DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Runway 12/30 Safety Area Improvement Project at Bishop Airport

Bishop Airport
Bishop, Inyo County, California

Prepared for:
Inyo County
and

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration

As lead Federal Agency pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

Prepared by:

Environmental Science Associates, Inc.

April 11, 2024

This environmental assessment becomes a Federal document when evaluated, signed, and dated by the
Responsible FAA Official.

Responsible FAA Official Date




GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT

WHAT IS IN THIS DOCUMENT? This Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared to evaluate
Inyo County’s proposed runway safety area (RSA) improvements at Bishop Airport (BIH). This Draft EA
provides information on the Proposed Project; discusses the purpose of and need for the Proposed
Project; describes alternatives considered; and discloses the analyses and findings of potential
environmental resource impacts associated with the Proposed Project and the No Action Alternative.

BACKGROUND: BIH is a public-use airport owned and operated by the County of Inyo. The Airport is
located approximately 1.5 miles east of the City of Bishop, and approximately 45 miles southeast of the
town of Mammoth Lakes. BIH is classified as a Local General Aviation Airport in the National Plan of
Integrated Airport Systems. BIH currently serves general aviation traffic and the air cargo and military
traffic in the Eastern Sierra region. Runway 12/30, which accommodates commercial service operations,
currently operates with a non-standard RSA. Inyo County proposes to provide a standard RSA for Runway
12/30 by cutting, filling, and grading portions of the RSA which are currently non-standard.

WHAT SHOULD YOU DO? Read this Draft EA and attend the public workshop on this Draft EA. The
Draft EA will be available for a 41-day public review beginning Thursday, April 11, 2024, and ending
Tuesday, May 21, 2024. The document may be viewed at the Bishop Airport. If you have important
information that you believe was not considered in this document or comments about the environmental
conclusions, you may submit your written comments electronically to ahelms@esassoc.com or by U.S.
mail to the address below.

Inyo County Public Works
Attention: Ashley Helms,
Deputy Public Works Director — Airports
703 Airport Rd.

Bishop, CA 93514

The cutoff date for comment submission is no later than 5:00 PM — Pacific Daylight Time, May 21,
2024. Please allow enough time for receipt. Inyo County must receive your comments by the deadline,
not simply postmarked, by that date.

PRIVACY NOTICE: Before including your name, address and telephone number, email or other personal
identifying information in your comment, be advised that your entire comment — including your personal
identifying information - may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your
comment to withhold from public review your personal identifying information, we cannot guarantee that
we will be able to do so.

WHAT HAPPENS AFTER THIS? Inyo County will prepare and submit a Final EA to the FAA. All
comments received during the public review period will be responded to in the Final EA. The FAA will
independently review the Final EA to determine its adequacy under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality's regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR Part 1500) (1978,
as amended in 1986 and 2005), and FAA Orders 1050.1F and 5050.4B. If the Final EA is determined to
be adequate, the FAA will accept the document and decide to either issue a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) or prepare a Federal Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).















CHAPTER 1

Introduction and Purpose and Need

1.1 Introduction

Inyo County (County) proposes to improve the Runway Safety Area (RSA) for Runway 12/30 at
Bishop Airport (BIH or the Airport) to meet design standards and safety requirements established
by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). An RSA is a rectangular area surrounding a runway
that is designed to enhance safety for aircraft that undershoot, overrun, or otherwise leave the paved
runway surface. Currently, Runway 12/30 provides a non-standard RSA in areas beyond the
runway ends and declared distances® have been implemented to meet FAA standards. The proposed
improvements would bring the RSA into compliance with current FAA standards by cutting, filling,
grading, and compacting these areas within the RSA. In addition, an existing unpaved patrol road
running through the RSA beyond the Runway 12 end would be relocated to outside the runway
Object Free Area (OFA) and existing perimeter fencing would be removed from beyond both the
Runway 12 and Runway 30 ends and new fencing would be installed beyond the OFA boundary.

The Proposed Project requires certain decisions and approvals (actions) by the FAA, and these
federal actions are subject to environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 (NEPA) (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] §8 4321-4335). Accordingly, this Environmental
Assessment (EA) has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of Section 102(2)(C) of the NEPA
and Council on Environmental Quality Regulations (CEQ Regulations)(Title 40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] parts 1500-1508), FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and
Procedures, and Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing
Instructions for Airport Actions, and the guidance provided in the 1050.1F Desk Reference. This
EA identifies and considers the potential environmental impacts associated with the Proposed
Project. The FAA is the lead federal agency with the primary responsibility to ensure the requested
federal actions comply with NEPA.

1.2 Background
1.2.1 Airport Location

BIH is a public-use airport located in Inyo County in the Eastern Sierra region of California. BIH
is located approximately 1.5 miles east of the city of Bishop and 267 miles northeast of Los

1 Declared distances are the lengths an airport declares available on a runway for use by an aircraft during takeoff
and landing. Declared distances are frequently used by airports where there is inadequate area beyond a runway end
to allow for a 1,000-foot-long RSA. The portion of the RSA beyond the runway end can begin at a displaced
threshold instead of the physical end of the runway. Declared distances are further discussed in Chapter 2,
Alternatives.
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Angeles. The location of the airport is shown on Figure 1-1. The Airport and vicinity are depicted
on Figure 1-2.

1.2.2 Existing Airport Facilities and Services

Bishop Airport is owned and operated by Inyo County and is situated on land leased from the City
of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). Inyo County also holds an easement
on and in areas around the leasehold ensuring indefinite use of the property as an airport. BIH is
designated in the FAA’s 2023-2027 National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) as a
general aviation airport. The Airport serves general aviation activity, limited military activity, as
well as charter and air cargo operations. Beginning in December 2021, commercial air passenger
service was introduced to BIH and the Airport will continue to serve commercial air passenger
service into the foreseeable future.

The Airport has three runways, Runway 12/30, Runway 17/35, and Runway 8/26. Runways are
designed to accommodate specific types of aircraft. The current airport layout plan (ALP) shows
that the existing Airport Reference Code (ARC) is B-Il with a critical/design aircraft of the
Lockheed P-3 Orion, and a future ARC C-I1I with critical/design aircraft of Boeing 737/Airbus
319.2

Runway 12/30, the Airport’s primary runway, is 7,498 feet long by 100 feet wide. The runway is
oriented southeast/northwest and paved with asphalt in excellent condition. The ALP identifies
ARC C-Il aircraft (e.g., Bombardier CRJ-700) as the critical design aircraft for Runway 12/30 with
a future ARC C-IlI designation with a critical design aircraft of Boeing 737/Airbus 319. Both
Runway 12 and Runway 30 provide four light Precision Approach Path Indicators (PAPIs). A PAPI
is a system of lights that provides visual descent guidance for aircraft on final approach to a runway.
Each PAPI light is angled to reflect the appropriate glide path for the runway end. Runway 12 has
a 3.0-degree glide path and Runway 30 has a 3.52-degree glide path.

