heat, but early enough to allow seedlings to become established prior to soil freezing. 
Protection from browsing will be provided for the seedlings, using vexar tubing or similar methods. 
Mulch will be applied around the base of the seedlings as further protection. Supplemental water will 
be provided as needed for seedling survival, depending on site conditions and local weather 
variations. I would anticipate watering seedlings once or twice/week, depending on temperatures, 
until freezing conditions and/or significant precipitation events occur. 
 
Seeding of other species will be conducted in the late fall, preferably just prior to the onset of winter 
snows, in order to minimize seed predation losses.  A harrow or other acceptable method  would be 
used to cover seed once it has been spread, followed by application of an approved mulch, e.g. 
certified weed free rice straw, or native mulch.  No soil amendments will be added. 
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In addition, non-native species not already present on the site prior to the project will be removed 
manually.  The significance of other weed species that may occur will be evaluated upon receipt of 
the revegetation monitoring reports, and control measures required if deemed necessary, based on 
density and potential effects on the revegetation goals.  All non-native weed species, including 
cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) as well as those species mentioned above, will account for no more 
than 5% total of the relative cover at the end of the 5 year evaluation period.   
 
Success standards for this project are as follows:   
 
- At least 3 shrubs and 8 perennial grasses and/or forbs per 4 square meters will be established 
on the site.   
- Perennial grasses will account for at least 10% of the relative cover.   
- Antelope bitterbrush survival will be at least 75%.   
- All non-native weed species will account for no more than 5% total of the relative cover at 
the end of the 5 year evaluation period (see above). 
 
The revegetation project will be monitored for compliance with the success standards defined above, 
and a report provided to the Forest Service 1, 3, and 5 years following completion of the project.  
Failure to meet the success standards will require additional planting and/or weed control, as 
appropriate. 
 
References: 
 
Miles, Scott R. and C.B. Goudey, compilers, with major contributions by E.B. Alexander and J.O. 
Sawyer.  1997.  Ecological Subregions of California; Section and Subsection Descriptions.  R5-EM-
TP-005.  USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region, San Francisco, CA.  Prepared in 
cooperation with:  USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service and USDI, Bureau of Land 
Management.  218 pp. 
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Appendix M – Air Services Agreement 























 

 

 

       COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT   

             P. O. Box 1609  Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
            (760) 934-8989 Ext. 225  Fax (760) 934-8608 

 
 
 
 

Date:  February 21, 2002 

To: Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies and Commenting Agencies 
From:  William Taylor 

Town of Mammoth Lakes 
 

Subject: State Clearinghouse No. [2000034005] - Responses to Comments on the 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport Expansion Project Draft Supplement to Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report 
 

The Town of Mammoth Lakes encloses Responses to Comments on the Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport Expansion Project Draft Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report, pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21092.5.  On Wednesday, February 27th, 
2002 the Planning Commission will consider its recommendations  on this project at its 
regularly scheduled meeting.  Subsequently, on March 6th, 2002 the Town Council will 
consider certifying this supplemental environmental impact report and approving the 
modifications to the project proposed since the previous environmental document was 
certified. 

 
Enclosure 

cc: State Clearinghouse 
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Appendix N – Written Comments and Response to Comments  

N.1 Introduction 
In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines the Draft Supplement 
to the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (the "Supplement") was circulated for public and 
agency review.  CEQA requires a minimum of a 45-day review period.  The review period of the 
Supplement was from October 9th through November 26th, 2001, a total of 48 days.  The 
Supplement was sent to the State Clearing House (SCH # 2000034005) for distribution to public 
agencies.  The distribution list of the Supplement is provided in Appendix B of the Supplement.  The 
Supplement was also made available at the Town of Mammoth Lakes offices for individuals.   
 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes (the "Town"), as the CEQA Lead Agency, received 32 comment 
letters from public agencies, organizations, and individuals.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 
15088, the Town has evaluated the comments and has prepared written responses to each pertinent 
comment related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Supplement or to the 
environmental issues related to the proposed project.  This section provides responses to comments 
received on the Supplement.  

N.2  Responses to Comments 

N.2.1  Purpose of Responses to Comments  
The public comment and response element of the EIR process serves an important and essential role.  
It allows the lead agency to assess the impacts of the project based on the analysis of other 
responsible, concerned or adjacent agencies and the public, and provides the opportunity to amplify 
and better explain the analysis that the lead agency has undertaken to determine the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed project.  To that extent, these responses to comments are 
intended to provide complete and thorough explanations to commenting agencies, organizations, and 
individuals, and to improve the overall understanding of the project and its potential effects for the 
decision making body. 

N.2.2 Organization of Responses to Comments 
Table N-1 provides a list of agencies, organizations and individuals who submitted comments on the 
Supplement.  Each comment submitted in writing is included along with a written response.  Each 
comment letter is identified with an abbreviated reference in the upper right corner of the first page 
of the letter.  The individual comments have been given reference numbers, which appear in the left 
margin next to the bracketed comment.  For example, Letter A will have comment and response 
numbers A-1, A-2, A-3, etc. 
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Table N-1 
List of Commentors and Identifier Codes 

Commentor Identifier 
Code 

State Agencies   
   
Carolyn Yee, Caltrans Department of Transportation, District 9, Bishop, California  A 
Janill L. Richards, Attorney General’s Office   B 
Douglas E. Feay, California Regional Water Quality Board, Lahontan Region  C 
Sandy Hesnard, Caltrans Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics  D 
Darrell M. Wong, Department of Fish and Game, Inland Deserts-Eastern Sierra Region  E 
Daniel R. Dawson, Director  
University of California, Santa Barbara, Sierra Nevada Aquatic Research Laboratory 

  
H 

   
Local Agencies, Businesses, and Interest Groups   
   
Tammy Teachout, Mammoth Properties, Mammoth Lakes, California  F 
Tony Fryer, The Real Estate Book of the Eastern Sierra  G 
Cooley Godward LLP and Earthjustice on behalf of the Sierra Club, the California 
Wilderness Coalition, the National Resources Defense Council, California Trout, Inc., 
and the National Parks Conservation Association.  

 I 

Eric Callow and Bruce G. Whitmore, Pasadena Casting Club 
 

 J 

   
Individuals   
   
Phil Hamilton, Mammoth Lakes, California  K 
William J. Robens, Santa Fe, New Mexico  L 
Andy Selters, Bishop, California  M 
Rob Perlman, Mammoth Lakes, California  N 
Rick Jali, Mammoth Lakes, California  O 
Allan D. Sapp, Garnerville, Nevada  P 
Karen McGillis  Q 
Fred Howley, Mammoth Lakes, California  R 
Don & Pam Rake, June Lake, California  S 
Philip R. Jobe, Topanga, California  T 
Dr. Peter Anderson, Jamul, California  U 
Mary Walker, Mammoth Lakes, California  V 
James Laing  W 
Rick Bramble  X 
Stephen Kalish, Swall Meadows, California  Y 
Wilma Wheeler, Mammoth Lakes, California  Z 
John and Nancy Walter, Mammoth Lakes, California  AA 
Pat Eckart, Mammoth Lakes, California  BB 
Bruce Hopper, Mammoth Lakes, California  CC 
Steve Miesel  DD 
Daniel Bacon, Bishop, California  EE 
Jim Lerner, California  FF 
   
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Definitions. 
These Responses to Comments use a number of terms that are defined or explained as follows: 
 

a. 1978 EIR: 1978 Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for a Mammoth Lakes Area 
Airport Site Selection and Master Plan.  

b.  1986 EIR/EA: The Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Assessment prepared 
and certified by Mono County and the Inyo National Forest respectively in 1986 for the 
Mammoth June Lake Airport Land Use Plan.  (As explained in the Supplement, the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes bought the Airport from Mono County in 1992.) 

c. 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA: Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (to 1986 EIR/EA) and 
updated Environmental Assessment prepared and certified by the Town of Mammoth Lakes 
to address and analyze changes in the project from that proposed and analyzed in the 1986 
EIR/EA. 

d.  Supplement: Draft Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report analyzing 
changes in the project from that proposed and analyzed in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA. 

e. Enplanement: An enplanement represents one passenger boarding an aircraft.  For more 
details refer to Response to Comment I-1.  

Introduction to Responses to Comments.  
 
During the public comment period on the Supplement, the Town of Mammoth Lakes received 32 
comment letters containing a number of individual comments.  A summary of the comments and 
responses is provided in the following paragraphs with detailed responses to each comment following 
the summary.   
 
The comments generally fell into the following seven categories. 
 

• Growth inducing and cumulative impacts are understated in the Supplement. 

• The alternative of developing the Bishop Airport was improperly dismissed. 

• Water quality impacts and ground water impacts are understated and need more analysis. 

• Sage grouse and mule deer will be significantly impacted, both directly by the proposed 
project and cumulatively with the other projects in the region. 

• The project will adversely affect rare, threatened, or endangered species.   

• Enplanement assumptions are unsupported or understate the potential use of the Airport. 

• The assumption that 70 percent of the Airport patrons will use transit is unsupported. 

 
As demonstrated throughout these responses, the Town disagrees with each of these contentions.  In 
the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA, the proposed Airport project consisted of lengthening the existing 
7,000 foot long, 100 foot wide runway by 2,000 feet to 9,000 feet along with the construction of the 
associated taxiway, ramp and terminal improvements.  In the Supplement, the proposed project 
includes lengthening the runway 1,200 feet (instead of 2,000 feet), increasing the width of Runway 
9-27 to 150 feet (instead of maintaining the runway at 100 feet), and minor changes to the taxiway 
improvements as approved under 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.  (See Page i of the Supplement for a 
complete description of the changes in the proposed project.)   
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Projections for Airport usage (both aircraft operations and passenger enplanement numbers) were 
revised from the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA and were prepared for the Benefit Cost Analysis of the 
project, which was approved by the FAA.  [Benefit Cost Analysis, Mammoth Lakes Airport 
Expansion Project, March 2000.]  These revised projections were used for all evaluations in this 
Supplement. 

Growth Inducing Impacts of the Proposed Project 
The proposed Airport expansion is specifically designed to accommodate the demand from travelers 
and the local population that is anticipated by the Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan.  Growth in 
the region is already occurring, and is expected to continue with or without the project.  Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport has accommodated commercial service intermittently since 1973 provided by a 
variety of air carriers using aircraft as large as BAE 146 four-engine jets.  (See Page xi of the 
Supplement.)  The Airport has a limited Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 139 certificate that 
permits commercial charter service for commuter and smaller jets.  Under current operational and 
facility constraints and assuming the projected 20-year growth of general aviation to 12,000 annual 
operations, the Airport could accommodate approximately 35,000 charter aircraft operations of 
commuter or smaller jets and nearly 500,000 commercial enplanements annually.  The planned 
facility improvements are needed to meet the operational and safety requirements of major national 
carriers for scheduled airline service using narrow-body aircraft, up to and including Boeing 757 
aircraft and commuter aircraft with the intention of providing service to national markets.  
 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes does not have additional developable land that might encourage 
additional growth.  The Supplement's conclusion that there would be little or no growth in the 
vicinity of the Airport that is attributable to the project "because various governmental bodies own 
most of the land" outside of the Town's jurisdic tion is supported by the evidence as shown on Exhibit 
II-2 of the Supplement.  It is reasonable for the Town to assume that these agencies will not permit 
private development on that land in the foreseeable future.  Also, much of the public land in the area 
is subject to various federal land and resource management plans that are required by federal law to 
protect open space and natural resources, and which the Town of Mammoth cannot modify.  Thus, 
the Supplement's reliance on existing planning and zoning documents to support its conclusion is 
well justified. 
 
The Town is hopeful that air service will generate additional skier days, particularly the type of 
winter resort traveler who more typically flies to a resort, and then stays for a longer period, typically 
including an increase in mid-week skier days.  This would allow the Town to accommodate 
additional skier days, but would not induce growth because the construction of additional facilities is 
not required to serve the additional skier days. 
 
Although the Town does hope and has planned for additional skier days, experience with other 
airports demonstrates that there is not a causal link between commercial air service and growth in 
skier days.  (See Supplement at Table H-8).  The proposed Airport project would provide air 
transportation infrastructure to serve the existing and projected residents and visitors.  To that extent, 
the proposed project would accommodate the projected regional growth, but would not induce that 
growth nor would it induce additional growth. 
 
Previous environmental analyses of the proposed project determined that the project is not growth 
inducing.  Additional analyses were done in the Supplement to address the assumption in the 
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comment that growth could be accelerated by the project, hence qualifying as growth inducing.  The 
results, which are explained in more detail in Responses to Comments B-7 and B-12, show that 
future additional growth is limited by the extremely high degree of public ownership of land in the 
region (96 percent of Mono County is publicly owned), as well as the limited bed base and 
recreational opportunities in the area.  Because of the limited availability of non-public land in the 
region and the adopted policies of federal and local land management agencies that limit growth, no 
significant adverse growth inducing impact would result from the proposed project.   

Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed Project 
The project has no significant impacts individually and because of its physical isolation from the 
other proposed and existing developments, the likelihood of significant cumulative impacts is 
minimal.  Existing and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity of the Airport were 
selected for the cumulative impact analysis in the Supplement.  However, in response to comments, 
additional projects were considered relative to air quality, wildlife, and traffic.  As explained below, 
no significant adverse cumulative impacts would be expected to result from the proposed Airport 
project combined with other development projects.  If other projects in the vicinity have significant 
impacts individually, those impacts are on environmental categories not affected by the proposed 
Airport development.    

Elimination of Development of Bishop Airport Alternative 
The decision to develop the Mammoth Yosemite Airport as a regional general purpose airport was 
made by Mono County in 1978.  Upgrading the Airport began in 1983 with the lengthening of the 
then 5,000-foot runway to 7,000 feet.  The current proposal is based on the same objectives in terms 
of passenger numbers as the Mono County plan.  Improved aircraft technology, safety requirements, 
and updated analyses have resulted in the proposed modifications to the development plan to more 
efficiently accommodate the projected enplanements.  The location and use of the Airport are 
incorporated into the Mammoth Lakes General Plan, the Mono County General Plan, the Mono 
County Regional Transportation Plan, the Mammoth June Lake Airport Land Use Plan, and the Inyo 
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.  
 
Once a regional plan has been adopted, CEQA does not require that it be revisited every time a new 
phase of development is proposed.  (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 
1990.)  Neither does CEQA require analysis of an off-site alternative unless significant adverse 
environmental impacts exist (CEQA Guideline 15126.6(f)). 
 
Under the rule of reason, alternatives evaluated in the Supplement must be feasible.  The Bishop 
Airport alternative is not feasible as that facility is owned and operated by another governmental 
entity.  The Town has neither the power to acquire the Bishop Airport nor the authority to compel 
Inyo County to expand or operate the Bishop Airport in a manner consistent with the objectives of 
the project.  The Bishop Airport is also not the environmentally superior alternative. A primary 
reason for this is that it could result in substantial additional car traffic on U.S. Highway 395 between 
Bishop and Town of Mammoth Lakes.  

Water Quality/Quantity Impacts 
The data presented in the Supplement and the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA accurately depicts the water 
supply and water quality impacts.  Further analysis that was completed and documented in the 
response to the comments reaffirms the earlier determinations and shows that impacts are expected to 
be negligible.  Please see Responses to Comments C-1 through C-15. 
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Impacts on Sage Grouse/Mule Deer 
The analysis presented in the Supplement show that no significant adverse impacts to sage grouse or 
mule deer would result from the project.  (See Supplement at Section 3.3.)  Neither the sage grouse 
nor the mule deer is listed as rare, threatened or endangered species by a State or federal agency.  
Both are identified as sensitive or indicator species and are appropriately evaluated as such in the 
Supplement.   
 
The Round Valley mule deer herd is characterized in the comments as experiencing rapidly declining 
numbers and being impacted by the proposed project.  The herd did suffer a rapid decline in 
population from a peak of around 6,000 animals in 1990 to a low of around 1,500 animals in the mid 
1990s.  Since that time the herd numbers have increased to about 2,500 animals.  Optimal numbers 
for the herd have not been established, but as shown by the recovery in population, the population is 
healthy despite continued hunting.  (See Inyo National Forest Wildlife News, Attachment A to 
Response to Comments.) 
 
The Airport does not significantly affect the Round Valley mule deer herd as the major migration 
area for the herd is entirely to the south of the Airport and does not cross the Airport property.  Other 
deer migrate to the north and west of the Airport, but, again, do not migrate through the project area.  
Some deer, probably from the Casa Diablo herd, do forage in the vicinity of the Airport.  As 
explained in detail in Section 3.3 of the Supplement, the lead agency believes that there is no 
evidence of any significant impacts to mule deer due to the proposed project.  
 
According to the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), researchers have postulated that 
the sage grouse in Mono County are “genetically distinct” from other populations.  To date, no 
formal determination has been made, and this proposition has no legal weight under CEQA.  
However, even considering this evidence, the improvements to the Airport would have no significant 
adverse impacts on sage grouse, either overall or as a distinct and isolated population.  Sage grouse 
exist in the project vicinity, as they do throughout much of the Long Valley and southern Mono 
County, although there are no major lek sites (mating grounds) within two miles of the Airport. 
 
The proposed project does not include a change in the existing flight paths and aircraft will not fly 
any closer to sage grouse with the completion of the project than they do presently.  As explained in 
detail in Response to Comment B-9, none of the proposed aircraft expected to use Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport after the implementation of the proposed project would produce more noise at the 
closest leks than aircraft that currently operate at the Airport.  Experience at Jackson Hole Airport, 
which has comparable sage grouse use adjacent to the facility and comparable aircraft, shows that 
there would be no significant impacts on sage grouse associated with the proposed project.  
 
As shown in Attachment A to Response to Comments, the California Department of Fish and Game 
website indicates that the Mono County sage grouse populations are among the most stable in the 
State.  

Impacts on Endangered and Threatened Species 
A Biological Assessment was prepared in conjunction with the FAA review of the project. (Please 
see Appendix I of the Supplement.)  In response to that assessment, the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service issued a Biological Opinion.  The Biological Opinion found no likely adverse effect 
to rare, threatened or endangered species, which included Owens tui chub, Nevada bighorn sheep, 
and bald eagles.  (Please see Appendix J of the Supplement.) 
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Despite this, concerns continued to be raised regarding the tui chub, a federally listed endangered 
fish, bighorn sheep, and bald eagles.  As shown in the Biological Assessment and this response to 
comments, the proposed project is unlikely to have any measurable impacts on the tui chub or their 
habitat.  Runoff from the runway percolates into the ground before reaching the tui chub habitat due 
to the porosity of the soil, and ground water flows from the Airport are to the northeast, not towards 
the habitat, which is northwest of the Airport.  (Please see Section 3.6 of the Supplement.)  Total 
water extraction for the project is minimal and, based upon well tests, will not have a discernable 
impact at the springs that feed the tui chub habitat.    
 
As determined in the Biological Opinion, based on data obtained from the FAA on collisions 
between aircrafts and eagles in United States, it was concluded that these collisions are such a low 
probability event, that they do not constitute a threat to the species.  (See Supplement at Section 3.3.) 
 
The Biological Opinion also found no impacts to Nevada bighorn sheep. 

Enplanement Numbers 
As stated on Page I-6 of the Supplement, an enplanement is one passenger boarding an aircraft.  
Passengers are assumed to make a round-trip through an airport, therefore this definition of 
enplanements accurately reflects passengers and their impacts because an enplanement captures each 
“visit” to an airport by a passenger – coming and going.  This is consistent with prior documents and 
is used in all project evaluations. 
 
The forecast used in the Supplement was prepared for the Benefit Cost Analysis of the project and 
was approved by the FAA.  [Benefit Cost Analysis, Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion Project, 
March 2000.]  

Transit Use Assumptions 
The Supplement assumes that 70 percent of the visitors arriving at Mammoth Yosemite Airport 
would use the transit from the Airport to lodging facilities throughout the Town.  This projected 
usage, while an estimate, is based upon comparisons with other resort airports and is supported by 
their experience. (Please see Page III-64 of the Supplement.) 

Conclusion 
In summary, the proposed project does not cause significant adverse environmental impacts directly, 
indirectly, or cumulatively.  The lead agency believes that this conclusion is supported by substantial 
evidence in the record and is not contradicted by any substantial evidence contained in the response 
to comments on the Supplement or elsewhere.  
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PUBLIC AGENCY COMMENTS 

A. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

Response to Comment A-1  
 
Prior comments of this commentor are addressed in the Supplement, or earlier environmental 
documents. The Town will continue to coordinate and consult with the Federal Aviation 
Administration (“FAA”), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”), Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics, Caltrans District 9, and the California Department of Fish and Game (“DFG”) as 
necessary and appropriate.  In particular, the Town will work with Caltrans to ensure that all traffic 
safety and quality standards are met on U.S. Highway 395.  Caltrans’ other recommendations are 
addressed throughout these responses to comments as appropriate. 

Response to Comment A-2 
 
Contrary to the comment’s assertion that the analysis in the Supplement is limited to the project site, 
as described in the sections on traffic, air quality, water quality, and biological resources, the analysis 
in the Supplement covers areas outside of the designated project location, including U.S. Highway 
395.  Please also see Response to Comment B-11.  
 
Nonetheless, the Town has prepared the following information to further clarify the cumulative 
impacts section of the Supplement.  The following projects are of a size and scope that could 
potentially affect mule deer, sage grouse, or the tui chub.  However, some of these projects are either 
not located in habitat for these species or are not in migration routes; therefore, any potential 
cumulative impacts are minimal.  For those projects that are located in mule deer migration routes, 
project specific mitigation has been required to reduce impacts to less than significant levels.   

Pacifica Residential Development 
The Pacifica Residential Development (Project) is located in Inyo County.  The final environmental 
document is anticipated to be distributed by March, 2002.  
 
The maximum disturbance scenario for the Project would involve 280 acres.  The Rovana portion of 
the Project is an older development that covers 40 acres and is included in the 280 acres.  The 
Rovana development consists of small, older structures surrounded by landscaping. Some of the 
structures would be refurbished while others would need to be rebuilt or replaced.  The Project is 
located in the deer migration corridor for the Round Valley Herd. No information on traffic trip 
generation is available. 
 
The Pacifica project includes mitigation for mule deer because the EIR for that project identified 
potentially significant impacts.  No such potentially significant impacts are present in the Airport 
project, therefore no mitigation is required there. 
 
The environmental review of Pacifica Residential Development project does not identify any 
significant impacts on tui chub and sage grouse, nor does it affect any special status species habitat.  
Therefore, after the implementation of the mitigation for mule deer migration corridors explained 
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above, it is unlikely that thePacifica project would, when combined with the Airport project, 
contribute to any potential cumulative impacts on biological resources.   

Sherwin Ski Area 
The Sherwin Ski Area Project covers approximately 3,100 acres, although only a small portion of 
that area would be disturbed.  Five alternatives were formulated with the maximum amount of 
disturbance at 106 acres.  The alternative selected by Inyo National Forest requires the disturbance of 
75 acres.  Relative to the other alternatives, the fewest acres within the Mammoth Rock and the 
Solitude Canyon mule deer migration corridors, and the mule deer holding area would be lost due to 
facility placement. 
 
The cumulative impacts section of the Sherwin Ski Area environmental assessment mentioned the 
geothermal power plant expansion, the Gateway Industrial Park and wastewater treatment facility 
expansions, development in Mammoth Meadow, and proposed golf courses.  The increased use of 
the area would likely cause abandonment of upper Mammoth Meadow as a fawning site for resident 
deer.  Increased growth from any of these developments would have growth-inducing influences 
upon the Town of Mammoth Lakes, which would increase human intrusion into the holding area.  
The Airport improvements proposed since the prior environmental review, however, do not have 
significant impacts on the mule deer, and the distance between the two projects and their location in 
different deer habitats demonstrates that there cannot be cumulative impacts on deer or deer habitat.  
Moreover, while the Airport may serve travelers with destinations at the Sherwin Bowl area, it is the 
Sherwin Bowl project, not the Airport that is drawing those travelers.  Thus, with respect to both deer 
impacts and growth inducing impacts, the proposed Airport improvements will not combine with the 
Sherwin Bowl project to create potentially significant cumulative impacts. 
 
The effects of traffic from the Sherwin Bowl project were analyzed in the Transportation and 
Circulation Element of Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan.  That broad analysis did not identify 
any traffic impacts from the Sherwin Bowl project that could combine with traffic from the Airport 
improvements to create potentially significant cumulative impacts.  This is also demonstrated by the 
distance between the two projects, the small amount of traffic generated by the Airport 
improvements, and the fact that air service could actually reduce traffic  on U.S. Highway 395. 
 
The environmental assessment of Sherwin Ski Area project does not identify any significant impacts 
on tui chub and sage grouse, nor does it affect any special status species habitat.  Therefore, it is 
unlikely that the Sherwin Bowl project would, when combined with the Airport project, contribute to 
any potential cumulative impacts on biological resources.   

Inaja Land Company (Arcularius Ranch) 
Based on information received from Mono County (Arcularius Ranch EIR 1993) the entire 
Arcularius Ranch Project covers 1,080 acres.  However, only 53 acres of habitat would be disturbed.  
The Arcularius project is located in the migration corridor of the Casa Diablo deer herd. 
  
The environmental review of the Arcularius Ranch (Inaja Land Company) project does not identify 
any significant impacts on tui chub and sage grouse, nor does it identify any special status species 
habitat that would be affected by that project.  Therefore after the implementation of mitigation for 
potential impacts to the Casa Diablo deer herd migration corridors, it is unlikely that the Arcularius 
project, when combined with the Airport project, which also has no significant impacts in these 
areas, would contribute to any potential cumulative impacts on biological resources.   
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Lakeridge Ranch  
Disturbance from the Lakeridge Ranch development would cover approximately 86 acres.  Deer that 
inhabit that project area are from the Round Valley herd.  Although mule deer utilize the area, no 
deer migration routes were identified in the Lakeridge project area or the immediately surrounding 
vicinity.  No special status species were identified either from the field work completed on the 
project nor from the California Natural Diversity Data Base; however, the area does provide potential 
habitat for sage grouse, Golden eagle, and Prairie falcon.  A number of mitigation measures were 
incorporated into that project for potential biological impacts. 
 
Radio-telemetry studies indicated that 75 percent of the Round Valley deer herd migrated through the 
area.  However, the Wildlife Assessment Study (Taylor 1994) indicated no migration routes through 
the property. 
 
The environmental review of the Lakeridge Ranch project does not identify any significant impacts 
on tui chub nor does it identify any effects on special status species habitat.  Therefore after the 
implementation of mitigation measures for Round Valley deer herd migration corridors and sage 
grouse, it is unlikely that the Lakeridge project, when combined with the Airport project, , which also 
does not have significant impacts on these resources, would contribute to any potential cumulative 
impacts on biological resources.   

Rimrock Ranch  
Mono County did not have information on the Rimrock Ranch Development, but a brief description 
was found on the internet at OPR CEQA County Query.  The Rimrock project would cover 180 
acres, of which approximately 70 acres would be two-acre residential lots.  The remaining acreage 
would be used as a wildlife corridor.  
 
Since Rimrock Ranch is located between Lakeridge Ranch and the Pacifica Residential 
Development, neither of which will combine with the proposed Airport improvements to create 
potentially significant cumulative impacts, it is unlikely that Rimrock Ranch, when combined with 
the Airport project, would contribute to any potential cumulative impacts. 

