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1. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (FEIR)
The Final Environmental Impact Report for the Rimrock Ranch Specific Plan consists of:

The Draft Rimrock Ranch Specific Plan/EIR (bound separately);
Written comments received in response to the Draft EIR;
Responses to the comments received;

The final Mitigation Monitoring Program; and

The fina) text of the Rimrock Ranch Specific Plan.

The Draft EIR is bound separately but is incorporated by reference and should be considered an
integral component of the Final EIR.

PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS

The Draft EIR was circulated for public review beginning July 21, 2000. The review period ended
September 21, 2000, but was extended to October 9, 2000, in response to requests received during
the comment period. Notices announcing the availability of the documents were placed in the
local newspaper. Local and Federal agencies and organizations were provided documents, as
were individuals or organizations requesting copies; the State Clearinghouse distributed copies
to State agencies. Copies were available for review or purchase (at the cost of reproduction) at
the Planning Department offices in Bridgeport and Mammoth Lakes. Copies were also available
for review at all branches of the county library system.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

Forty-eight (48) comments were received by the extended deadline. Two comments were from
Federal and State agencies; 3 were from organizations; 43 were from individuvals. Multiple
comments were received from 8 individuals. Table 1 summarizes each of the comments received.

TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RIMROCK RANCH EIR
No. Source Key Points
1 Ralph & Lyn Haber (see also#56,30) 1. Request the County to solicit comment

letters from the Wheeler Crest Fire
Protection District and the Wheeler Crest
Community Services District.

2 Jeanne Oakeshott (see also # 41) 1. Riparian vegetation should be shown on
maps.
2. Questions potential water impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.
3. Disagrees that there will be no unavoidable
significant environmental impacts.
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3 Jeff & Gloria Vaughn (see also # 40) 1.

4 Karl & Laura Hinrichs

5 Wheeler Crest Fire Protection District 1.

6 Lyn Haber (see also #s 1, 30)

7 Allison Campanelli

B8 James W. & Judith A. Lamb

—

Ll

7.
1.

2

Requests additional information in the
alternatives analysis.

The EIR needs to explain how the mitigation
program will be implemented and enforced.
New maps should be developed for the
Deer Study showing the current Ilot
configuration in relationship to deer trails
and use areas.

Suggests a new alternative developed in
conjunction with the wildlife biologist to
protect wildlife use areas on-site.

Question potential water impacts. Request
additional mitigation for potential water
impacts.

Suggest monitoring activities be the
responsibility of the Wheeler Crest Design
Review Committee.

Barbed-wire fencing is unnecessary and
should be removed from plan.

Prefer the clustered housing alternative.
Question potential water impacts. Request
additional mitigation for potential water
impacts,

Will issue “will serve” letters after
reviewing detailed tract maps.

Policies in plan conflict with fire-safe
requirements. Give prominence to
compliance with fire-safe regulations.
Remove “fire-safe wood shingles” from
Policy 4b, p. 22.

Questicns how certain mitigation will be
measured and monitored.

Barbed-wire fencing should be prohibited.
Questions  potential  water  impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential

water impacts.

Questions the permitted Guesthouse use.
Questions how many grazing animals are
allowed on 2 acres.

Questions the minimum building size.
Requests a “will serve” letter from the
WCCSD.

Questions potential water impacts and
requests additional mitigation.

Why is the project not following the
environmentally superior alternative?

What is the time frame for each phase?
Expresses support for the project.
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9 Stephen Ingram (see also # 35) 1. Requests an extension of the comment
period.

2. Notes figures in the Water Resource

Assessment are illegible and requests clean

copies.
10 Lyle K. Gaston (see also # 46) 1. Requests an extension of the comment
period.
2. Main concern is the adequacy of the Water
Resource Assessment.