The other two runways are Runway 17/35 and Runway 8/26. Runway 17/35 is north-south oriented,
5,600 feet long by 100 feet wide, and paved with asphalt. Runway 8/26 is east-west oriented, 5,567
feet long by 100 feet wide, and paved with asphalt. Inyo County plans to close Runway 8/26. The
Runway 8 end will be converted to a taxiway and the Runway 26 end to helicopter parking.

The airport traffic pattern off all runway ends is a standard left-hand pattern. Runways 12/30 and
17/35 are served by parallel taxiways (Taxiway A and Taxiway H, respectively). The Airport has
three dedicated helipads south of the Runway 8 end.

2 ARCisan airport designation referenced on the ALP and derived from the airport’s highest Runway Design Code
(RDC). The RDC signifies the design standards to which the runway is to be built, and is composed of two codes,
the Aircraft Approach Category (AAC) and the Aircraft Design Group (ADG), plus the approach visibility
minimums. The ARC is comprised of only the AAC and ADG. The AAC is represented by a letter, A, B, C, D, or
E, and represents a grouping of aircraft based on landing speed. The ADG is a classification of aircraft based in
wingspan and tail height. B-11 signifies an approach speed of 91 knots or more but less than 121 knots and a
wingspan of 49’ to 79” and a tail height of 20° to 30°. C-1l1 signifies an approach speed of 121 knots or more but
less than 141 knots and a wingspan of 79’ to 118’ and a tail height 30" to 45’ (FAA AC 150/5300-13B, Airport
Design, March 2022)-
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Figure 1-1
Bishop Airport Location
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1. Introduction and Purpose and Need

Landside facilities at the Airport include a terminal building, an airport administration building, a
tensioned fabric building employed as an annex to the terminal building, an air cargo trailer, an
aircraft parking apron and storage hangars, a maintenance building, an air ambulance/aircraft
rescue and firefighting (ARFF) hangar, aircraft fuel storage facilities, an airport restaurant, and
vehicle parking areas.

FedEx, Suddenlink Communications, the Inyo County Sheriff, and the Eastern Sierra Transit
Authority (ESTA) also maintain facilities within the Airport’s leasehold.

The most recent aircraft operations forecast for BIH was prepared in March 2020 and approved by
the FAA on April 29, 2020. The forecast has been adjusted to represent actual counts for air carrier
operations and enplanements for 2021 and 2022. Table 1-1 presents the adjusted forecast for BIH.
The forecast presents operations at BIH through 2033. As shown in Table 1-1, aircraft operations
and corresponding passenger enplanements are estimated to increase through 2028, at which point
aircraft operations would plateau. The March 2020 BIH forecast report is included in Appendix D.

Runway 12/30 Safety Area Improvement Project at Bishop Airport 1-5 ESA /D190979.03
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TABLE 1-1
BIH AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS FORECAST

Operation Type

Total Growth Percent
Air Commuter/ General Aircraft (Change in (Change in
Year Carrier  Air Taxi Aviation Military  Operations Enplanements  Enplanement) Enplanement)
Historical
20182 0 6 23,000 3,000 26,006 - - -
20192 0 6 23,000 3,000 26,006 3 - -
20202 0 6 23,000 3,000 26,006 3 - -
20212 60 6 23,000 3,000 27,202 1,069 - -
20222 632 6 23,000 3,000 27,216 10,875 - -
20232 492 6 23,000 3,000 26,498 9,972 (903) (8.3%)
Future
2024 1,444 6 23,000 3,000 27,440 28,902 5,160 22%
2029 1,942 6 23,000 3,000 27,948 51,160 1,068 2%
NOTES:

@ commercial service began at BIH on December 19, 2021. Years 2018 through 2023 are based on actual aviation activity counts from
FAA'’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). Future study years (2024 and 2029) were derived from the Aviation Activity Forecast Bishop
Airport (January 2021).

To be conservative, forecast air carrier operations are assumed to occur year-round and do not reflect possible winter season cancellations
(3% on average).

SOURCE: FAA TAF for Bishop Airport (March 2022). Aviation Activity Forecast Bishop Airport, Inyo County Department of Public Works,
March 2020 (Updated January 2021).

1.2.3 Current Runway Safety Area — Runway 12/30

As discussed in Section 1.1, an RSA is a rectangular area surrounding a runway that is designed to
enhance safety for aircraft that undershoot, overrun, or otherwise leave the paved runway surface.
Per FAA regulations, an airport must keep the RSA cleared, graded, drained, and accessible by
firefighting and rescue equipment.2 The FAA defines RSA standards and dimensions based on the
type of aircraft using the airport. Following these guidelines, the standard RSA for Runway 12/30
would be 500 feet wide, centered on the runway centerline, and extend 600 feet prior to the runway
threshold and 1,000 feet beyond the runway end. The RSA surface should have no more than a
three-percent slope for 200 feet off the runway end and a maximum slope of five percent thereafter.
If an RSA does not provide 600 feet prior to the runway threshold, the FAA requires that either the
RSA be improved to meet this criterion or that the runway threshold be permanently displaced.

Declared distances are in effect for Runway 12/30 due to the current, non-standard condition of the
RSA. Declared distances are the lengths an airport declares available on a runway for use by an
aircraft during takeoff and landing. Declared distances associated with Runway 12/30 include:

3 Federal Aviation Administration, AC 150/5300-13B, Airport Design.
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e Takeoff Run Available (TORA)

e Takeoff Distance Available (TODA)

* Accelerate Stop Distance Available (ASDA)
e Landing Distance Available (LDA)

TORA is the runway length made available for the ground run of an aircraft during takeoff. TODA
is the length of the TORA plus the length of any additional runway beyond the far end of the takeoff
run. ASDA is the TORA plus the length of the stopway declared available for acceleration and
deceleration of an aircraft in the event of an aborted takeoff. LDA is the runway length made
available and suitable for landing an aircraft.# By employing declared distances, airports can
designate a displaced threshold, which is located at a point on the runway other than the physical
runway end and marks the beginning of the useable length of runway. Declared distances are
frequently used by airports where there is inadequate area beyond a runway end to allow for the
full length of an RSA. The portion of the RSA beyond the runway end can begin at the displaced
threshold instead of the physical end of the runway. The Runway 12/30 declared distances are
presented in Table 1-2.

TABLE 1-2
CURRENT RUNWAY 12/30 DECLARED DISTANCES

S TORA TODA ASDA LDA

4 (feet) (feet) (feet) (feet)

12 7,498 7,498 7,008 7,098

30 7,498 7,498 6,743 6,743
NOTES:

TORA = Takeoff Run Available

TODA = Takeoff Distance Available
ASDA = Arrival Stop Distance Available
LDA = Landing Distance Available

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2022.

Figure 1-3 depicts the Runway 12/30 RSA at BIH. Currently, the Runway 12 RSA meets FAA’s
design guidelines for approximately 285 feet prior to the threshold and 640 feet beyond the runway
end. Similarly, the Runway 30 RSA meets FAA design guidelines for approximately 640 feet prior
to the threshold and 245 feet beyond the runway end. The remaining 715 feet at the north end and
360 feet at the south end feature excessive slopes, noncompliant grading, and/or excessive
vegetation. In addition, an LADWP service road currently runs through the RSA off the Runway
12 end and the airport security fence runs through the RSAs off both the Runway 12 and Runway
30 ends.

