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OUR COMMITMENT TO SUSTAINABILITY | ESA helps a variety of
public and private sector clients plan and prepare for climate change and
emerging regulations that limit GHG emissions. ESA is a registered
assessor with the California Climate Action Registry, a Climate Leader,
and founding reporter for the Climate Registry. ESA is also a corporate
member of the U.S. Green Building Council and the Business Council on
Climate Change (BC3). Internally, ESA has adopted a Sustainability Vision
and Policy Statement and a plan to reduce waste and energy within our
operations. This document was produced using recycled paper.
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PREFACE

Overview

This final Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND) was prepared by the Inyo County
Department of Public Works. This Initial Study has been prepared to determine if the introduction
of scheduled commercial air passenger service at Bishop Airport (BIH or Airport) may have
significant effects on the environment, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seg.) and in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.) The introduction of commercial air passenger service at
Bishop Airport is subject to discretionary approval by Inyo County and thus subject to CEQA.
Inyo County will adopt this Negative Declaration if, based on the whole record, including the
Initial Study and comments received, it determines that there is no substantial evidence that the
project will have a significant effect on the environment (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15074(b)).

Contents of the Final IS/ND

This final IS/ND was prepared pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. This document includes
comments received during the public review period, and responses to those comments prepared
by Inyo County. Minor edits were made to the draft IS/ND as a result of comments received. The
draft IS/ND is provided in this document.

Public Review Process

On March 2, 2021, Inyo County published, and released the draft IS/ND for a 41-day public
review period. A Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration was published on March 2,
2021 in the Inyo Register and March 4, 2021 in the Mammoth Times. Notice was also published
on Inyo County’s website! and the Town of Mammoth Lakes’ website.2 On March 4, 2021, Inyo
County filed a Notice of Completion with the State Clearinghouse at the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research, and the Draft IS/ND was distributed for review to State agencies. The
draft 1IS/ND was distributed to the public electronically via the County’s website. Hard copies of
the draft IS/ND were available for review during the comment period at the Inyo County
Department of Public Works (168 N. Edwards St., Independence, CA 93526) and for check out,
from the Inyo County Free Library - Bishop Branch (210 Academy Ave., Bishop, CA 93514) and
the Mono County Free Library - Mammoth Lakes Branch (400 Sierra Park Rd., Mammoth Lakes,
CA 93546). Both the Inyo County Free Library and the Mono County Free Library were closed to
the public; however, curbside pick-up was available by calling or emailing the library in advance.

1 https://www.inyocounty.us/services/public-works, under Bishop Airport - Proposed Commercial Air Service
NEPA/CEQA Review

2 https://www.townofmammothlakes.ca.gov/
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The 41-day comment period ended on Monday, April 12, 2021 at 5:00 p.m. Pacific Standard
Time.

A Public Workshop was held to discuss the analyses presented in the Draft IS/ND and the
separate Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared for the Project under the National
Environmental Quality Act (NEPA) and to answer questions from the public. The Public
Workshop was held between 6:00 PM and 7:00 PM on April 1, 2021. The Public Workshop
included a presentation followed by a question and answer period with the Study Team answering
questions from attendees in real-time. A Public Hearing to receive formal verbal comments from
the public on the Draft EA was held immediately after the Public Workshop between 7:00 PM
and 8:00 PM. Registration to attend the Public Workshop and/or the Public Hearing was available
at the following website: http://bit.ly/bishopairportregistration. More information on the Public
Workshop/Public Hearing can be found at https://www.inyocounty.us/services/public-works.

Comments Received

This section provides comments received during the public review period for the draft IS/ND.
Inyo County received four written comment letters. Minor edits to the draft IS/ND were made in
response to the comments received. The commenters are listed below, followed by the comments
and responses.

Comment Commenter Affiliation

Form No.

01 Bruce Klein General Public

02 Lorraine Masten General Public

03 Yvonne Katzenstein General Public

04 Grady Dutton Mammoth Yosemite Airport, Town of
Mammoth Lakes

Proposed Commercial Airline Service at Bishop Airport 2 ESA / D201900979.01
Initial Study May 2021
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230 Panorama Drive
Bishop, CA 93514

To:

Inyo County Public Works

Att: Ashley Helms, Deputy Public Works Director—Airports
168 N. Edwards Street

Independence, CA 93526

Re: Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Commercial Air Service at Bishop Airport
April 10, 2021
Dear Ms. Helms,

This letter is respectfully submitted in response to an invitation for public comment
regarding correctness, completeness and adequacy of both the Initial Study (IS) and Draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Commercial Air Service at Bishop Airport in
Bishop, Inyo County, California. It is requested that the following comments be considered prior
to possible adoption of a Negative Declaration and Finding of No Significant Impact.

