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APPENDIX L 
Comments and Responses 

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

 
L-1 Comments and Responses Report 

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

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

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

 



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

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

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

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

 



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

DP0245 
Numeric Identifier 

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

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

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



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



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

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

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

 
1-1 Comment 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0001 DP0003 DP0004 DP0006 DP0007 DP0009 DP0010 DP0011 DP0017 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0005 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0010 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0011 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0001 

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

 Letter Codes 
DP0016 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0016 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0017 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0017 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
2. General Opposition 

 
2-1 Comment 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0015 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

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

 
3-1 Comment 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DP0003 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
4. Alternatives 

 
4-1 Comment 

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

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DP0002 

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

 Response 
See response to Comment 4-1 

 Letter Codes 
DP0012 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
5. Noise 

 
5-1 Comment 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

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

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

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DG0001 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

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

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

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

 Response 
The analysis was performed in accordance with FAA Guidance on Procedures for Evaluating Potential 
Noise Impacts on Airport Improvements Projects on National Parks and Other Sensitive Park 
Environments (FAA, June 2007).  The broad range of metrics applied in the EIS and NSA provide 
substantial contextual information for the analysis of potential noise effects, including loudness and 
perception (Lmax), cumulative energy exposure (CNEL, Leq(day)), and duration (TAA  natural).  CNEL is 
one of many metrics applied to the Noise Screening Assessment and it provides useful context for 
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cumulative impacts.  In addition, the project TAA analysis that was performed using the natural ambient 
sound level is more sensitive than all of the time-based TAA descriptors noted in your letter.  Our TAA 
analysis shows little if any reason for concern about the time that aircraft will be noticed by general park 
visitors. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

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

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

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

 
6- Comment 

No comments received on this category. 

 Response 
 

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

 
7-1 Comment 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

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

 
8-1 Comment 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DS0002 

 



3/20/2008 MMH Air Service EIS 15
 

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

 
9-1 Comment 

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

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

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DF0003 

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

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

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

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

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

 
10-1 Comment 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DL0001 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DL0001 

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

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

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DP0018 

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

 Response 
Comment noted. 

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 

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

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

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 

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

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

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

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

 Letter Codes 
DF0005 
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MMH Air Service EIS 
11. Air Quality 

 
11- Comment 

No comments received on this category. 

 Response 
 

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

 
12- Comment 

No comments received on this category. 

 Response 
 

 Letter Codes 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Pacific Southwest Region 

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 520 
Oakland, California 94607 

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

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

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

 
Patricia Sanderson Port 
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Regional Environmental Officer 
 
cc:  
Director, OEPC 
FWS, CNO 

 - 2 -



United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Bishop Field Office 
35 1 Pacu Lane, Suite 100 

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

www.ca.blm.gov/bishop 

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

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

Dear Mr. Cox: 

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

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

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

Pages 5-44 through 5-48: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please keep us informed regarding this and 
future proposals involving the airport. If you need additional information, please contact 
Terry Russi, Supervisory Wildlife Biologist at t h s  office. 
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Bill Cockroft 
PO Bar 8403 

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 

January 7,2008 

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

Dear Mr. Cox: 

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

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

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

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

=k7f Bill Cockroft' 



Mr. Chuck Cox 
Reginnal Bnvironmental Technical Specialist 
Fedeml Aviation kddnislration. 

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

Dear Mi-. C.!ox, 
I him conm~l~~icuting to y.ou in suppor:t of the propbsal by FIorizon. Ajr. I an] a propcrty 
omcr Mamnoth I,nkcs and fiequcnt visitor to the region. T believe that thc benefits of 
the proposal outweigh c:jther consickrirtions. 
Sincerely. 
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Mr. Chuck Cox 
Regional Technical Specialist Operations 
USDT FAA 
Northwest Mountain Region Ofice 
1601 Lhd Ave, SW 
Renton, WA 98057 

Subj~ect: Mammoth Yosemite Auprt 

Mr. Cox, 

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

Thank YOU for your consideration of these issues. 

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

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

January 2,2008 

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

Dear Mr. Cox: 

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

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

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

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

Mark R. Clausen 
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January 4,2008 

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

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

Re. Draft EIS Horizon Air service to Manmoth Yosernite Airport 

Dear Mr. Cox: 

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

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

&dwA Kathy Cop 
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January 7,2008 

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

Subject: Mammoth Yosemite Airport 

Dear Mr. Cox, 

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

Lorilee Schumann 
2680 Highland Drive 

Bishop, CA 935 14 
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