4 Federal Aviation Administration, AC 150/5300-13B, Airport Design, Appendix H, Section H.4, March 31, 2022.
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1.3 Purpose and Need

As stated in Section 1.2.3, Runway 12/30 currently has a nonstandard RSA with portions featuring
excessive slopes, noncompliant grading, and/or excessive vegetation. In addition, an LADWP
service road currently runs through the RSA off the Runway 12 end and the airport security fence
runs through the RSA off both the Runway 12 and Runway 30 ends. As discussed in Section 1.2.2,
the current ALP shows the future Runway 12/30 as an ARC C-I1I runway with a critical/design
aircraft of Boeing 737/Airbus 319. The current RSA for this runway does not meet the needs for a
runway designed to accommodate C-I11 aircraft without implementation of declared distances. The
permanent implementation of declared distances would limit full use of the runway by C-IlI
aircraft, potentially creating a situation during hotter days in the summer months where aircraft
could be required to reduce fuel and/or passengers loads to lower the weight of the aircraft due to
the limited takeoff distance available. The Owens Valley frequently experiences extreme heat
during the summer months. Between June and September 2022, there were more than 30 days with
temperatures surpassing 100 degrees.5 This could be problematic for forecasted future commercial
aircraft operations at the Airport. Accordingly, the purpose of the Proposed Project is to correct the
existing deficiencies in the RSA so it can meet FAA standards for a C-111 runway without the use
of declared distances.

The FAA regularly re-evaluates standard and non-standard RSAs at airports nationwide and
requires airports to make incremental improvements where necessary. In situations where there is
insufficient land available in which to develop a standard RSA, or if existing obstacles make a
standard RSA impossible, the FAA works with airports to find alternative solutions. Bishop Airport
is currently maintaining a non-standard RSA for Runway 12/30. Furthermore, BIH is a Part 139
certificated airport. The Airport is required to comply with the requirements of the Part 139
certification program. Under 14 CFR § 139.309, Part 139 certificated airports must provide and
maintain RSAs that are compliant with FAA design standards. Accordingly, the purpose for the
Proposed Project is to provide Runway 12/30 with a standard RSA in compliance with FAA
regulations.

5 National Oceanic and Atmosphere Administration (NOAA), National Weather Service, NOAA NOW Online
Weather Data, Climatological Data for Bishop, California, June — August 2022,
<https://www.weather.gov/wrh/Climate?wfo=vef>, accessed December 2022.
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1. Introduction and Purpose and Need

1.4 Description of the Proposed Project

To satisfy FAA regulations for runways serving the type of aircraft currently operating on
Runway 12/30, the Proposed Project would provide a standard RSA. This would involve the
following elements:

Runway 12

e Approximately 7.8 acres of land within the RSA beyond the Runway 12 end would be cut,
filled, graded, and compacted. This would provide a standard RSA.

e The existing LADWP unpaved patrol road would be relocated outside the runway’s OFA.
The portion of relocated road would be approximately 15 feet wide and 1/4 mile long.

e Approximately 1,635 linear feet (LF) of existing perimeter fence would be removed and
approximately 2,175 LF of new perimeter fence would be installed beyond the OFA
boundary.

Runway 30

e Approximately 6.5 acres of land within the RSA beyond the Runway 30 end would be
cleared of vegetation, cut, filled, and graded. This would provide a standard RSA.

e Approximately 2,000 LF of existing perimeter fence would be removed and approximately
3,125 LF of new perimeter fence would be installed outside the OFA.

Runway Sides

e The RSA alongside the runway is generally in compliance with FAA regulations but would
be graded to ensure an adequate, flat surface throughout.

The necessary fill material for the RSAs will be taken from the cut material in the RSAs. In the
event more material is required, a borrow area has been identified immediately adjacent to the RSA
beyond the Runway 12 end.

The portions of the RSA beyond the existing Airport perimeter fence occupy land outside the
current leasehold with the LADWP, but within the Airport’s easement. The Proposed Project is
discussed in further detail in Chapter 2.

1.5 Requested Federal Actions

Approval and implementation of the Proposed Project requires one or more federal actions by the
FAA. The federal actions for which the FAA is responsible include:

e Unconditional approval of those portions of the Bishop Airport Airport Layout Plan that
depict components of the Proposed Project pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 88 40103(b), 44718, and
47107(a) (16), and 14 CFR Part 77.

Runway 12/30 Safety Area Improvement Project at Bishop Airport 1-10 ESA /D190979.03
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* Approval of FAA funding for the Runway 12/30 Safety Area Improvement Project.

 Amendments to existing instrument approach and departure procedures

1.6 Project Timing

Assuming the Proposed Project is approved, construction activities are anticipated to begin in the
fall of 2024. The Proposed Project would be completed in early 2025.

1.7 Document Organization

This document consists of five chapters and supporting appendices:

Chapter 1 — Introduction and Purpose and Need. Chapter 1 provides background information
on Bishop Airport, a brief description of the Proposed Project, as well as the purpose and need for
the Proposed Project and the requested federal actions.

Chapter 2 — Alternatives. Chapter 2 includes a discussion of the identification and screening of
alternatives considered as part of the NEPA process.

Chapter 3 — Affected Environment. Chapter 3 describes the existing environmental conditions
within the general study area identified for the Proposed Project.

Chapter 4 — Environmental Consequences. Chapter 4 discloses the potential environmental
effects that the Proposed Project and Alternatives, including the No Action Alternative would have
on the Airport environs per FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures
and Order 5050.4B, NEPA Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions.

Chapter 5 — Agency Coordination and Public Involvement. Chapter 5 summarizes agency
coordination and the public involvement process. More detailed information on these topics is
provided in Appendices E and F.

Appendices:

Appendix A —Acronyms. Appendix A includes a glossary of terms and list of acronyms used in
this EA.

Appendix B — References. Appendix B includes references to materials used in the preparation of
this EA.

Appendix C — List of Preparers. Appendix C lists the names and the qualifications of individuals
that prepared this EA.

Appendix D — Aviation Activity Forecasts. Appendix D includes the aviation activity forecast for
Bishop Airport.

Runway 12/30 Safety Area Improvement Project at Bishop Airport 1-11 ESA /D190979.03
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Appendix E — Agency Coordination. Appendix E discusses the various agencies and individuals
contacted by Inyo County and the FAA as part of the preparation of this EA.

Appendix F — Public Involvement. Appendix F discusses the public involvement activities,
including public workshops/hearings held in support of the NEPA process, as well as the comments
received during the public review period and the responses to those comments.

Appendix G — Air Quality Technical Analysis. Appendix G discusses air quality analysis for this
EA.

Appendix H — Biological Assessment. Appendix H provides the biological assessment prepared
for this EA.

Appendix I — Cultural Resources Technical Analysis. Appendix | provides the cultural resources
technical analysis prepared for this EA.

Appendix J — Noise Technical Report. Appendix J discusses the noise modeling conducted for
this EA.

Appendix K — Wetlands Delineation Technical Report. Appendix K provides the wetlands
delineation technical report prepared for this EA.