The primary objective of these comments is to compel an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) which exhaustively details the environment affected by the project and its consequences.
The IS and EA as written are inadequate, failing to thoroughly and forthrightly address the
spectrum of issues required. Rather, they have offered a standard NEPA template accomplishing
little else than “filling in the blanks.” As such the IS and EA are incomplete and incorrect.

Cumulative project impacts will forever change the Eastern Sierra Region’s quality of life
and threaten the health of its communities and ecosystems. The socioeconomic complexion of
Bishop itself, including child safety and environmental justice, will be inevitably and forever
altered.

Let’s consider the enormous toxicity of jet fuel and its exhaust. Volumes of data document
jet toxin and noise impacts. Aircraft powering up and down the Valley morning through evening
up to %2 the year, toxic emissions absorbed by, and contaminating biological resources-- vegetation
soil, water and air--will indeed damage ecosystems, human health and disrupt reproduction of
avian, insect, mammal & reptilian wildlife, as well as that of cattle. Economically vital alfalfa
production will be affected.

The Eastern Sierra’s geographic isolation has included isolation from aircraft noise. Large
aircraft of the type proposed will produce decibel levels that exceed what residents find acceptable.

Los Angeles Water & Power groundwater pumping has depressed regional water tables to
an extent that vegetative viability is interminably challenged. The desiccating effect of jet exhaust
upon vegetation cannot be limited to flight paths, but will drift trapped through the Owens Valley
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(deepest valley in the lower forty-eight) and beyond, contributing to increased hazard, risk and
resistance to control of wildfire.

Sunlight turns jet exhaust into sub-micrometer particulate (wired.com/2011: Richard
Miake-Lye/Aerodyne Research). The county’s NEPA documents lack clarity on how aircraft
emissions impact local and regional air quality, from engines idling on runway asphalt and in the
air. Unavoidably, Inyo will require an Environmental Impact Statement (EIR).

Jet fuel exposure, a well-known and highly toxic immunomodulator, causes a wide range
of health problems (ncbi.nih.gov/pmc/articles) especially severe for people working on or near the
asphalt where jet engines are running. Frequent jet fuel vapor inhalation causes destruction of bone
marrow as well as finding its way into lungs where it coats alveoli, the sacs that collect air, making
breathing difficult. Inyo’s EIR must address these impacts to airfield workers or community
members living under or nearby a flight path (within 1 mile).

Here are facts Inyoites must consider (SteadyHealth.com/Healthy Living articles/Surprising
Effects of Jet Fuel Toxins/ Robert Rister; 2013—04-04):

Jet fuel exhaust and fumes are toxic to children and their safety. Exposure during pregnancy
results in lower birth weights and exposure during the first three years of life results in
slower intellectual development and higher rates of ADD and ADHD,

Jet Fuel exposure increases severity of influenza via production of immune-suppressive
chemicals. In the age of Covid, why risk introducing these chemicals into Inyo’s air?.
People working around jet fuel are exposed to the bio-accumulative carcinogen
naphthalene at a rate 1000-3000 times higher than the general public.

Depending on exposure to varied fuel blends, jet fuels cause varying degrees of skin
inflammation and irritation from severe to not-so-severe.

Exposure to jet exhaust is more toxic than exposure to jet fuel, since heated fuel releases a
greater variety of toxic compounds into the atmosphere.

Owens Valley communities have spoken clearly about the importance of clean air for
optimal human and animal respiratory systems. Following the lengthy battle with Los Angeles
Dept. of Water & Power (LADWP) over PM-10 particulate on Owens Dry Lake, it is ironic that
Inyo County representatives slap-dashed their way through this abbreviated review process.

According to the World Health Organization, the most common causes of death due to air
pollution are cardiovascular and respiratory diseases, including lung cancer. Plane exhaust kills
more people than plane crashes. As we learned from the prolonged dry lake fight, so-called
particulate matter about a hundred millionths of an inch wide is the main culprit in human health
effects, becoming lodged deep in our lungs and entering the bloodstream. Inyo County must take
a risk assessment approach for Bishop in its critically essential EIR.

In a region already being loved to death via visitation, where wilderness portals resemble
Dodger Stadium entryways, commercial air service will elevate visitation to a level that can only
be defined as industrial recreation. Ironic—visitors characterizing themselves as
environmentalists, arriving in aircraft contributing carbon to the atmosphere and climate change.
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The EA should have discussed aircraft biofuels, which have proved viable. The fallacy is that the
regional economy is driven by tourism, when in fact the driver is the existence of the region’s
public lands with tourism its beneficiary. Increased visitation will further degrade wilderness areas.