Response to Comment A-3 
 
The changes in the project will not have significant incremental effects on the mule deer, either 
individually or in conjunction with other development projects proposed in the area.  Please see 
Section 3.3.2.2 of the Supplement for detailed analysis of potential impacts on mule deer due to 
increased light, noise, Airport and vehicle traffic, human disturbance, fencing and habitat loss. 
Regarding impacts of the new fence on deer migration patterns, the major migration routes are to the 
east, west, and south of the Airport property, as shown in Exhibits N-1, N-2, and N-3.  The proposed 
runway and fence do not block these routes.  Deer may occasionally cross the highway in the vicinity 
of the Airport, but these crossings are expected to be few in number.  Further, the Supplement 
discusses the potential impacts of the new fence on deer migration patterns and concludes that the 
fence would not significantly impact such migration patterns because the deer could safely move 
parallel to the fence, and no additional deer crossing locations along U.S. Highway 395 will be 
caused by the installation of the proposed fence.  Because this is not a significant impact, mitigation 
is not required.  Nonetheless, the Town will continue to coordinate and consult with the appropriate 
federal, State and local agencies.  Also see mitigation measures voluntarily proposed by the Town to 
reduce potential impacts to the mule deer on Page III-57 and III-58 of the Supplement. 
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Response to Comment A-4 
 
Please see Response to Comment A-2 

Response to Comment A-5 
 
There is approximately 426 feet between the Runway 9-27 centerline and the edge of U.S. Highway 
395.  As explained in Section 3.4.2 of the Supplement, this is greater than Caltrans requirements for a 
runway/highway separation as set in Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM).  Runway 9-27 is 
parallel to U.S. Highway 395 and the application of take-off thrust (thrust used during aircraft take-
off) would be in a direction parallel to the traffic therefore all aircrafts while landing and taking off 
would have no direct impacts on vehicular traffic on U.S. Highway 395.   
 
Some taxiways are perpendicular to the highway, and would be used by aircrafts to access the 
runway.  The only time jet engine blast might be directed towards the highway is when aircrafts 
would use the taxiway to exit the runway and approach the terminal after landing.  The jet blast 
would not be directed towards vehicular traffic when the aircrafts are accessing the runway through 
these taxiways to take off, as the aircraft tail would be in opposite direction.   
 
Standard jet engine blast contours provided by Boeing Corporation for narrow body jet aircraft such 
as the Boeing 757 and 737 confirm that the exhaust particles would not reach the highway which is at 
a distance greater than 500 feet from the taxiway.  The aircrafts would be at idle power when exiting 
the runway after landing and the jet blast contours at idle power extend from 30 feet (100 mph jet 
blast contour) to 160 feet (35 mph jet blast contour) behind the aircraft.  Hence these aircraft would 
not have any significant impacts on vehicular traffic (either motorized or non-motorized) on U.S. 
Highway 395 due to jet engine thrusts. [Boeing Commercial Airplane Group, 757-200 & 737-
100/200 Airplane Characteristics for Airport Planning, October 1994.]   

Response to Comment A-6 
 
The number of daily enplanements (an enplanement represents one passenger boarding an aircraft) in 
the year 2022 is estimated to be 1,380.  This figure was obtained first by estimating traveler demand.  
Then a future schedule for possible air carrier operations was developed and used to analyze the 
traffic impacts of the proposed project.  This number of enplanements is included in Appendix L of 
the Supplement.  The exact number of daily enplanements would be dependent on airline scheduling 
practices.  This figure is consistent throughout the Supplement and all supporting documents. 

Response to Comment A-7 
 
Construction and design of the security fence will be done in consultation with Caltrans and in 
compliance with Caltrans requirements if located within the state right-of-way or used to replace the 
existing right-of-way fence and emergency access gate.  While it is an operational concern for 
Caltrans, the maintenance of an existing emergency access gate does not constitute a new 
environmental effect requiring analysis under CEQA. 
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Response to Comment A-8 
 
Numerous potential mitigation measures were considered (i.e. channelization devices, turn pockets, 
extended turn lanes, and interchanges).  From these, “feasible mitigation measures” that could 
minimize significant adverse impacts were selected as explained in Section 3.4 of the Supplement. 
(See CEQA Guidelines 15126.4 and 15126.6.)  The mitigation monitoring and reporting program 
will also be used to identify the responsible parties/agencies and timing for implementation of 
mitigation measures.  
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B. California Attorney General 

Response to Comment B-1. 
 
The Supplement uses a forecast of 333,800 enplanements and 23,650 aircraft departures annually.  
This forecast was prepared for the Benefit Cost Analysis of the project and was approved by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  [Benefit Cost Analysis, Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion 
Project, March 2000.]  These projections are for the renewal of commercial air service to Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport, which would be allowed by the Airport improvements included in the proposed 
project.  These improvements would allow the Airport to safely accommodate narrow body air 
carrier jet aircrafts.  These revised projections were used for all evaluations in this Supplement. 
 
The “high case” scenario of 450,000 enplanements and 27,390 aircraft departures annually was not 
deemed appropriate for Mammoth Yosemite Airport because, under that scenario, the Airport would 
experience a winter enplanement to skier ratio that is higher than all case study airports.   
 
Winter enplanements are estimated to account for approximately 60 percent of the Airport’s annual 
enplanements.  During the initial year of operation, it is assumed that the Airport would only provide 
commercial service during the winter season.  As a result, winter enplanements are projected to 
represent 100 percent of the Airport’s enplanements in 2003, with the winter share of annual 
enplanements decreasing thereafter to approximately 60 percent of total airport enplanements by 
2022.  
 
The commentor incorrectly asserts that the expansion will likely transform the surrounding area 
because of its proximity to natural attractions including, Yosemite National Park, Kings Canyon 
National Park, June Lake, the Mono Lake, Devils Postpile National Monument, and the John Muir 
and Ansel Adams wilderness areas.  The commentor further asserts incorrectly that the expansion 
may impact sensitive, threatened and endangered species, including the “genetically distinct and 
isolated Mono County/Lyons County population of sage grouse,” the “rapidly declining Round 
Valley mule deer herd,” and the distinct populations of Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep (sic).   
 
The assertion that the expansion will “likely transform the surrounding area” is not supported by the 
existing land management plans (Inyo National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, Bishop 
Resource Area Resource Management Plan, Wilderness Management Plan (WMP) for the Ansel 
Adams, John Muir, and Dinkey Lakes Wildernesses).   
 
While close in air miles, Kings Canyon National Park is not readily accessible by car from the east 
side of the Sierra Nevada.  Driving time from Mammoth Lakes to Kings Canyon is approximately 
seven hours, much farther than from other major California airports. 
 
Neither the sage grouse nor the mule deer are listed as threatened or endangered contrary to the 
inference in the comment.  Further, the Round Valley mule deer herd is not rapidly declining.  The 
Inyo National Forest Wildlife Management News clearly describes the population dynamics of this 
herd.  While the herd did experience a decline in the early nineties, the population was at record 
numbers and was probably not supportable by the range.  Since the decline, the herd numbers have 
grown back by about 60 percent from the low.  (See Attachment A to Response to Comments.)  As 
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described in the Supplement and herein, the project would not have a significant impact on these 
species, either by itself or cumulative with other existing and proposed development.  
 
To date, no formal determination has been made to confirm that sage grouse in Mono County are 
“genetically distinct” from other populations.  The improvements to the Airport would have no 
significant adverse impacts on sage grouse, either overall or as a distinct and isolated population.  
Sage grouse exist in the project vicinity, as they do throughout much of the Long Valley and 
southern Mono County, although there are no major lek sites (mating grounds) within two miles of 
the Airport.  As shown in Attachment A, the California Department of Fish and Game indicates that 
the Mono County sage grouse populations are among the most stable in the state.  
 
As stated in the Biological Opinion issued by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, management of the 
Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep habitat is within the jurisdiction of the Inyo National Forest. (See 
Appendix J of the Supplement.)  The Wild Life Management Plan (WMP) addresses bighorn sheep 
and sets quotas for wilderness use.  As stated in the Biological Opinion, changes to the wilderness 
management direction would require consultation.  There is nothing in the Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport improvements project that necessitates or promotes a change to wilderness management 
policies.   

Response to Comment B-2 
 
The form of the Supplement is influenced by the NEPA documents for the project only in one 
respect.  The Environmental Assessment (“EA”) and Finding of No Significant Impact (“FONSI”) 
prepared by the FAA for the project provide substantial data and analysis about the project and its 
potential impacts.  The Supplement uses that data where appropriate.  (See CEQA Guideline 15150, 
which permits an EIR to incorporate other public documents by reference.)  In addition to the 
Supplement’s use of data and analysis from the EA and FONSI, the relationship between the 
Supplement and the NEPA documents is essentially that the Supplement will be used for State of 
California and local approvals and the EA and FONSI will be used for federal approvals.  Also, the 
EA and FONSI are part of the administrative record supporting the analysis in the Supplement.  The 
Town and responsible agencies thus may rely on the data and conclusions set forth in the EA and 
FONSI as well as in the Supplement itself. 

Response to Comment B-3 
 
As explained in more detail throughout these responses, the Supplement properly and conservatively 
analyzes and discloses the potential environmental impacts of the changes in the proposed project 
since the 1997 Subsequent EIR, including any potentially significant impacts.  See the discussion in 
the Supplement entitled “Public Review and Environmental Review Process,” beginning on Page ix 
of the Supplement, for additional detail on the uses of the Supplement and its relationship to other 
environmental documents for the project.  The Supplement was provided to all Responsible and 
Trustee agencies, as well as the State Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2000 034005), to further ensure that 
all proper agencies were notified of its availability. 

Response to Comment B-4 
 
The commentor challenges the Town’s decision to prepare a Supplemental EIR, and asserts that the 
Town should prepare a Subsequent EIR instead.  This comment is addressed in the Supplement at 
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Pages iv through xii.  Subsequent and Supplemental EIRs are for most purposes (including public 
review and related requirements), treated as the same type of document.  Like a Subsequent EIR, a 
Supplemental EIR updates the prior EIR to assure compliance with CEQA by analyzing all potential 
impacts from changes in the project proposed since certification of the prior environmental 
document(s). A supplemental EIR must be circulated for public comment and must include responses 
to comments received on the draft document. (CEQA Guidelines 15163(c),(d).)  Further, as with a 
subsequent EIR, after a supplemental EIR is prepared, the Final EIR relied upon by the decision-
maker includes the current document and all prior environmental documents. (CEQA Guideline 
15163(e).)  Thus, in either case, the record before the decision-maker and the public with respect to 
environmental impacts is the same. 
 
The commentor also incorrectly asserts that a subsequent EIR is the default document under CEQA.  
There is no support in the case law, statute or guidelines for such a contention.  (See Remy, Thomas, 
et. al., 1999 Guide to the California Environmental Quality Act at 538; Kostka & Zischke, Practice 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act at § 19.5.)  The CEQA Guidelines state that a 
Subsequent EIR is a stand-alone document wherein the entire EIR is revised, whereas a 
Supplemental EIR adds the information that is necessary in light of the project changes.  (CEQA 
Guideline 15163(b).)  Where, as here, the entire EIR has not been revised, a Supplemental EIR is the 
appropriate document.  Given the minor scope of the changes and the relatively limited number of 
issues to be analyzed, it would be a waste of resources and contrary to CEQA’s public policies to 
prepare a complete stand alone supplement.  (See Pub. Res. Code § 21002(e) (focus of environmental 
review should be on significant effects); § 21003(f).)  Also, preparing a Supplemental, rather than 
Subsequent, EIR is consistent with CEQA’s direction to reduce the volume of environmental 
documents where possible.  (See CEQA Guidelines 15141, 15150, 15152 and 15153.)  CEQA 
Guideline 15162 also states that CEQA does not require a new “comprehensive EIR” for all projects, 
particularly revised projects, in order to alleviate unnecessary review. 
 
In general, in keeping with the concept that the Supplement only considers changes in the project 
since the previously certified 1997 Subsequent EIR, and that the 1978, 1986, and 1997 EIRs have 
been certified and the statutory periods for challenging the adequacy of those documents has passed, 
comments should be limited to such changes in the project as set forth in the Supplement.  The 
current project is very similar to the original 1978 and 1997 proposals to accommodate commercial 
airline service including jet service, at Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  The runway would be extended 
by 1,200 feet rather than 2,000 feet as previously proposed.  The runway would also be widened 
from 100 to 150 feet, but that would occur primarily within the already graded area of the Airport.  
For these reasons, the Town properly determined that the required revisions to the EIR were minor 
and thus that a supplement is appropriate.  Preparation of a Supplemental EIR allows the 
environmental analysis to focus on the environmental issues at hand that have not been previously 
analyzed.  Conversely, recirculation of the previous EIRs with the Supplement would be contrary to 
CEQA’s mandate, as well as the commentor’s suggested goal of streamlining the environmental 
analysis to benefit the public. 
 
The commentor further contends that unless the runway is widened, the Airport will not be able to 
accept commercial jet service.  The acceptance of commercial jet service is not a change in the 
project.  In fact, that has been part of the project since the 1978 EIR.  (See 1978 EIR at Table A.)  
Indeed, the Mammoth Yosemite Airport as currently configured has previously accepted commercial 
jet service (See Supplement at Page xi.)  The most recent service was provided by United Airlines in 
the mid-1980s, and was halted due to passenger complaints about flights being too full. (Id.)  The 
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currently proposed expansion is driven by modern safety and aircraft requirements.  In any case, the 
proposal includes widening the runway as analyzed in the Supplement. 
 
In order to alleviate potential confusion, the following summary of the project’s procedural history is 
provided. 
 

• In 1978, Mono County, then the owner of the Airport (then called the Mammoth-June Lakes 
Airport), proposed to expand the Airport to accommodate commercial airline service, 
including jet service, by expanding the commercial air carrier terminal building to 20,000 
square feet, adding approximately 290 vehicular parking spaces, constructing a new access 
road (connecting to Benton Crossing Road), and extending the existing 7,000-foot runway to 
9,000 feet. 

• In 1986, Mono County adopted the Mammoth-June Lakes Airport Land Use Plan.  In 
addition to the expansion proposed in 1978, this plan included a hotel and restaurant 
complex, an 18-hole golf course, and recreational vehicle park.  This plan also included a 
5,000-foot cross-wind runway.  At that time, the Airport served general aviation and 
commercial flights, and there were approximately 1.5 million annual visitors to the 
Mammoth Mountain Ski Area.  The County prepared and certified an EIR for that project and 
the Inyo National Forest prepared and signed an Environmental Assessment/Decision Notice 
to comply with the requirements of NEPA.  Subsequently, the Town of Mammoth Lakes 
acquired and annexed the Airport property. 

• In 1997, again seeking to accommodate commercial jet service, the Town proposed instead to 
extend the existing 7,000-foot runway to 9,000 feet and to extend the existing taxiway and 
add appropriate cross taxiways, to expand the commercial air carrier terminal building to 
25,000 square feet, to construct a larger hotel/condominium building, and to add 
approximately 640 parking spaces and approximately 100 spaces for luxury recreational 
vehicle parking on approximately 10 acres.  The golf course and cross-wind runway portions 
of the prior proposal were eliminated.  Although larger in some respects, the 1997 proposal 
eliminated over eight million square feet of potential new land disturbance that would have 
occurred under the 1978/1986 proposal.  In part for this reason, the Town determined at that 
time that a Subsequent EIR best met CEQA’s requirements.  (See CEQA Guideline 15162.)   
The Town prepared a Subsequent EIR and Updated Environmental Assessment.  The Town 
certified the Subsequent EIR in July of 1997. 

• In 2000, the Town proposed a further modification to the proposed project in 1978/1986 and 
modified in 1997.  The 2000 proposal included extending the existing 7,000-foot runway by 
1,200 feet, widening the runway from 100 to 150 feet, and expanding taxiways from 50 to 75 
feet to meet current airline requirements.  This work would take place primarily within the 
already-disturbed Airport property.  The other elements of the project remained essentially 
the same as the 1997 proposal. 

• In response to the Town’s 2000 proposal, the FAA decided to prepare a separate NEPA 
document.  In December 2000, the FAA published a Final Environmental Assessment and 
published a Finding of No Significant Impact based on the December 2000 EA. The FAA has 
not yet adopted a Decision on the 2000 FONSI. 

• Given the modest changes in the project since the 1997 proposal, the Town concluded that 
the resultant changes in potential environmental impacts would likely be minimal.  
Accordingly, pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15163, the Town prepared the 2001 Draft 
Supplement to the 1997 Subsequent EIR (published October 5, 2001), comments on which 
are the subject of these responses. 
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Response to Comment B-5 
 
Where a project is subject to NEPA and CEQA, CEQA Guideline 15221 permits a lead agency to 
rely on an Environmental Impact Statement or Finding of No Significant Impact, rather than 
preparing a separate EIR or negative declaration under certain circumstances.  Where both 
documents will be prepared, CEQA Guideline 15222 states that the lead agency “should try” to 
prepare a combined document.  There is, however, no requirement that a joint document be prepared.  
Further, the conclusions of the environmental documents prepared here — in the NEPA context the 
Environmental Assessment and FONSI and in the CEQA context this Supplement — are consistent 
with one another, and the Supplement relies on the data and conclusions set forth in the EA and 
FONSI where appropriate.  It would unnecessarily delay the project to hold the CEQA process until 
the FAA adopts a Decision. 

Response to Comment B-6 
 
The Town’s conclusion that the project will provide a transportation alternative for skiers and tourists 
wishing to visit the Mammoth area does not, and is not intended to, minimize potential impacts of the 
project.  Instead, that conclusion is consistent with and supported by the experiences of other similar 
resort areas described below and in the Supplement.  (See Section 3.4 of the Supplement.) The 
Supplement fulfills CEQA’s mandate to inform governmental agencies and the public of potential 
environmental impacts of the changes in the project since the prior EIR was certified. 
 
Providing a transportation alternative is one goal of the project, and that goal was formulated on 
substantial evidence that it could be achieved.  Specifically, 90 percent of visitors to the Yampa 
Valley Regional Airport, which serves the Steamboat Springs ski area in northwestern Colorado, use 
shuttle buses to the ski area.  [Personal communication with Jim Parkes, Airport Manager. August 
2001.] 60 to 65 percent of visitors to the Gunnison County Airport, which serves the Crested Butte 
and Monarch ski areas in Colorado, use shuttle buses to the ski area.  [Personal communication with 
Gunnison Airport Manager.  August 2001.]  Shuttle service between the Airport and the Town and 
the Airport and the ski resort is a mitigation measure in the 1986 EIR/EA, which carries through to 
the current document.  These comparisons support the reasonable conclusion set forth in the 
Supplement that approximately 70 percent of Airport users would use public buses or private shuttles 
rather than private automobiles.  (See Section 3.4 of the Supplement.)  Further, because the project is 
proposed to accommodate existing tourists and recapture lost visitor numbers, the total number of 
visitors to the area is not expected to increase substantially over the mid 1980s.  Instead, visitors who 
would have driven from Los Angeles or Reno (possibly after flying to those cities from elsewhere), 
for example, will now be able to fly directly to Mammoth Lakes.  That eliminates the direct 
automobile trips from these arrivals.  It also means that those who arrive directly by aircraft do not, 
by default, have an automobile during their stay in Mammoth Lakes, thereby further reducing 
automobile trips in and around the Town.  

Response to Comment B-7 
 
The Town is hopeful that air service will generate additional skier days, particularly the type of 
winter resort traveler who more typically flies to a resort, and then stays for a longer period, typically 
including an increase in mid-week skier days.  This would allow the Town to accommodate 
additional skier days, but would not induce growth because the construction of additional facilities is 
not required to serve the additional skier days. 
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Although the Town does hope and has planned for additional skier days, experience with other 
airports demonstrates that there is not a causal link between commercial air service and growth in 
skier days (See Supplement at Table H-8).  The Airport will accommodate the increase in skier days 
that is anticipated to occur due to improvements to the ski area and new and better accommodations 
within the Town.  The projection of skier days reflects these facts.  As shown in Appendix H of the 
Supplement, it is anticipated that skier days will increase to the level achieved in 1980s and the 
Airport will support such anticipated growth.  
 
It is a standard practice within the aviation industry to prepare “unconstrained” forecasts in which 
they do not consider the potential impacts that other outside influences or constraints might have on 
the Airport’s enplanement potential.  In this way, the Airport facilities needed to support the 
Airport’s unconstrained demand can be clearly identified and their potential impacts measured.  The 
forecasts for the Airport were also prepared using this approach.   
 
These projections used in the Supplement were developed based on a comparative study analysis of 
five comparable airports as prescribed in FAA Airport Benefit-Cost Analysis (BCA) Guidance, dated 
December 15, 1999.  In order to compare each market’s characteristics, the following factors were 
examined. 
 

1.  Number of annual ski visitors (represented as skier days) 
2.  Number of ski lifts, trails and skiable acreage 
3.  Number of area beds/pillows 
4.  Number of annual national park visitors 
5.  Driving distances from competing commercial service airports 
6.  Historical enplanement levels 

 
All these factors were used to develop a forecast for projected growth at Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport.  Another factor that was considered is the total visitor capacity of Mammoth Lakes area.  As 
explained in Section V of the Supplement, new development in the Town of Mammoth Lakes and its 
vicinity is limited due to lack of developable land, which in turn restricts additional bed base. 
 
Similar to the visitor characteristics occurring at each of the other case study airports, it is assumed 
that a majority of the enplanements at Mammoth Yosemite Airport will be derived from the winter 
skiing activities.  This is primarily due to the change in tourism demographics, from more affluent 
individual visitors in the winter to more discretionary family-oriented visitors in the summer.  In 
addition, more visitors choose to make their trips via automobile in the summer months.  As 
exhibited by each of the case study airports, anywhere from between 50 percent and 100 percent of 
each airport’s annual enplanements occur during the winter season.  Excluding Yampa Valley 
Regional and Vail/Eagle County airport, which serve predominantly winter skiers, the percentage of 
winter enplanements ranges from 50 percent to 65 percent of total annual enplanements.  Based on 
this comparison, Mammoth Yosemite Airport is forecast to have 60 percent of the Airport’s annual 
enplanements occurring in the winter season.  These winter enplanements are directly related to the 
ski season at Mammoth Mountain and indirectly related to the bed base availability in the area.  As a 
result of this relationship, a relationship of enplanements to skier days was used to project future 
winter enplanements at the Airport based on enplanement per skier day levels experienced at the case 
study airports.  
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Summer season enplanements are also indirectly related to the bed base availability but as evident 
from other comparable airports, is usually a constant percentage of the winter enplanements.  These 
airports had similar summer national park and winter skiing numbers.  There is no other information 
available on which to base summer enplanements; therefore, basing total enplanement projections on 
estimated skier days is a reasonable methodology for estimating year-round enplanements.  (See 
Supplement at Appendix H for more detailed analysis and calculation of enplanement and Airport 
usage projections).   

Response to Comment B-8 
 
The Town will start a water quality monitoring program before the construction of the proposed 
project begins to establish a baseline.  This baseline would be established before the start of air 
carrier service at Mammoth Yosemite Airport and would be used to detect any impacts on water 
quality and water supply in the region.  

Response to Comment B-9 
 
With respect to the analysis of potential noise impacts, the Supplement describes the existing 
environmental setting by reference to 1999 Airport operations.  The noise impacts were analyzed to 
calculate the effects of the new aviation demand forecast developed for the proposed project, which 
allows for the re-initiation of commercial air carrier service at the Airport with improvement to 
Airport facilities.   
 
The “relative quiet” in the area referred to in the comment is the converse of the existing noise in the 
area.  On a 24-hour basis, U.S. Highway 395, located adjacent to the Airport, contributes substantial 
noise to the area in the vicinity.  U.S. Highway 395 runs along the Airport boundary and generates 
substantial noise as shown in the Exhibits N-4, N-5, N-6, and N-7.  As discussed in Section 3.7.2, 
the proposed project would only slightly increase the area exposed to noise of CNEL 65 and higher.  
This area remains within the airfield boundary of the Airport on either Airport property or vacant 
land controlled by the Town through lease or use permits.  There are no noise sensitive land uses and 
no people living within the area exposed to CNEL 65 and higher.  The CNEL 60 and higher noise 
exposure area remains largely on Airport property, vacant land, or the U.S. Highway 395 right-of-
way.  There would be no change in the number of people affected by the slight increase in the 60 and 
65 CNEL aircraft noise contours.  There would be a small increase in the sound that can be heard by 
residents in the general vicinity of the Airport.  There are no permanent residences within the area 
exposed to CNEL 60 and higher reflecting the full build out of the project in 2022.  The wildlife 
around the Airport is already exposed to existing traffic noise generated by U.S. Highway 395 and 
aircraft operations at the Airport.  Also, no significant night-time aircraft operations are expected to 
occur at Mammoth Yosemite Airport. 
 
Aircraft noise exposure has been quantified using the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), 
as required by the California Airport Noise Regulation [CCR Title 21, Subchapter 6].  Noise 
exposure criterion levels of CNEL 60, 65, 70, and 75 were selected, as required by the California 
Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics.  Because of the relatively small size of the 
CNEL 70 and 75 noise exposure areas, which do not extend beyond the airfield, only the CNEL 60 
and 65 are presented on the noise exposure maps and were considered as threshold values for noise 
impacts.  The methodology to analyze aircraft noise in the Supplement can be studied in detail in 
FAA Order 1050.1D which is consistent with State of California standards.  
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The Supplement uses a noise threshold of CNEL 60 for its determination of significance because 
noise below that level is compatible with residential uses.  The commentor also states that use of an 
absolute value is improper.  In fact, the use of an absolute value is not improper when that value is 
correlated to an actual impact as is the case here. CNEL 60 is the measurement, while compatibility 
with residential uses is the “threshold.”  
 
Air carrier aircraft operations are anticipated to comprise a small percentage of the overall aircraft 
operations at the Airport.  The air carrier aircraft operated by the major airlines that typically operate 
in similar high altitude airports include some of the quieter aircraft in the U.S. fleet.  These aircraft 
include the B-757, newer B-737, and Bae-146 aircraft.  Commuter aircraft and regional jets are also 
anticipated to enter the fleet mix at Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  Business jets and turboprop 
aircraft, such as the Gulfstream II, Lear 35, and other aircraft, can and are currently operating at 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport and are as loud or louder than the proposed air carrier passenger 
aircraft. 
 
As discussed in Section 3.3.2.2 of the Supplement, noise analysis was also done to compare single -
event noise analysis for sage grouse lek site 2.  This analysis showed that the B-757 aircraft would 
produce less single event noise than aircraft in the existing fleet and flight patterns at the Airport.   
 
In addition to the noise exposure maps in the Supplement, a grid point analysis was conducted to 
evaluate potential changes in noise exposure at specific points in the vicinity of the Airport as 
described on Page III-87 of the Supplement.  These areas, as shown on Exhibit III-21 of the 
Supplement, include the Hot Creek State Fish Hatchery, the Hot Creek Ranch, the planned 
hotel/condominium complex on Airport property and SNARL.  Table III-15 in the Supplement 
summarizes the CNEL values calculated by the Integrated Noise Model (INM) for the proposed 
project at these locations.  None of these facilities are located within the existing or future CNEL 65 
noise exposure area for the proposed project.  Although each grid point would show some increase in 
noise exposure levels with the proposed project, the noise exposure levels remain low both in general 
and in the context of the existing land use at that grid point.  It is anticipated that these areas would 
also not experience direct overflights of air carrier jet aircraft because the planned operating 
procedure is for air carrier jet aircraft to arrive on a straight-in arrival procedure from the east and 
depart using an initial turn to the south, away from these development areas for departures to the 
west. 