3. Requests a legible copy of Figure 4 in the
Water Resource Assessment.

11 Ray Dutcher (see also # 34) 1. Requests an extension of the comment
period.

12 Stephen Kalish 1. Reguests an extension of the comment
period.

2. EIR should address the issue of adverse
effect of surface runoff on roadways.

3. Expresses concern about limiting building
materials for structures,

4. Expresses concern about the cumulative

impacts of subdivisions in the area by the

project proponent. Requests dedication of

one of the lots for a neighborhood park.

Water demand figures are inaccurate.

Expresses concern about the 2 acre gross lot

size.

7. Encourages the county to require 15 % of the
lots to be affordable tc median income

AN

residents.

13 Kurt C. & Terrie W. Schroeder 1. Express support for the project.

14 Dan Bacon (see also # 26) 1. Requests an extension of the comment
period.

15 Brian Cashore 1. Is concerned about the implementation
/enforcement of certain environmental
impacts.

2. WCCSD should not monitor private
domestic wells.

3. The conclusions in the Water Resource
Assessment may not be reliable in the long-
term.

4, Mono County should implement a water
and/or natural resource monitoring and
protection plan rather than imposing that
requirement on private landowners or
special districts.
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16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Kleinfelder Engineering

Brett Whitford

Water Resources Services Manager
David Herzog

Senior Engineering Geologist

Wheeler Crest Community

Services District

Jeanne Walter

William & Barbara Goodman
California Department of Fish &

Game, Darrell Wong, Supervisor,
Habitat Conservation Program

California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Michele Ochs,
Associate Engineering Geologist

Darcy Bauer

Robert Atlee

4

Assesses recommendations made in the
WRA.

Expresses concerns about certain statements,
requirements, and conclusions in the EIR
pertaining to the provision of water,

Requests an extension of the comment
period.

Main concern is
Assessment.

the Water Resource

Express support for the project.

Does not recollect that purchase of the
adjacent 100-acre deer migration corridor
parcel was intended as mitigation for
development of the 80-acre subject parcel.
New maps should be developed for the
Deer Study showing the current lot
configuration in relationship to deer trails
and use areas.

Deer study concludes impacts to deer herd
cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant
level; environmental analysis concludes they
can.

Believes all proposed development within
the Round Valley Deer Herd migration
corridor and winter range should be
assessed in the cumulative impacts section.
The EIR should be amended to discuss the
Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep and the
mountain lion.

The project will require a NPDES
Stormwater Permit & Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plans (SWFPPP),

The project should be planned to avoid
disturbance to streams and drainages.

The EIR should evaluate additional
wastewater treatment options and potential
impacts to surface and groundwater quality.

Expresses support for the project.
Question potential water impacts. Requests

additional mitigation for potential water
imnpacts,
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24

25

26

27

28

29

30

k) |

32

33

Jeff Perry

- Cheyenne McAfee

Daniel Bacon (see also # 14)

Brent & April Miller

Mary Siceloff

Al Carson & Virginia Steel

Ralph Haber (see also #s 1, 6)

Dan & Linda Hess O’Dell

Carol Broberg

Karen Ferrell-Ingram

5

Notes that noise from Pinon can be heard in
Swall Meadows and questions the impact of
that noise on the deer herd.

Expresses concern about the precedent of
this project for further Mono County
development projects.

The WRA lacks adequate data and there is
no mitigation plan for potential impacts,
Deer study concludes impacts to deer herd
cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant
level; environmental analysis concludes they
can,

There is no study for rare/endangered
plants and animals.

Questions benefit of project to existing
community and wildlife.

EIR should address desert kit fox.

Questions  potential water  impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

Express support for the project.

Questions  potential water  impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

There is no study for rare or endangered
plants.

Question potential water impacts. Request
additional mitigation for potential water
impacts.

Concerned about duplication of street
names in Swall Meadows.

Question potential water impacts. Request
additional mitigation for potential water
impacts.

Questions  potential  water  impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

Believes the FIR did not address additional
traffic.