The Town of Mammoth Lakes in particular has in the past marketed itself as a welcome-
to-wellness destination. An eco--pragmatism that welcomes an exponential increase in Eastside
hydrocarbon production as wellness—the reality is that during the last gasp of Mammoth-
Yosemite’s subsidized air service, enplanements saw large drops. Unexplained: visitors deplane
in Bishop, then what? Bus to Mammoth? Rent an all-wheel drive vehicle? The bulk of roundtrip
passengers will originate in Los Angeles. Arriving via freeway at LAX early for their flight, then
the bus or vehicle rental--perhaps enplanement reduction was backlash to nonexistent need?

Many previously out-of-state folks have located to the Eastern Sierra and fail to grasp that
Mammoth’s an extension of seven SoCal counties. With scores of millions spent by state and feds
on a high standard four-laned State Route 14/ US Hwy 395 travel is the Eastern Sierra by vehicle
will remain the primary transportation preference.

Covid has resulted in lots more folks purchasing increasingly costly homes in the Eastern
Sierra, many able to work remotely. The expensive housing market, often the true rationale for
existence of ski resorts, has morphed into a bonanza for short -term rentals, further complicating
workforce housing. Of course, Mammoth has an excellent workforce housing program called the
City of Bishop, where affordable rentals for Bishop residents have become nonexistent. Many
families from elsewhere turn down employment in Bishop once they view real estate prices. The
prospect of visitors utilizing increasing numbers of short-term rentals while Inyo’s own workforce,
often Hispanic residents, overpay for essentially unaffordable housing--an additional
socioeconomic negative impact.

Isn’t proposed commercial air service a throw of the dice by Denver-based Mammoth
Mountain owner Alterra? One of the daily flights even originates there. These are the folks who
cancelled season ski pass discounts for senior citizen residents of Mammoth. Based upon all of the
above, it’s reasonable to question the purpose and need of commercial air, especially when we
Inyoites will inevitably be asked to vote for a bond to increase property taxes 1.5-2% in order to
improve the airport terminal and infrastructure, purchase a crash truck, hire, train and sustain its
crew, etc. etc.

The Draft states that Inyo will join the public-private alliance to subsidize air service via a
Minimum Revenue Guarantee Contract. Has such contractual commitment been memorialized in
in resolution by Inyo’s Board of Supervisors? Who specifically benefits in Inyo? Upon what basis
of fact? Where is detailed cost benefit analysis? Specifically, where will funds come from for
Inyo’s share of financial air service subsidies?

The Draft identifies ESCOG’s project support. It must be pointed out that this self-
appointed group fails to include participation by even one of the seven federally-recognized Tribal
governments in Inyo and Mono Counties. As former planner for Bishop Paiute, it can be
unreservedly stated these omissions are racist and deliberate. Similarly, the board of Inyo Mono
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Advocates for Community Action, an organization of long-standing that assists underserved, low
income populations in both counties, has not been consulted.

Previously, I’ve repeatedly requested notification from Inyo County regarding workshops
and comment periods. None have been provided despite attendance at the January, 2020 that
included speaking and submission of written input at that time.

In conclusion, multiple issues must be completely addressed in an EIR.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon this project.
Sincerely,

Bruce Allan Klein
buckklein@suddenlink.net

>
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April, 12, 2021
Regarding Air Service In Bishop
To Whom It May Concern:

| was walking with a friend some years ago on East Line Street near the
airport when a small private jet flew low overhead and landed at the
Bishop Airport. My hands covered my ears, but there was no escaping
from the horrible smell of jet fuel that fouled the air.

The jets that would be using the Bishop Airport should this use of our
local airport be approved, are much larger, noisier, and stinker. Because of
the high mountain ranges on both sides of the Owens Valley, a weather
pattern can occur that traps air in our valley for long periods of time. This
inversion layer would keep the pollution from the jets down here where we
breathe. Sensitive people such as those with asthma would suffer.

| object to the airport expansion. If it is decided to allow jets to land
here, that should only be allowed when they cannot land at the airport near
Mammoth Lakes due to dangerous weather conditions.

Sincerely,

Lorraine Masten
2678 Sierra Vista Way
Bishop, CA 93514
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In regards to the proposal to allow commercial airline service at Bishop Airport, | have significant
concerns about resulting impacts to the air quality in the town of Bishop and throughout the
Owens Valley.

| have reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment document and the Initial Study document
sections concerning proposed impacts to our air quality. | am not in agreement with findings
given there.

The Owens Valley is recognized as the deepest valley in North America. Its ~ 6-8 mile wide
bottom runs parallel to and is enclosed by the Sierra Mountains to the West and the White
Mountains to the East. Both of these ranges have peaks over 14,000 feet high, and form
sharply rising barriers mostly 10,000 feet tall or more for about 100 miles length.