Runway 12/30 Safety Area Improvement Project at Bishop Airport 1-12 ESA /D190979.03
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CHAPTER 2
Alternatives

2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a summary of the screening process employed to identify, compare, and
evaluate alternatives to the Proposed Project. The alternatives analysis presented in this chapter
was prepared in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR § 1502.14); FAA Order 1050.1F,
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures; and FAA Order 5050.4B, National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions.

2.1.1 Scope of the Alternatives Analysis

The alternatives analysis included the following elements:

e An overview of the alternatives screening process and the analysis used to evaluate each
alternative.

A description of the alternative(s) identified, including the No Action Alternative.

A discussion of why some alternatives have been eliminated from further evaluation.

Identification of the alternatives retained for further analysis.

As discussed in Section 2.3, Range of Alternatives Considered, five alternatives were initially
evaluated for inclusion in this EA. Alternatives that did not meet the purpose and need for the
Proposed Action were not carried forward for further analysis. Those alternatives carried forward
for further analysis are discussed in Section 2.4, Alternatives Retained for Further Analysis. The
No Action Alternative was also carried forward for further analysis pursuant to CEQ Regulations
at 40 CFR §1502.14(d)).

2.1.2 Requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act

The CEQ regulations (40 CFR § 1502.14) for implementing NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) require
that federal agencies perform the following tasks:

e Evaluate reasonable alternatives to the proposed action, and, for alternatives that the
agency eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their elimination.

e Discuss each alternative considered in detail, including the proposed action, so that
reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.

Runway 12/30 Safety Area Improvement Project at Bishop Airport 2-1 ESA /D190979.03
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* Include the no action alternative.

« Identify the agency's preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft
statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits
the expression of such a preference.

e Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or
alternatives.

* Limit their consideration to a reasonable number of alternatives.

FAA Order 1050.1F states that there is no requirement for a specific number of alternatives or a
specific range of alternatives to be included in an EA, and that an EA may limit the range of
alternatives to the proposed action and no action when there are no unresolved conflicts concerning
alternative uses of available resources (see FAA Order 1050.1F, para. 6-2.1(d).) NEPA mandates
that all reasonable alternatives to a proposed action must be examined. Alternatives are
“reasonable” if they meet the purpose and need for the proposed action.

2.2 Alternatives Screening

To identify a range of alternatives to carry forward for detailed environmental analysis, it was
necessary to determine if they are reasonable. Figure 2-1 depicts this screening process. The
alternatives screening process identifies, compares, and evaluates alternatives for the Proposed
Project employing specific criteria. The screening criteria considers whether the potential
alternative meets the purpose and need, is constructible and cost effective, and would support the
airport’s operational efficiency. Alternatives that were determined not to satisfy the screening
criteria were eliminated from further consideration. The detailed screening criteria includes the
following:

e Provide a Standard RSA Without Modifications — Does the alternative provide a runway
with an acceptable RSA at BIH that meets FAA’s design standards and safety requirements
without the use of declared distances?

e Technically and Economically Feasible — Does the alternative have unreasonably high
construction costs? Is the alternative buildable/feasible and can it be completed without
substantial impacts to both existing and future daily airport operations?

e Operationally Effective — Does the alternative support the ongoing safe, organized, and
effective use and movement of aircraft at the Airport for both current and future operations?
Does the alternative allow for full use of the runway by the aircraft the runway was
designed to accommodate?

Runway 12/30 Safety Area Improvement Project at Bishop Airport 2-2 ESA /D190979.03
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Alternatives Screening Process
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2.3 Range of Alternatives Considered

The following sections discuss the range of alternatives considered. Table 2-1 provides a summary
of the alternatives considered and how they compared to the screening criteria discussed in Section
2.2.

2.3.1 Alternative A — Proposed Project

The Proposed Project (Alternative A) is discussed in detail in Section 1.4 and depicted on
Figure 2-2. The Proposed Project would provide a standard RSA for Runway 12/30 by cutting,
filling, and grading the noncompliant portions of the RSA beyond the runway ends, as well as
relocating noncompliant structures (patrol road) and objects (airport security fence) from the RSA
and placing them beyond the Runway 12/30 OFA. The Proposed Project would entail grading,
filling, and clearing vegetation from approximately 7.8 acres at the Runway 12 end of the RSA,
and approximately nine acres at the Runway 30 end. At the Runway 12 end, the area of cut, fill,
and grading would extend approximately 1,000 feet beyond the runway. Approximately 14,500
cubic yards of material would be excavated during grading and would be used to meet the estimated
fill requirement of 19,700 cubic yards at the Runway 12 end. At the Runway 30 end, the area of
cut, fill, and grading would extend approximately 1,060 feet beyond the runway. Approximately
16,200 cubic yards of material is anticipated to be excavated at the Runway 30 end and would be
used for the approximately 23,200 cubic yards of fill required to construct the necessary
embankments. Due to soil shrinkage and compaction anticipated to occur at a rate of 10-20%, as
much as 20,780 additional cubic yards of soil may be needed to balance the site cut/fill. The extra
fill would be moved from an on-site borrow area. This alternative meets the FAA’s RSA
requirements for runways like Runway 12/30 and would avoid implementation of declared
distances, providing the full usable runway length of 7,498 feet. The Proposed Project would meet
the purpose and need for the project by providing RSAs that meet the FAA’s design standards and
safety requirements, without the use of declared distances. The Proposed Project would be readily
constructible and cost effective, using materials from within the RSA or immediately adjacent to
the RSA to fill the uneven terrain in the RSA. Completion of this work would have a minimal
impact to daily airport operations and would ensure that the RSA would support the ongoing safe
and efficient, movement of aircraft for current and future operations at the Airport. Areas of cut,
fill, and grading would occur proximate to delineated wetlands and floodplains. However, it is
anticipated that this alternative would avoid most, if not all, environmental impacts. Therefore,
Alternative A was carried forward for further analysis in the EA.

2.3.2 Alternative B — Use of Declared Distances on
Runway 30

As discussed in Section 1.2, declared distances are the lengths an airport declares available on a
runway for use by an aircraft during takeoff and landing. Through employment of declared
distances, the portion of the RSA beyond the runway end can be measured from the terminus of the
LDA/ASDA, instead of the physical end of the runway. Alternative B was proposed to help avoid
affecting the floodplain beyond the Runway 12 end. Table 2-1 provides the declared distances
proposed under Alternative B.
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TABLE 2-1
ALTERNATIVE B — USE OF DECLARED DISTANCES ON RUNWAY 30

Runwa Threshold TORA TODA ASDA LDA
y D'Sp('%%et;‘e”t (feet) (feet) (feet) (feet)
30 N/A 7,498 7,498 7.333 7.333

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2022.