Questions  potential  water  impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

Deer study concludes impacts to deer herd
cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant
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34

35

36

Ray Dutcher (see also 4 11)

Stephen Ingram (see also # 9)

Skyli McAfee

6

level; environmental analysis concludes they
can.

New maps should be developed for the
Deer Study showing the current Ilot
configuration in relationship to deer trails
and use areas.

Concerned about impacts of additional
traffic on deer fatalities.

There is no rare/endangered animal survey;
the EIR should address the Kingston
Mountain Chipmunk.

There is no rare/endangered plant survey.
Comments on adequacy of mitigation
requiring native plant materials.
Requirements for revegetation around
houses conflict with Fire-safe requirements.
List of plant species recommended for
revegetation contains plants not native to
the proposed development site.

Questions  potential  water  impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

Questions whether Triad Engineering has a
conflict of interest.

Questions  potential  water  impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

“There is no survey for rare/endangered
plants.

Onsite drainages should be shown on a
map.

Requirements for revegetation around
houses conflict with Fire-safe requirements.
Comments on adequacy of mitigation for
vegetation clearance and revegetation.

New maps should be developed for the
Deer Study showing the current lot
configuration.

Deer study concludes impacts to deer herd
cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant
level; environmental analysis concludes they
Can.

There is no rare/endangered animal survey;
the EIR should address the Kingston
Mountain Chiprnunk.

Questions  potential  water  impacts,
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

There are no surveys for rare/endangered
plants or animals.
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3. Questions who will monitor vegetation
clearance and revegetation requirements.

37 Gary R. Clark 1. Questions potential water impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

38 Richard Arnold 1. Expresses concern that Triad Engineering

has a conflict of interest,

2. Questions potential water impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

3. Requirements for revegetation around
houses conflict with Fire-safe requirements.

4, Too little attention in the EIR to the impacts
of light, noise and traffic on wildlife and

existing residents,
39 California Native Plant Society 1. The EIR should address the protection of
Bristlecone Chapter wetland areas from groundwater depletion.

2. There is no rare/endangered plant survey.

40 Gloria Vaughn (see also # 3) 1. Expresses concern that Triad Engineering
has a conflict of interest,
2. Questions potential water impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

41 Jeanne Oakeshott (see also # 2)

—t

Questions potential water impacts analysis.

2. Buildout of Pinon Ranch should be
considered in the cumulative impact
analysis.

3. Deer study concludes impacts to deer herd

cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant

level; environmental analysis concludes they

can.
42 Andrew James McMullin 1. Questions potential water impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential

water impacts.

2. Monitoring and enforcement for deer
mitigation needs to be included in the EIR.

43 Steven G. Morgan 1. Questions potential water impacts,
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

2. There is no survey for rare or endangered
plants or animals.

3. Expresses concerns about negative impacts
to the deer herd.

4. There is no plan for revegetation with native
species.

7
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44 Robert Harrington, PhD
Hydrologist, Inyo County

45 William Crljenko

46 Lyle K. Gaston (see also # 10)

47 Steve Peterson

48 Cheryl Wilson -

1. Questions potential water impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

1. Requests additional mitigation for potential

water impacts.

1. Questions potential water impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

1. Questions potential water impacts.
Requests additional mitigation for potential
water impacts.

2. Deer study concludes impacts to deer herd
cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant
level; environmental analysis concludes they
can.

1. EIR does not adequately address visual
impacts, particularly from the western
portion of Pinon Ranch,

2. Rimrock Ranch must comply with
requirements of Wheeler Crest Design
Review District.

3. Questions potential water impacts.

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED IN COMMENT LETTERS

Several key issues recurred throughout

the comment letters. Table 2 identifies those key issues

and lists the comment letters in which they occurred (see Table 1 for comment letter numbering).