This geographic topography forms a geophysical ‘vessel’ capable of trapping anthropogenic
atmospheric pollutants. With a desert climate providing sun energy (hv) most of the year, this
valley is very capable of producing photochemical smog. Additionally the pattern of the jet-
stream flow across this region often provides a natural ‘lid’ atop our valley confining air masses
— including pollutants — therein. Thus, our air can be extra ‘cooked’ under these conditions to
further promote photochemical alteration of trapped primary pollutants.

There are several pollutants of major health concern present in smog. Some are primary
pollutants such as particles and sulfur dioxide. There are also pollutants that are products of
photochemical alteration of primary pollutants. One of those is 0zone (O3) and the other is
nitrogen dioxide (NO2).

| reviewed the limited available dataset that contains measured concentrations of O3 in the
ground level air near Bishop. | could find only one monitoring station where it was measured —
the one located at the White Mountain Research Station. Those data record several
occurrences of O3 rising higher than the federal and California standards. And these
occurrences have been recorded prior to the input into our local atmosphere of exhaust from
commercial airliners. Ozone is of concern since it has been shown to harm lungs — inflaming
and damaging airways. Children are at greatest risk of harm since their lungs are developing.
Older adults and people who are active outdoors are also at increased risk.

Also of concern are the secondary particulates that form in photochemical smog. These are
normally represented by values of PM10 and PM2. They also can harm lungs. Beyond
damage from their caustic chemicals is their ability to move deep into our airways. And in
addition to the particulates formed in photochemical smog, the Owens Valley has a known
source that contributes primary particles to our air. The Owens Lake dry bed has been a source
of unhealthy PM10 and PM2 size particulates for many years. It’s contribution of particles to the
air we Owens Valley residents breathe has been lowered due to surface mitigations made to the
lakebed by LADWP. However, there still remain episodic contributions of these lakebed
particulates to our air. Increasing the quantity and chemical nature of primary particulates due
to large commercial aircraft as well as the resulting secondary particulates due to photochemical
processes should be avoided.

Yvonne Katzenstein
April 12, 2021
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From: Grady Dutton [mailto:gdutton@townofmammothlakes.ca.gov]

Sent: Monday, April 12, 2021 3:05 PM

To: BIHPart139EA@esaassoc.com; BIH_ISND@esaassoc.com

Cc: Ashley Helms; Michael Errante; Sandra Moberly; Dan Holler; Vince Maniaci; Sierra Shultz
Subject: Comments to Draft EA and Draft IS/ND for Proposed Commercial Service at Bishop Airport

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the Inyo County Network. DO NOT click links or open attachments
unless you recognize and trust the sender. Contact Information Services with questions or concerns.

Attention:

ESA
Sacramento, CA

And

Inyo County

Department of Public Works

Ashley Helms

Deputy Public Works Director — Airports

Ashley,

Thank you for this opportunity to review and respond to your Draft EA and Draft IS/ND for
PROPOSED COMMERCIAL AIRLINE SERVICE AT BISHOP AIRPORT

In accordance with your Notice of Availability, we are submitting our comments electronically by email to:

BIHPart139EA @esassoc.com and BIH_ISND@esassoc.com with copy to Inyo County.

We understand comments are due by today, April 12, at 5:00 PM. In preparation, we reviewed both the draft EA and the
draft IS/ND as provided on Inyo County’s web site. We also attended the Zoom public workshop and public hearing held
on April 1, 2021.

We reviewed the information with the clear understanding that the project description went a long way toward defining
the content and level of analysis. We did not comment on items outside that limited project description/scope of work. In
discussing this with Town staff and considering community and other general comments we have heard informally over
time, we will be sending a separate email to request additional detail. An example? We would like to better understand the
rental care company’s plans for both airports. As you can see, that is not an item that needs to be addressed in your
analysis, but it is a subject of interest here in Town. We are planning to provide an overall airport update to our Town
Council on April 21. We expect to ask Town Council if they have any specific questions, so that subsequent email will be
provided after that presentation.




Formal EA and IS/ND Comment:

In an effort to clarify/provide additional information: In the EA, Section 1.2, Background, it states (note bold/italics
below):

1.2 Background

Inyo County has identified an unmet demand for commercial air passenger service in the Eastern
Sierra region of California. Currently, commercial air passenger service to the region is only offered
at Mammoth Yosemite Airport (MMH). Commercial service at MMH is provided by United
Airlines, Inc. through its partner SkyWest Airlines (operating as United Express). While
commercial air passenger service to MMH has been successful overall, there have been challenges
that have resulted in unmet demand. For example, unpredictable winter weather conditions leading
to low visibility and unfavorable crosswinds have led to an average flight cancellation rate of 12
percent during the winter season since commercial service began in 2008 (see Mammoth Yosemite
Airport Aviation Activity Forecasts, March 2017 in Appendix D-1, Bishop Airport Aviation
Activity Forecast). As Mammoth Mountain is a popular ski resort, demand for commercial air
passenger service is heaviest during the winter season. Cancellation of airline flights has a direct
financial impact to local stakeholders, negatively affecting airline schedules, and frustrating airline
passengers. The high rate of cancelled flights and lack of flight schedule reliability has affected
demand for service and annual enplanements have declined since peaking in 2013.