Response to Comment B-10 
 
The Supplement’s conclusions in this regard are based on the project’s net additions of various 
pollutants to the existing air quality context, as well as in comparison to the existing pollutant loads 
in the region.  (See Supplement at III-21, III-25, III-28.)  That the project will reduce pollutants by 
reducing car trips and vehicle miles traveled is an important part of this analysis and conclusion. 
 
Please also see Responses to Comments I-40 and FF-2. 
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Response to Comment B-11 
 
The comment does not accurately reflect the cumulative impacts analysis included in the 
Supplement.  In addition to the two projects selected for cumulative impacts analysis in all areas, the 
Supplement analyzes a broader range of potential cumulative impacts for potential traffic, biological, 
and air quality impacts and, as for other impact areas, concludes that there will be no significant 
cumulative impacts from the changed project. (See Supplement at III-60-III-61; ES-3-ES-7.)  
Nonetheless, the Town has prepared additional, clarifying cumulative impact analysis. Please see 
Response to Comment A-2. 
 
The original selection of projects for the cumulative impact analysis in the Supplement was based on 
the principle set forth in CEQA Guideline 15130 that an EIR should discuss the potential cumulative 
impacts of other projects that, when combined with the subject project, could result in a cumulatively 
considerable incremental effect.  In the supplemental EIR context, this principle focuses on the 
potential impacts from changes in the project since the previous certified EIR, when those changes 
are considered in conjunction with other past, present, and future projects.  (See CEQA Guideline 
15130(a)(1).)  CEQA Guideline 15130(b)(1) lists factors to include when considering whether to 
include a potentially related project in a cumulative impacts analysis.  That list includes the location 
of the project relative to the location of related projects and the type(s) of possible related project(s) 
and the resources potentially impacted.  With respect to location, of the projects considered for 
possible inclusion in the Supplement’s cumulative impacts analysis, the Town determined that only 
the two projects selected shared the common potential environmental impacts with changes in the 
Airport project analyzed in the Supplement that could lead to potentially significant adverse 
environmental impacts.  The other seven projects are located many miles from the Airport and the 
Town concluded that they would have no significant cumulative impacts on any of the environmental 
categories being analyzed for changes to the proposed project in the Supplement. For example, 
Sherwin Bowl Ski Area is located six miles west of the Mammoth Yosemite Airport, this project is 
currently on hiatus and has an uncertain future.  The 1997 Record of Decision for the project 
determined that the project would result in an unavoidable loss of habitat for mule deer, but 
concluded that the impacts were reduced to an acceptable level by mitigation measures including: 
restriction on construction timing, vegetative screening, restrictions on fencing, official habitat 
improvements, and monitoring.  Thus, given the distance between that project and the Airport, and 
these conclusions, the Town determined that it was not necessary under CEQA Guideline 15130 to 
include the Sherwin Bowl project in the cumulative impact analysis for the Airport. 

Response to Comment B-12 
 
 The reader should again refer to the scope of the Supplement, which is limited to the potential 
impacts from the proposed changes in the project since the previously certified 1997 Subsequent 
EIR/EA and the 1986 EIR/EA.  (See Supplement at Page i.)  The current proposal would allow for 
scheduled jet service similar to the proposal analyzed in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.  Because 
there has been no substantive change in the nature of the proposal since 1997, there can be no 
additional potential growth inducing impacts over those analyzed, and found to be less-than-
significant, in the prior EIRs.  (See Supplement at Section 5.3.) 
 
In the 1980s, when Mammoth Mountain Ski Area experienced over 1.5 million annual skier days, 
Mammoth was accessible primarily by car, although there were some commercial flights available at 
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that time.  These skier day levels have since declined to under 900,000, even during periods when 
commercial flights were available.  U.S. Highway 395 has not reached its full capacity and access to 
Mammoth Lakes is not a limiting factor to growth.  Therefore, enhancing alternate access 
opportunities to the region does not eliminate an obstacle to growth.  The proposed Airport 
improvements upgrade an existing commercial aviation facility and support an alternative method of 
getting to the Mammoth Lakes area, but the Airport project does not create access that was not 
previously there.  The proposed Airport improvements and enplanement levels are also consistent 
with the skier levels identified in the General Plan.  [Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan, 1987.]   
 
Previous environmental analyses of the proposed project determined that the project is not growth 
inducing.  Comments on the Supplement were received indicating concern that Airport development 
would accelerate the rate of development and, therefore, is growth inducing.  Even if that were the 
case, an analysis based upon this assumption, still finds that no significant adverse environmental 
effects result.  This is supported by the Supplement and as described below.   
 
As set forth in Section 5.3 of the Supplement, the re-introduction of air carrier jet service to 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport1 will not of itself cause or induce tourism or residential growth in the 
Mammoth Lakes area.  The potential increases in tourism and residential growth in the area are 
anticipated in the General Plan and are separate from the Airport improvements, and do not rely on 
them.  These increases are anticipated to occur regardless of the Airport project.  (See Supplement at 
Section 5.3.)  In fact, they are already occurring. (Id.)  Also, improvements to the Airport are needed 
regardless of this additional development, to serve the existing population, which is currently a three- 
to six-hour drive from many services and amenities.  Thus, there is no causal relationship between 
the proposed project and the anticipated growth.  That disconnect demonstrates that the project, and 
even more clearly that the proposed changes in the project since the prior EIR was certified, are not 
"growth inducing." 
 
The Mammoth Lakes vicinity is severely limited in its potential to grow and, consequently, neither 
the Town of Mammoth Lakes nor the federal land management agency management plans for any 
notable additional growth in the vicinity of the Airport.  Most of the non-federal land within the town 
limits of Mammoth Lakes has been developed and the Town has adopted an urban limits policy that 
controls development outside of that designated in the General Plan.  Outside of the Town, Mono 
County is 96 percent government controlled land with the majority of private land being more than a 
50-mile drive from the Airport.  Without substantial changes in federal policy related to development 
of public lands, there is no opportunity for significant induced growth.  Thus, it is external factors, 
rather than access constraints, that will keep the Mammoth Lakes area from growing noticeably 
beyond the previous levels of visitation, regardless of the Airport improvements. 
 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines sets forth specific  criteria for determining whether a project 
will have potentially significant impacts.  The criterion relevant to growth-inducing impacts further 
demonstrates that the Town's conclusion here is appropriate under CEQA.  That criterion states that a 
project may have a significant growth-inducing impact if it "[i]nduce[s] substantial population 
growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly 

                                                 
1 The project represents a “re-introduction” of air carrier service to the Airport because commercial air carriers 
operated at the Airport until 1995.  In fact, United Express operated a service to Fresno in 1993 and 1994 that was 
discontinued due to passenger dissatisfaction because the flights were frequently overbooked.  That demonstrates 
that there is already pent-up demand for air carrier service to Mammoth, which also shows that the project is not 
growth-inducing, but instead accommodates existing demand. 
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(for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)."  (CEQA Guidelines at Appendix 
G, § XII(a).)  The proposed project does not directly induce substantial population growth because it 
only includes a few new residences and a small commercial component.  These new residences and 
commercial components were analyzed in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA and are not changed as part 
of this Supplement.  The Airport improvements also do not indirectly induce growth because they do 
not extend infrastructure in a way that allows something that could not, or did not, already exist to be 
created. Commercial air service existed previously with the current Airport. The proposed 
improvements are only necessary to accommodate the airlines' safety requirements and to provide an 
alternative to existing means of accessing the Mammoth Lakes area - the automobile. 
 
In sum, the proposed Airport improvements are specifically designed to serve the anticipated demand 
from existing recreational and residential development with capacity to accommodate development 
under the General Plan should it occur.  The Airport project is consistent with the General Plan, and 
any additional development near the Airport is severely constrained by the lack of available, 
privately owned land.  The proposed Airport improvements assist in reducing future automobile 
travel, thereby providing an environmental benefit.  For all these reasons, the project, and particularly 
the changes in the project since the previously certified 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA, will not have 
significant growth inducing impacts. 
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C. California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Lahontan Region 

Response to Comment C-1 
 
The commentor incorrectly asserts that the quality and quantity of data used in the evaluation of the 
Hydrology, Water Supply, and Water Quality was insufficient to adequately evaluate the potential 
impacts resulting from the proposed project. 
 
The Supplement used data from various sources to analyze the hydrology, water supply, and water 
quality impacts of the proposed project.  These data have been explained in more detail at the request 
of Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (commentor), in addition, at the request of the 
commentor well tests were conducted in January 2002.  The results of these tests are included as  
Attachment B to these Response to Comments.  [Analysis of 96-hour Aquifer Test Data, Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport, Mono County, California , Report dated February 8, 2002, by Richard C. Slade & 
Associates.]  These additional tests reaffirm the Supplement’s analysis that there are no significant 
impacts on hydrology, water supply, or water quality due to the construction of improvements at 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport proposed since the prior 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA was completed.   
 
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G), Section 3.6 of the Supplement discusses the 
following items to analyze the potential impacts of the proposed project.   

Surface Topography and Underground Water 
As discussed in the Supplement, there are three surface drainage systems in the vicinity of the 
Airport.  (See Supplement at Exhibit III-16.)  Exhibit N-8 shows the general topography in and 
around Mammoth Yosemite Airport, and shows that the surface runoff  flows in an easterly direction.   
The area west of the Airport is within the western portion of the Mammoth Creek/Hot Creek 
watershed of the Mammoth Basin drainage system.  The area south of the Airport is within the 
Convict Creek watershed.  The drainage divide between the Mammoth Basin and Convict Creek 
watersheds passes through the westerly portion of the Airport.  The third drainage divide lies east of 
Doe Ridge and flows into Crowley Lake.  
 
The existence of the watershed divide between Mammoth Basin and Convict Creek Basin does not 
mean that a ground water basin divide also exists in the same place.  (See Responses to Comments in 
1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.)  The groundwater gradient in this area is different than the surface water 
gradient.  The groundwater gradient flows across the watershed divide in a southwest to northeast 
direction, from Mammoth Creek/Hot Creek water shed to the Convict Creek Watershed.  (See 1986 
EIR/EA at, Figure 18, Area Groundwater Levels.)   
 
The Response to Comments for 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA contain exhibits showing groundwater 
gradient for the year 1987 and 1996 respectively.  These data were obtained from Howle and Farrar 
(1996) and from a report entitled, “Groundwater Conditions and Potential Reuse of Reclaimed Water 
at Mammoth Lakes” by Kenneth Schmidt and Associates (October 1996). 

Water Wells 
In 1998 and 1999 three new water wells (Nos. 98-1, 99-1, and 99-2) were drilled on the Airport 
property.  See Exhibit N-9 for location of these wells.  The results of these pumping tests, and water 
quality tests are supported by tests done in January 2002. 
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Well No. 98-1 is located west of the other two wells and Well No. 99-1 is the most easterly well.  
The grade of the surface of the blue clay gradually slopes from west to east.  Pumping tests were 
conducted on both Wells 99-1 and 99-2.  The water quality tests showed satisfactory primary 
drinking water.  There were fairly high levels of iron, aluminum and zinc, which appeared to be 
attributable to sediments found in the samples, and it was anticipated that with usage these sediments 
would decrease.  Water from these wells has been used since 1999 in the Airport system and the 
water has proven to be good quality for domestic use. 
 
In January 2002, at the request of Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) a 
pumping test was conducted on Well No. 99-1.  Well No. 99-2, the Airport well, LV-19, SNARL 
Well, Church Well, ESN Well, and SQ Well were used as observation wells and are shown on 
Exhibit N-9.  The purpose of these pump tests was to determine the transmissivity2 of the soil, the 
capacity of the well, the draw down of the water table due to pumping, and the rate of recovery after 
pumping stopped.  These tests were conducted by Triad/Holmes Associates and Richard C. Slade and 
Associates and support the results of previous studies, which indicated that there would be no 
significant impacts on hydrology, water quality and water supply in the region due to the needs of the 
proposed Airport improvements.  (See Attachment B to Response to Comments.) 
 
These studies demonstrate that there are three separate aquifers in the Airport influence area.  The 
upper aquifer extends from the ground surface to a depth of approximately 60 feet. The middle 
aquifer extends from a depth of approximately 100 feet to 136 feet.  The lower aquifer extends from 
a depth of 270 feet to 409 feet.  The upper two aquifers, in a cobble, gravel and sand soil, produce 
cold, quality water.  The lower aquifer, in a broken rock formation, produces warm water that smells 
of sulfur and is apparently of geothermal origin.  The upper two aquifers are separated by a cobble 
clay layer.  The lower two aquifers are separated by a gray blue clay layer.  Airport Wells No. 99-1 
and 99-2 draw from the middle aquifer and the operating Airport well, and wells on other properties 
surrounding the Airport appear to draw from the upper aquifer. 
 
The pumping test showed shallow draw down in the well being pumped and even less draw down in 
the adjacent Airport well used as an observation well.  The draw down occurred rapidly after 
pumping started, but full recovery occurred within a short time period after pumping stopped.  The 
transmissivity was high.   
 
These tests indicate a large water quantity in the aquifer being pumped, resulting in a minimal draw 
down and rapid recovery after the tests have ended.  The tests showed no effect on groundwater in 
the upper aquifer therefore it can be concluded that other wells in the area which are at greater 
distance from the Airport wells and appear not to be in hydraulic continuity with the Airport wells 
would not be affected even if the pumping is at higher rates and for longer duration of time (much 
greater than the 4-day aquifer test). 
 
Typical geologic cross sections were prepared by Triad/Holmes and Associates showing the 
generalized geological formation of the upper soils in this region.  These sections are included in 
Attachment C to Response to Comments. 

                                                 
2 Transmissivity (T) is a measure of the ability of an aquifer to transmit water to a pumping well, and is expressed in 
units of gallons per day per foot of aquifer width (gpd/ft). 
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Storm Water Discharge 
Because of the porous soils on and adjacent to the Airport, no surface storm water currently runs off 
the Airport property or is expected to run off the Airport property as a result of the proposed 
improvements.  The upper 60 to 70 feet of soil consists of cobbles, rock, and sand, which are 
pervious and storm water infiltrates directly into the surface stratum.  All storm water from the 
runway/taxiway complex drains off the pavement to the soil at the edge of pavement and 
immediately infiltrates the ground.  The proposed development includes widening and lengthening 
the runway and taxiway.  The only effect on storm water runoff by this widening and lengthening 
would be a displacement of the point of entry into the ground by a maximum of 100 feet.  All storm 
water that falls on the Airport and does not evaporate would percolate into the existing soil. 
 
All storm water from the commercial aircraft parking apron, the future terminal building, and the 
automobile parking lot would be collected in a storm drainage system, discharged through an 
oil/water separator, and then discharged into the ground in a leach field.  See Exhibit N-8 for location 
of leach fie ld.  Ever since Mammoth Yosemite Airport was paved and expanded in the 1960s there 
has been no evidence of any storm water runoff leaving the Airport property.  There would be no 
significant impacts due to materials on the runway being washed over the side and into the soil with 
storm water due to the relatively small increase in the quantity of these materials as the changes in 
the proposed project do not increase the total number of aircraft operations.  In fact, the total number 
of aircraft operations is less than what was forecasted in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.  
 
The runways and taxiways are crowned in the center and all runoff from the pavement drains from 
the center of the item to the pavement edge.  Observations have shown that in the rainy season the 
water infiltrates the sand and gravelly soil soon after leaving the pavement.  The lack of any erosion 
in the sand and gravelly soils beyond the pavement edges is further evidence of high percolation.  In 
the spring, while the ground is still frozen and the snow piled in the infield areas of the Airport by 
snow plowing operations melts, some water will accumulate in the areas between the runway and 
taxiway but this water quickly infiltrates the soil when the ground thaws.  Even in these conditions 
there is no storm water runoff from Airport property. 
 
All of the storm water that now falls on the paved aircraft and automobile parking areas is collected 
in a storm drain system and discharged into a leach pit.  This leach pit is approximately 10’ x 20’ x 6’ 
deep and it has never been observed to be full of water, and any water that accumulates in the leach 
pit infiltrates into the soil immediately after the storm. 
 
Surface water does not and would not, as a result of the proposed project, drain off the Airport 
property. Therefore the Hot Creek Springs, Hot Creek Fish Hatchery and the Owens tui chub habitat 
would not be affected by storm water runoff from the Airport. 

Sewage Treatment 
As specified in Section 3.6 of the Supplement, a new package treatment plant would be installed on 
the Airport and would be located as shown on Exhibit N-8.  This treatment plant would be sized to 
accommodate current and forecast use. The design and maintenance of this package treatment plant 
would be in accordance with the requirements and regulations of the RWQCB and Mono County 
Health Department.  The proper permits for the discharge of waste would be obtained from these 
agencies prior to the installation of these facilities.  No wastewater disposal system would be within 
100 feet of a stream or in areas where groundwater is believed to be less than five feet below the 
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surface of the ground.  The discharge of either treated or untreated wastewater to streams would be 
prohibited.  Wells to sample groundwater would be provided to monitor both performance of the 
subterranean wastewater disposal and to access adverse water quality impacts.  Treated discharge 
from the treatment plant would be discharged into the upper gravel layer through a leach field.   
Sludge from the sewage treatment plant would be disposed of at the Benton Crossing Land Fill.  This 
facility already accepts sludge from the Mammoth Community Water District.  A complete report of 
waste discharge for the package treatment plant would be filed with Regional Board staff at least 
120 days prior to plant construction.  

Conclusions 
All water at the Airport for irrigation and domestic use would be obtained from Well 99-1 and Well 
99-2 pumping from the middle aquifer and carried through the existing and future water system, 
including the existing storage tank.  All water used, except for the landscaping water, would be 
delivered back into the upper stratum of gravelly soil at the sewage treatment plant leach field.   
Some water used for irrigating landscaping would return to the atmosphere by evaporation or 
transpiration.  It is anticipated that in an average year, eight to nine acre-feet of water would be used 
for landscaping.  Storm water would be returned to the upper stratum of sand and gravel.  Water from 
the runway and taxiway complex would be returned to the upper stratum of sand and gravel at the 
edge of the runway/taxiway, which would be within 100 feet of the location where it falls.  Storm 
water from the apron, terminal, and parking lot would be returned to the upper sand and gravel 
stratum at the storm water leach field area. 
 
The sewage treatment plant leach field infiltration area and the apron storm water leach field 
infiltration area are both located between the active water wells and the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery and 
Hot Creek Springs and Owens tui chub habitat.  The net effect is expected to result in some 
groundwater draw down in the center aquifer at the wells and some groundwater build up in the 
upper aquifer at the leach fields.  The build up should not be extensive since the soil is so porous that 
water discharge would quickly dissipate.  This build up, however, would protect the water supply at 
the Hot Creek Springs and the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery from being depleted or the groundwater 
from lowering. 

Response to Comment C-2 
 
Please see Response to Comment C-1.  The comment raises issues that were analyzed in the prior 
EIRs.  The Supplement only analyzes the potentials impacts of the changes to the proposed project 
since the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.  There should be no effect on the surface or groundwater at the 
Hot Creek Springs, Hot Creek Fish Hatchery, or Owens tui chub habitat.  The water gradient is such 
that water infiltrating the groundwater would flow away from the Hot Creek Springs, Hot Creek Fish 
Hatchery, and Owens tui chub habitat, eliminating the risk of contamination of groundwater in these 
areas.  (See Response to Comments in 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.)  Water quality of discharge of 
storm water and treated discharge would remain good because of sewage treatment and oil-water 
separator.  
 
The well test conducted on the Airport Well No. 99-1 shows that the Airport wells draw from the 
middle aquifer while the wells and groundwater at the Hot Creek Springs, Hot Creek Fish Hatchery 
and Owens tui chub habitat areas are influenced by the upper aquifer.  (See Attachment B to these 
Response to Comments.)  Pumping from the Airport well for four days at a rate higher than predicted 
average discharge from the two Airport wells, 45 gallons per minute (gpm) showed no draw down in 
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the wells located in the upper aquifer and only minor local draw down in the middle aquifer.  After 
pumping was stopped in the well test, full recovery was rapid, indicating a high porosity aquifer and 
a large water supply. 
 
All recharge of storm drain water and treated sewage discharge would be to the upper aquifer, which 
would tend to raise the groundwater table at the Hot Creek Springs and Hot Creek Fish Hatchery 
rather than lower it.  
 
The operation of the Airport water wells and sewage and drain water treatment facilities is not 
expected to have any detrimental effect on the water supply, water quality, or discharge at the Hot 
Creek Springs, Hot Creek Fish Hatchery and Owens tui chub habitat. 

Response to Comment C-3 
 
Please see Response to Comment C-1.  The average daily demand for the Airport complex, including 
the Airport facilities and the commercial developments, is 54,760 gallons per day (gpd), which is 
roughly equivalent to 38 gpm.  The average daily demand for the Sierra Business Park located north 
and west of the Airport is 13,508 gpd (9.4 gpm)3.  The wells providing water to the Sierra Business 
Park draw from the upper aquifer as explained in Response to Comment C-1.  The wells that would 
serve the Airport draw from the middle aquifer.  The well tests conducted on the Airport wells 
showed no draw down on the wells surrounding the Airport that draw from the upper aquifer and 
only local minor draw down in the water level for the middle aquifer.  The Airport wells draw from a 
different aquifer than the other wells.  The total demand for both the fully developed Airport and 
fully developed Sierra Business Park is 47.4 gpm. 
 
The Airport test well was pumped at a rate of 45 gpm continuously for four days, which represents 
118 percent of the average daily demand for the fully developed Airport.  This pumping test showed 
high transmissivity values, small and local draw down, and very rapid recharge after pumping 
stopped, indicating a large supply of water in the aquifer and only minor draw down even after 
extended periods of time.  (See Attachment B to these Responses to Comments.)  The tests also 
indicated that pumping from the middle aquifer at the Airport had little or no effect on the water 
levels in the upper aquifer.  These tests support the previous available data and the conclusion in 
Section 3.6 of the Supplement that there is an adequate good quality water supply in the aquifer 
which would not be effected by the proposed project and there would be little or no effect on the 
water currently available for use at the Hot Creek Springs and Owens tui chub habitat. 
 
Rain falling on the runway and taxiway paved surfaces would flow across the pavement to the edge 
of the pavement and then would infiltrate into the pervious soils that form the upper aquifer.  The 
surface waters from the commercial aircraft parking area, the automobile parking area, and the 
terminal building would be collected and disposed of in a surface drainage leach field and would 
recharge the upper aquifer.  The treated sewage discharge from the package treatment plant would 
also recharge the upper aquifer.  The quality of the water discharged from the sewage treatment plant 
would be controlled by the operation of the plant itself.  The quality of the water from the storm 
drainage system would be controlled by passing the water through an oil/water separator prior to 
discharge into the leach field. Therefore, water quality will not be adversely affected by the proposed 
project. 
                                                 
3 Sierra Business Park Specific Plan and Draft EIR prepared by Baker Planning and Environmental Services dated 
July 21, 2000. 
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Due to the operations at the Airport, there would be some water pumped from the middle aquifer and 
deposited in the upper aquifer and all surface runoff would be re-deposited in the upper aquifer.  The 
net effect would be a slight humping of the water table in the upper aquifer, which would protect the 
Hot Creek Springs and Owens tui chub habitat from water table degradation. 

Response to Comment C-4 
 
Please see Responses to Comments C-1 and C-3.  As stated in Section 3.3.1.4, a wetlands analysis 
and delineation was prepared by the office of Jones and Stokes Associates, Sacramento, California 
along with a special-status species survey in a report entitled Biological Study for the Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport Expansion Project, September 2000.  (See Supplement at Appendix I.)  The results 
of these studies show that there are no waters of the United States, including wetlands, located on the 
project site for the proposed Runway 9-27 extension and the Airport development area.  The 
information presented in the Responses to Comments C-1 and C-3 and in the Biological Study 
confirm the conclusion stated in the Supplement. 

Response to Comment C-5 
 
Please see Responses to Comments C-1 and C-3.  A well test was conducted at the request of 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) on one of the Airport wells using the 
other Airport wells and surrounding wells as monitoring wells.  These tests were conducted 
continuously for a period of four days.  The methodology, location, duration, and type of testing were 
all coordinated with the Victorville Office of the RWQCB Lahontan Region, and the tests were 
conducted in strict accordance with the agreed methodology.  (See Attachment B to these Response 
to Comments.)  The results of these tests corroborate previously available data and show that the 
Airport wells draw from the middle aquifer and transmissivity values are high and the quantity of 
water available in this aquifer is very large compared to the withdrawal, as was previously 
understood to be the case. 

Response to Comment C-6 
 
Please see Responses to Comments C-1, C-3, and C-5.  There would be no effect of groundwater 
pumping and surface water diversion on wetlands at the project site because there are no wetlands on 
or near the proposed Airport improvements site.  There is no surface storm water runoff from the site.  
There is minimal surface runoff diversion on the runway/taxiway complex – for a distance of 
approximately 100 feet.  There is some diversion of runoff water from the apron and roadway section 
in that this water is collected in a storm drain system and discharged through an oil/water separator 
into a storm water leach field – approximate diversion of 2,000 feet.  All of the storm water that 
drains off from the runways and taxiways and into the storm water leaching facility infiltrates the 
pervious sand, gravel and cobble layer and does not run off the site. 
 
A series of percolation tests were conducted in 1999 for a study done for Hot Creek Aviation 
development project.  These tests were done on the infield of both east and west end of the runway at 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  These tests showed a high percolation rate at these sites ranging from 1 
to 4 minute per inch (min/inch).  
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The following is a list of critical Best Management Practices control measures incorporated as part of 
the proposed project. 
 

a. No oil changes or car maintenance would be allowed on-site. 
b.  No wastewater disposal system would be within 100 feet of a stream or in areas where 

ground water is believed to be less than five feet below the surface of the ground. 
c. The discharge of either treated or untreated wastewater to streams would be prohibited. 
d.  Wells to sample groundwater would be provided to monitor both performance of the 

subterranean wastewater disposal and to access adverse water quality impacts.  
e. Sewage effluent will be treated by a package plant that would provide secondary treatment 

with supplemental nitrate reduction. 
f. All new pavements for the commercial aircraft parking apron, automobile parking lot, and 

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment C-7 
 
Permanent drop inlets proposed for the project would be shallow and are not expected to be deeper 
than eight feet, which would place all of the inlet structures in the upper gravel layer.  The inlet 
structures would be watertight, as would the underground piping system in the apron and roadway, so 
that storm waters collected in these areas would be diverted to the oil/water separator before they are 
discharged into the leach field.  The oil/water separator would be monitored and maintained in such a 
manner as to prevent hydrocarbon build up.  The excavation for the inlet structures would be 
geologically logged if required.  As discussed in Response to Comment C-6, percolation tests 
conducted on the soils in this area showed a high percolation rate, which is consistent with the lack of 
surface runoff of storm waters at this site. 
 
Facilities would be available at the Airport for deicing aircraft.  Fifty percent (50%) diluted glycol 
would be used for this purpose.  The glycol breaks down readily and rapidly when exposed to the 
atmosphere, but to protect against any glycol contamination an area would be set aside on the apron 
for deicing aircraft.  This area would drain to a central inlet structure.  Piping from this inlet structure 
would be valved such that when deicing operations are taking place all of the glycol and drain water 
from the deicing area would be drained into a holding tank and at all other times the drain water 
would discharge directly into the oil/water separator and leach field.  The glycol collected in the 
holding tanks would be trucked off site and properly disposed of or recycled at an approved location.  
 