TABLE 2

KEY ISSUES—RIMROCK RANCH DEIR COMMENT LETTERS

Topical Issue

See the following Comment Letters

Water impacts
Deer impacts
Rare/endangered plant/animal surveys

Fire-safe requirements
Implementation of mitigation meagsures

2,3,4,6,7,10,15,16,17, 21, 23, 25, 26, 28, 29, 31,
2, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44,

3
45, 46,47, 48
2,20, 24,25, 26,33, 35, 38, 41, 42, 43, 47
25, 28, 33, 35, 36, 39, 43
5,33, 35,38
2,4,6,36
8
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CHANGES IN EIR RESULTING FROM COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following changes have been made in the Rimrock Ranch Specific Plan FEIR as a result of
comments made on the DEIR:

® A drainage plan has been added showing proposed drainage for the project (see Appendix C
in the FEIR).

® The Water Resource Assessment has been amended to address issues raised in comment
letters (see Appendix A in the FEIR). In addition, a second engineering firm reviewed the
Water Resource Assessment and provided additional input regarding water resource issues
(see Appendix A).

® The maps in the Deer Study have been amended to show the current lot configuration for the
project {see Appendix B in the FEIR).

® Design Guidelines Policy 6 in the Specific Plan has been modified as follows:

The total fenced area on any parcel shall be limited to the total area disturbed onsite as
allowed under Land Use Policy 3a above. Fencing shall be three-strand-barbed-wire or three-
rail pipe or wood fence. Solid wood fencing may be constructed within the immediate
vicinity of a structure but shall encompass an area not greater than 1 acre (C.C.& R's and
Taylor, 1993).

® Design Guidelines Policy 7 in the Specific Plan has been modified as follows:

Barbed-wire fences shall consist of 3 single-strand wires placed 20, 30 and 42 inches from the
ground. with-the bettom All wire ghall be smooth strand (Taylor, 1993).

® Although the Rimrock Ranch Specific Plan has been designed in compliance with the Fire-
safe Regulations, the following policy has been added to the Specific Plan to clarify the need
for compliance with those regulations:

Natural Resource Conservation Policy 17:

The project shall comply with the Fire-safe Regulations (Mono County Code 19.26; Land Use
Element, Land Development Regulations Chapter 22) pertaining to emergency access;
signing and building numbering; emergency water supplies; and vegetation modification
(see also Infrastructure Policy 3 pertaining to emergency water supplies; Design Guidelines
Policy 10 pertaining to landscaping and vegetation modification; and Traffic Policy 3
pertaining to fire-safe standards for roadway construction).

¢ Design Guidelines Policy 10a has been modified as follows to eliminate conflict between the
fire-safe regulations and requirements for onsite landscaping/revegetation:

Landscaping shall be used to minimize potential visual impacts resulting from development
and to provide vegetative screening ereund—struetures to reduce deer avoidance of
developed areas (C.C.&R’s and Taylor, 1993). Screening cover should be planted in a
minimum 20-foot-wide band arevnd-each—residentialsite—along property boundaries_and

established deer use areas (see the Amended Deer Use Maps, Appendix B of the FEIR),

9
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consisting of an inner strip of indigenous trees and an outer dense strip of netive indigenous
shrubs.

® Design Guidelines Policy 4b has been modified as follows:

Roofing shall be firesafe-weed-shingles, fiberglass shingles or metal in colors compatible
with the area (e.g. tan, brown, dark green, or similar colors).

® Natural Resource Conservation Policy 16d and 16e have been modified as follows:

d. Because the potential for impact is considered low, pumping rotation or pumping
limitations are not required as part of this mitigation and monitoring program, unless

the mopitoring threshold is reached as described below.

e. WCCSD No. 3 shall be used as a monitoring well and shall act as a “"trigger” well. The
“"trigger” shall be based on a water level decline more severe than the predicted decline
under the worst case scenario presented in the Water Resource Assessment, Rimrock
Ranch Specific Plan, 1999, i.e., if the water level in WCCSD No. 3 drops more than five (5}
feet after one (1) year of operation of WCCSD No. 4 afterthe-prejeet-is-fuily developed,

or drops more than five (5) feet from the initial baseline elevation based on the annual
monitoring after the project is fully developed, all collected data shall be analyzed to

evaluate the potential for impact to other wells. The objective of the evaluation would be
to update and enhance the evaluation in the Water Resource Assessment, Rimrock Ranch

Specific Plan, 1999, using the additional data. Once these data have been updated and

analyzed, the Planning Commission may use the information to implement pumping

limitations, water conservation measures, moratordums on lot development, or other
similar action to prevent impacts to environmental resources and existing well owners.