Comment: There are a number of factors that can and have affected annual enplanements at Mammoth Yosemite
Airport. Rate of cancellation and lack of flight schedule are certainly two of those. It should be noted, however, that a
critical factor that has significantly affected enplanements is the reduction in scheduled available seats offered.
Mammoth Lakes Tourism has maintained detailed records of available seats, tickets sold and the corresponding load
factor over time and they can be contacted for that information. Understand, however, that in 2013, MMH had over
30,000 enplanements on an available seat number of over 110,000. The high cost of subsidies and other factors,
including the desire to significantly increase the resultant load factor, resulted in a reduced schedule and reduced route
and seat offerings.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.

Grady Dutton
Airport Manager
Town of Mammoth Lakes
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Responses to Comments

This section provides responses to the comments received during the public review period for the
draft IS/ND.

Comment Letter 01 — Bruce Klein

Response 01

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) would be warranted if significant impacts had been identified in the IS. No
significant impacts associated with the Proposed Project were identified; therefore, preparation of
an EIR would not be warranted.

Response 02

The IS analyzed the potential for the Proposed Project to result in significant impacts to several
environmental resource categories. There were no significant impacts identified for any of the
environmental resource categories analyzed that would threaten the health of the local community
or degrade regional quality of life.

Response 03

Commercial service aircraft operating above the Owens Valley beyond the immediate Airport
area will likely be traveling at altitudes 3,000 feet above field elevation (AFE). This represents
the nationwide average mixing height. Above the mixing height, pollutants are dispersed in the
upper atmosphere and do not typically mix with ground level emissions, affecting local ground
level concentrations of pollutants. Therefore, emissions from commercial service aircraft
operating above the mixing height will have negligible effect on ground level concentrations of
pollutants.

Response 04

A noise analysis was prepared in support of the IS (see Section XlII of the Environmental
Checklist). The noise analysis included the preparation of Community Noise Exposure Level
(CNEL) noise contours. The CNEL contours prepared as part of the noise analysis show that the
CNEL 65 dB contour does not extend beyond the Airport property. BIH is located in
unincorporated Inyo County. As discussed in the IS, Policy NOI-1.1 in the Public Safety Element
of the Inyo County General Plan establishes acceptable noise limits for evaluating project
compatibility related to noise. Policy NOI-1.4 addresses transportation-related noise and requires
a noise impact analysis in areas where current or future noise levels from transportation sources
exceeds Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn) 65 dB. The nearest noise sensitive land use to the
Airport is located approximately 0.5 miles south of the Runway 30 end, well outside the CNEL
65 dB contours. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not produce a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels beyond the Airport in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies and any
impact would be less than significant.

Proposed Commercial Airline Service at Bishop Airport 11 ESA / D201900979.01
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Response 05

The commenter raises several points related to air quality. An air quality analysis was prepared
for the Proposed Project and is included as Appendix A to the IS. As discussed in the IS (see
Section 111 of the Environmental Checklist), the Proposed Project would not include any
construction or ground disturbance and includes only a minimal increase in aircraft operations at
BIH and would not result in significant air quality impacts. Inyo County is in attainment for all
criteria pollutants under the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and while the
County is in nonattainment for ozone (O3) and particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less
(PM10), BIH is located outside any area for which air quality management plans have been
prepared. The Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct any air quality plan. In
addition, the Proposed Project would not exceed the air quality significance thresholds adopted by
the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD), the air quality management
district in which BIH is located and no net increase in any criteria pollutant for which the region
is in nonattainment is anticipated as a result of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would
also not expose sensitive receptors to excessive pollutant concentrations. The nearest sensitive
receptors are residential uses located approximately 0.50 mile to the southwest of the Runway 30
end. However, operational emissions of all criteria air pollutants would not exceed significance
thresholds and the Proposed Project includes no construction or other ground disturbance
activities that would contribute to an increase in emission of criteria air pollutants. The Proposed
Project would also not contribute to a significant increase in emissions from vehicular traffic
compared to existing conditions. Accordingly, sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project
Area would not be substantially more impacted than under existing conditions. Finally, the
initiation of commercial air passenger service under the Proposed Project would not result in the
production of any emissions at BIH characteristically different than those produced under existing
conditions and the Proposed Project would not result in other emissions that would adversely
affect a substantial number of people.