There would only be a few deicing operations at the Airport since most aircraft operations occur in 
Visual Flight Rule (VFR) weather, in which deicing is generally not required.  During the past 8 to 
10 years, there have only been three or four aircraft per year that required deicing.  It is not expected 
that deicing requirements would increase, and the large airline aircraft proposed to use this Airport 
would generally operate in good weather conditions and would have short turnaround times, which 
would further minimize the requirement for deicing the air carrier aircraft. 
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Response to Comment C-8 
 
As specified on Page I-9 of the Supplement, the Airport would file a Notice of Intent (NOI) and 
obtain coverage under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General 
Permit to Discharge Stormwater Associated With Construction Activities.  This notice will be filed 
with the State Water Resources Control Board Division of Water Quality, Storm Water Unit, 
Sacramento, California.  The project will be designed and constructed to include both temporary 
(during construction) and permanent measures to insure compliance with General Permit 
requirements. 

Response to Comment C-9 
 
Please see Response to Comment C-1.  There would be no storm water runoff from the Airport in the 
future and there is no storm water runoff occurring today because of the high infiltration rate of the 
surface gravelly stratum.  All water pumped from the groundwater, except that used for landscaping, 
would be recharged into the existing groundwater. 
 
There would be little risk of contributing nutrients along with petroleum products via storm water 
runoff to Crowley Lake or the Upper Owens River since there would be no storm water runoff that 
reaches these water bodies. 

Response to Comment C-10 
 
Please see Response to Comment C-1.  The pumping tests on the Airport well conducted in January 
of 2002, at the request of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region, showed that 
the water from the wells is pumped from the middle aquifer, that this pumping does not affect the 
water table in the upper aquifer from which most other wells in the area draw, and that when pumped 
at the average water demand for full build-out of the Airport and the Sierra Business Park, only a 
small local draw down of water is realized.  When pumping stops, the recovery is rapid.  These data 
show high transmissivity values, a large supply of water available, and little or no effect on the 
groundwater in surrounding regions. 

Response to Comment C-11 
 
Regional Geological Maps and Geological Cross Sections for the area have been prepared by 
Triad/Holmes & Associates and are included in Attachment C to Response to Comments.  These 
sections show the extent of the pervious layers in the region.  The results of well tests conducted in 
January 2002 indicate the upper soils are separated into two aquifers by a relatively impervious 
cobbly clay layer.  All water pumped from the Airport wells would be taken from the middle aquifer.  
Water recharge would be into the upper aquifer.  Other wells in the area draw from the upper aquifer. 

Response to Comment C-12 
 
Please see Responses to Comments C-1 and C-11. 
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Response to Comment C-13 
 
Please see Response to Comments C-1.  The new well test conducted in January 2002 corroborate 
previously available data and clearly shows adequate supply of groundwater to satisfy Airport 
demands at full build-out, as well as the demands for the Sierra Business Park, without affecting 
wells on surrounding properties or groundwater characteristics in either the upper or middle aquifers. 

Response to Comment C-14 
 
The comment asserts that the existing Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan is not 
adequate.  The comment fails to state, however, in what respects the Plan is not adequate or what it 
would need to include to become adequate.  In any case, the Town has prepared a new plan, the draft 
of which is attached as Attachment D to Response to Comments.  A Professional Engineer would 
certify this draft plan, once all the design elements of the proposed project at Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport have been finalized. 

Response to Comment C-15 
 
The lead agency believes that the information obtained from the tests conducted in January 2002 
corroborates previously available data, which formed the basis of the analysis in the Supplement.   
 
The Supplement analyzes the following items to determine whether there are potentially significant 
impacts on water from the proposed project.  
 

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

• Violates applicable water quality standards or water discharge requirements;  

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

• Substantially alters the existing drainage network; 

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

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

 
The information presented in the Supplement and in this response to comments clearly show that the 
proposed project does not have any significant environmental impacts Hydrology, Water Supply and 
Water Quality and do not meet any of the above items. Please see Section 3.6 of the Supplement for 
more details. 
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D. Caltrans Division of Aeronautics 

Response to Comment D-1 
 
A new State Airport Operating Permit would be obtained from Caltrans Division of Aeronautics 
before resumption of commercial air service at Mammoth Yosemite Airport. The Final Supplement 
will be provided to the Division of Aeronautics as will a Notice of Determination upon the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes action on the Project. The Mono County Airport Land Use Commission (“ALUC”) 
is on the mailing list for all of the CEQA documentation made available to the public.  
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E. Department of Fish and Game 

Response to Comment E-1 
 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes acknowledges that the commentor has the statutory and common law 
responsibility with regard to fish and wildlife resources and habitat.  Prior comments by the 
commentor were considered during the scoping process for the Supplement and are addressed in the 
Supplement, or earlier environmental documents. 

Response to Comment E-2 
 
With respect to legal requirements for preparing a supplemental EIR, please see Response to 
Comment B-4. 
 
The genetic distinction of the Mono/Lyons Counties sage grouse populations has not been formally 
recognized by any agency with management authority over the species and, therefore, is still 
speculative.  Petitions to list the sage grouse in Colorado and Washington state, both a thousand 
miles from the project site, are irrelevant to this analysis.  Further, the commentor's web site itself 
states that Mono County, along with Lassen County, has the most stable sage grouse population in 
California. (See http://www.dfg.ca.gov/licensing/sagegrse/sagegrouse.html.)  This discussion plainly 
does not indicate that there are problems with the sage grouse population, contrary to this comment.   
 
The Supplement fully analyzes potential impacts to the sage grouse from changes in the project since 
the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.  (See Supplement at Section 3.3.1.2 and Section 3.3.2.2.)   

Response to Comment E-3 
 
Researcher Matt Holloran, Wyoming Cooperative Research Unit, University of Wyoming, provided 
an update on the two sage grouse nests that were located directly outside the Jackson Hole Airport 
security fence (within 300 yards of the fence), in a location where aircrafts fly as low as 160 feet 
above ground.  The two nests were from one female, and the one nest that contained eggs was 
predated. 
 
According to Mr. Holloran, if nest initiation rates are declining at the Jackson Hole Airport, one 
would expect to see a gradual decline in recruitment of male sage grouse.  However, the general 
trend at the Jackson Hole Airport, as elsewhere, is a decline that cannot be attributed to one factor, 
rather the decline is likely the result of cumulative, long-term impacts including drought and habitat 
loss and conversion.  
 
Information on nest initiation rates and distances females move to nest for sage grouse at the Jackson 
Hole Airport is available in the 2001 Annual Report prepared by the Wyoming Cooperative Research 
Unit on sage grouse seasonal habitat use and survival in Jackson Hole, Wyoming.  (The information 
is presented as a progress report. The project has not been completed; therefore the information 
presented is not complete. Any speculation is the author’s and is not peer-reviewed or published.) 
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The following demographic results are present in the report: 
 

1.  37 potential nesting (radio-tagged) females  
2.  30/37 (87 percent) initiated nests  
3.  [7/8 (88 percent) in 1999; 11/13 (85 percent) in 2000; 12/16 (75 percent) in 2001] 
4.  15/32 (47 percent) successfully hatched 
5.  [4/7 (57 percent) in 1999; 5/11 (45 percent) in 2000; 6/14 (43 percent) in 2001] 
6.  8/15 (53 percent) successful through early brood-rearing (chicks lost < 14 days post hatch) 
7.  3/4 (75 percent) in 1999; 1/5 (20 percent) in 2000; 4/6 (67 percent) in 2001] 
8.  6/8 (75 percent) successful through late brood-rearing (fledged > 1 chick on August 15) 
9.  3/3 (100 percent) in 1999; 0/1 (0 percent) in 2000; 3 /4 (75 percent) in 2001] 
10.  15 chicks fledged (15/37 = 0.41 chicks per potential hen; 2.5 chicks per brood) 

 
At Jackson Hole Airport, the majority of females nested within six kilometers of the Airport lek site.  
Approximately ten to fifteen percent of hens move a much greater distance than six kilometers before 
nesting.  In sum, it does not appear that the Jackson Hole Airport adversely impacts nest initiation 
rates and distances females move to nest.  Being a comparable airport it is unlikely that the proposed 
project at Mammoth Yosmeite Airport would affect sage grouse by causing a disturbance that would 
lead to a reduction in the local population.  (See Supplement at Section 3.3.2.)  Therefore, no 
significant impact to sage grouse or their habitat is expected to occur as a result of the introduction of 
commercial aircraft service at Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  
 
Dr. Gibson has been contacted. The reference to the statement of Dr. Gibson regarding the 
relationship of the proximity of aircraft to sage grouse flushing has been removed from the 
Supplement at Page III-40. The removal of this information does not change the conclusion of the 
analysis. 

Response to Comment E-4 
 
Please see Response to Comment A-2 regarding cumulative impacts.  

Response to Comment E-5 
 
Please see Response to Comment A-2.  

Response to Comment E-6 
 
Please see Response to Comment A-2.  

Response to Comment E-7 
 
The majority of deer migration occurs on the west side of U.S. Highway 395, away from the Airport. 
The proposed project would result in the elimination of 9.5 acres of mule deer habitat.  This is not a 
significant impact.  The proposed mitigation measure addresses this habitat loss.  (See Supplement at 
Section 3.3.3.2.)  Compensation for this habitat loss is provided at a ratio of one acre for every one 
acre of degraded deer habitat.  This habitat loss is insignificant when the overall acreage of publicly 
owned lands available for use by the deer during their migration is considered.  It should be noted 
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that mule deer are not a threatened or endangered species.  Thus this is not considered a significant 
impact and any mitigation measure undertaken by Town of Mammoth Lakes is voluntary. 

Response to Comment E-8 
 
The text of mitigation measure (1) under “Mule Deer” at Section 3.3.3.2 has been modified with 
inclusion of the following language at the end of the measure;  
 

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

Response to Comment E-9 
 
The text of mitigation measure (2) under “Mule Deer” at Section 3.3.3.2 states that the mitigation at 
the gravel pit should proceed in a manner such that any bank swallow nest sites are not disturbed, and 
the habitat is not modified in such a way as to cause future nest failure. 
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F. Tammy Teachout, Mammoth Properties, Mammoth Lakes, California 

Response to Comment F-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the project and the adequacy of the EIR. The Town 
acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record for the project. 
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G. Tony Fryer, The Real Estate Book of the Eastern Sierra  

Response to Comment G-1 

 
The commentor expresses support for the project and the adequacy of the EIR. The Town 
acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record for the project. 
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H. University of California, Santa Barbara, Sierra Nevada Aquatic Research Lab 
(SNARL) 

Response to Comment H-1 
 
As described in Section 3.7.1 of the Supplement, there is an engine runup area located at the eastern 
end of Runway 9-27.  For reduction in existing noise levels, a new mid-field runup area will be 
constructed in conjunction with the Airport improvements.  This runup area will replace the current 
runup area and would reduce the noise reflection off of Doe Ridge towards the Sierra Nevada 
Aquatic Research Laboratory (SNARL) facility.  This is a mitigation measure for existing aircraft 
operations at the Airport.  Additionally, Mammoth Yosemite Airport already has a policy that 
restricts low level flights over both the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery and SNARL facility.  This policy 
will be applied to commercial flights as well. 
 
The commentor should also note that, just as this Supplement only analyzes potential impacts from 
changes in the project since the prior environmental review, it only proposes mitigation measures for 
those impacts.  The mitigation measures previously identified for impacts determined in the prior 
review, and imposed as part of the prior approvals, generally remain applicable and will be imposed 
for this revised project as well.  Therefore, even though a particular mitigation measure may not be 
identified in the Supplement, it may well be part of the project. 

Response to Comment H-2 
 
The development of a Water Quality Assurance Plan and a Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasures Plan is included in the Supplement as Mitigation Measures.  (See Supplement at 
Section 3.7.3.)  As discussed in Section 3.7 and Responses to Comments C-1 through C-15 where 
further evaluation was conducted, the proposed project would have no significant environmental 
impacts on hydrology, water supply, or water quality during either the construction or operation of 
the proposed project after meeting all the design requirements.  This is because it would not create or 
contribute runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm-water drainage systems 
or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  There would be no violation of 
applicable water quality standards or water discharge requirements and it would not substantially 
deplete groundwater resources or interfere with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of a local groundwater table level.  The project will not 
impede or redirect flood flows or place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area.  
 
The proposed project would comply with all federal, State and local laws pertaining to storm water 
runoff and drainage systems.  
 
Industrial waste from the hangars is not within the scope of this CEQA document as the hangars are 
not part of the changes to the proposed project being analyzed in the Supplement.  Nonetheless, the 
Town and Hot Creek Aviation have agreed to connect the hangars to the wastewater treatment plant 
to better assure the protection of water quality. 
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Response to Comment H-3 
 
The existing, non-conforming lighting on the Airport ramp area will be replaced at the time of the 
terminal apron improvements.  

Response to Comment H-4 
The Town has agreed to replacement of the "Green Church."  Replacement of the Green Church is 
identified under Section 3.8.4 of the Supplement and in the mitigation measure summary on page E-
6.  The mitigation description under Section 3.8.4 should have been under Section 3.8.3, Mitigation 
Measures.  The Town will fund the replacement of all utilities to the new building and it is 
anticipated that the building will be constructed in advance of initiation of air carrier aircraft 
operations at the Airport.  
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PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

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

Response to Comment I-1 
 
The commentor incorrectly suggests that the proposed project seeks to transform a local Airport.  
This comment ignores the critical facts that air carrier service at the Airport has already been 
approved and evaluated under CEQA, that such air carrier service with jet aircraft has already been 
provided at the Airport in the past, and that this Supplemental EIR is evaluating changes to the 
previously approved expansion plan.  .  These jet aircraft that would provide the proposed 
commercial service would be only a part of the total number of aircraft operations at the Airport 
(5,000 out of a total of 23,450 in the year 2022).  This translates into less than fifteen operations per 
day for the future year 2022.   
 
The use of enplanements (an enplanement represents one passenger boarding an aircraft) as a unit for 
analyzing passenger counts is standard FAA methodology, and is consistent with the dictionary 
definition provided in the comment.  Airport operators and airlines frequently plan and manage air 
passenger service by tracking, on a monthly and annual basis, enplanements per airline, per 
destination, and so forth.  Enplanement is, therefore, a common data point used in the air passenger 
service industry.  Passengers are assumed to make a round-trip through an airport, therefore this 
definition of enplanements accurately reflects passengers and their impacts because an enplanement 
captures each “visit” to an airport by a passenger – coming and going.  This definition is clearly 
explained in the document on Page I-6 of the Supplement 

Response to Comment I-2 
 
The Supplement has analyzed the environmental impact of forecast passengers using the Airport if 
the proposed project is built.  Please also see Response to Comment I-1 for the validity of use of 
enplanements as the unit for passenger counts and Responses to Comments B-7, B-11 and B-12 for 
discussion on cumulative analysis and growth inducing impacts of the proposed project.  The 
commentor incorrectly states that the 1986 EIR/EA does not contemplate jet service.  The forecasts 
of aircraft operations on Page 35 of the document envision large turbo prop and jet aircraft 
operations.  

Response to Comment I-3 
 
Although the FAA has not yet issued a Decision regarding its December 2000 Finding of No 
Significant Impact, the report and its conclusions are in the public record and are accurately reflected 
in the Supplement.  (See CEQA Guidelines 15150 (a).)  
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Response to Comment I-4 
 
Despite the error pointed out by the commentor, the Notice of Preparation informed the public that an 
environmental review would be conducted and available for public review and comment.  As 
explained in the Response to Comment B-4, a subsequent and a supplemental EIR require 
fundamentally the same level of analysis and public review.  Therefore notice of one is functionally 
equivalent to notice of the other.  As best illustrated by these very comments on the Supplement, the 
Notice of Preparation issued by the Town served the purposes intended by CEQA. 

Response to Comment I-5 
 
While the comment asserts that the Supplement "misleadingly" implies that the Expansion Project is 
smaller in scope than the project referenced in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA, the comment itself in 
fact seriously mischaracterizes the true extent of the project.  The facts are as follows: 
 

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment I-6 
 
The calculated areas of pavement and of land disturbance analyzed in Section 3.5 (See Exhibit III-14 
and III-15) of the Supplement takes into account all design requirements for line of site, shoulders, 
safety areas, object free areas, and runway grade. The regrading of the runway and the impact of the 
final project have been evaluated in the Supplement. 
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Please also see Response to Comment I-5. 

Response to Comment I-7 
 
Strengthening the pavements and other improvements to the runway needed for use of the Airport by 
jet aircrafts has already been analyzed in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.  
 
Please also see Response to Comment I-5. 

Response to Comment I-8 
 
The currently proposed project will be constructed in phases.  That is what the Supplement refers to 
when discussing project phases.  All currently planned phases of the project are analyzed in the 
Supplement.  No future expansion projects are planned nor are reasonably foreseeable at this time 
because the currently proposed expansion will fully accommodate commercial airline traffic as 
intended.  A runway length analysis evaluating specific aircraft and markets was conducted and is 
included as Appendix E of the Supplement.  This study concluded that an 8,200-foot runway was 
adequate for the aircraft service anticipated in the foreseeable future, including aircraft that are 
common in the current U.S. fleet of aircraft and those being purchased by aircraft operators.  This 
analysis was also reviewed and concurred with by the FAA and American Airlines, the initial service 
provider anticipated at the Airport.  Projections of future expansion beyond those serving the 
passengers contemplated under the marketing analysis would be speculative and therefore, 
counterproductive to the environmental analysis at hand.  Accordingly, no description or analysis of 
a “future expansion project” is required or appropriate here.  If any additional improvement to the 
Airport takes place in the future, those projects will be reviewed to calculate their impacts on the 
environment.  
 
The environmental analysis of the proposed project includes future air passengers at the Airport, and 
facilities have been sized and designed to accommodate them.  Public services and utilities demands 
and all other environmental effects evaluated in the Supplement include the passengers for which the 
Airport is being designed for as explained in Section 3.8.2.2.  Please also see Response to Comment 
B-12. 

Response to Comment I-9 
 
The Supplement gives a detailed description of the fleet mix for the proposed project in the year 2022 
in Table III-4 of the Supplement.  It is important to note in the comparison of these forecasts that the 
final forecast year is 2015 in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA and 2022 in the Supplement.  In the 1997 
Subsequent EIR/EA the forecast number of operations was 34,430 in 2015 with 2,920 air carrier 
operations.  In the 2001 Supplement the total number of aircraft operations forecast has decreased to 
23,650 in 2022 with 5,000 air carrier aircraft operations.  
 
As described on Page xi of the Supplement, there have been commuter service flights at the Airport 
as late as 1994, therefore it is not a new proposal to develop air service at Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport to regain skier numbers from prior years.  Also, the projects analyzed in 1986 and 1997 
contemplated commercial are service.  
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The typical seating capacities for Boeing 757-200 and Boeing 737-800 for American Airlines are 188 
and 156 respectively with typical two class seating arrangement used by American Airlines.  The 
comment incorrectly provides these numbers. 

Response to Comment I-10 
 
The commentor incorrectly states that (1) the Supplement used a non-standard definition of 
enplanements and (2) the Airport would generate a six-fold increase in the number of passengers 
using the Airport over what was reported in the Supplement.  As stated in Response to Comment I-1, 
the Supplement uses enplanements as a unit for passengers as prescribed by the FAA.  The 1997 
Subsequent EIR/EA also uses the same definition of enplanements, hence the two forecasts are 
comparable.  Any analysis in the Supplement that required the total number of people using the 
Airport, both enplaning and deplaning, was done by doubling the number of enplanements (adding 
the number of enplaning and deplaning passengers), which is consistent with the definition of the 
term enplanement.  It should also be noted that the term enplanement is the standard industry 
terminology used in such analyses and evaluations. 

Response to Comment I-11 
 
The research done in preparing the Supplement demonstrated that there is a clear correlation between 
the number of skier days experienced at nearby ski resorts and the enplanement levels at the airports 
serving the region.  When examining the correlation between skier days and enplanement levels at 
Yampa Valley Regional, Vail/Eagle County, and Aspen-Pitkin County airports, the following 
correlation factors were calculated: 
 
A correlation factor of 100 percent indicates that the independent variable (e.g., skier days) 
completely explains the variations in the dependent variable (e.g., enplanements).  As demonstrated 
by the correlation factors (0.63, 0.86, and 0.77) produced by the Yampa Valley Regional, Vail/Eagle 
County and Aspen-Pitkin County airports respectively, a relatively high correlation exists between 
skier days and airport enplanements. 
 

YAMPA VALLEY REGIONAL AIRPORT 
   

 Estimated Winter  
Year Enplanements (100%) Skier Days 
 
1994 69,299  1,037,320  
1995 93,173  1,027,701  
1996 97,975  1,035,110  
1997 110,170  1,121,487  
1998 110,621  1,068,091  
  
Correlation Factor = 0.6272  
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VAIL/EAGLE COUNTY AIRPORT 
   
 Estimated Winter  

Year Enplanements (100%) Skier Days 
   
1994 52,039  4,667,635  
1995 70,094  5,476,402  
1996 99,057  5,896,743  
1997 143,887  6,136,048  
1998 152,766  5,935,018  
   
Correlation Factor = 0.8581  
 
 

ASPEN-PITKIN COUNTY AIRPORT 
   
 Estimated Winter  

Year Enplanements (100%) Skier Days 
  

1994 143,430  1,542,094  
1995 120,411  1,518,723  
1996 126,403  1,433,187  
1997 134,889  1,536,309  
1998 149,106  1,661,775  
   
Correlation Factor = 0.7687  
 
As presented in the study, for the Base Case Scenario, an enplanement per skier day ratio of 0.085 
was assumed. (See Appendix H of the Supplement.)  This ratio was based on the following factors: 
 

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

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

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

Response to Comment I-12 
The comment incorrectly states that the proposed project would result in thousands of air carrier 
flights from large cities such as Chicago and Dallas.  As explained in Appendix H of the Supplement, 
the initial service provided by American Airlines would be from the airlines two major hubs located 
at Chicago and Dallas.  But it is anticipated that in the future the air service would be provided from 
other cities such as Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Las Vegas where the majority of the visitors to 
the Mammoth Lakes area originate.  
   
The Supplement concludes on the basis of evidence from other comparable airports at other ski 
resorts that approximately 70 percent of arriving passengers on commercial airline flights allowed by 
the expansion project will use public transit or private shuttle buses.  Private shuttles are already 
available to serve the airport and the Town is working to upgrade the public transportation system.  
?This conclusion, and the related traffic analysis contained in the Supplement, as well as that 
contained in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA, demonstrate that the project will not have significant 
secondary traffic impacts. 
 
As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Supplement, the estimate that 70 percent of commercial airline 
travelers will use transit is based on the following data sources: 
 

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

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

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

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

 
The traffic analysis in the Supplement is based on enplanements, which is based on demand (skier 
days), and supply (number of flights and the capacity of Airport).  The origin of the passengers is 
irrelevant to the traffic analysis.  The traffic study addresses an increased number of automobile 
travelers from Southern California who would visit the area, by incorporating a one percent annual 
increase in traffic on U.S. Highway 395 compounded for 20 years, even though the Town anticipates 
that the Airport expansion project will result in a reduced rate of increase in car trips from Southern 
California.  This annual increase data was supplied by Caltrans. 
 
For analysis purposes, visitors arriving at Mammoth Yosemite Airport have been spread amongst 
buses, shuttle vans, rental cars, private vehicles, and private vehicle pick-up and drop-off modes.  
The modal split applied is 60 percent to buses, 10 percent to shuttles, 12.75 percent to rental cars, 4.5 
percent to private parking, and 12.75 percent to private pick-up and drop-off.  This is based on 
existing modal split at comparable airports.    
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The transportation consultant has reviewed the trip generation characteristics and the allocation of 
passengers to different modes (buses, vans, rental cars, etc.) for reasonableness and concurs with the 
data.   
 
Please also see Response to Comment B-12. 

Response to Comment I-13 
 
The number of fuel trucks serving the Airport is provided on Page I-10 of the Supplement.  It is 
expected that one or two fuel trucks per day would service the Airport for the 2022 forecast aircraft 
operations.  This number represents a negligible fraction of the traffic that uses U.S. Highway 395, 
which includes fuel and other types of trucks serving Town of Mammoth Lakes and other 
communities in that area.  It should also be noted that a similar number of trucks also served the 
Airport in the early 1980s, when there were greater number of operations, without any problems.  
Therefore, it is anticipated that these fuel truck operations would have no impact on traffic on U.S. 
Highway 395.  

Response to Comment I-14 
 
The traffic study utilizes Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip rates for the gasoline service 
station, hotel, campground, and high turnover sit-down restaurant.  The specific rates are from the 
ITE Trip Generation 6th Edition, land use codes 845, 310, 416, and 332, respectively.  All these rates 
were “averages” from the ITE trip generation data.  Use of the ITE average rates is commonly done 
and it is especially conservative in this analysis because both the service station and restaurant rates 
are reflective of urban locations, not remote rural conditions, which will be lower.  The trip rates for 
the residential high density (seasonal) land use were based on approved rates from the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes for application in traffic impact studies. 
 
Please also see Response to Comment I-12 for more information regarding modal split of passengers 
used in the Supplement’s traffic analysis. 

Response to Comment I-15 
 
For explanation of the application of pass-by trips, please see Responses to Comments L-21, L-22, 
and L-24.  Project pass-by trips are never eliminated or removed.  Instead, they are simply diverted 
from U.S. Highway 395 into the project and back out again onto U.S. Highway 395.  The percentage 
assigned to pass-by character for each land use is reflective of the remote location of these uses.  For 
example, the service station, due to its remote location, is likely to attract the vast majority of its trips 
(90 percent) from the existing traffic stream on U.S. Highway 395.  Very few trips (10 percent) are 
projected to be single purpose, meaning they stop only at the service station and return in the 
opposite direction. 
 
The restaurant trips are not removed, but rather 75 percent are assumed to come from the hotel, gas 
station, residential development, and campground, and the balance (25 percent) as pass-by trips from 
traffic already on U.S. Highway 395, which will stop at the restaurant, eat, and then continue on in 
the same direction on U.S. Highway 395.  Because of its common type and remote location, it is not 
anticipated that the restaurant would draw single purpose visitors, for example from Bishop or 
Mammoth Lakes, who would drive there, eat, and return in the opposite direction. 
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Response to Comment I-16 
 
If the proposed project were implemented, the Level of Service (LOS) at the intersection of U.S. 
Highway 395 and Hot Creek Road could be as high as LOS F without the mitigation measures 
explained on pages III-67 through III-70 of the Supplement.  After the implementation of these 
mitigation measures, LOS D would be obtained, which is acceptable under Caltrans specifications.  
Avoidance measures are not required at LOS D, because it is the upper level of acceptable 
conditions. 

Response to Comment I-17 
 
The purpose of the traffic counts taken on November 16, 2000, was to determine ambient turning 
movement traffic levels for Hot Creek Road only.  Traffic volumes on Hot Creek Road would not be 
affected by the winter ski season.  The attractions served by this road are the fish hatchery, Hot Creek 
Ranch fly fishing camp, Hot Creek (closed in the winter), and a geologic site.  Traffic to these sites 
would not be increased in the winter ski season.  Turning movements are always taken manually (i.e., 
by hand) and cannot be accurately counted mechanically.  The hand counts reflect very low volumes 
of less than 20 vehicles per hour per direction.  
 
The traffic volumes for U.S. Highway 395 were provided by Caltrans for purposes of analysis in this 
traffic impact study (See Page 4 of Appendix L of the Supplement.)  The peak-hour traffic volumes 
were obtained from the Caltrans Annual Traffic Count data (1999) for U.S Highway 395 between 
McGee Creek Road and the junction of Route 203.  The traffic volumes represent a peak month.  On 
roads with large seasonal fluctuations in traffic such as U.S. Highway 395, the peak hour is the hour 
near the maximum for the year but excluding a few hours (30 to 50) that are exceedingly high and are 
not typical of the frequency of the peak hours occurring during the season.  This is standard Caltrans 
practice. 