Since Alternative B would include declared distances, it does not meet the purpose and need for
the project. Although Alternative B would require a smaller construction effort and cost as the cut,
fill, and grading quantities would be reduced on the Runway 12 end, this Alternative would have
the potential to limit the ability of aircraft to fully utilize the runway during the hotter summer
months. During periods of extreme heat, it can be more difficult for planes to take off due to
fluctuations in air density, requiring a longer takeoff run on a runway. To compensate, aircraft may
limit fuel and passenger loads to reduce aircraft weight. As discussed in Section 1.3, the Owens
Valley frequently experiences extreme heat during the summer months which could be problematic
for future commercial aircraft operations at the Airport. Therefore, Alternative B would not meet
the purpose and need for the project, and it was eliminated from further consideration.

2.3.3 Alternative C — Modify Runway 12/30 (Relocation,
Shifting, or Realignment of the Runway)

Alternative C proposes options for relocating, shifting, or realigning Runway 12/30 for the purpose
of achieving an adequate RSA. The following sections discuss runway modification options,
including relocating, shifting, or realigning Runway 12/30.

2.3.3.1 Relocating Runway 12/30

Relocation of a runway under Alternative C would require moving the runway centerline to provide
adequate space for a standard RSA. While this option has the potential for meeting the purpose and
need by providing adequate RSAs, there are numerous constraints that would make relocation of
the runway difficult. First, there is insufficient area on the Airport property to accommodate
relocation of the runway. Relocating the runway to the southwest would require relocation of the
Airport’s landside facilities as well as Taxiway A, the taxiway connectors, and one or more of the
helipads. Relocating the runway to the northwest would be constrained by the Airport property
boundary. Furthermore, the cost of relocating the runway, let alone the other Airport facilities,
would be prohibitively expensive, potentially costing tens of millions of dollars. The Airport would
be effectively closed to service during construction, negatively affecting operational effectiveness.

2.3.3.2 Shifting Runway 12/30

Shifting the runway under Alternative C would require relocating the Runway 12 end to the
northwest or Runway 30 end to the southeast along the existing runway centerline. Demarking a
displaced threshold is a type of runway shift; however, under Alternative C this would entail a
physical relocation of the runway ends. While the current ALP includes a future expansion of
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Runway 12/30 on both ends, indicating a runway shift may be feasible, shifting the runway would
face similar constraints to those described for relocating the runway. There is not enough area
available on the current Airport property to accommodate a runway shift and an adequate RSA.
Like relocating the runway, the cost of shifting the runway would be expensive and the Airport
would be effectively closed to commercial air passenger service during construction, negatively
affecting operational effectiveness. Finally, there are physical constraints associated with shifting
the runway. A northwestern shift would bring the Runway 12 end closer to the floodplain, North
Fork Bishop Creek, and associated wetlands and riparian habitat. A southeastern shift would bring
the Runway 30 end closer to the Rawson Canal and East Line Road. In each case, a shift would
result in greater impacts than establishing a standard RSA around the existing Runway 12/30.

2.3.3.1 Realignhing Runway 12/30

Runway alignment refers to the magnetic azimuth along which a runway is situated. Realigning the
runway under Alternative C would entail changing the runway alignment to allow for more area
for standard RSAs. This would also necessitate changes to established procedures and flight paths.
This option would face similar constraints as those that would be encountered in relocating or
shifting the runway, namely in the availability of land for realignment. For example, assuming there
was enough area within the Airport property boundary, relocating the runway to a northeast-
southwest alignment would require relocation of the Airport’s existing and future landside facilities
and navigational aids. Assuming enough space on Airport property, relocating the runway to an
east-west alignment would also raise the prospect of introducing an increase in aircraft overflight
of the city of Bishop, including areas of residential development near the Airport. In addition,
relocation of a runway would be prohibitively expensive, and the Airport would be effectively
closed to commercial air passenger service during construction, negatively affecting operational
effectiveness. This option would likely result in increased noise exposure to local residents and
other environmental impacts.

Although the options available under Alternative C would potentially meet the purpose and need
for the project, they would have significantly higher construction costs than the Proposed Project
and would be operationally inefficient. Furthermore, none of the Alternative C options would avoid
or minimize environmental impacts. Therefore, Alternative C was eliminated from further
consideration.

2.3.4 Alternative D — Engineered Materials Arresting System

An Engineered Materials Arresting System (EMAS) consists of a bed of “high energy absorbing
materials of selected strength, which will reliably and predictably crush under the weight of an
aircraft.”! Installing an EMAS bed at the end of a runway would quickly slow down an aircraft that
overran the runway. Accordingly, the RSA would not require as much length to meet the FAA’s
design guidelines and standards and placement of an EMAS bed beyond the Runway 12 end would
reduce the likelihood of infringing on the floodplain or encroaching on wetlands. However, while
the FAA considers a properly sized and placed EMAS bed as an acceptable method for bringing an

1 Federal Aviation Administration, AC 150/5200-22B, Engineered Materials Arresting Systems (EMAS) for Aircraft
Overruns, April 2012.
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RSA into compliance, it is generally not recommended as a reasonable alternative when sufficient
area is available for development of a standard RSA.2

EMAS provides safety benefits in cases where land is not available or it’s not possible to have the
standard 1,000-foot runway overrun.3 Although proximate to potentially sensitive environmental
resources, there is sufficient area available for development of a standard RSA beyond the runway
ends. Installation of EMAS beds would meet the purpose and need while likely not impacting the
operational efficiency of the Airport as well as avoiding or minimizing environmental impacts.
However, the cost of construction and ongoing maintenance would be substantially higher than
development of a standard RSA. EMAS beds have demonstrated a limited lifespan with major
rehabilitation required and full replacement after approximately 20 years. Extreme cold, flooding,
and earthquakes could also impact inspection, maintenance, and replacement schedules. Limited
competition in the manufacture of EMAS panels has contributed to limited supply availability and
high costs associated with installation, maintenance, and replacement. Furthermore, EMAS panels
would require replacement in the event of any incident resulting in EMAS collapse. In view of
these costs and limited supply coupled with the availability of land to adequately accommodate a
standard RSA, Alternative D was eliminated from further consideration.

2.3.5 Alternative E — Improve Other Runways at the Airport

The Airport has two other runways, Runway 08/26 and Runway 17/35. Alternative E would
improve the RSA for either of these runways and shift commercial service from Runway 12/30.
Runway 8/26 is east-west oriented and 5,567 feet long by 100 feet wide. This runway would provide
substantially less length than Runway 12/30. Furthermore, Runway 08/26 is a crosswind runway
that experiences infrequent headwinds, providing a challenge to aircraft takeoffs and landings.
There is adequate room to develop a standard RSA without implementing declared distances, thus
meeting the purpose and need for the Proposed Project and the development would not be
excessively expensive; however, the use of this runway would provide operational and
environmental challenges that would affect the efficiency of the Airport. In addition, as discussed
in Section 1.2.2, Existing Airport Facilities and Services, Inyo County plans to close Runway 8/26.
The Runway 8 end will be converted to a taxiway and the Runway 26 end to helicopter parking.

Runway 17/35 is north-south oriented and 5,600 feet long by 100 feet wide. Similar to Runway
08/26, this runway would provide substantially less length than Runway 12/30. In addition, there
is inadequate room beyond the runway to develop a standard RSA. The North Fork Bishop Creek
runs approximately 450 feet beyond the Runway 17 end and the Rawson Canal is located
approximately 650 feet beyond the Runway 35 end. To develop a standard RSA would require
realigning or culverting both water bodies, which would carry unreasonably high construction costs
and would not avoid or minimize environmental impacts.