Response 06

In 2028, the Airport would see a maximum of six aircraft arrivals and departures per day during
the winter season (December 15 through April 15) with fewer than 1,100 passengers and one
arrival/departure per day during the summer and shoulder seasons (April 16 through December
14) with fewer than 150 passengers. This would not represent a substantial increase in the number
of aircraft operations, nor would it constitute a substantial increase in aircraft passengers.

The use of bio-fuels is not a part of the Proposed Project. While there have been some tentative
steps towards the use of bio-fuels in the aviation industry, this fuel source is still nascent and
unlikely to become widespread within the planning horizon for the Proposed Project. Therefore,
further discussion of bio-fuels would not be warranted.

Response 07

As discussed in the Background section of the IS, unpredictable winter weather conditions in the
Mammoth Lakes area leading to low visibility and unfavorable crosswinds have contributed to an
average flight cancellation rate of 12 percent during the winter season since commercial service
began in 2008. The high rate of cancelled flights and lack of flight schedule reliability has
affected service and subsequently, annual enplanements have declined.
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While surface transportation services to and from Mammoth Lakes from BIH are not part of the
Proposed Project, regional stakeholders have indicated that taxi and private shuttle service using
vehicles such as passenger vans and sports utility vehicles (SUVs) would be utilized to transport
visitors to Mammoth Lakes and the Mammoth Mountain resort area. Rental car service, which is
currently provided at BIH by Enterprise Rent-a-Car but could be offered by other companies, will
continue to be available to travelers. These vehicles would be parked at BIH in spaces reserved
for rental vehicles. These connected actions, off-airport vehicle trips, were included in the
environmental analyses conducted for the IS.

The commenter states that motor vehicle travel on US Highway 395 will remain the primary
transportation preference for visitors to the Eastern Sierra. This is not inconsistent with the
Proposed Project, which does not seek to replace existing automobile traffic generated by visitors
but to meet unmet demand for commercial air passenger service in the Eastern Sierra region.

Response 08

The commenter states that the pandemic has generated an increase in the number of people
purchasing homes in the Eastern Sierra region, reducing local housing stock. This activity is
unrelated to the Proposed Project. As discussed in the IS (see Section XIV of the Environmental
Checklist), employment at BIH would be anticipated to increase by 12 to 16 new employee
positions (depending on season) in 2022, with a potential increase of an additional two employees
by 2028. It is expected that the potential employment opportunities would be filled locally and
would be anticipated to provide a direct and indirect economic benefit to the surrounding
community. The increase in employment opportunities at the Airport, as well as an increase in
tourist traffic in the local area due to the introduction of commercial air passenger service would
likely induce some local economic growth with a corresponding change in the community tax
base; however, any economic growth would be beneficial to the local economy and the Eastern
Sierra region as whole.

Response 09

There are no plans for a bond measure to raise funds for Airport improvements. A previously
planned expansion of the terminal is in process and a fully federally funded Aircraft Rescue and
Fire Fighting (ARFF) vehicle has already been acquired. The ARFF vehicle will be staffed by
existing Airport operations employees.

Response 10

Inyo County would participate in a Minimum Revenue Guarantee Contract. The contract would
be memorialized by the Inyo County Board of Supervisors before the commencement of
commercial air service.

Response 11

The issue raised by the commenter lies beyond the scope of this project. However, Inyo County
did contact the Bishop Paiute Tribe as part of the CEQA process. Please see Appendix C to the IS
for more information.
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Response 12

Notice of release of the IS/ND for public review was published on the Inyo County website and
in the Inyo Register on March 2, 2021 and in the Mammoth Times on March 4, 2021. A reminder
email to review and comment on the 1IS/ND was sent during the public review period to all parties
who provided their email address at the two scoping meetings held for the project in January
2020.

Comment Letter 02 — Lorraine Matsen

Response 01

As discussed in the Project Description in the IS, commercial air passenger service would begin
with one arrival and one departure per day during the summer and shoulder seasons (April 16
through December 14) and three arrivals and three departures per day during the winter season
(December 15 through April 15), gradually increasing to six arrivals/departures per day during
the winter season by 2028. This does not represent a substantial increase in the number of aircraft
operations at the Airport, nor would it produce a dramatic increase in emissions. An air quality
analysis was prepared for the IS and is included as Appendix A. As discussed in the IS (see
Section I11 of the Environmental Checklist), the air quality analysis determined that Proposed
Project would not result in significant air quality impacts.

Response 02

Aircraft are currently diverted from Mammoth Yosemite Airport due to inclement weather (see
Appendix D for more information on aircraft diversions). Approximately six charter flights a year
are diverted to Bishop Airport from Mammoth Yosemite Airport. Under FAA regulations, it is
not feasible for air carrier operations to be diverted to Bishop Airport. Issuance of a Part 139
Class | Operating Certificate is necessary to allow air carrier operations at Bishop Airport and the
certification would not be sustainable without the revenue from scheduled commercial service.