Response to Comment I-18 
 
Peak levels are an important part of the traffic analysis.  Peak levels occur in the winter; therefore it 
is an appropriate time to look at winter traffic volumes for a traffic analysis, as done in Section 3.4 of 
the Supplement.  In the past year, bus shuttle service has been started from various gateway towns 
including Mammoth Lakes to Yosemite National Park.  This bus service, in conjunction with other 
initiatives to reduce vehicular traffic in the region, would result in an improvement in traffic 
conditions.  Summer traffic peak hour volumes are less than those in winter, therefore, winter peak 
hour volumes are the most appropriate to analyze.  
 
The p.m. peak hour typical winter weekend condition was identified for traffic impact analysis 
purposes based on previous work conducted for the Town of Mammoth Lakes and Caltrans, which 
determined that it was representative of the 30th highest hour during the year.  (See Appendix K of 
the Supplement.)  This previous work involved an analysis of daily traffic volumes on Route 203 
entering the Town of Mammoth Lakes.  Caltrans has a continuous count station on Route 203 east of 
Old Mammoth Road.  An examination of each day’s traffic volume for a two-year period was 
performed.  This analysis resulted in the conclusion that a typical winter weekend p.m. peak hour 
(i.e., Saturday) represented an appropriate design (i.e., 30th highest hour of the year) and 
environmental condition.  This concept of the 30th highest hour is used by Caltrans for impact 
analysis and highway design purposes.  The winter weekend peak hour also has the most pronounced 
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directional split of traffic resulting from the closing of the mountain skiing activities at the end of the 
day.  This again represents the most severe traffic condition compared to non-winter months.   
 
The peak tourist months at the other destinations/resorts in the area like Yosemite National Park 
would be in summer months, or off-peak from the Mammoth winter ski months.  It should also be 
noted that the east entrance of Yosemite National Park through Tioga Pass the entrance most 
accessible from Mammoth Lakes, is closed during winter months.  

Response to Comment I-19 
 
The traffic modeling for the Town Transportation and Circulation Element is based upon full 
development of the community and includes arrival trips by private automobile.  To the extent that 
Airport patrons utilize transit to a greater degree than visitors arriving by private vehicle, there will 
be a reduction in vehicle trips from that anticipated in the General Plan and Air Quality Management 
Plan.  Please also see Response to Comment I-12 regarding the validity of the assumption that a 
majority of Airport patrons will use public transit or shuttles.  These bus shuttles would work in 
conjunction with the existing bus service in the Town of Mammoth Lakes hence decreasing the 
traffic impacts.  The proposed project will improve existing and future traffic conditions by providing 
an alternative mode of transportation to people who are presently forced to drive to Mammoth Lakes.  
 
An analysis of short term and long range (Town build out) traffic conditions within the Town has 
been completed by the Town in the recently certified Final Subsequent Program EIR for North 
Village 1999 Specific Plan Amendment.  The Town of Mammoth Lakes level of service (LOS) 
standard for roadway segments and intersections is LOS D, which correlates to a volume-to-capacity 
(v/c) ratio of 0.90 or better.  Additionally, the Town accepts worse than LOS D roadway segment 
operation if all intersections along such a roadway segment are demonstrated to operate at an 
acceptable LOS (LOS D or better) for a typical winter Saturday p.m. peak hour condition, or other 
time frames as deemed necessary by the Town.  Currently, all roadway segments studied in the 
Specific Plan were operating at an acceptable LOS for typical winter Saturday conditions.  The full 
buildout of the proposed project would generate approximately 15,419 additional typical Saturday 
daily trips in the Town.  Implementation of recommended mitigation measures included in the 
Specific Plan EIR would reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. 
Collectively, at buildout, the 1999 Specific Plan Amendment, as proposed, is forecast to generate 
20,200 daily trips, of which approximately 1,876 trips are forecast to occur within the peak hour for a 
peak winter Saturday condition assuming implementation of the proposed 1999 Specific Plan 
Amendment.  All roadway segments studied in the EIR are forecast to operate at an acceptable LOS 
assuming buildout of the Town General Plan with the proposed 1999 Specific Plan Amendment. 

Response to Comment I-20 
 
The package treatment plant is designed to handle the expected sewage (8,000 gallons/day) produced 
at the Airport with the implementation of the proposed improvements at full buildout in 2022. (See 
Supplement at Page III-80.)  Sludge from the sewage treatment plant will be disposed of at the 
Benton Crossing Land Fill.  This facility already accepts sludge from the Mammoth Community 
Water District.   
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Response to Comment I-21 
 
Please see Responses to Comments C-1 and C-14.  

Response to Comment I-22 
 
Please see Response to Comment C-1.  

Response to Comment I-23 
 
Please see Response to Comment C-1.  No storm water runoff infiltrates the ground at the edge of 
paved surfaces.  Maximum displacement of point of infiltration will be 100 feet.  Fuel spills from 
possible accident will be handled as set forth under Emergency Response Plan. 

Response to Comment I-24 
 
This comment is beyond the scope of the Supplement because the introduction of commercial jet air 
carrier service has already been analyzed in the previously certified 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA and 
the 1986 EIR/EA.  The changes in the proposed project since the certification of these environmental 
documents would not result in significant noise impacts.  Nonetheless, the Town provides the 
following response. 
 
The comment starts from an incorrect premise that "[a]n overall increase in noise would result from 
the [project's] introduction of large commercial jet traffic at the [A]irport."  As discussed in Response 
to Comment B-9, a noise analysis was also done to compare single -event noise analysis for sage 
grouse lek site 2.  (See Supplement at Section 3.3.2.2.)  This analysis showed that the B-757 aircraft 
would produce less single event noise than aircraft in the existing fleet and flight patterns at the 
Airport.  Also, the adjacent highway contributes to a high level of ambient noise at the Airport.  (See 
Supplement at pages III-84 - III-94.)  The Airport is not a pristine, quiet environment as the comment 
implies.  Instead, it is an existing, operating airport alongside a busy highway. 
 
Furthermore, there are very few sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Airport.  The comment's 
claim that "local residents, businesses, and tourists would suffer increased noise from thousands of 
Boeing 757-200s and 737-800s flying overhead" contains multiple inaccuracies.  First, local 
residents, businesses and tourists would "suffer" no increased noise from the project because the 
Airport is sufficiently far from the Town and other local residences that the noise has been attenuated 
to a level that is not significant.  The noise contour maps in the Supplement graphically demonstrate 
this point.  (See Supplement at pages III-88 though III-91.)  The flight path diagrams in the 
Supplement also demonstrate that few planes would actually fly over the Town or other residential 
areas.  (Supplement at Exhibits III-6 and III-7.)  Second, citing "thousands" of aircraft overstates the 
fact that the actual number of commercial aircraft operations (landings and takeoffs) at the Airport in 
20 years will be less than 15 per day, and initially will be only four or six per day. 
 
The comment also refers to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and its list of five categories of noise that 
may constitute a significant impact.  The proposed project does not satisfy any of these criteria.  
 

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

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

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

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

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

 
The comment ignores the fact that the Supplement is limited to impacts from changes in the project 
since the previously certified EIRs.  The noise analysis in the Supplement is more than adequate 
when the appropriate scope of the document is recognized.  In any case, the criteria for a significant 
noise impact in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines are not satisfied here. 
 
The analysis in the Supplement follows standard noise analysis practices as well as CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G.  Please also see Response to Comment B-9.  

Response to Comment I-25 
 
Devils Postpile National Monument and Yosemite National Park are too far from the Airport to be 
directly impacted by the project.  Exhibits II-6 and III-7 in the Supplement show the arrival and 
departure flight paths for air carrier operations from Runway 9-27 in relation to the Devils Postpile 
National Monument.  The topography completely blocks the Devils Postpile from aircraft activity to 
the east.  The closest that air carrier aircraft would come to the Devils Postpile National Monument 
would be approximately 12 miles.  As described in Section 3.7.2 of the Supplement, there would be 
procedures in place, for aircraft operating under specified air traffic procedures, to ensure separation 
from the high terrain in the area around the Airport.  Such procedures are common at high altitude 
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airport.  In this case, these procedures would route aircraft to the east, away from Yosemite National 
Park, the Town of Mammoth Lakes and Devil’s Postpile.  Aircraft must stay on this easterly routing 
to ensure terrain clearance until the aircraft is above 16,000’ MSL.  Commercial flights already fly at 
high altitudes over these areas many times each day.  Flights from the Mammoth Airport will be at 
sufficient enroute altitudes, along with other existing air carrier overflights, by the time they reach 
these areas, if they are routed by air traffic control towards these general areas, so as not to pose an 
additional noticeable impact. 

Response to Comment I-26 
 
The text under Section 3.3.2.2, “Habitat Loss”, page III-37 in the Supplement, has been revised as 
follows in response to this comment.  

Habitat Loss  
The dry meadow east of the approach end of Runway 9-27 is suitable habitat for sage 
grouse winter use and summer foraging. (See Appendix I, Figure 2 of the 
Supplement.)  It could not be determined during the Biological survey if sage grouse 
were using this area as a lek site.  [Biological Study for the Mammoth Lakes Airport 
Expansion Project. September 2000.]  A small portion of the dry meadow might be 
removed or disturbed by construction activities for the proposed project.  This small 
area of the dry meadow would also be disturbed by construction of the proposed 
security fencing.  
 
Although the dry meadow site could potentially be used as a lek, data on lek locations 
collected for more than 30 years by agency personnel (e.g., BLM, CDFG) and 
university researchers (e.g., Dr. Robert Gibson, University of Nebraska) indicates that 
the dry meadow has never been used as a lek.  Therefore, the removal or disturbance 
of a small portion of the dry meadow habitat is not considered a significant impact. 
 
For the proposed project, an eight-foot high security fence would be constructed 
around the airfield.  Although sage grouse could fly over the fence to use the enclosed 
sagebrush scrub habitat, the fence could inhibit their use of this habitat.  However, 
data from sage grouse at the Jackson Hole Airport indicates that the chain link fence 
is unlikely to inhibit grouse use of the habitat.  During the summer, sage grouse at the 
Jackson Hole Airport regularly fly over the chain link fence that surrounds the airport 
to forage in the meadow habitat at the end of the runway.  [Personal communication, 
Matt Holloran, University of Wyoming, January 9, 2002.] 

Response to Comment I-27 
 
The text under Section 3.3.2.2, “Fencing”, page III-37 in the Supplement has been revised as follows 
to reflect this comment. 

Fencing   
Wire fences may adversely affect sage grouse.  Sage grouse mortality from colliding 
into wire strand fences has been documented by BLM biologists.  Sage grouse often 
fly low when moving short distances, and most likely collide into fences in the dark 
or at low light levels.  Thirty-seven sage grouse mortalities were recorded along the 
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cattle fence located north of Lek 2 between April 1997 and February 1999 [Personal 
Communication with Terry Russi.]  In the Bodie Hills, sage grouse abandoned a lek 
after construction of a five-strand wire fence adjacent to the lek site in 1995. Sage 
grouse returned to the lek in fewer numbers after the fence was relocated, but 
continued to use other areas as strutting grounds.  [Personal Communication with 
Terry Russi.]   
 
The eight-foot high security fence that would be constructed for the proposed project 
would create a barrier with greater visibility to sage grouse than the existing barbed 
wire fence.  The new fence would likely reduce potential mortality to sage grouse 
from bird-fence collisions.  Since 1998, no radio-collared sage grouse (there are 61 
collared birds) have collided with the eight-foot high security fence that surrounds the 
Jackson Hole Airport, nor have any non-collared birds been found next to the fence 
[Personal communication, Matt Holloran, University of Wyoming, January 9, 2002.]  
It should be noted that four collared roosters have collided with overhead power lines, 
two of these collisions occurred near the Town of Jackson.  As noted above, sage 
grouse regularly fly in and out of the fenced area that surrounds the Jackson Hole 
Airport. 

Response to Comment I-28 
 
CEQA does not require mitigation measures for impacts that are not found to be significant.  (CEQA 
Guideline 15126.4(a)(3).)  The Supplement concluded that potential impacts to the sage grouse from 
the changes in the project since the previously certified 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA would be less-
than-significant. Thus, legally, the mitigation measure suggested by the comment is not required.  
Also, factually, since the Supplement concluded there would be no significant impact to the sage 
grouse, there is no reason to adopt such a mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment I-29 
 
Support for this conclusion that male sage grouse are not easily disturbed by aircraft noise while on 
the lek is based on phone conversations with the following two individuals: (1) Joe Bohne, Wyoming 
Department of Game and Fish, Jackson, Wyoming. (A 25-year employee of the Department and 
member of the Western Association Fish and Wildlife Agency Interstate Sage Grouse Working 
Group Conservation Team), and (2) Mr. Matt Holloran, (a PhD candidate, University of Wyoming, 
who, with his colleagues has been studying sage grouse seasonal habitat use and survival in Jackson 
Hole, Wyoming since 1998.) 

Response to Comment I-30 
 
Any growth-inducing impacts are unlikely to lead to habitat loss for the bald eagle because the 
overwhelming majority of land in the vicinity of the project and in the region is controlled by two 
federal agencies, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the United States Forest Service 
(USFS), and one municipal agency, the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP).  In 
order for any growth to occur, development would have to take place on lands now owned or 
managed by one of these agencies.  This would require major changes to the policies of the subject 
agencies. 
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Response to Comment I-31 
 
Based on FAA data collected over a ten-year period (FAA 2000), the likelihood of bald eagle-aircraft 
strikes is remote.  Bald eagles represented only 23 of 27,433 bird strikes (0.2 percent) recorded in ten 
years in the whole country.  Airports that are located where bald eagles are year-round residents, 
such as the Jackson Hole Airport, have never recorded any strikes, even though the eagles forage in 
the vicinity of the airport.  [Personal communication, Doug Johnston, Director of Operations, 
Jackson Hole Airport, January 11, 2001.]  The possibility of a strike cannot be ruled out, but is 
considered remote for the reasons listed on page III-55 of the Supplement.  Therefore, the proposed 
project may affect, but is unlikely to adversely affect, the bald eagle.  (See also, Appendices I 
“Biological Assessment of Mammoth Yosemite Airport Project” and Appendix J “Biological 
Opinion” of the Supplement.) 

Response to Comment I-32 
 
Based on the assessment of water quality impacts set forth in Response to Comment C-1, project 
activities would not impact the Owens tui chub.  As outlined in the CEQA guidelines Section 
15126.2 the discussion of growth inducing impacts relates primarily to a description of the way the 
project may affect economic and population growth.  Environmental impacts from other projects are 
addressed under cumulative impacts.  Please see Response to Comment A-2 regarding cumulative 
impacts.  Please also see Response to Comment C-2 regarding impacts on Owens tui chub. 

Response to Comment I-33 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-32.  

Response to Comment I-34 
 
The environmental impacts of the changes to the proposed project with regards to air quality and 
aircraft noise have been analyzed in Section III of the Supplement.  It was found that these changes 
would have no significant environmental impacts.  (See Supplement at Sections 3.2 and 3.7.)  

Response to Comment I-35 
 
The impacts on Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep have been adequately addressed in the Supplement on 
page III-55 and III-56.  The Airport is located over 12 miles from the nearest bighorn sheep habitat 
and the flight path is over three miles from the closest sheep habitat.  No impacts to sheep from noise 
are expected, nor will the project cause habitat destruction.  The USFS manages the backcountry 
(i.e., sheep habitat) to minimize habitat alteration and destruction and emphasizes a “leave no trace” 
ethic.  Since there are no impacts, no cumulative analysis is necessary.   

Response to Comment I-36 
 
The comment starts from an incorrect assumption that the project would result in "greatly increased 
visitation."  As demonstrated in the Supplement and throughout these responses, the project analyzed 
in the Supplement, changes in the project since the previously certified EIR, will not in themselves 
result in substantial additional visitation.  Instead it will accommodate the restoration of lost visitor 
numbers and other development currently underway or anticipated in the General Plan.  (See 
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Responses to Comments B-7 and B-12.)  Because the project analyzed here will not result in the 
assumed increase in visitation, there is no basis for analyzing the speculative impacts suggested by 
the comment such as pressure on the USFS to increase backcountry quotas, unpermitted camping and 
backpacking, or impacts to the habitat of the Sierra bighorn.  Nonetheless, potential impacts to the 
Sierra bighorn are analyzed at Section 3.3.1.3 of the Supplement, which states that no Sierra bighorn 
are known to reside within 12 miles of the project site. 
 
The recently adopted Wilderness Management Plan for the Ansel Adams, John Muir, and Dinkey 
Lakes Wilderness Areas established quotas for the affected wildernesses.  This plan is predicated on 
the Inyo National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP).  The population projections 
in the LRMP are consistent with the projections used by the Town of Mammoth Lakes in evaluating 
the impacts of the project.  CEQA does not require speculation regarding changes to regulations 
unless those changes are reasonably foreseeable.  Given the recent date of the adoption of the LRMP, 
changes are not reasonable foreseeable.   

Response to Comment I-37 
 
The effectiveness of the mitigation measure for deer migration will be assessed through a monitoring 
program and will include a mechanism to modify the fence design and location based on the results 
of the monitoring.  The measure will be developed, approved, and implemented with federal, State, 
and local agency coordination and consultation.  Please also see Response to Comment E-7. 

Response to Comment I-38 
 
As explained in Response to Comment I-31, most bird strikes occur at low altitudes during takeoffs 
and landings (FAA 2000).  The mitigation measure to minimize raptor perching opportunities in the 
project vicinity will help to reduce the likelihood of birdstrikes.  A lack of perch and nest sites 
already limits raptor use of the project area. 
 
Disturbance to nesting raptors that causes the birds to abandon their nests and fail to reproduce could 
reduce recruitment to the area’s population and would adversely affect a species population.  The 
only potential nesting habitat for raptors in the project’s vicinity, however, is for tree-nesting species, 
hence those are the species discussed in the document.  A literature review indicates that the most 
significant effects to raptors appear to be at close distances (less than 500 feet above ground level) 
with almost no effect at 2,000 feet or more.  Therefore, the project would not be expected to 
adversely affect nesting raptors.  
 
As noted in the Supplement at Section 3.3.2.2, “Disturbance to Nesting Raptors,” page III-51, raptors 
could forage in and near the project area.  However, the Airport and its immediate surroundings do 
not contain key foraging habitat for any raptor species, and given the elevation the air carrier aircraft 
would be flying, the project is not likely to adversely affect foraging habitat for raptors.  Text has 
been added to Section 3.3.2.2 of the Supplement as follows to address this comment further.  
 

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

Response to Comment I-39 
 
Refer to the Response to Comment I-28 regarding the need for mitigation measures.  The project 
proponent has proposed to work with Caltrans should the undercrossing be constructed.  However as 
referred to in the comment, there are no significant impacts to the mule deer therefore no mitigation 
measurers are required.  Refer to the Response to Comment A-2 regarding cumulative impacts. 

Response to Comment I-40 
 
The statement from Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford quoted in the comment is 
preceded in the court's opinion by the following statement:  "The significance of an activity depends 
upon the setting."  (Kings County, 221 Cal.App.3d at 718 citing CEQA Guideline 15064 (b).)  The 
court also states that "the EIR's analysis uses the magnitude of the current ozone problem in the air 
basin in order to trivialize the project's impact."  In simple terms, the Hanford EIR reasons the air is 
already bad, so even though emissions from the project will make it worse, the impact is 
insignificant."  (Id.)  This is not the case here.  Instead, as demonstrated below, the Supplement 
recognizes the existing air quality in the area, and bases its conclusions on that as well as the specific 
"setting" of the proposed project.  This setting has these significant components.  
 
The project is located approximately seven miles downwind from the closest population center, the 
Town of Mammoth Lakes.  As discussed in the air quality management plan for the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes, particulate emissions in the Mammoth Lakes region are predominantly caused by 
wood burning stoves and motor vehicle traffic.  The introduction of commercial air service to 
Mammoth Lakes Yosemite Airport is expected to reduce particulate emissions in the region when 
compared to the no project alternative by reducing visitor vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as more 
people are accommodated in higher occupancy vehicles.  (See Supplement at Table III-10.)  
Reduction/control of VMT in and around the Town of Mammoth Lakes is a stated goal in the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP).  
 
As discussed in the Supplement at page III-25, the Great Basin Valleys Air Basin including Mono 
County is an ozone transport region.  According to Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District 
(GBUAPCD) staff, all historic exceedence events in the Basin have been caused by pollutants 
coming in from the western cities like Los Angeles through the San Joaquin Valley. [Personal 
communication with Duane Ono at GBUAPCD.]  As discussed in the report Second Triennial 
Review of the Assessment of the Impacts of Transported Pollutants on Ozone Concentration in 
California prepared by the California Air Resources Board, historical exceedence events/extreme 
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concentrations measured at the Mammoth Lakes air monitoring site occurred in July and August.  
Project related operational emissions of NOx and VOC are expected to be highest during winter 
months when visitor demand to the region is the highest. Project related emissions would not 
contribute cumulatively to exceedence events in summer.  The report also states, “based on the time 
of day that the violations occurred, the characteristics of the violations, the predominantly westerly 
wind patterns, and the comparatively small emissions in the Great Basin Valley Air Basin (GBVAB), 
the staff considers these violations to be the result of overwhelming transport from the San Joaquin 
Valley”.  In light of these findings it is assumed that the proposed project will not contribute to new 
violations of the ambient air quality standard for Ozone precursors as the current violations are 
overwhelmingly the result of transport from the San Joaquin Valley by westerly winds. It is 
important to note that the Airport is located east of the Town of Mammoth Lakes and therefore 
Airport related emissions would not contribute to pollutant concentrations in the Town during a 
typical exceedence event.  This conclusion is supported by discussions with the GBUAPCD staff. 
[Personal communication with Duane Uno at GBUAPCD.] 
 
Even with the lack of a significant air quality impact, because the proposed project is located in a 
non-attainment area, approval of the proposed project is subject to an evaluation of the project's 
conformity with the air quality management plan for the Great Basin Unified Air District.  In 
accordance with the General Conformity requirements, an air quality evaluation was performed for 
the proposed project.  In this evaluation, total direct and indirect emissions associated with the 
project were compared to annual de minimis emissions levels as specified in 40 CFR 93.153.  The 
results of this analysis indicated that no de minimis thresholds would be exceeded as a result of the 
project, nor would the project be considered regionally significant.  Project-related emissions 
represent a very small fraction of basin-wide emissions of NOx and VOC and would not constitute a 
large percentage increase in emissions as stated in the comment. 
 
In summation, the proposed project will have a beneficial impact to air quality in the region by 
reducing total vehicle miles traveled (in effect reducing the PM 10 emissions).  Moreover, the project 
is at the downwind edge of the non-attainment area.  Thus, any additional air pollution generated by 
the project will be dispersed away from populated areas and away from the non-attainment area.  
These are the key facts of the "setting," which relate directly to the potential impacts of the project on 
the environment, not just its contribution to the general air quality situation in the area.   
 
For all these reasons, the Supplement's analysis of potential air quality impacts from the changes in 
the project since the previously-certified EIR complies with CEQA's requirements, including those 
set forth in the Kings County case. 

Response to Comment I-41 
 
The proposed project would result in a reduction in the projected number of vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) in the region by providing an alternate mode of transport (air service) to and from the Town 
of Mammoth Lakes.  The reduction in VMT that would result from the implementation of the 
proposed project would improve air quality in the Town and in the surrounding region.  As discussed 
in Response to Comment I-40, the air quality management plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes, 
indicates that the particulate emissions in the Mammoth Lakes region are predominantly caused by 
wood burning stoves and resuspended road dust.  This is due to the fact that most homes and rental 
units in the vicinity of Mammoth Lakes have wood stoves or fireplaces. Temperature inversions 
during the winter season cause a buildup of wood smoke in the stagnant valley air.  Particulate 
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emissions from resuspended road dust and cinders add significantly to the particulate emissions 
problem in the area.  The proposed project supports a reduction in future VMT’s and a corresponding 
reduction in the amount of resuspended road dust and cinders. 
 
The effect of aircraft emissions on air quality in the Town of Mammoth Lakes would not be 
significant due to; (1) the distance between the Town and the Airport and, (2) prevailing westerly 
winds in the region, and (3) the mountainous geography in the Mammoth Lakes area. The Town is 
west of the Airport and aircraft emissions would be dispersed by the prevailing westerly winds (i.e. 
concentrations in the Town would be negligible).  

Response to Comment I-42 
 
Please see Responses to Comments B-7 and B-12.  Further, the Supplement’s conclusion that there 
would be little or no growth in the vicinity of the Airport that is attributable to the project “because 
various governmental bodies own most of the land” outside of the Town’s jurisdiction is supported 
by the evidence as shown on Exhibit II-2 in the Supplement.  It is reasonable for the Town to assume 
that these agencies will not permit private development on that land in the foreseeable future.  Also, 
much of the public land in the area is subject to various federal land and resource management plans 
that are required by federal law to protect open space and natural resources, and which the Town of 
Mammoth cannot modify. Thus, the Supplement’s reliance on existing planning and zoning 
documents to support its conclusion is well justified, but there is no conflict with the Stanislaus 
Audubon Society case cited by the commentor because there is other evidence in the record to 
support the Town’s conclusion as well. 
  
The Stanislaus court also viewed growth inducement as more of an economic, rather than political or 
planning phenomena. Here, the Airport project is serving the economic development of the 
Mammoth Lakes area that is driven by private investment in resort, hotel and recreational properties.  
The Airport itself is not an economic driver or an inducing agent of economic development.  Instead, 
the Airport improvements would only provide an alternate arrival mode consistent with the long-term 
plans of the Town of Mammoth Lakes as established in the Town’s adopted General Plan. That 
relationship has not changed since the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA was certified. 

Response to Comment I-43 
 
Please see Responses to Comments B-7 and B-12.  Further, while the comment asserts that the 
Supplement does not identify secondary impacts, the comment itself describes the Supplement’s 
analysis of secondary impacts.  Also, the recently certified Final Subsequent Program EIR for North 
Village 1999 Specific Plan Amendment analyzed the impacts of the full buildout of the Town and 
found that it did not have significant environmental impacts.  This, combined with the lack of 
availability of additional land for private development as explained in Response to Comment I-30, 
demonstrates that there would be no significant growth inducing impacts due to the changes in the 
proposed project. 

Response to Comment I-44 
 
The designation of land for development of RV parking was first set forth in the 1986 Mammoth 
June Lake Airport Land Use Plan with an EIR certified by Mono County and re-evaluated in the 
1997 Subsequent EIR/EA. The cumulative effects of this project and the development of the 
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adjoining projects were evaluated in those two documents. A final design for the park has not been 
submitted, however, the RV park is a conditional use and final project design and approval is subject 
to further discretionary and environmental review.   

Response to Comment I-45 
 
Please see Responses to Comments A-2 and B-11. 

Response to Comment I-46 
 
CEQA Guideline 15130(b)(1)(A) provides a lead agency with the option of providing a “list of past, 
present, and probable future projects” for its cumulative impacts analysis.  If that list is provided, 
which it is in this case (Supplement at Page II-9, Exhibit II-4), then no definition of the geographic 
scope for cumulative impacts analysis is required, contrary to the comment.  Nonetheless, the 
Supplement also defines the relevant geographic scope of the cumulative impacts analysis by Exhibit 
II-4, which contains a map of the area surrounding the project site and shows the location of projects 
initially considered as part of the cumulative impacts analysis and shows those projects in relation to 
the Airport project.  Please also see Response to Comment B-11. 