The options available under Alternative E would potentially meet the purpose and need for the
project; however, improving the RSA for Runway 08/26 would be operationally inefficient and for
Runway 17/35 would have significantly higher construction costs and more potential

2 Federal Aviation Administration, Order 5200.8, Runway Safety Area Program, Appendix 2, Section 4(f), October 1,
1999.

3 https://www.faa.gov/newsroom/runway-safety-fact-sheet
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environmental impacts than the Proposed Project. Therefore, Alternative E was eliminated from
further consideration.

2.3.6 Alternative F — No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur to expand the Runway 12/30 RSA.
Because the current declared distances would remain in effect permanently under this alternative,
the threshold on the Runway 12 end would need to be physically displaced to the southeast by 355
feet. The threshold displacement would involve the removal of the existing threshold striping and
re-application in the new location, as well as amending existing or developing new Runway 12
approach procedures. The Runway 12 PAPI would also need to be relocated. It is important to note
that new flight procedures are not ripe for development at the time of this analysis. New or amended
flight procedures would not be developed until the physical improvements have been completed,
and new runway survey information is available. If amendments to flight procedures are required,
a separate NEPA analysis will be conducted. This alternative would leave the Airport with a
permanently shortened runway, which could affect the type of aircraft able to serve the Airport in
the future. The declared distances which would become permanent under the No Action Alternative
are presented in Table 2-2.

TABLE 2-2
NoO ACTION ALTERNATIVE — DECLARED DISTANCES ON RUNWAY 12/30

Runway DiLT)TZigr?]IS nt T(fC;SS\ T(f(().;.el:){)A ?figg\ (If-e[ze':\)
(feet)

12 355 7,498 7,498 7,098 7,098

30 0 7,498 7,498 6,743 6,743

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2023.

Table 2-3 presents an evaluation matrix summarizing the comparison of the alternatives
considered.
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TABLE 2-3
ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON SUMMARY

Alternative
E - Improve

Alternative | Alternative Alternative D - Alternative

A- B - Use of Alternative C - | Engineered Other F-
Proposed | Declared Modify Materials Arresting | Runways at | No Action
Screening Criteria Project Distances Runway 12/30 | Systems (EMAS) the Airport | Alternative

Provide a Standard
RSA Without Yes
Modifications

Technically and

Economically Feasible e
Operationally Effective Yes
Retain for Detailed

Analysis in Yes

EA?

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2023.

2.4 Alternatives Retained for Further Analysis

Upon careful consideration of the range of alternatives discussed in Section 2.3, the following
alternatives have been identified for further evaluation in this EA.

2.4.1 Alternative A - Proposed Project

As discussed in Section 2.3.1, Alternative A would provide a fully compliant RSA for
Runway 12/30 through cutting, filling, and grading the noncompliant portions of the RSA beyond
the runway ends, as well as removing noncompliant structures (patrol road) and objects (airport
security fence) from the RSA and placing them beyond the Runway 12/30 OFA. Figure 2-2 presents
an overview of Alternative A. Figure 2-3 provides a closeup of the proposed RSA beyond the
Runway 12 end and Figure 2-4 provides a similar view of the proposed RSA beyond the
Runway 30 end. Alternative A would meet the purpose and need for the project by providing RSAs
that meet the FAA’s design standards and safety requirements. Alternative A would also be easily
constructible and cost effective and would have a minimal impact to daily airport operations.
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2. Alternatives

2.4.3 Alternative F- No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be built. The RSA would remain
noncompliant and there would be no clearing, cutting, filling, or grading in the RSA. The LADWP
patrol road would remain within the Runway 12 RSA and the Airport security fences would
continue to transect the RSA off both runway ends. The Runway 12/30 RSA would remain non-
standard and non-compliant with FAA design standards and regulations. The current declared
distances would remain in effect permanently under this alternative, the threshold on the Runway
12 end would need to be physically displaced to the southeast by 355 feet and NAVAIDs would
need to be relocated. Furthermore, approach procedures would need to be amended or new
approach procedures developed to account for the shift in the runway threshold. Flight procedures
are not ripe for development at the time of this analysis. New or amended flight procedures would
not be developed until the physical improvements have been completed, and new runway survey
information is available. If amendments to flight procedures are required, a separate NEPA analysis
would be conducted.

In accordance with CEQ regulations at 40 CFR § 1502.14, an EA must include a No Action
Alternative. The purpose of the No Action Alternative is to provide a point of comparison against
other alternatives to allow for the identification of potential environmental impacts.

2.5 Federal Laws and Regulations Considered in this
EA

Relevant federal laws and statutes, executive orders, and other federal regulations considered
during preparation of this EA are listed in Table 2-4, Table 2-5, and Table 2-6.
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TABLE 2-4

FEDERAL LAWS AND STATUTES CONSIDERED

Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended

42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.

Aviation Safety and Capacity Expansion Act of 1990 P.L. 101-508
Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the 21st Century, 2000 P.L. 106-181
Vision 100--Century of Aviation Reauthorization Act of 2003 P.L.108-176
FAA Reauthorization Act P.L.112-95

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.

Noise Control Act of 1972

P.L. 92-574; 42 U.S.C. Section 4901

Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979

49 U.S.C. 47501 et seq.

Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990

49 U.S.C. 4752 et seq.

Clean Air Act of 1970, as amended

42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended

16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958

16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, as

amended

16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980, as amended by the Community Environmental Response Facilitation

Act of 1992

42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended by the Solid

Waste Disposal Act of 1980

42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.

Policy on Lands, Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges, and Historic Sites
[recodified from and formerly known as Section 4(f) of the Department of
Transportation Act of 1966]

49 U.S.C. Section 303

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended

16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974, as amended

16 U.S.C. 469 et seq.

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965

16 U.S.C. 4601 et seq.

Clean Water Act, as amended

33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899

33 U.S.C. 403 et seq.

Farmland Protection Policy Act

7 U.S.C. 4201 et seq.

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies for
Federal and Federally Assisted Programs

42 U.S.C.61

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968

16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq.