Comment Letter 03 — Yvonne Katzenstein

Response 01

An extensive air quality analysis was completed for the IS and is included as Appendix A. As
discussed in the IS (see Section Il of the Environmental Checklist), the analysis, included not
just aircraft emissions, but emissions from GSE used to serve commercial aircraft operations at
BIH, as well as emissions from indirect off-airport vehicular travel. The results of the analysis
indicate that the Proposed Project would not result in significant air quality impacts. While the
County is in nonattainment for ozone (O3) and particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less
(PM10) under the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), BIH is located outside any
area for which air quality management plans have been prepared. The Proposed Project would not
conflict with or obstruct any air quality plan, nor would the Proposed Project exceed the air
quality significance thresholds adopted by the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District
(GBUAPCD), the air quality management district in which BIH is located. No net increase in any
criteria pollutant for which the region is in nonattainment is anticipated as a result of the Proposed
Project.
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Comment Letter 04 — Grady Dutton

Response 01
The Initial Study text has been revised to reflect the suggested addition as appropriate.
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PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
PROPOSED COMMERCIAL AIRLINE SERVICE AT BISHOP AIRPORT

PROJECT TITLE: Proposed Commercial Airline Service at Bishop Airport
LEAD AGENCY/PROJECT PROPONENT: County of Inyo, Department of Public Works

BRIEF PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Proposed Project would introduce and operate
commercial air passenger service at Bishop Airport in Inyo County. The Proposed Project would
not require alteration of existing airfield facilities or disturbance of any ground on or off the
Airport property. To allow for the introduction of commercial air passenger service at Bishop
Airport, Inyo County seeks to obtain a Part 139 Airport Operating Certificate for Bishop Airport
from the Federal Aviation Administration to accommodate scheduled or unscheduled
commercial air passenger service. United Airlines, Inc. and its partner SkyWest Airlines,
operating as United Express (henceforth referred to as SkyWest Airlines) have expressed
interest in providing service to Bishop Airport. SkyWest Airlines seeks amendment of its
operations specifications from the FAA which would allow it to offer commercial air passenger
service at BIH beginning in July 2021. The Inyo County Board of Supervisors would issue
approval of the Use and Licensing Agreement with SkyWest Airlines to begin commercial air
passenger service at BIH.

PROJECT LOCATION: Bishop Airport is located approximately 1.5 miles east of the City of
Bishop in unincorporated Inyo County. Inyo County is located in the Eastern Sierra region east
of the Sierra Nevada mountains and west of the Nevada border. A map showing the location of
Bishop Airport in a regional context is provided as Figure 1, on page 2 in the Initial Study.

INITIAL STUDY: An Initial Study the Proposed Project was prepared in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)1 and its implementing guidelines2 to ascertain
whether implementation of commercial air passenger service at Bishop Airport might have a
significant effect on the environment. A copy of the Initial Study is attached to this proposed
Negative Declaration and is incorporated by reference.

FINDING: Inyo County finds, on the basis of the whole record before it (including the
Initial Study, and any comments received and responses thereto), that there is no substantial
evidence that the Proposed Project may have a significant effect on the environment and that
this Negative Declaration reflects Inyo County’s independent judgment and analysis.

DATE: June 19, 2021

Ashley Helms,

Deputy Public Works Director — Airports,
Inyo County

Department of Public Works

168 N. Edwards St.

Independence, CA 93526
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https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/Mapper.html









https://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/articles.cfm?id=149489441#:~:text=Lahontan%20cutthroat%20trout%201%20Historical%20Status%20and%20Current,Reasons%20for%20Decline.%20...%205%20Conservation%20Measures.%20
https://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/articles.cfm?id=149489441#:~:text=Lahontan%20cutthroat%20trout%201%20Historical%20Status%20and%20Current,Reasons%20for%20Decline.%20...%205%20Conservation%20Measures.%20
https://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/articles.cfm?id=149489441#:~:text=Lahontan%20cutthroat%20trout%201%20Historical%20Status%20and%20Current,Reasons%20for%20Decline.%20...%205%20Conservation%20Measures.%20



https://wildlife.ca.gov/Regions/6/Desert-Fishes/Owens-pupfish
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=87529&inline



https://www.calflora.org/entry/observ.html?track=m#srch=t&cols=0,3,61,35,37,13,54,32,41&lpcli=t&taxon=Astragalus+lentiginosus+var.+piscinensis&chk=t&cch=t&inat=r&cc=INY
https://www.calflora.org/entry/observ.html?track=m#srch=t&cols=0,3,61,35,37,13,54,32,41&lpcli=t&taxon=Astragalus+lentiginosus+var.+piscinensis&chk=t&cch=t&inat=r&cc=INY