Response to Comment I-47 
 
The Supplement’s selection of alternatives is reasonable and complies with CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines.  (See Supplement at pages IV-I, et seq.)  The commentor is correct in reciting Guideline 
15162.6(a), which generally requires an EIR to consider a range of alternatives that would reduce 
significant effects of the project.  However, where there are no alternatives, except the no project 
alternative, that meet the project’s objectives of providing commercial air service convenient to the 
Mammoth Lakes area and reduce significant impacts, CEQA case law permits an exception to the 
general rule.  (See Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704.)  
That is the situation here — the no project alternative is the only feasible alternative, besides the 
proposed project, that reduces potential impacts versus the proposed project.  The no project 
alternative, however, does not meet the project’s objectives, therefore it is appropriately rejected on 
that basis pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15126.6.  As CEQA requires, the EIR analyzes other 
alternatives as well, but ultimately those are rejected because they are environmentally inferior, they 
fail to meet the project’s objectives, or both.  (See CEQA Guideline 15126.6.)   
 
In fact, the Supplement contains an extensive alternatives analysis, which started with eight 
alternatives to the entire project, even though as a Supplement its analysis is potentially limited to 
changes in the project since the prior proposal.  Four of the eight alternatives were eliminated 
because they failed to meet the detailed performance criteria for an FAA certified commercial airport 
set forth in Appendix E of the Supplement.  Meeting these performance criteria is an obvious project 
objective, since a project that fails to meet these criteria will not serve the purpose for which it is 
proposed.  The Supplement then analyzed the four remaining alternatives plus the no project 
alternative and an off-site alternative (expanding the Bishop Airport) for each of the potential impact 
areas in which the proposed changes in the project were analyzed. 
 
From this analysis, the Supplement identified the environmentally superior alternative, which, in part 
due to the reduction in the runway extension required for the project since the 1997 Subsequent 
EIR/EA, is the proposed project.  (See Section IV of the Supplement.) Thus, CEQA’s purposes have 
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been fulfilled, albeit through selection of the original project, rather than selection of an alternative 
after the EIR has been prepared. 

Response to Comment I-48 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-47.  Further, according to CEQA Guideline 15126.6(a), an EIR 
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision 
making and public participation.  An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 
project.  In particular, an EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are infeasible.  The factors 
that may be taken into account when determining the feasibility of alternatives includes whether the 
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site or the site is 
already owned by the proponent.  Here, the project proponent, Town of Mammoth Lakes, does not 
own and cannot reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the Bishop Airport.  Instead, 
Inyo County owns the Bishop Airport.  Thus, the potential expansion of the Bishop Airport does not 
offer a feasible alternative to the proposed project and as such it need not be evaluated further in the 
Supplement.   

Response to Comment I-49 
 
Please see Response to Comment B-4.  Further, the commentor notes that the Supplement consists of 
more than 450 pages, including attachments.  While this may be true, it only indicates that the Town 
has prepared a thorough and complete document.  The CEQA Guidelines do not set page limits for 
supplemental or subsequent EIRs, nor do they distinguish one from the other by the number of pages.  
Also, in the case of a supplemental or subsequent EIR, CEQA Guideline 15088.5(c) permits the lead 
agency to recirculate only those chapters or portions of the EIR that have been modified. 

Response to Comment I-50 
 
Please see Response to Comment B-5.  The commentor overstates the level of recommendation in 
NEPA and CEQA that joint documents should be prepared where possible.  Rather than “strongly” 
recommending such coordination, CEQA Guidelines section 15222 states only that a lead agency 
“should try” to prepare a combined document.  

Response to Comment I-51 
 
The Supplement complies with CEQA in all respects and fully and objectively analyzes all potential 
environmental impacts from the changes in the project since the proposal analyzed in the Subsequent 
EIR certified by the Town in 1997. 
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J. Pasadena Casting Club 

Response to Comment J-1 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-32.  

Response to Comment J-2 
 
Please see Response to Comment A-2.  

Response to Comment J-3 
 
Please see Responses to Comments C-1 and C-7. Further stormwater runoff pollution will be 
prevented by the following methods: 
 

• All deicing will occur in special controlled deicing area. 
• Very few aircraft will require deicing since they will not operate into the Airport during a 

snowstorm or if one is forecast and will only be on the ground for one to three hours during 
the daytime. High visibility minimums during IFR conditions dictate no operations during 
snowstorm.  

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

• There will be no surface water discharge from the Airport. 
• Deicing is a standard procedure at commercial airports throughout the country.  Protocols for 

protection of the environment are well established.   

Response to Comment J-4 
 
Please see Response to Comment C-1.   

Response to Comment J-5 
 
Please see the Supplement at pages III-34, III-35, and III-54 for an analysis and conclusions 
demonstrating that the changes in the proposed project will not result in significant impacts to area 
fisheries or fish.  Please also see Response to Comment C-2 on the same topic.  

Response to Comment J-6 
 
Please see Responses to Comments B-7, B-11, and B-12. 





Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report                March 2002 
Appendix N – Written Comments and Responses                    N-132  

K. Phil Hamilton, Mammoth Lakes, California 

Response to Comment K-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the project and the adequacy of the EIR. The Town 
acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record for the project. 
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L. William J. Robens, Santa Fe, New Mexico 

Response to Comment L-1 

 
The 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA and the current document analyze changes in the project since the 
1978 and 1986 EIRs were prepared, including differences in the size and/or scope of the project.  
Reliance on the earlier EIRs is, therefore, appropriate because the background and earlier analysis of 
the unmodified portions of the project is still valid.  As described in the Supplement, the surrounding 
circumstances have not changed sufficiently to warrant preparation of an entire new EIR. The 
Supplement refers to the 1986 EIR/EA but doesn’t rely on it for analyses for environmental 
categories where circumstances have changed.  The 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA and/or the Supplement 
provide new or updated analyses as necessary.  The change in lead agency from Mono County to the 
Town of Mammoth Lakes also does not require preparation of an entire new EIR because it is not 
relevant to physical changes in the environment, and the record of the prior analysis has been 
transmitted to the Town for the Town’s use in preparing the current document and has been made 
part of the record of this proceeding.  Please also refer to pages iv through ix of the Supplement, 
which explain the relationship of the previously certified EIRs and the current Supplement, including 
identification of specific issues which are under review in the Supplement.   

Response to Comment L-2 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-5. 

Response to Comment L-3 

 
The Airport terminal facilities will be designed to handle the forecast passengers and aircraft 
operations.  These facilities have already been certified in the 1978 EIR/EA, and 1997 Subsequent 
EIR/EA.  None of the changes to the proposed project affects these facilities.  As explained in 
Response to Comment I-9, the forecast in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA was for a different end year 
2015, but it does not mean that the facilities certified under that project would not be sufficient for 
the forecasted passengers in the Supplement with the end year as 2022 because the increase number 
or aircraft operations and enplanements would occur at intervals set by airlines scheduling practices.  
The difference in daily enplanements for the project years is not sufficient to need a new facilities 
design.      

Response to Comment L-4 
 
The widening of the taxiway from 50 feet to 75 feet has been described as part of project throughout 
the Supplement (See Supplement at Page i) and has been included in the potential environmental 
impacts analyzed including land disturbance, water quality, and air quality (construction emissions).  

Response to Comment L-5 
 
The updated enplanement forecast numbers were included in the analysis of the environmental 
effects. (Table 2, Page ix of the Supplement.)  
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Response to Comment L-6 
 
The 9,000-foot runway was analyzed as an alternative to the proposed project in Section IV of the 
Supplement.  Please also see Response to Comment I-8.  

Response to Comment L-7 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-13. 

Response to Comment L-8 
 
Please see Responses to Comments B-7, B-11, and B-12.  

Response to Comment L-9 

 
Please see Response to Comment B-12.  

Response to Comment L-10 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-13.  

Response to Comment L-11 
 
The thresholds of significance are different for impacts to aesthetics and impacts to wildlife.  The 
coloration, height and location of the fence are such that it will not have a substantial adverse effect 
on a scenic vista or otherwise substantially impact public views.  (See Supplement at Section 3.1.) 
The concern expressed by the commentor about sage grouse collisions with the fence is unfounded. 
A barbed wire fence (existing fence at the Airport) is hazardous to the grouse in part because of the 
difficulty of seeing the strands.  A chain link fence (part of the proposed improvements) is more 
visible than the existing fence and, hence, less of a hazard to the grouse.  There is no conflict 
between the increased visibility of the fence when compared with the existing barbed wire and a 
determination of no significant adverse visual impact.   

Response to Comment L-12 
 
Please see Responses to Comments I-26 and I-27.  

Response to Comment L-13 

 
The correct number of existing annual aircraft operations is 6,000.  Table I is corrected in the Final 
Supplement. 

Response to Comment L-14 
 
The potential for bird strikes is variable.  It is based on an airport’s proximity to habitats such as 
wetlands and wildlife refuges and to land uses, such as waste-disposal facilities that can attract 
wildlife (FAA 2000).  The comparison to other California airports is useful for analyzing bird strike 
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data.  For example, Beale Air Force Base is located in a heavily used portion of the Pacific Flyway, 
and the City of South Lake Tahoe’s airport is sited in a complex, meadow riparian system.  As the 
Supplement states in the first paragraph on page III-48, the proposed project is located in sagebrush 
scrub habitat.  Compared to riparian, wetland, and woodland habitats, sagebrush scrub habitat does 
not support a high density or diversity of bird species. Please also see Response to Comment I-38. 
  
The majority of bird strikes (70 percent) between birds and aircraft occurred below 1,000 feet above 
ground level, while the aircraft was on the ground or during takeoff and landing. (FAA 2000.) 
Features that attract and concentrate birds, such as Mono Lake, Crowley Lake, and the alkali ponds, 
are not below 1,000 feet of either departing or arriving aircraft.  These water bodies are also situated 
at a considerable distance from the Airport (Mono Lake is greater than 21 miles; Crowley Lake is 
greater than four miles; alkali ponds are greater than three miles).  Furthermore, the birds that use 
these habitats (e.g., waterfowl) would not be expected to occur in the vicinity of the Airport because 
suitable habitat is not present. The reasons cited in the last paragraph of Section 3.3.2.2 of the 
Supplement, “Bird Strikes”, page III-50, and the reasons cited above, all demonstrate that the 
proposed project will not result in a significant effect to local and migratory bird populations.  Please 
also see Responses to Comments I-29, I-31, and I-38 regarding potential impacts to avian species.  

Response to Comment L-15 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-38. 

Response to Comment L-16 
 
Please see Responses to Comments A-2 and B-11.  

Response to Comment L-17 
 
The traffic impact analysis follows the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies 
dated October 4, 2000.  The preparers of that analysis consulted with Caltrans on August 28, 2001, 
during preparation of the analysis to review the specific assumptions, methodology, and variations to 
trip generation parameters used in the analysis.  Caltrans concurred with the methodologies proposed 
at that time. 
 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes and Caltrans have identified Level of Service (LOS) D as the upper 
level of acceptable conditions for the intersections on U.S. Highway 395, on Route 203, and within 
the Town of Mammoth Lakes, even in winter seasons.  LOS D is a common and conservative 
threshold for intersection design and mitigation requirements.  Therefore, no mitigation measures  are 
required for intersections at LOS C, contrary to the commentor’s suggestion. 

Response to Comment L-18 
 
Current traffic volumes and annual growth projections for U.S. Highway 395 were provided by 
Caltrans.  All these numbers were included in the intersection analyses.  These projections are 
commonly accepted and used in all types of traffic analyses.  The assumptions leading to the results 
in Table III-13 (See Supplement at Page III-66) are fully disclosed in the traffic report.  These 
assumptions are specifically oriented toward the project, especially those related to the Hot Creek 
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Resort.  These uses are clearly highway oriented and/or are focused toward the winter recreational 
uses in Mammoth Lakes. 
 
Highway oriented means that a trip to the service station comes from traffic already on U.S. 
Highway 395, not a new trip.  The vehicle turns off U.S. Highway 395 into the service station and 
then resumes the original trip and direction.  The traffic study accounts for the turn off of and on to 
U.S Highway 395 but does not add a new through trip to U.S. Highway 395.   
 
Hotel and seasonal residential trips from the Hot Creek development focused toward the winter 
recreational uses in Mammoth Lakes will have the alternative of using shuttle vans leading directly to 
recreational portals and/or attractions in Town, which in turn are served by a transit system.  Since 
these lodging uses are located at the Airport, a majority of visitors are projected to arrive by aircraft 
and therefore be primarily dependent on the shuttle van system. 
 
Please also see Response to Comment I-17. 

Response to Comment L-19 
 
The comment correctly notes that trip generation for the Airport was provided by Ricondo & 
Associates (Appendix C to Traffic Report in the Supplement).  Due to the specialized nature of this 
Airport and its relationship to the Town of Mammoth Lakes and resort characteristics, it is 
appropriate to use the trip generation information provided by Ricondo rather than data from the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Handbook, because Ricondo’s data is based upon 
comparable airports.  ITE data would reflect an average of small airports across the County, not 
necessarily resort oriented, which in this case peaks during a particular winter ski season. 

Response to Comment L-20 
 
The 80 percent occupancy rate for hotels is used to reflect a typical winter weekend condition, and 
closely corresponds to Caltrans’ policy of designing for the 30th highest hour of the year.  This 
methodology for assessing impacts has been accepted by Caltrans and the Town of Mammoth Lakes 
on numerous previous traffic impact analyses.  It should be noted that this overall analysis is actually 
conservative because it assumes a combination of the highest weekday peak hour traffic (from the 
industrial park), coupled with the highest projected weekend traffic from the Airport and adjacent 
development. 

Response to Comment L-21 
 
“Pass-by trips” are well documented in trip generation characteristics (ITE Trip Generation 
Handbook, October 1998); however, as the comment notes, they were not properly accounted for in 
the Sierra Business Park traffic study.  The pass-by, or intercepted, trips should be accounted for in 
the turn movements at the intersection.  For example, an existing trip now going from Bishop to 
Mammoth Lakes for employment and returning is intercepted to a new job in Sierra Business Park 
and would not add any new traffic to U.S. Highway 395.  This trip would change a northbound 
through movement in the morning to a northbound left turn at the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery 
intersection.  The reverse occurs in the evening. 
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To correctly account for the pass-by (intercepted) trips, the traffic analysis increased the peak hour 
volumes entering and exiting the Sierra Business Park to 269, as the comment notes.  The additional 
trips do not change the basic conclusions regarding significant impacts or mitigation 
recommendations.   
 
In summary, mitigation is still only required in the long range (year 2020) and only where all three 
projects (Airport, Sierra Business Park, and Airport Development Plan) are fully developed.  
However, both measures, the intersection restriping and Benton Crossing connection, would be 
required as compared to one or the other in the original analysis.  The appropriate sections of the 
Supplement have been modified to reflect this change.  A revised Level of Service table for years 
2000 and 2020 is attached as Exhibit N-10 and N-11 respectively.  

Response to Comment L-22 
 
The pass-by trips for the service station and convenience store are not eliminated from the 
intersections as the commentor suggests.  Again, for example, an existing northbound vehicle already 
on U.S. Highway 395 is diverted and now turns in to the service station, gets fuel, and returns to 
northbound U.S. Highway 395.  The same pattern is assumed for the convenience store.  This is an 
isolated service station and convenience store that is not attractive for single purpose trips (i.e., to 
obtain fuel only), returning in the opposite direction after getting fuel.  No new traffic has been added 
to U.S. Highway 395 and the right turn into and out of the service station has been included in the 
analysis.  Exhibit N-12 graphically illustrates the pass-by trip concept.  As illustrated on the exhbit, 
the trips prior to development are subtracted, while the trips after development are added back in. 

Response to Comment L-23 
 
The assignment of trips from the residential and hotel developments reflects the commitment of 
shuttle service by the project and the expanding community transit service planned by the Town.  
The modal split of residential and hotel users is “reasonable” based on evidence from other 
comparable airports at other ski resorts.  Please also see Response to Comment I-12. 

Response to Comment L-24 
 
The traffic study did not subtract 100 percent of the trips to the restaurant.  Instead, it concluded that 
25 percent would be pass-by trips.  The restaurant pass-by trips have been accounted for in the 
intersection turn movements as previously noted in Responses to Comments L-21 and L-22.  The 
assumption of 75 percent of the trips coming from the hotel, residential, service station, campground, 
or Airport is based on professional judgment of the traffic analyst given the isolated character and 
location of the restaurant.  

Response to Comment L-25 
 
The traffic impact analysis is based on a typical winter weekend p.m. peak hour condition (Appendix 
L, page 8 of the Supplement).  Please also see Response to Comment I-18. 
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Response to Comment L-26 
 
The intersection of Fish Hatchery Road with Airport Road was analyzed in a traffic impact analysis 
for the Airport Development Plan.  [LSA Associates, Inc., April 2, 2001.]  That analysis concluded 
that there would be a Level of Service of not less than B for all future cumulative conditions 
(including the Airport) without additional improvements.  This also included existing Fish Hatchery 
Road traffic. 
 
The potential future intersection of Benton Crossing with Airport Road was not analyzed because the 
volumes projected do not conflict with one another, i.e., left turns inbound and right turns outbound. 
(See Supplement at Exhibit III-11.)  This potential intersection would not result in Airport traffic 
crossing a traffic stream to access the Airport.  

Response to Comment L-27 
 
Caltrans (Mr. Jerry Gabriel and Mr. Tom Meyers) reviewed this traffic study on August 28, 2001, 
and all the assumptions contained therein.  They stated at that time that the study methodology and 
assumptions were acceptable to Caltrans.  A copy of the transmittal form sending the revised traffic 
study incorporating Caltrans requested additions/changes dated September 4, 2001, is attached as 
Attachment E to the Responses to Comments.  

Response to Comment L-28 
 
There will be increased water and sewer demand if number of passengers and employees increases. 
The demand is approximately five gallons/day/passenger, within the capacities of the water system 
and sewage treatment plant.  All the sewage facilities would be designed to handle the additional 
demand. As explained in Response to Comment C-1, there would be no impact on water supply and 
water quality due to additional water demand.  

Response to Comment L-29 
 
Please see Response to Comment C-1. 

Response to Comment L-30 
 
Please see Response to Comment C-1. 

Response to Comment L-31 
 
The increase in aircraft operations at Mammoth Yosemite Airport due to the proposed project is not 
substantial.  The projected number of flight operations is actually  reduced from that projected in the 
1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.  That document contained an estimate of 34,430 annual operations in 
2015.  More than the current estimate of 23,650 total annual operations in 2022.  As discussed in 
Section 3.8 of the Supplement, the demand for police and fire protection, roadway maintenance and 
other utilities has been evaluated under the previous environmental documents.  (See 1986 EIR/EA 
and 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.)  Potential impacts from the current project on water use are analyzed 
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in the Section 3.6 of the Supplement and found to be less-than-significant.  Regarding fire protection, 
the Airport currently has one Airport Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) Vehic le.  The Town of 
Mammoth Lakes would purchase another ARFF vehicle to support air carrier operations.  The Town 
of Mammoth Lakes may choose to contract with the Long Valley Fire Department for supplemental 
Crash Fire and Rescue (CFR) services or it may choose to hire locally.   
 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes would develop an emergency response plan to address both the 
proposed actions and commercial developments currently taking place on Airport property.  This 
plan would meet not only the CFR needs of the Airport but would also the fire protection needs of 
the hotel-condominium complex, aircraft hangars and retail areas of the commercial development.  A 
facility to house fire apparatus appropriate for these services would be identified.  The Town of 
Mammoth Lakes, in conjunction with area emergency service providers would develop a unified 
emergency response/disaster plan.  The capital improvement plan for the Airport also includes the 
acquisition of an additional ARFF vehicle to meet FAA Part 139 certification requirements for air 
carrier operations.  The Town would fund the emergency response equipment and training. 

Response to Comment L-32 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-48.  

Response to Comment L-33 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-47.  

Response to Comment L-34 
 
Please see Responses to Comments B-7 and B-12.  Further, the comment is incorrect in stating that 
the Supplement is inadequate because it refers to a future envisioned condition when analyzing 
growth-inducing impacts.  By definition, any analysis of growth-inducing impacts must look at future 
conditions.  Section 5.3 of the Supplement appropriately does that, and in doing so compares that 
against the current condition in which none of that growth has occurred. 

Response to Comment L-35 
 
Please see Response to Comment B-12.  Further, the Supplement does not conclude that regional 
traffic, e.g., traffic on U.S. Highway 395 between the Los Angeles area and Mammoth Lakes, will 
decrease as a result of the project.  Instead, it states that “the project has the potential to decrease the 
rate of trip growth on the regional roadway system.”  (See Supplement at Page V-5.)  The entire 
regional roadway system is well beyond the appropriate scope of analysis for this document.  
Nonetheless, this assumption is consistent with the fact that the Town of Mammoth Lakes appears to 
be poised to grow regardless of the project and that the project will allow increased numbers of 
travelers, who would have otherwise driven from Los Angeles or Reno (possibly after flying there 
from elsewhere) to now fly directly to Mammoth Lakes via regularly scheduled commercial air 
carrier service.  This would slow the rate of traffic growth on U.S. Highway 395, if not reduce traffic, 
especially between Los Angeles and the Mammoth Lakes area.  Caltrans already projects that traffic 
on U.S. Highway 395 will consistently increase over the foreseeable future.  Slowing that rate of  
traffic increase is a significant benefit. 
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M. Andy Selters, Bishop, California 

Response to Comment M-1 
 
Based on the comparisons with the case study airports presented in Appendix H of the Supplement, 
future service is anticipated to develop from other hub airports, such as Los Angeles, San Francisco, 
Las Vegas and/or Denver by other air carrier/commuter operators that have hubs at these airports.  As 
discussed in Response to Comment I-2 almost two-thirds (64%) of Mammoth Lakes visitors said that 
they would utilize commercial air service of major carriers offered direct flights to Mammoth. 
[Personal communication with Rob Perlman, Executive Director Marketing, Mammoth Mountain.]  
Sixty-nine percent of visitors would like the service offered from Los Angeles.  This supports the 
conclusion that once the Airport begins service to nearby cities like Los Angeles, San Francisco, and 
Reno, there would be a gradual shift from people driving to Mammoth Lakes to people flying into 
Mammoth Lakes. 
 
Airline operations in the national airspace system largely operate using a “hub and spoke” system.  
Major air carriers establish central hub airports where passengers can arrive from outlying or spoke 
airports, transfer or connect with another flight, and continue to their destination airport.  In the case 
of the proposed service by American Airlines to and from Mammoth Yosemite Airport, initial 
service would be provided from two of American Airlines’ hubs: Chicago and Dallas/Fort Worth.   
Service from these two airports would carry passengers that connect from locations throughout the 
eastern, southern, and midwest United States.  As discussed in the Supplement, many of the current 
visitors traveling from these locations to or from the Mammoth Lakes area use Los Angeles or Reno 
airports and drive between the Mammoth Lakes area and these airports.  Additionally, international 
passengers from Asia, Europe, South America, Canada, and Mexico that now fly to Los Angeles and 
drive to Mammoth Lakes would be accommodated by using these cities to fly directly to Mammoth 
Lakes.  Therefore, this initial service is anticipated to reduce vehicle use while continuing to 
accommodate existing visitor levels.  

Response to Comment M-2 
 
This comment raises issues outside of the scope of CEQA. (American Airlines agreement and 
terrorist attacks of September 11th, 2001.)  The events of September 11 have not changed the long-
term need for the project, or the viability of the project. 

Response to Comment M-3 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-48. Although it is true that Part 139 of the FAA regulations (14 
C.F.R. § 139.1) does not apply to “alternate” airports that does not mean that the Bishop Airport 
could substitute for the Mammoth Yosemite Airport on a permanent basis without Part 139 
certification.  If it did, it would then no longer be an alternate airport, thereby making it subject to 
Part 139.  Any air carrier aircraft operating under FAR 121, (Operating Requirements: Domestic, 
Flag, and Supplemental Operations) diverted from Mammoth Yosemite Airport would probably land 
in Reno, Los Angeles, or Las Vegas depending on the airline operating the flight. 
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Response to Comment M-4 
 
Please see Responses to Comments A-2, B-11, and B-12.  The purpose of the project is to serve the 
existing and planned population growth and development in the Mammoth Lakes area.  Contrary to 
the comment, neither the Sierra Business Park nor the Hot Creek Resort (part of the Airport 
Development Plan certified in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA) are in any way dependant on the 
Airport expansion project. Those are separate projects, which have undergone separate 
environmental analyses.  Nonetheless, the Supplement also discusses potential cumulative impacts 
from the Sierra Business Park and the Hot Creek Resort that was evaluated and certified as part of 
the proposed project in 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.  
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N. Rob Perlman, Mammoth Lakes, California 

Response to Comment N-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the project and the adequacy of the EIR. The Town 
acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record for the project. 
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O. Rick Jali, Mammoth Lakes, California 

Response to Comment O-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the project and the adequacy of the EIR. The Town 
acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record for the project. 
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P. Allan D. Sapp, Garnerville, Nevada 

Response to Comment P-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the project and the adequacy of the EIR. The Town 
acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record for the project. 
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Q. Karen McGillis 

Response to Comment Q-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the project and the adequacy of the EIR. The Town 
acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record for the project. 
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R. Fred Howley, Mammoth Lakes, California 

Response to Comment R-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the development plans crafted by the Mammoth Lake 
community.  The Town acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record 
for this project. 
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S. Don & Pam Rake, June Lake, California 

Response to Comment S-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the project and the adequacy of the EIR. The Town 
acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record for the project. 





Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report                March 2002 
Appendix N – Written Comments and Responses                    N-175  

T. Philip R. Jobe, Topanga, California 

Response to Comment T-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the project. The Town acknowledges these comments and has 
made them part of the official record for the project. 
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U. Dr. Peter Anderson, Jamul, California 

Response to Comment U-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the project and the adequacy of the EIR. The Town 
acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record for the project. 
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V. Mary Walker, Mammoth Lakes, California 

Response to Comment V-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the project and the adequacy of the EIR. The Town 
acknowledges these comments and has made them part of the official record for the project. 
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W. James Laing 

Response to Comment W-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the project. The Town acknowledges these comments and has 
made them part of the official record for the project. 
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X. Rick Bramble 

Response to Comment X-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the project.  The Town acknowledges these comments and has 
made them part of the official record for the project. 
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Y. Stephen Kalish, Swall Meadows, California 

Response to Comment Y-1 

 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport currently is certificated for air carrier charter operations by the FAA 
under 14 CFR Part 139.  The proposed project would enable the Airport to be certified for scheduled 
air carrier operations under 14 CFR Part 139.  A 14 CFR Part 139 certification is a determination 
from the FAA that the Town of Mammoth Lakes operates the Airport in a manner consistent with 
FAA requirements.  The FAA conducts annual on-site certification reviews of the Airport to maintain 
its Part 139 status.  The last review of Mammoth Yosemite Airport was done in June 2001. 
 
Any air carrier operating under 14 CFR Part 121 would require FAA approval to fly into Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport.  This approval would take the form of Mammoth Yosemite Airport being added to 
the air carrier’s Operating Specifications.  Operating Specifications are FAA approved documents 
that clearly state what airfields the FAR 121 air carrier may operate into with any restrictions if 
necessary.  Inclusion of an airport into a FAR 121 air carrier operation specifications is a 
determination from the FAA that FAR 121 air carrier operations may be conducted in an Airport in a 
safe manner.  
 