Toxic Substances Control Act

15 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972

16 U.S.C. 1452 et seq.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918

16 U.S.C. 703-711

U.S.C. = United States Code, P.L. = Public Law
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TABLE 2-5
EXEcCUTIVE ORDERS CONSIDERED

Executive Order 11593, “Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment”

36 Federal Register 8921

Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain Management”

43 Federal Register 6030

Executive Order 11296, “Flood Hazard Evaluation Guidelines”

31 Federal Register 6030

Executive Order 11514, “Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality”

35 Federal Register 4247

Executive Order 13166, “Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited
English Proficiency”

65 Federal Register 50121

Executive Order 11990, “Protection of Wetlands”

42 Federal Register 26961

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations”

59 Federal Register 7629

Executive Order 13045, “Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and
Safety Risks”

62 Federal Register 19883

Executive Order 13690, “Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and
a Process for Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input”

80 Federal Register 6325

Executive Order 13783, “Promoting Energy Independence and Economic Growth”

82 Federal Register 16093

Executive Order 14096, “Revitalizing Our Nation's Commitment to Environmental
Justice for All”

88 Federal Register 25251
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TABLE 2-6
FAA ORDERS, ADVISORY CIRCULARS, AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS CONSIDERED

U.S. Department of Transportation and FAA Orders

U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures

U.S. DOT, FAA Order 5050.4B, NEPA Implementing Instructions of Airport Actions

U.S. DOT, Order 5280.5D, Airport Certification Program Handbook

U.S. DOT, Order 5650.2, Floodplain Management and Protection

U.S. DOT Order 5610.1D, Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts

U.S. DOT Order 5200.8, Runway Safety Area Program

U.S. DOT Order 5200.9, Financial Feasibility and Equivalency of Runway Safety Area Improvements and Engineered
Material Arresting Systems

U.S. DOT, Order 5660.1A, Preservation of the Nation's Wetlands

U.S. DOT, Order 5680.1, Final Order to Address Environmental Justice in Low-Income and Minority Populations

U.S. DOT, FAA Joint Order 7110.65Y, Air Traffic Organization Policy

U.S. DOT, FAA Order 8900.1, Change 489, Flight Standards Information Management System

FAA Advisory Circulars

U.S. DOT, FAA AC 150/5070-6B, Airport Master Plans

U.S. DOT, FAA AC 150/5200-33C, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports

U.S. DOT, FAA Draft AC 150/5220-22B, Engineered Materials Arresting Systems (EMAS) for Aircraft Overruns

U.S. DOT, FAA AC 36-3H, Estimated Airplane Noise Levels in A-Weighted Decibels

U.S. DOT, FAA AC 150/5300-13A, Airport Design

U.S. DOT, FAA AC 150/5320-6F, Airport Pavement Design and Evaluation

U.S. DOT, FAA AC 150/5370-10H, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports

Code of Federal Regulations

Title 14 CFR Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace

Title 14 CFR Part 119, Certification: Air Carriers and Commercial Operators

Title 14 CFR Part 139, Airport Operations Specifications

Title 14 CFR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning

Title 14 CFR Part 151, Federal Aid to Airports

Title 14 CFR Part 152, Airport Aid Program

Title 14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation, and Deactivation of Airports

Title 14 CFR Part 169, Expenditures of Federal Funds for Non-Military Airports or Air Navigational Facilities Thereon

Title 36 CFR Part 800 (39 Federal Register [FR] 3365, January 25, 1974, and 51 FR 31115, September 2, 1986),
Protection of Historic Properties

Title 40 CFR Part 93, Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans, Subpart B

Title 40 CFR Part 122, EPA Administered Permit Programs: The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

Title 40 CFR Part 124, Procedures for Decision Making

Title 40 CFR Part 172, Hazardous Materials Table, Special Provisions, Hazardous Materials Communications,
Emergency Response Information, and Training Requirements

Title 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 (1978, as amended in 1986 and 2005), President’s Council on Environmental Quality

Title 50 CFR Part 402, Interagency Cooperation — Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended
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3. Affected Environment

irrigation ditches, swamps, and flooded pastures in the Owens Valley, including Inyo County. However,
this fish is confined to five relatively isolated populations, which includes the Fish Slough Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC). The Fish Slough ACEC is located approximately six miles north of the
AA. Although the Fish Slough ACEC is hydrologically connected to the Owens River, its unique biome
and distance make it a relatively unlikely path of migration to the North Fork Bishop Creek or Rawson
Canal.

Critical Habitat for Owens Tui Chub does not exist on or adjacent to the AA or within the GSA. The
distribution of the Owens Tui Chub extends throughout the Owens River and its larger tributaries extending
from its source springs to Owens Lake. The three existing natural populations are located at the Owens
River Gorge, source springs of the Hot Creek Hatchery, and at Cabin Bar Ranch near Owens Dry Lake.
The Owens River Gorge is located about seven miles northwest of the survey area and represents the closest
population of this fish species. Given the distance of North Fork Bishop Creek and Rawson Canal to the
Owens River Gorge, combined with its populations’ isolation, it is unlikely that the Owens Tui Chub would
be found in the AA.

The USFWS listed the Fish Slough Milk-vetch (Astragalus lentiginosus var. piscinensis) as potentially
occurring in the AA. The Fish Slough Milk-vetch is largely dependent on desert spring-fed wetland
ecosystems that consist of highly alkali soils. The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Calflora database
indicates that the Fish Slough Milk-vetch has been positively identified in Inyo County.2 Designated
Critical Habitat is located approximately five miles north of the AA; however, there are no historical records
of its presence within the AA.

The monarch butterfly is a federal candidate species and not yet listed or proposed for listing under the
ESA. In the western U.S., monarch butterflies migrate in the fall and overwinter at sites along the Pacific
coast and Central Valley. Monarch’s host plant, milkweed (Asclepias spp.), and other flowering plants are
necessary for monarch butterfly habitat-adult monarchs feed on the nectar of many flowering plants during
breeding and migration, but they can only lay eggs on milkweed plants. The AA lies in the migration route
of monarch butterflies, and if nectar sources and milkweed are present, individuals may occur. No milkweed
plants were observed during the field survey in November 2022; however, one adult monarch butterfly was
observed.

State-Listed Species

Nine state-listed special-status species were identified with the potential to occur in the AA or in its
immediate surroundings through research using the following sites: California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) CNDDB, and the USFWS ECOS. The state listed species of concern are presented in
Table 3-5.

Excluding the Northern Harrier (Circus hudsonius), Yellow Warbler (Setophaga petechia), and Yellow-
breasted Chat (Icteria virens), none of the state-listed species identified in Table 3-5 have been observed
within the AA and their potential to occur is low or not expected. The Northern Harrier (Circus hudsonius),
Yellow Warbler (Setophaga petechia), and Yellow-breasted Chat (Icteria virens) were identified in the AA

2 california Native Plant Society, Calflora.
<https://www.calflora.org/entry/observ.html?track=m#srch=t&cols=0,3,61,35,37,13,54,32,41&Ipcli=t&taxon=Astragalus+le
ntiginosus+var.+piscinensis&chk=t&cch=t&inat=r&cc=INY.> (accessed February 22, 2023).
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3. Affected Environment

3.13 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future
Actions

3.13.1 Introduction

This section describes past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects at Bishop Airport and in the
vicinity of the Airport that when combined with the Proposed Project could result in cumulatively
considerable impacts. Cumulative impacts are discussed in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.

3.13.2 Regulatory Context

NEPA requires analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts are those impacts that may result from
an action “when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what
agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7 [1978, as
amended in 1986 and 2005).