https://wildlife.ca.gov/Regions/6














































































http://www.fws.gov/nevada/
http://www.fws.gov/nevada/es/ipac.html



http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/section7/ba_guide.html
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF
http://heritage.nv.gov/
http://heritage.nv.gov/get_data



http://www.leg.state.nv.us/NAC/NAC-503.html
http://www.ndow.org/
http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html
http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html
http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/
http://www.aplic.org/
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Oklahoma/documents/te_species/wind%20power/prairie%20grouse%20lek%205%20mile%20public.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Oklahoma/documents/te_species/wind%20power/prairie%20grouse%20lek%205%20mile%20public.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Oklahoma/documents/te_species/wind%20power/prairie%20grouse%20lek%205%20mile%20public.pdf



http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm
http://www.towerkill.com/
http://www.towerkill.com/
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html
























https://www.google.com/maps/place/37.37266033051206N118.36411244726534W
https://www.google.com/maps/place/37.37266033051206N118.36411244726534W



https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3911
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3964
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/guideline/survey/population/233/office/14320.pdf
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4982
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7289



https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7947



http://www.fws.gov/refuges/



https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/migratory-bird-treaty-act.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://ebird.org/ebird/map/
http://ebird.org/ebird/map/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9291



https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1680
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9444
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9679
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9408
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5511
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9481
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3914
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9420
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9433



https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3910
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9441
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3482






http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php



https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/permits.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://www.avianknowledge.net/
http://www.avianknowledge.net/
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/eagle-management.php
http://avianknowledge.net/index.php/phenology-tool/
http://www.avianknowledge.net/
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://www.allaboutbirds.org/guide/search/
https://www.allaboutbirds.org/guide/search/
https://neotropical.birds.cornell.edu/Species-Account/nb/home



https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/bald-and-golden-eagle-information.php
http://www.northeastoceandata.org/data-explorer/?birds
https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/
https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/
https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/
http://www.boem.gov/AT-12-02/
http://www.boem.gov/AT-13-01/
mailto:Caleb_Spiegel@fws.gov
mailto:Pamela_Loring@fws.gov
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/permits/need-a-permit.php






http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PEM1C
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PFOC
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PSSC
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PSSF
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PUBFh
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=R4SBCx


















https://www.califaep.org/statute_and_guidelines.php
https://www.califaep.org/statute_and_guidelines.php



https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Maps-and-Data#43018410-cnddb-quickview-tool
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Maps-and-Data#43018410-cnddb-quickview-tool
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Explore/Organization/WLB/Nongame



https://www.natureserve.org/natureserve-network
https://www.natureserve.org/natureserve-network



https://www.natureserve.org/conservation-tools/conservation-status-assessment












https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data#44524420-pdf-field-survey-form



http://www.cnah.org/
http://www.ssarherps.org/



http://checklist.aou.org/
http://www.mammalsociety.org/publications/mammalian-species
https://www.depts.ttu.edu/nsrl/publications/downloads/OP327.pdf



https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals
https://fgc.ca.gov/CESA
http://www.regulations.gov/
https://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/Five-Year-Reviews/
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resources/all-publications?title=&region%5B1000001126%5D=1000001126&field_category_document_value%5Besa_five_review%5D=esa_five_review&field_species_vocab_target_id=&sort_by=created



https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_2008_jelks_h001.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8446(2000)025%3C0006:MEADFS%3E2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8446(2000)025%3C0006:MEADFS%3E2.0.CO;2
https://www.blm.gov/programs/fish-and-wildlife/threatened-and-endangered/state-te-data/california



https://bof.fire.ca.gov/regulations/bills-statutes-rules-and-annual-california-forest-practice-rules/
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/SSC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codesTOCSelected.xhtml?tocCode=FGC



https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codesTOCSelected.xhtml?tocCode=FGC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=3511&lawCode=FGC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=4700&lawCode=FGC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=5050&lawCode=FGC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=5515&lawCode=FGC
https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/I1C3AB56B25FE4191B75D342A7DA1C125?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/I1C3AB56B25FE4191B75D342A7DA1C125?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://www.iucnredlist.org/
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/marine-mammal-protection/marine-mammal-protection-act
https://www.mmc.gov/priority-topics/species-of-concern/
https://www.mmc.gov/priority-topics/species-of-concern/
https://www.stateofthebirds.org/



https://archive.fisheries.noaa.gov/wcr/protected_species/species_of_concern/species_of_concern.html
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
https://www.fs.usda.gov/main/r5/plants-animals
https://www.fs.usda.gov/main/r5/plants-animals
http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5435266.xlsx
http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5435266.xlsx



http://wbwg.org/






https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data
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