The existing terrain around the Airport has been assessed for hazards to air navigation. While it is 
acknowledged that some terrain features, such as Doe Ridge, penetrate FAR Part 77 imaginary 
surfaces, aeronautical studies have determined these obstructions are not a hazard to air navigation.  
The Global Positioning System (GPS) Standard Instrument Approach Procedure (SIAP) to Runway 
27 has FAA-certified descent and visibility requirements designed to avoid surrounding terrain. 
 
The variable wind conditions at the Airport are noted in the Airport/Facility Directory published by 
the U.S. Department of Commerce and this document is available to pilots.  Hourly wind and 
weather data has been provided to American Airlines to help them develop flight plans and schedules 
which would enable them to avoid the times with high probability of inclement weather when aircraft 
are likely to hold at their originating airports until the storm has subsided as with any other air carrier 
airport. 

Response to Comment Y-2 
 
Any air carrier aircraft operating under FAR 121 diverted from Mammoth Yosemite Airport would 
probably land in Reno, Los Angeles, or Las Vegas depending on the airline operating the flight 
where air carrier passenger and aircraft servicing are readily available.  It is likely that larger air 
carrier aircraft would divert to airports with sufficient runway strength and passenger processing 
facilities. Bishop is an unlikely destination for diverted air carrier flights.  Please also see Response 
to Comment M-3. 

Response to Comment Y-3 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-48. 
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Z. Wilma Wheeler, Mammoth Lakes, California 

Response to Comment Z-1 
 
Please see Responses to Comments I-26, I-27, and I-29. Please refer to page III-41, Section 3.3.2.2, 
“Noise”, in the Supplement. In addition, this section has been revised to address the comment as 
stated in Response to Comment I-26.  

Response to Comment Z-2 
 
Impacts to mule deer from project related traffic are discussed under Section 3.3.2.2, “Wildlife”, 
subsection “Mule Deer”.  Such potential impacts were determined to be less-than-significant.  Refer 
to Response to Comment I-28 concerning the requirements for mitigation measures. Please also see 
Response to Comment I-37. 

Response to Comment Z-3 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-38.  

Response to Comment Z-4 
 
Please see Responses to Comments B-11 and B-12.  

Response to Comment Z-5 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-17. 

Response to Comment Z-6 
 
Sierra Business Park will get water from the same source.  The location and depth of the well and 
selection of the groundwater aquifer would depend on water chemistry analysis done for project 
independently.  Please see Response to Comment C-1. 

Response to Comment Z-7 
 
Please see Response to Comment L-31.  

Response to Comment Z-8 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-48.  The Airport, and the Airport expansion project, meet FAA 
requirements for safe airport operations.  (See Supplement at Appendix E.)  The rejection of 
expanding the Bishop Airport as an alternative is discussed in the Supplement and in Response to 
Comment I-48. 
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Response to Comment Z-9 
 
Please see Responses to Comments B-11, B-12 and L-34. 











Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report                March 2002 
Appendix N – Written Comments and Responses                    N-196  

AA. John and Nancy Walter, Mammoth Lakes, California 

Response to Comment AA-1 
 
Please see Response to Comment B-1. 

Response to Comment AA-2 
 
The majority of the air carrier/commuter operations coming to Mammoth Yosemite Airport would 
likely be from regional markets and these operations would be spread throughout the day.  The 
commentor’s assertion that all operations (10 landings and 10 takeoffs) would occur in one hour is 
contrary to the forecasts.  Air carrier traffic would be spread throughout a reasonable daylight time 
period.  The forecast number of aircraft operations at Mammoth Yosemite Airport (23,650 in 2022) 
is well below the capacity of a single runway, non-towered airport as stated in the FAA Capacity 
Handbook. [FAA Advisory Circular 150/5060-5, Airport Capacity and Delay.] 
 
Under the current airfield design being evaluated in the Supplement, there would be up to six apron 
parking positions.  Hence it is not reasonable for 20 aircraft operations (10 takeoffs and 10 landings) 
to occur in an hour.  Please also see Response to Comment B-1. 

Response to Comment AA-3 
 
The Airport has handled significantly greater number of aircraft operations in the past than its current 
level. (40,000 aircraft operations in 1979, FAA Terminal Area Forecasts.)  The fleet mix in the 
forecast included in the Supplement contains air carrier aircraft operations, which comprise of only 
6,000 operations out of a total of 23,650 in the year 2022.    
 
The level of forecast aircraft traffic is well below the FAA criteria for the need for an Air Traffic 
Control Tower (ATCT) at the Airport.  (See FAA Order 7031.2C Airway Planning Standard Number 
One – Terminal Air Navigation Facilities and Air Traffic Control Services.)  
 
Procedures for the operation of aircraft at non-towered airports are described in FAA Advisory 
Circular (AC) 90-42F, Traffic Advisory Practices at Airports Without Operating Control Towers, and 
AC 90-66A Operations at Airports Without Operating Control Towers.  AC 90-42F states that “the 
key to communicating at an airport without an operating control tower is the selection of the correct 
common frequency.”  This common frequency is called a Common Traffic Advisory Frequency 
(CTAF).  The Mammoth Yosemite Airport CTAF is 122.8.  Personnel employed by the local Fixed 
Based Operator (FBO - Hot Creek Aviation), monitor this frequency.  This type of operation is called 
a UNICOM and provides airport information.   
 
AC 90-66A states that “the FAA believes that observance of standard traffic patterns and CTAF 
procedures as detailed in AC 90-42F will improve the safety and efficiency of aeronautical 
operations at airports without operating control towers.”  The traffic patterns at Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport are published in the Airport Facility Directory and the Airport has a CTAF.  The Airport is 
operated in accordance with all applicable FAA recommendations for operations at non-towered 
airports. 
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Should aircraft traffic demand dictate, the Town of Mammoth Lakes could consider the construction 
of an ATCT in the future.  This ATCT would probably not be a FAA-staffed tower but rather would 
be staffed by FAA certified air traffic control specialists employed by private companies.  The 
Airport has appropriate sites available for an ATCT if one was required in the future.  However, 
construction of an ATCT is not foreseen at this time and would require further environmental 
analysis if ever proposed.  

Response to Comment AA-4 
 
All Airport facilities will be designed based upon the forecasted number of passengers and the 
employees required to serve those passengers. Please also see Responses to Comments L-18 through 
L-24.  

Response to Comment AA-5 
 
In 2000, the Town of Mammoth Lakes adopted Affordable Housing Mitigation regulations.  These 
regulations require the construction or acquisition of affordable housing for new development 
projects. The regulations are triggered at time of application for a building permit.  Upon application 
for a building permit for the project, the Town will submit to the Planning Commission a Housing 
Mitigation Development Plan for approval prior to issuance of the permit.  

Response to Comment AA-6 
 
Weather forecasting would provide sufficient time to adjust airline schedules or notify passengers to 
keep them from coming to the Airport if most or all flights were cancelled.  Thus it is not likely that a 
large number of passengers would be stranded overnight at the Airport. Operations during blizzard 
conditions would not occur, and either would be delayed or rescheduled.  This would be coordinated 
between the Airport operator, airlines, bus service (since the Airport Manager is responsible for the 
Town bus transportation system), and resort/hotel operators to avoid inconvenience to the passengers 
to the extent possible.  Also closures or delays would be less of an inconvenience at a non-hub airport 
like Mammoth Yosemite Airport because passengers can stay where they are or leave the airport 
rather than in a hub airport where they have arrived by plane and remain stranded at the airport.  
Because of the coordinated activities of the transportation systems and visitor operations at the Town, 
it would likely be easier to manage such situations at Mammoth Yosemite Airport than at many other 
airports.   

Response to Comment AA-7 
 
Appendix L in the Supplement contains a detailed traffic impact analysis study, which was conducted 
to calculate the impacts of the proposed project.  Appropriate mitigation measures were incorporated 
into the project to accommodate traffic/transportation in and around the Airport.  (See Supplement at 
Page III-67.) 

Response to Comment AA-8 
 
All Airport facilities will be designed and constructed to conform with current FAA security 
requirements.  14 CFR Part 107 “Airport Security,” section 107.3, requires the operator of an airport 
serving scheduled passenger operations of carriers required to have a security program, and to 
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produce a written security program to be approved by the Director of Civil Aviation Security that 
provides for “the safety of persons and property traveling in air transportation and intrastate air 
transportation against acts of criminal violence and aircraft piracy.”  The security program must 
include a detailed description of each air operations area, any areas on or adjacent to the airport 
affecting security of any air operations area, and each exclusive area and its pertinent establishing 
agreement.  The security program must also delineate security procedures, facilities and equipment 
used by both the airport operator and by each air carrier in its exclusive area, and the notification 
procedures by which air carriers would alert the airport operator to any inadequacies.  Any alternate 
emergency or unusual condition-procedures the airport operator intends to use must be outlined in 
the security program and law enforcement requirements and training must also be reviewed.  Finally, 
the program must clearly describe a records maintenance system for security purposes. 
 
All questions of security, personnel, training, screening, access control, security jurisdiction in 
specific airport areas, and unusual situations requiring security would be covered under such a 
security program.  Section 107.5 of CFR Part 107 details the approval of such a security program and 
the timeframe necessary to obtain such approval.  This section requires the submittal of the proposed 
program to the Director of Civil Aviation Security at least 90 days before any scheduled passenger 
operations requiring the security program are expected to begin.  The design of airfield access, 
security fencing, terminal design, and all other facilities at the Airport would comply with the 
requirements of FAR Part 107.  The Town of Mammoth Lakes will complete all activities necessary 
to comply with these requirements prior to re-initiating passenger air carrier service. 

Response to Comment AA-9 
 
This comment addresses issues outside the scope of CEQA (fiscal effects), therefore, no response is 
required.  

Response to Comment AA-10 
 
Please see Responses to Comments Y-1 and AA-3.   

Response to Comment AA-11 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-13. 

Response to Comment AA-12 
 
The Town currently provides for Crash Fire Rescue (“CFR”) training for Airport employees.  A 
Long Valley Fire Protection District (“LVFPD”) fire truck is located at the Airport to help fight 
structural fires.  The capital improvement plan for the Airport also includes the acquisition of an 
additional Aircraft Rescue & Fire Fighting Vehicle (“ARFF”) vehicle to meet FAA Part 139 
certification requirements for air carrier operations.  The Town would fund the emergency response 
equipment and training.  There would not be any aircraft operation in severe weather conditions like 
blizzards. 

Response to Comment AA-13 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-18.  



Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Final Supplement to Subsequent Environmental Impact Report                March 2002 
Appendix N – Written Comments and Responses                    N-199  

Response to Comment AA-14 
 
Please see Response to Comment AA-5. 

Response to Comment AA-15 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-37.  

Response to Comment AA-16 
 
The Supplement relies on long-term sage grouse studies conducted in Long Valley by agency 
biologists (e.g., Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”), and California Department of Fish & Game 
(“DFG”).) and university researchers (e.g., Dr. Robert Gibson, University of Nebraska), as well as on 
studies conducted in other regions (e.g., Jackson Hole, Wyoming).  

Response to Comment AA-17 
 
The analysis of potential impact in the Supplement is sufficient since aircraft would use the flight 
paths as documented in the Supplement.  

Response to Comment AA-18 
 
Please see Response to Comment B-9. 

Response to Comment AA-19 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-25.  

Response to Comment AA-20 
 
There would be no significant impacts on any sage grouse lek sites due to aircraft over flights as 
described in detail in Section 3.3 of the Supplement.  

Response to Comment AA-21 
 
Please see Responses to Comments B-11 and B-12.  

Response to Comment AA-22 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-40. 

Response to Comment AA-23 
 
Please see Response to Comment I-48. 
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Response to Comment AA-24 
 
The proposed project would enable the Airport to accommodate air carrier, regional jet, and 
commuter turboprop aircraft.  Under current operational and facility constraints and assuming the 
projected 20-year growth of general aviation to 12,000 annual operations, the Airport could 
accommodate approximately 35,000 charter aircraft operations of commuter or smaller jets and 
nearly 500,000 commercial enplanements annually. Improving the Airport to accommodate only 
commuter turboprop aircraft would not meet the purpose and need of the project.  A primary reason 
for improving the Airport to accommodate air carrier turbojet aircraft is the demonstrated demand for 
such operations per the agreement with American Airlines to provide such service at Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport.  Many of the major national commuter airlines are transitioning a large percentage 
of their fleets to regional jets, which would require the Airport improvements indicated. The 
development of the proposed project would also provide facilities to support regional/commuter 
service as well as air carrier service.  As stated in Appendix H of the Supplement, it is anticipated 
that, as has been the case at other similar airports initiating commercial service, both air carrier and 
commuter service would develop.   Most of the Airport improvements required for the air carrier 
service would also be required for regional/commuter service.  These improvements include the 
terminal building facilities for passenger processing associated with larger commuter or regional jet 
aircraft operations typically used by the nationwide commuter operators, ticketing, passenger and 
baggage processing security requirements, and concessions.  The terminal building developed as part 
of the Airport improvement program is consistent with these requirements.   
 
American Eagle, a national commuter operator, has also specified that, as a company policy, they 
would require the same 150-foot wide runway width as the air carrier operators, although they may 
initiate service at an airport with only a 100-foot wide runway if there are near-term plans to widen 
the runway to 150 feet.  
 
The FAA has published a notice of proposed rulemaking for changes in the 14 CFR Part 139 airport 
certification requirements. Under the existing 14 CFR Part 139, the FAA requires airport operators to 
comply with certain safety requirements prior to serving operations of air carrier aircraft with more 
than 30 seats. Recent changes in the FAA Part 139 certification requirements have also specified that 
the eight-foot high security fencing, or six-foot with three strand barbed wire on top, around the 
perimeter of the airfield is required to accommodate scheduled turboprop aircraft of more than 30 
seats. (CFR 139.335.)  
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BB. Pat Eckart, Mammoth Lakes, California 

Response to Comment BB-1 
 
Please see Responses to Comments B-11 and B-12.  The commentor misinterprets Figure 3 on page 
11 of the Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan.  The future 8,400 permanent residents is a 20-year 
projection as is stated in paragraph one on page 14 of the General Plan.  This is further described on 
pages 57 and 77 through 79 of the EIR for the General Plan, where it is stated that the 8,400 
permanent population projection is based upon 80 percent development of the Town during the 20-
year planning horizon (beginning in 1986).  The 11,000 resident population estimate referred to by 
the commentor is for full build out of the community under the existing General Plan and zoning, 
which includes the proposed Airport improvements.    
 
The Commentor also refers to the Mammoth Community Water District Urban Water Management 
Plan (“UWMP”).  The UWMP does refer to the 8,400 population figure, however, the UWMP also 
includes a total build out number of 15,600 units, which is in line with the projections in the EIR for 
the General Plan (page 79).  Further, the UWMP was not adjusted for the 2000 census as those 
figures were not available at the time of its adoption. 
 
In any case, the most relevant projections for this analysis are the projections of future tourist visits 
and the planned and in-progress expansions of tourist attractions and accommodations. Those 
projections demonstrate that the proposed Airport expansion is appropriately sized to serve the 
demand for air travel that the expanded tourist base will create.  The residents of the Mammoth 
Lakes area will contribute to the demand for air travel as well, but that contribution will be small in 
relation to the tourist demand. 

Response to Comment BB-2 
 
Please see Responses to Comments BB-1. 

Response to Comment BB-3 
 
Please see Responses to Comments B-11 and B-12.   

Response to Comment BB-4 
 
Please see responses to comments B-7 and B-11. The number of paid skiers went from 1.5 million 
during the winter of 1985-86 to 463,987 in 1990-01.  The downturn in visitation was a result of 
several factors including: the economic situation in Southern California, poor snowpack conditions 
for several consecutive winter seasons, the lack of snowmaking at the ski area, the ease of travel to 
other ski areas in the west via air service from Southern California, and the outdated facilities at 
MMSA.  With the upturn in the economy, a reinvestment in facilities at MMSA (including an 
extensive snowmaking effort), and the revitalization of facilities within the Town of Mammoth 
Lakes, the number of visitors to the ski area has shown a steady increase since the early 1990’s.  
Even though the number of skiers is not yet back to the high of 1985-86, the 1.1 million of the 2000-
01 season has given a good indication that the improvement in facilities is leading to increased 
visitation, even without the airport improvements. 
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Response to Comment BB-5 
 
See Section V of the Supplement for a discussion of growth inducing impacts of the proposed 
project. Please also see Responses to Comments B-7 and B-12. 
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CC. Bruce Hopper, Mammoth Lakes, California 

Response to Comment CC-1 
 
The commentor expresses support for the project.  The Town acknowledges these comments and has 
made them part of the official record for the project. 
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DD. Steve Miesel 

Response to Comment DD-1  
 
Indirect employee growth in the Town is evaluated at the time of development of new projects in the 
community. Mitigation of these impacts is required of new development pursuant to the Affordable 
Housing Mitigation Regulations of the Town of Mammoth Lakes as explained in Response to 
Comment AA-5.  New employees will be addressed in the employee housing mitigation plan 
required to be submitted to and approved by the Town Planning Commission prior to issuance of a 
building permit for the terminal.  The housing plan addresses the needs of those households in the 
median income or lower categories.  The analysis leading to the adoption of the Affordable Housing 
Mitigation Regulations showed that above median income households have housing opportunities 
and mitigation is not required for those employees. 

Response to Comment DD-2 
 
Please see Response to Comment DD-1. 
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EE. Daniel Bacon, Bishop, California 

Response to Comment EE-1 
 
FAA has put in security measures to reduce the potential of aircraft crashes after September 11th 
incidents.  Mammoth Yosemite Airport will comply with all federal and State security regulations to 
ensure the safely of all passengers.  Please also see Responses to Comments Y-1, AA-3, AA-6, and 
AA-8.  

Response to Comment EE-2 
 
Yosemite officials or representatives have been notified of the availability of the Supplement and 
were sent a copy of the document.  (See Supplement at Appendix B.)  They were free to comment on 
the document, but since Yosemite is not a trustee or responsible agency as defined by CEQA, there is 
no obligation to specifically seek out a response or opinion from park officials or representatives or 
for park officials or representatives to provide such a response or opinion regarding the project or the 
Supplement.  No comments were received from park officials. 

Response to Comment EE-3 
 
EE-3. This comment does not address impacts of the project and no response is required. 
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FF. Jim Lerner, California 

Response to Comment FF-1 
 
The California Air Resources Board did not comment on the Supplement.  The comments in this 
letter, therefore are responded to as an individual commentor.  

Response to Comment FF-2 
The Town prepared the Supplement to analyze the potential environmental impacts from changes to 
the proposed project since that certified in the 1997 Subsequent EIR/EA.  These changes included 
extension of the runway by 1,200 feet (rather than 2,000 feet), increasing its width from 100 feet to 
150 feet, replacement of an existing 4.8-foot barbed wire fence with an 8-foot chain link security 
fence, and construction of a new package wastewater treatment plant (instead of a new leach field).  
The Supplement also analyzed impacts associated with an updated aviation demand forecast, and the 
relocation or replacement of “Green Church” building formerly used by the High Sierra Community 
Church. 
 
The Air Quality Analysis for the proposed project in the Supplement did not include a comparison 
with the no project alternative with regards to total vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  Ground vehicle 
traffic volumes and VMT for the proposed project and no project alternatives are summarized in 
Table N-2.  For the ground vehicle emissions inventories it was assumed that all passenger vehicles 
originating at the Airport would travel a roundtrip distance of approximately 19 miles (i.e., to and 
from the Town of Mammoth Lakes).  The number of vehicle trips modeled for the two alternatives 
included direct vehicle trips that would originate or terminate at the Airport, and in the case of the no 
project alternative, trips to the town of Mammoth Lakes by visitors who, if not accommodated by air 
carrier aircraft, would drive to Mammoth Lakes from Los Angeles and other locations.  An average 
trip length of 19 miles was used to calculate emissions for these “indirect” vehicle trips,4 however, it 
is expected that car trips “replaced” by aircraft service would travel much greater distances and 
would be responsible for substantially more emissions of criteria pollutants.  There is a substantial 
reduction in VMT with the implementation of the proposed project, which would result in lower 
PM10 emissions.   
 
The annual emissions inventories for PM10 are presented in Table N-3. As shown in Table N-3, the 
primary source of particulate emissions at the Airport are ground access vehicles (including 
passenger vehicles, courtesy shuttles, and taxis) on roadways and in parking areas.  Re-establishment 
of air carrier service at the Airport would also increase the number of ground motor vehicle trips 
originating at the Airport and hence could cause additional particulate emissions.  These emissions 
would be produced by high occupancy vehicles such as buses and vans that will have a net benefit on 
air quality by replacing single occupancy vehicles and in effect reducing total miles traveled in the 
area as indicated in Table N-2.   
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Table N-2 

Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total Vehicles by Alternative Vehicle Miles Traveled

No Action
Proposed 

Project No Action Proposed Project
1999
  Buses 0 n.a. n.a. 0
  Shuttle vans 394 n.a. n.a. 7,335
  Rental cars 0 n.a. n.a. 0
  Cabs 3,154 n.a. n.a. 58,721
  Private vehicles, parking 7,886 n.a. n.a. 146,822
  Private vehicles, dropoff/pickup 2,110 n.a. n.a. 39,284
total 13,545 n.a. n.a. 252,181

2003
  Buses 0 1,505 0 28,018
  Shuttle vans 421 623 7,842 11,594
  Rental cars 0 3,736 0 69,563
  Cabs 3,370 2,283 62,735 42,511
  Private vehicles, parking 8,424 2,076 156,838 38,646
  Private vehicles, dropoff/pickup 2,254 1,071 41,970 19,941
  Indirect vehicle trips 12,333 0 229,622 0
total 26,802 11,294 499,007 210,273

  
2007
  Buses 0 4,565 0 84,984
  Shuttle vans 483 1,889 8,992 35,166
  Rental cars 0 11,333 0 210,995
  Cabs 3,864 6,926 71,940 128,941
  Private vehicles, parking 9,660 6,296 179,850 117,219
  Private vehicles, dropoff/pickup 2,585 3,249 48,128 60,485
  Indirect vehicle trips 53,300 0 992,339 0
total 69,892 34,257 1,301,250 637,790

  
2022
  Buses 0 9,177 0 170,865
  Shuttle vans 766 3,798 14,260 70,703
  Rental cars 0 22,785 0 424,215
  Cabs 6,127 13,924 114,076 259,243
  Private vehicles, parking 15,318 12,658 285,191 235,675
  Private vehicles, dropoff/pickup 4,099 6,532 76,317 121,608
  Indirect vehicle trips 89,867 0 1,673,138 0
total 116,177 68,875 2,162,981 1,282,309
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Table N-3 
Airport Emissions Inventories – 1999, 2003, 2007, and 2022 
 

 
Year and Source 

PM-10 
(tons/yr) 

  
1999  
    Aircraft 0.07 
    GSE (a) 0.01 
    Roadways and Parking (b) 10.07 
    Stationary Sources 0.00 
Total 10.15 
2003 Proposed Project  
    Aircraft 0.12 
    GSE (a) 0.03 
    Roadways and Parking (b) 8.40 
    Stationary Sources 0.00 
Total 8.55 
2003 No Project  
    Aircraft 0.08 
    GSE (a) 0.01 
    Roadways and Parking (b) 19.93 
    Stationary Sources 0.00 
Total 20.02 
2007 Proposed Project  
    Aircraft 0.24 
    GSE (a) 0.22 
    Roadways and Parking (b) 25.47 
    Stationary Sources 0.00 
Total 25.93 
2007 No Project  
    Aircraft 0.09 
    GSE (a) 0.01 
    Roadways and Parking (b) 51.96 
    Stationary Sources 0.00 
Total 52.06 
2022 Proposed Project  
    Aircraft 0.44 
    GSE (a) 0.38 
    Roadways and Parking (b) 51.21 
    Stationary Sources 0.00 
Total 52.03 
2022 No Project  
    Aircraft 0.14 
    GSE (a) 0.02 
    Roadways and Parking (b) 86.37 
    Stationary Sources 0.00 
Total 86.53 

 
(a) EDMS default GSE settings used for both alternatives. 
(b)   PM-10 emissions include exhaust, tire wear, break wear, and entrained road dust 
Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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Table N-4 
Total Project Emissions and De Minimis Criteria (Tons per year) 
 

 PM-10 
  
2002  Construction Impacts  
    Alternative 1 (No Project) 0 
    Alternative 2 (Proposed Project) 58.73 
  
2003 Operational Impacts  
    No Project 20.02 
    Proposed Project 8.55 
    Change in Emissions  (-11.47) 
  
2007 Operational Impacts  
    No Project 52.06 
    Proposed Project 25.93 
    Change in Emissions  (-26.13) 
  
2022 Operational Impacts  
    No Project 86.53 
    Proposed Project 52.03 
    Change in Emissions  (-34.50) 
  
De minimis criteria 100 
  
Total Annual Emissions Great Basin Valleys (a) 20,075 
Total Annual Emissions Mono County (c) 9,950 

 
(a) 1996 Estimated Value.  Produced by the California Air Resources Board 
(b)  Estimate is for Reactive Organic Compounds (ROG) 
(c) 2000 Estimated Value.  Produced by the California Air Resources Board 
Source:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
 
Total project related emissions (construction and operational) for the project and no-project 
alternative are summarized in Table N-4.  As discussed in the air quality management plan for the 
Town of Mammoth Lakes, particulate emissions in the Mammoth Lakes region are predominantly 
caused by woodburning stoves and motor vehicle traffic. As shown in Table N-4, introduction of 
commercial air service to Mammoth Lakes Yosemite Airport is expected to reduce particulate 
emissions in the region when compared to the no project alternative. In summation the proposed 
project will have a beneficial impact to air quality in the region and will reduce visitor vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) as more people are accommodated in higher occupancy vehicles.  It is noted that 
reduction/control of VMT in and around the City of Mammoth Lakes is a stated goal in SIP. 

Response to Comment FF-3 
 
Please see Response to Comment FF-2. The 106,600 VMT number mentioned by the commentor is a 
goal, not a cap. (Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan at Chapter 8.30)  The Town is always 
evaluating the total particulate load, not just the roadway component.  The 106,000 VMT number 
also relates to the roads within the Town itself.  (See State Implementation Plan at Figure 30.)  In the 
traffic modeling for North Village Specific Plan Amendment EIR, the town was evaluated at full 
build out which included the proposed Airport improvements and it was determined that the Town 
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will meet the goals of the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) at full build out.  The VMT goal 
was based upon specific roadway segments identified in the AQMP.  
 
Vehicle trips in the AQMP include all trips at full development of the Town.  These trips include 
trips originating outside of the Town.  Whether they originate at the Airport or in Los Angeles is not 
relevant.  The limiting factors for vehicle trips are accommodations and recreation amenities in 
Mammoth Lakes, not arrival modes.  PM-10 emissions from sources at the Airport (ground service 
vehicles, aircraft, etc.) do not increase the pollutant levels in the Town.  Exceedences of the NAAQS 
only occur on cold days with inversions leading to stagnant air conditions.  During these periods, air 
is trapped in the community.  The Airport is at a lower elevation than the Town and five miles to the 
east.  Emissions from the Airport cannot travel uphill to combine with emissions in Town from 
woodsmoke and road dust during inversions.  Under conditions when particulates from the Airport 
could reach Town (east wind, no inversion) the PM-10 generated in Town would disperse.  As shown 
in Table N-4, the project, by itself is below de minimus thresholds.  
 