3.13.3 Existing Conditions

The GSA encompasses the area in which the Proposed Project would have potential for direct and indirect
impacts to the environment. However, in assessing any potential for cumulative impacts, projects
throughout Inyo County were identified and considered for inclusion in the analysis. The temporal limit for
identifying past projects was five years before the existing conditions study year (i.e., 2017) and for
reasonably foreseeable future projects was five years beyond the 2024 planning horizon (i.e., 2029). Major
transportation and development projects in the vicinity of BIH that could have some effect within the GSA
were identified and will be considered in the assessment of cumulative impacts. Table 3-11 lists the past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects identified within the GSA.
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TABLE 3-11

PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE PROJECTS

Relevant
Plan/Project Name Dates Description Source
Past Projects
Taxiway Rehabilitation May 2020 Pavement rehabilitation of all airfield | Airfield Pavement Rehabilitation and
Project at the Bishop taxiways. Markings — Taxiways and Runway
Airport Shoulders Documented CATEX, November
28, 2017
Runway 12/30 Pavement December Pavement rehabilitation and new Runway 12/30 Pavement Rehabilitation and
Rehabilitation and 2020 markings on Runway 12/30. Markings Documented CATEX; May 22,
Markings at Bishop Airport 2019
General Aviation Terminal December | Construction of an expansion to the General Aviation Terminal Expansion
Expansion at Bishop 2021 existing general aviation terminal at Documented CATEX; January 22, 2019
Airport Bishop Airport.
General Plan Amendment August A general plan amendment and General Plan Amendment 2021-02; Zone
2021-02; Zone 2021 zoning change for a portion of Parcel | Reclassification 2021-02, 7/11 Materials,
Reclassification 2021-02 010-270-13 immediately north of BIH | Inc. Planning Commission Staff Report,
from Open Space, 40-acre minimum, | August 21, 2021,
(0S-40) zoning to Public (P) zoning https://www.inyocounty.us/sites/default/files/
and Natural Resources (NR) general | 2021-10/Staff%20report%20finalw-
plan land use to Public Facilities attachments_0.pdf
(PF) general plan land use.
Proposed Commercial August The introduction of limited Proposed Commercial Airline Service at
Airline Service at Bishop 2021 commercial service operations at Bishop Airport Final Environmental
Airport Bishop Airport. Assessment, August 2021:
https://lwww.inyocounty.us/sites/default/files/
2023-
12/BIH_Part_139_Final_EA_210810.pdf
Zone Text Amendment December | Amended the Inyo County Zoning Zone Text Amendment 2022-02/Inyo
2022-02/Inyo County Code | 2022 Ordinance including dropping the County Code Updates, Planning
Updates One-Family Residential Mobile Commission Staff Report, December 7,
Home Combined (RMH) zoning 2022;
designation and changing areas with | https://www.inyocounty.us/sites/default/files/
this designation to One-Family (R1) 2022-11/ZTA%202022-
zoning with no overlay. 02%20PC%?20Staff%20Report%2012.7.202
2.pdf
Present Projects
Bishop Raised Median October Construction of a raised median Caltrans, District 9; Current Projects
2023 within State Highway 395 in Bishop, Quarterly Report Q2 October — December
CA. 2022;
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dash
boards/67670a6e24ee42628f5a852c61b57
abf (accessed January 20, 2023).
Future Projects
August The cutting of grooves into the
Runway 12/30 Pavement 2024 SRKL:QV;/:;SﬁfC%pa?\\ae?aefgtt t%ﬁr?:arxeet Runway 12-30 Grooving, Documented
Grooving e Y 9 CATEX, October 19, 2023.
weather events; includes fog seal
and new markings.
Bishop Pavement Project March Rehabilitation of pavement on U.S. Caltrans, District 9; Current Projects,
2024 Highway 395 and State Route 168 https://dot.ca.gov/caltrans-near-me/district-

West in Bishop including pedestrian
infrastructure upgrades.

9/district-9-current-projects/bishop-
pavement-project (accessed January 20,
2023).
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TABLE 3-11

PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE PROJECTS

Relevant
Plan/Project Name Dates Description Source
SR 168 Bike & Pedestrian May 2024 Construction of a bicycle through- Caltrans, District 9; Current Projects
Improvements lane and pedestrian crosswalk. Quarterly Report Q2 October — December
2022,
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dash
boards/67670a6e24ee42628f5a852c61b57
abf (accessed January 20, 2023).
Golf Course Two-Way Left | May 2024 Construction of a two-way left turn Caltrans, District 9; Current Projects
Turn Lane Il lane near Bishop Country Club. Quarterly Report Q2 October — December
2022;
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dash
boards/67670a6e24ee42628f5a852c61b57
abf (accessed January 20, 2023).
D9 Lab May 2024 Construction of a new laboratory Caltrans, District 9; Current Projects
building. Quarterly Report Q2 October — December
2022,
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dash
boards/67670a6e24ee42628f5a852c61b57
abf (accessed January 20, 2023). .
Meadow Farms ADA June 2024 | Upgrade of pedestrian facilities from Caltrans, District 9; Current Projects
Project North see Vee Lane to North Barlow | https://dot.ca.gov/caltrans-near-me/district-
Lane on both sides of U.S. Highway 9/district-9-current-projects/meadow-farms-
395 in Bishop to Americans with ada (accessed January 20, 2023).
Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.
Closure of Runway 8/26 June 2027 | Closure of Runway 8/26 to achieve Closure of Runway 8-26 and Conversion to
and Conversion to the FAA standard for Runway Helicopter Parking and Taxiway
Helicopter Parking and Visibility Zone (RVZ) for the Airport. Documented CATEX; January 22, 2019.
Taxiway at Bishop Airport
Rotating Beacon March The replacement of a rotating Inyo County, Airports Capital Improvement
Replacement 2025 beacon on an existing tower. Plan, Summary 2023-2028.
Golf Course Two-Way Left | August Construction of a two-way left turn Caltrans, District 9; Current Projects
Turn Lane | 2024 lane near Bishop Country Club. Quarterly Report Q2 October — December
2022;
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dash
boards/67670a6e24ee42628f5a852c61b57
abf (accessed January 20, 2023).
Construct ARFF/SRE October The construction of a new building Inyo County, Airports Capital Improvement
Building 2024 for aircraft rescue and firefighting Plan, Summary 2023-2028.
and snow removal equipment.
Airline Terminal and Ramp | September | Construction of a terminal and Inyo County, Airports Capital Improvement
Construction 2027 concrete ramp for commercial airline | Plan, Summary 2023-2028.
operations.
Perimeter fencing September | Upgrades to the fencing surrounding | Inyo County, Airports Capital Improvement
upgrades 2025 the Airport. Plan, Summary 2023-2028.
Manor Market Complete January Installation of ADA compliant Caltrans, District 9; Current Projects
Streets 2029 sidewalks and curb ramps along Quarterly Report Q2 October — December

State Route 168 in Bishop, CA.

2022;
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dash
boards/67670a6e24ee42628f5a852c61b57
abf (accessed January 20, 2023).
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TABLE 3-11

PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE PROJECTS

Relevant
Plan/Project Name Dates Description Source
The Eastern Sierra Transit | Not yet New operations and administration Eastern Sierra Transit Authority, The
Authority Operations and scheduled facility at Bishop Airport. Bishop Operations and Administration

Administration Facility
Project

Facility Project, Categorical Exclusion
Checklist, Attachment A.
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2020030386/2
(accessed August 27, 2023).

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2024.
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