Furthermore, the air quality analysis done for the North Village Specific Plan Amendment EIR 
assumed only 20 percent transit use by visitors.  With the implementation of the proposed project 
some of these visitors would use shuttle service provided from the Airport to various lodgings within 
the Town. (70 percent of the travelers using the Airport are expected to use the shuttles, See 
Supplement at Page III-64.)  This supports the Specific Plan EIR conclusion that there would be no 
significant impacts on the air quality with the full build out of the town. 

Response to Comment FF-4 
 
The proposed project would result in a reduction of total vehicle miles traveled as compared to the 
no–project scenario, therefore it would be in compliance with the Town of Mammoth Lakes Air 
Quality Management Plan’s stated goal of limiting the total VMT to 106,600. Please also see 
Response to Comment FF-2.  

Response to Comment FF-5 
 
Please see Response to Comment FF-4.  

Response to Comment FF-6 
 
Please see Response to Comment FF-4.  

Response to Comment FF-7 
 
Although the initial service provided by American Airlines is from Chicago and Dallas (American 
Airlines hubs), it is expected that in the future, the majority of the visitors flying to Mammoth Lakes 
ski resort would be coming from Los Angeles, Reno, Las Vegas and other nearby airports.  They 
would be flying into Mammoth Lakes through these connecting airports instead of driving.  This 
would result in a substantial decrease of total vehicle miles traveled.  Currently most of these 
potential airport users have no viable option other than driving if they want to come to Mammoth 
Lakes area.  This would result in providing an alternative mode of transport to the people who are 
part of the projected growth in the visitors to the region.   
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Currently there are some visitors who stay in Bishop and use Mammoth Mountain ski areas.  
Therefore, the proposed project will not induce any additional travelers to stay in Bishop and drive to 
Mammoth Lakes.  

Response to Comment FF-8 
 
The FAA has determined that neither the proposed project or any of the alternatives meet the criteria 
of a major runway extension as they don’t exceed de minimis threshold for any of the criteria 
pollutants and therefore air quality certification is not required. Consequently an assurance letter 
from the State of California is not required. 

Response to Comment FF-9 
 
The proposed project would not exceed, either individually or cumulatively, the 106,600 vehicle 
miles traveled goal, which is a control measure in the Town of Mammoth Lakes PM-10 SIP as stated 
in Chapter 8.30 of the Town’s General Plan. As shown in Table N-2 the proposed project would 
result in a reduction of total VMT in the region and hence will not contribute to any increase in 
VMT.   
 
As described in comment FF-2, the proposed project will not violate 24-hour PM-10 standards.  
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Attachment A  
Wildlife Management News & 

Excerpt from Department of Fish & Game Website 
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Attachment B 
Analysis of 96-hour Aquifer Test Data, Mammoth Yosemite Airport, 

Mono County, California.  Report dated February 8, 2002, by  
Richard C. Slade & Associates. 
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Attachment C 
Regional Geologic Map and Geologic Cross Sections 

 from Triad/Holmes Associates 
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Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan 

 

Facility: 

Mammoth Yosemite Airport 
 

Physical Location: 

6 miles East of MAMMOTH LAKES, CA 

Adjacent U.S. Highway 395 
 

Facility Contact and Phone Number: 

Bill Manning, Airport Manager 

(760)-934-3813 
 

Date: 

March 2002
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Summary 
1. Name and Location of Facility  Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

U.S. Highway 395, North Airport Road 
Mammoth Lakes. California 93546 
 

2. Name of Operator  Town of Mammoth Lakes 
 

3. Name of Person in Charge of Facility  Bill Manning 
Airport Manager 
Telephone:   (760) 934-3813 (daytime) 
                    (760) 924-3326 (home) 
 

4. Name and Telephone of Person for Oil 
Spill Prevention at facility 

 Bill Kerns 
Telephone:  (760) 934-3813 (daytime) 
                   (760) 935-4950 (home) 
 

5. Nearest Navigable Waters  1. Hot Creek, one half mile north of the Airport. 
2. Convict Creek, one half mile south of the Airport. 

 
6. Possible Spill Sources  The possible sources of spills of oil or other 

hazardous substances are limited at the Mammoth 
Yosemite Airport.  The Fixed Base Operator 
maintains above ground aviation fuel on the field. 
There is a possibility of a fuel spill of aviation and 
automobile gasoline.  The location of these fuel 
tanks is shown on the attached Exhibit. 
 
There is also mechanical work done to aircraft on 
the field that could result in the spillage of a small 
amount of engine motor oil.  
 
No other use of fuel or other hazardous materials 
occurs on the Airport.  
 

7. Distances from Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport 

 1. Nearest Hospital: Mammoth Hospital, six miles 
2. Nearest Fire Department: Mammoth Lakes Fire 

Protection District, six miles.  Long Valley Fire 
Protection District, seven miles. 

3. Nearest Hazmat Team:  No Team in area, contact 
Long Valley Fire Protection District.   

 
8. Spill Prevention and Control 
Equipment available at the Airport.  
 

 1. Shovels: 8 
2. Loaders: 2 
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SPCC PLAN REVIEW - 40 CFR 112.5(b) 

A review and evaluation of the SPCC plan is completed at least once every three years.  All 
substantive amendments to the plan are certified by a registered professional engineer in 
accordance with §112.3(d).  Evidence of these reviews and applicable certifications is recorded 
in the table below.  [Note: Administrative modifications are made, as appropriate, to ensure the 
accuracy of plan information in response to modifications in the assignment of personnel or 
contact information (e.g., telephone numbers).]  
 

Date  Reason for Review SPCC Coordinator’s Name and 
Initials  

Professional Engineer 
Name and Initials 

 
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
 
 
MANAGEMENT APPROVAL - 40 CFR 112.7 
This SPCC plan is fully approved by the management of the Airport, which will provide all the 
necessary funds and man-power to fully implement the plan as it is described in this document. 
 
 
 
 
NAME         DATE 
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1. Introduction 
This section provides background information, presents the objectives of the plan, explains when 
amendments/updates to the plan need to be performed, lists the Plan Coordinator, states the location 
of the Plan and provides for Plan certifications. 

1.1 Background 
This document presents the Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan for the 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  The Airport is owned and operated by Town of Mammoth Lakes.  The 
SPCC Plan (the plan) is a requirement of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA), which mandates a 
spill response system for the proper handling, storage, and transportation of oil in the event a 
discharge occurs.  OPA is authorized under Section 311 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  The 
regulations pertaining to preparing a SPCC Plan are found at Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR), Part 110 and 112 (40 CFR § 112).  (See Appendix A for a copy of the regulations.) 
 
A facility is subject to SPCC regulations if a single oil storage tank has a capacity greater than 660 
gallons, or the total above ground oil storage capacity exceeds 1,320 gallons, or the underground oil 
storage capacity exceeds 42,000 gallons, and if, due to its location, the facility could reasonably be 
expected to discharge oil into or upon the navigable waters of the United States.  This plan 
establishes procedures, methods, and equipment and other requirements to prevent discharge of oil 
from onshore facilities into or upon the navigable water of the United States.  Owners or operators of 
facilities that, due to their location, could reasonably be expected to discharge oil in harmful 
quantities into or upon the navigable waters of the United States must prepare a SPCC Plan.  Oil is 
defined as oil of any kind or in any form including, but not limited to petroleum, fuel oil, sludge, oil 
refuse and oil mixed with wastes other than dredged spoil.  Oil in harmful quantities results when the 
discharge causes: (40 CFR § 110.3.) 
 

• Violations of applicable water quality standards. The water quality standards are discussed in 
Section 2.2, “NPDES Permit” of this Plan. 

• A film or sheen upon or discoloration of the surface of the water or adjoining shorelines or 
cause a sludge or emulsion to be deposited beneath the surface of the water or upon adjoining 
shorelines.  

 
The Town of Mammoth Lakes has prepared this Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan 
as part of the environmental analysis done for the improvements at the Airport.  Mammoth Yosemite 
Airport is not required to prepare a Facility Response Plan. (see Appendix B - Determination of 
Substantial Harm). 
 
Two 12,000 gallons above ground fuels tanks are presently located at the Airport as shown on 
Exhibit 1.  Existing Airport facilities were designed to accommodate an additional 12,000 gallons 
tank at the Airport. This would result in a total fuel storage capacity of 36,000 gallons.   
 
Section 3, “Spill Prevention and Containment” explains the spill prevention procedures employed by 
the Airport, and Section 4, “Spill Response” explains the Town’s response procedures in the event of 
a spill and discusses when federal and State agencies need to be informed in the event of a spill.  

1.2 Objectives of the Plan 
This SPCC Plan is intended to meet or exceed the OPA requirements for the preparation of an SPCC 
Plan for the facilities at the Airport.  
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1.3 Plan Amendments and Updates 
The SPCC Plan needs to be amended whenever there is a change in facility design, construction, 
operation or maintenance, which materially affects the facility’s potential for the discharge of oil into 
or upon the navigable waters of the United States.  Also, a complete review and evaluation of the 
SPCC Plan must be performed once every three years. (40 CFR § 112.5.)  
 
Also, if the facility discharges more than 1,000 gallons of oil into the surrounding waters in a single 
spill event, or discharges oil in harmful quantities, as defined in 40 CFR Part 110, in two spill events 
reportable under Section 311 (b)(5) of the CWA within a 12 month period, the facility must submit 
within 60 days of the event to the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency detailed information about the nature and cause of the spill. 
(40 CFR § 112.4.)  

1.4 Plan Coordination 
A person needs to be designated who is accountable for oil spill prevention.  The Airport Manger of 
Mammoth Yosemite Airport will be the Spill Coordinator.  The Spill Coordinator has the following 
responsibilities as part of the SPCC Plan implementation: 
 

• prevent the willful discharge of oil from any facilities or vehicle onto the land or into 
surrounding waterways; 

• keep an adequate amount of absorbent materials at potential spill sites for containment 
purposes; 

• ensure that all waste materials from spills are disposed in compliance with local, State, and 
federal regulations; 

• ensure compliance with federal SPCC Plan requirements; 

• ensure that any hazardous substance spill from the Airport that exceeds reportable quantities 
(RQ) is reported to the appropriate State and federal authorities; 

• ensure that contractors are available that can support the Long Valley Fire Protection District, 
if needed, during any spill that may occur at the Airport; and 

• conduct personnel briefing twice a year to review spill events or failures. 

1.5 Plan Locations 
 
The SPCC Plan is located at the office of the Airport Manager and Fixed Base Operator (FBO) 
facilities.
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2. Facility Description 
The purpose of this section is to explain drainage systems at Mammoth Yosemite Airport, determine 
potential sources of spills and discuss how a spill might be transferred to a surrounding waterway.  A 
review of historical spills is also provided. 

2.1 Site Drainage 
There are no bodies of water on Airport property.  There are, however, three surface drainage 
systems in the vicinity of the Airport.  These drainage systems are depicted in Exhibit 2.  The area 
west of the Airport is within the western portion of the Mammoth Creek/Hot Creek watershed of the 
Mammoth Basin drainage system.  The area south of the Airport is within the Convict Creek 
watershed. The drainage divide between the Mammoth Basin and Convict Creek watersheds passes 
through the westerly portion of the Airport.  The third drainage divide lies east of Doe Ridge and 
flows into Crowley Lake. 
 
The lower reaches of the Mammoth Basin drainage system are significantly affected by rising 
geothermal ground waters, which include mixed hot-cold spring discharges at the Hot Creek Fish 
Hatchery and numerous hot springs within the Hot Creek Gorge.  The Convict Creek drainage 
system appears to contain only cold groundwater elements.  Studies conducted by the California 
State Department of Water Resources and U.S. Geological Service (USGS) indicate that geological 
formations located north of the Airport confine a relatively extensive cold groundwater basin.    
 
The two nearest navigable waters to the Airport as shown on Exhibit 1 are the following: 
 
1. Hot Creek, one half mile north of the Airport. 
2. Convict Creek, one half mile south of the Airport. 

2.2 NPDES Permit  
Mammoth Yosemite Airport operates under NPDES Permit Number 6B26S003690 granted by 
Regional Water Quality Board.  A new permit would be needed for the planned improvements at the 
Airport.  

2.3 On-Site Activities of Concern 
Following are some of the activities, which can be the cause of a potential spill.  
 

• aircraft fuel storage, transport, transfer and fueling operations 
• non-aircraft fuel handling and storage 
• runway deicer/anti-icer storage, handling, and transport 
• used oil collection and storage from maintenance activites 
• waste oil storage handling 

 
The potential impacts of spills generated by the activities described above vary significantly. The 
potential impacts determined by factors such as the types and quantities of materials involved and the 
location of spills.  
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2.4 Potential Sources of Spills 

2.4.1 Storage Tanks 
Currently, there are two above ground 12,000 gallons fuel tanks at Mammoth Yosemite Airport as 
shown in Exhibit 3 and 4.  One additional 12,000 gallons tank can be accommodated at the existing 
fuel tank enclosure.  
 
The Aboveground Storage Tanks (AST) are situated on a concrete pad located to the east of the six 
existing hangars. The ASTs are of double wall design/construction, and surrounded by a secondary 
containment system and a spill prevention system that exceeds all permit requirements.  

2.4.2 Hazardous Substances 
The storage and use of hazardous substances can present instances when spills can occur that could 
be released into the surrounding waterways.   

2.4.3 Transfer Operations 
The transfer of oil and fuel may create a situation where a spill could occur.  Currently, the fuel 
supplier to the Airport utilizes an 8,000-gallon transport that makes deliveries to the Airport 
approximately two times a month.  After the implementation of the proposed project a 14,000 gallon 
transport is expected to make 1 to 2 daily round trips in the future to satisfy the daily fuel uplift 
requirements.  The current aircraft fueling plan calls for a capacity of 20,000 to 24,000 gallons stored 
in a combination of existing above ground storage tanks and trucks.  Airfield fuel trucks would 
deliver fuel from the storage areas to the aircraft. 

2.5 Spill Pathways & Scenarios 
Scenarios were developed as part of this plan to suggest how oil might be released into the 
surrounding waterways and also to develop a spill response plan.  The drainage system in the vicinity 
of the Airport was described in Section 2.1 “Site Drainage”.  The various scenarios that could result 
in spills are described as: Storage Tank Operations, Airplane Accident, Vehicle Accident, or 
Hazardous Substance Storage or Transfer. These scenarios are more fully discussed below: 

2.5.1 Storage Tank Operations 
Storage tank operations include filling or removing fuel or hazardous substances to or from a storage 
tank.  It is during these operations that a spill may occur.  Tanks could also rupture or the associated 
equipment and piping could be subject to failure, which can result in a release.  All aboveground 
storage tanks at the Airport are within double walls therefore a spill or release from these tanks 
would not reach the water bodies near the Airport.  The fuel farm is surrounded by a modern 
secondary containment system that reduces the chances of any potential spill reaching the navigable 
waters of United States. 
 
Table 1 shows various potential spill volumes and rates from the fuel storage tanks. 
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Table 1 
Potential Spill Volumes and Rates for Above Ground Storage Tanks 
 
Type of Major Failure Max. Possible Quantity Released  Rate of Flow 
 
Complete failure of a full tank\ 
 

 
12,000 gallons (largest tank size)

  
Instantaneous 

Partial failure of a full tank 
 

1 to 12,000 gallons  Gradual to instantaneous 

Tank overfill while transferring to and 
from truck 
 

1 to many gallons  10 to 100 gallon per minute 

Source: Mammoth Yosemite Airport and Super tanks, Inc. 
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc.  

2.5.2 Airplane Accident 
A crash on a runway or taxiway could present a problem with aviation fuel being spilled.  The worst 
case scenario is based on the largest aircraft being fully loaded with fuel and losing half the contents 
of its tanks.  The largest aircraft that would be used at the Airport would be a Boeing 757.  These 
planes hold approximately 11,466 gallons of fuel. (Boeing Commercial Airplane Group, 757-200 
Airplane Characteristics for Airport Planning, October 1994.)  If half of the tanks were to puncture 
and loose all of the fuel, approximately 5,700 gallons of jet fuel would be spilled onto the airfield. 
 
The possibility of an aircraft accident at Mammoth Yosemite Airport is very low.  Any such 
occurrences at on the apron area would be contained in the apron drainage system.  

2.5.3 Vehicle Accident 
A vehicle on the Airport could potentially have its tank rupture or leak as a result of valve or fitting 
failure or leaking hoses.  The type of fuel that could be spilled from a vehicle tank could include: 
gasoline, diesel, ethylene glycol, or propane.  The worst case scenario is that a fully loaded truck 
delivering product would be involved in an accident that would result in a spill of all of the contents 
of the truck.  Currently the Airport is served by a 8,000 gallon transport.  

2.5.4 Hazardous Substance Storage or Transfer 
Currently the following items are stored at the Airport in addition to the fuel in the storage tanks. 
 

• 100 gallons of de-icer fluid 
• 50 gallons of tractor hydraulic/motor oil 

 
For the most part all of the substances are stored in buildings in locations where the substance would 
not reach exposed soil in and around the Airport 

2.6 Spill History 
The spill history lists any spills that have occurred at Mammoth Yosemite Airport. A spill event is 
defined as a discharge of a “harmful quantity” into the navigable waters of the United States. (40 
CFR § 112.1 (b)(1).). Table 2 provides a list of previous spills at Mammoth Yosemite Airport, action 
taken to reduce the impacts of the spill and prevent future occurrences.  
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Table 2 
Spill History at Mammoth Yosemite Airport 
 

Date Time  Estimated 
Amount Material Spilled  Company (s) 

Involved Action Taken  Remarks 

             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
Source: Mammoth Yosemite Airport 
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

 
There have been no known incidents of spills at the Airport in the last couple of years.  Several 
Underground Storage Tanks (UST) left over from military operations at the Airport were removed 
from the Airport facility and site characterizations/remedial investigations performed on the soil 
under and around the former USTs.  The removal of these USTs was conducted in accordance to the 
direction of the Mono County Environmental Health Department, the lead agency for the remediation 
projects at the Airport property.  No soil contamination was noted in the former area containing the 
four USTs situated to the east of the terminal building. Contaminated soil was noted in the area of the 
three former USTs situated to the west of the terminal building.  Contaminated soil was removed 
from this location.  The contamination did not impact the ground water in and around the Airport. 



not to scale

Mammoth Yosemite Airport

Source: SuperSafe Tanks, Inc.
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. Exhibit 3
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Fuel Storage Tank Details
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Mammoth Yosemite Airport

Source: SuperSafe Tanks, Inc.
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. Exhibit 4
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Fuel Storage Tanks Location
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3. Spill Prevention and Containment 
This Section will discuss the spill prevention equipment and methods of containment in case of a 
spill or accidental release of hazardous substances maintained at Mammoth Yosemite Airport.  

3.1 Equipment for Spill Prevention  
The Airport management conducts annual checks of the fuel tanks to prevent potentials leaks due to 
corrosion.  The following measures have been put in place during the construction and placement of 
the tanks to prevent fuels reaching the navigable waters of United States. 
 
Deicing, when required, would generally be accomplished by the use of glycol diluted to a 50 percent 
solution by water.  All aircraft would be deiced at the same location on the planned commercial 
airline apron.  The area on which the aircraft would park during the deicing operations would be 
graded such that all of the water from this area would be collected at one drop inlet.  The pipes from 
this inlet would be constructed such that in normal operations, without any deicing fluid, the 
stormwater runoff is discharged into the oil/water separator.  When deicing operations are being 
performed, the valves would be set such that all of the deicing fluids would be diverted to a holding 
tank.  The runoff would be collected in the holding tank and removed from the site and suitably 
disposed. 
 
The Airport has eight shovels and two loaders that would be used to dispose of any soil affected by a 
spill.  In the event of a spill the first step undertaken to contain the spills would be to place wooden 
planks to reduce penetration of oil into the ground water, the second step would be remove the 
affected soil and replace it with new soil.  

3.2 Personnel Training 
OPA requirements stipulate that the owner or operator are responsible for properly instructing 
personnel in the operation and maintenance of equipment to prevent the discharges of oil and 
applicable pollution laws, rules and regulations. (40 CFR § 112.7 (e)(10)(l).)  Further, spill 
prevention briefings for operating personnel need to be conducted frequently enough so that 
personnel have an adequate understanding of the SPCC Plan.  The briefings should highlight and 
describe known spill events or failures, malfunctioning components, and recently developed 
precautionary measures. (40 CFR § 112.7 (e)(10)(iii).) The SPCC Spill Plan Coordinator will 
conduct briefings twice a year to review spill events or failures, malfunctioning components, and 
recently developed precautionary measures.   
 
Airport and FBO employees are not trained to respond to hazardous substance spills.  They may take 
immediate actions to lay down spill control equipment to prevent the hazardous substances from 
going into the ground water.  Any additional response to a spill must be undertaken by trained 
personnel.  Any spill greater than 10 square feet in area shall be responded by the Long Valley Fire 
Protection District (LVFPD).  In the event that the spill is beyond the capabilities of the LVFPD a 
fully-trained  emergency response team would be called upon.  
 
However, all Airport and FBO employees who have the potential to witness a spill need to have 
sufficient awareness training to recognize that an emergency response situation exists and understand 
Plan procedures.  It is expected that the Airport Manager or his designee would be the persons 
managing the spill control efforts and notifying the appropriate local, State, and federal agencies.  
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3.3 Security 
All Airport facilities will be designed and constructed to conform with current FAA security 
requirements. 14 CFR Part 107 “Airport Security,” Section 107.3, requires the operator of an airport 
serving scheduled passenger operations of carriers required to have a security program, and to 
produce a written security program to be approved by the Director of Civil Aviation Security that 
provides for “the safety of persons and property traveling in air transportation and intrastate air 
transportation against acts of criminal violence and aircraft piracy.”   
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4. Spill Response 
This section details the actions that must take place when a spill occurs, including responsibilities, 
spill notification, spill control and countermeasures, and clean up and disposal.  
 

1. The Airport Manager or his designee will report any spills to the Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Board ((761) 241-7365) within 48 hours.  A written report will be provided within 14 
days.  Form A, which will be used for reporting the spills is attached.  

2. The Airport Manager or his designee will also immediately notify the following State of 
California, the government of United States, and local emergency agencies providing them 
with all the information included in Form A.  

a. The United States Coast Guard and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency will 
be notified through the National Response Center (in accordance with federal law) if 
the hazardous material is likely to find its way into a navigable waterway or coastline. 
The telephone number of the NRC (Coast Guard) in Washington DC is (800) 424-
8802. The EPA 24-hour emergency telephone number for oil spills/hazardous waste 
spills is (916) 262-1621. 

b. The California State Emergency Service/Disaster Agency, telephone number is (916) 
464-3271.  

c. The local Long Valley Fire Protection District (LVFPD) will be contacted at (760) 
935-4545 for emergency assistance. 

3. Any measure to mitigate the adverse effects of the spills will be directed and coordinated by 
these federal, State, and local emergency agencies. 

4. All steps would be taken to reduce the extent of the spill by closing appropriate valves, if 
possible.  

5. If any spills endanger human life then life saving protection will be provided by LVFPD and 
Mono County Paramedics.  

6. The Airport Manager or his designee will also develop a sampling plan to monitor the 
effectiveness of the spill cleanup after it has been contained and treated by the fire 
department.  
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Form A – Spill Reporting Form 
 

1. Name of the person reporting the Spill: ____________________________________ 
 
2. Date:      ____________________________________ 

 
3. Time of observation of Spill:   ____________________________________ 
    
4. Location of Spill:     ____________________________________ 

 
5. Identity of material spilled:   ____________________________________ 

 
6. Probable source of Spill:   ____________________________________ 

 
7. Estimate time of Spill:    ____________________________________ 

 
8. Volume and duration of Spill:   ____________________________________ 

 
9. Present and anticipated movement of Spill: ____________________________________ 

 
10. Weather conditions at the scene of Spill: ____________________________________ 

 
11. Personnel at the scene of Spill:   ____________________________________ 

 
12. Action initiated by personnel at the scene of Spill: _________________________________ 

 
13. Agencies contacted:    ____________________________________ 

 
FOLLOW UP: 
 
14. Disposal summary:    ____________________________________ 
 
15. Comments:     ____________________________________ 
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Appendix A 

40 CFR, Part 110 – Discharge of Oil and 40 CFR, Part 112 – Oil Pollution 
Prevention 
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Appendix B – Determination of Substantial Harm 
 

1. Does the facility transfer oil over water to or from vessels and does the facility have a total 
oil storage capacity greater than or equal to 42,000 gallons ? 

 
Yes                No      X     .    
 

2. Does the facility have a total oil storage capacity greater than or equal to 1 million gallons 
and does the facility leak secondary containment that is sufficiently large to contain the 
capacity of the largest above ground oil storage tank plus sufficient freeboard to allow for 
precipitation within any above ground oil storage tank area ? 

 
Yes                No      X     .    

 
3. Does the facility have a total oil storage capacity greater than or equal to 1 million gallons 

and is the facility located at a distance such that a discharge from the facility could cause 
injury to fish and wildlife and sensitive environments? For further description of fish and 
wildlife and sensitive environments, see Appendices I, II, and III to DOC/NOAA’s 
“Guidance for Facility and Vessel Response Plans: Fish and Wildlife and Sensitive 
Environments” and the applicable Area Contingency Plan. 

 
Yes                No      X     .    
 

4. Does the facility have a total oil storage capacity greater than or equal to 1 millions gallons 
and is the facility located at a distance such that a discharge from the facility would shut 
down a public drinking water intake? 

 
Yes                No      X     .    

 
5. Does the facility have total oil storage capacity greater than or equal to 1 million gallons and 

has the facility experienced a reportable oil spill in an amount greater than or equal to 10,000 
gallons within the last five years. 

 
Yes                No      X     .    
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Attachment E  
Copy of the Caltrans transmittal form 

 




	Table of Contents
	Executive Summary
	Introduction and Background
	Section I - Description of the Project
	1.1 Location and Boundaries
	1.2 Purpose and Need of the Proposed Project
	1.3 Existing Facilities
	1.4 Description of the Proposed Project
	1.5 Description of Planning, Construction and Operational Characteristics

	Section II - Brief Overview of the Project's Environmental Setting
	2.1 Existing Conditions
	2.2 Related Projects
	2.3 Applicable General, Specific, and Regional Plans

	Section III - Environmental Impacts of Proposed Project
	3.1 Aesthetics/Light and Glare
	3.2 Air Quality
	3.3 Biological Resources
	3.4 Transportation/Traffic
	3.5 Soils and Land Transformation
	3.6 Hydrology, Water Supply, and Water Quality
	3.7 Noise
	3.8 Public Services and Utilities

	Section IV - Project Alternatives
	4.1 Range of Alternatives
	4.2 Alternatives Retained for Further Consideration
	4.3 Comparison of Environmental Impacts of Project Alternatives
	4.4 Alternatives Previously Considered and Eliminated from Further Consideration

	Section V - Long Term Implications of the Proposed Project
	5.1 Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity
	5.2 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Would be Involved in the Proposed Project Should it be Implemented
	5.3 Growth-Inducing Impact of the Proposed Project 

	Section VI - Cited References
	Appendix A - Mitigation Measures and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (1997 SEIR/EA) 
	Appendix B - Notice of Preparation
	Appendix C - Scoping Comments
	Appendix D - Coordination
	Appendix E - Airfield Requirements Analysis
	Appendix F - Aircraft Noise Analysis
	Appendix G - Air Quality Construction Emissions Calculations
	Appendix H - Historical and Forecast of Aviation Demand Background Information
	Appendix I - Biological Assessment
	Appendix J - Biological Opinion
	Appendix K - Revegetation Requirements
	Appendix L - Traffic Impact Analysis
	Appendix M - Air Services Agreement
	Appendix N - Written Comments and Response to Comments