® A discussion of the potential cumulative impacts of all projects within the migration corridor
and winter habitat of the Round Valley deer herd has been added to the FEIR.

® The Deer Study concludes that, even with mitigation, the project would incur unavoidable
significant impacts to the Round Valley deer herd. The DEIR misstated this conclusion by
stating that potential impacts to the deer herd could be mitigated to a less-than-significant
level. The FEIR has been modified to correct this misstatement; even with mitigation, the
project would result in unavoidable, significant impacts to the Round Valley deer herd.

® In response to comments received on the DEIR, a discussion of the bighorn sheep and the
mountain lion has been added to FEIR (see response to Comment # 20 from the California
Department of Fish and Game).

¢ In response to commenits received on the DEIR, and in order to minimize potential impacts to
bighorn sheep in the Wheeler Crest area, Land Use Policy 3 f has been amended as follows:

Horses and other large animals (i.e. sheep/—Hama, cattle and other grazing animals} in
compliance with the Mono County Zoning and Development Code animal standards (C.C. &

R’s). Sheep, goats, and llamas are not permitted,

® A complete Mitigation Monitoring Program has been developed for the project (see
Appendix E).

10
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IL. COMMENT LETTERS & RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This section reproduces all comment letters received on the DEIR and provides responses to
those comments.

11
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Ralph and Lyn Haber
730 Rimrock Drive
Swall Meadows, California 93514
Telephone: 760-387-2458

August 11, 2000
Mr. Keith Haristrom, Senior Planner
Mono County Planning Department
PO Box 8
Bridgeport, California 93517

Dear Keith: Re: Rimrock Ranch Draft Specific Plan/EIR

We want to thank you and congratulate you on the excellent job you and your staff have done
in preparing the July 15, 2000 combined Specific Plan and EIR for the Rimrock Ranch
Development in Swall Meadows. It is very responsive to the spirit of both the development
plan submitted by the developers and to the Wheeler Crest General Plan governing
development and building in Swall Meadows.

We have a request for addition and clarification. While there are many statements made in
the July 15 draft regarding both fire protection and water resources, there are no letters from
the two special districts in Swall Meadows specifically charged with the management of these
resources. We feel it critical that not only should your office provide your analysis of the
adequacy of fire protection and water services, but the two special districts should explicitly
state that they have examined the documentation and pians and find them acceptable with
respect to their own reguirements.

The Mono County Board of Supervisors formed the Wheeler Crest Fire Protection District in
the early 1980s and the Wheeler Crest Community Services (Water) District shortly thereafter.
The purposes of both of these special districts was to provide essential services to the Swall
Meadows community. Our community depends on these special districts not only for delivery
of these services, but for their ongoing appraisal of demands for these services in the future.
rence, when a new home is proposed that is located within the boundaries of these districts,
the districts must participate in the approval process. This participation is even more critical for
new developments that will ultimately create a number of new homes. We do not know if the
Letter of Notification is required by law to be sent to these two special districts (as it apparently
is for Lahontan, Air Control, and the local School District). It should be required by our
community, because we are dependent on them to assure the community of the acceptability
of this and every addition of homes with respect te fire protection and water resources. Not
only should these special districts respond to the Letter of Notification, but they should then
each provide a report and analysis that is attached to the Draft EIR.

For this reason we feel the absence of an analysis provided by each of these special districts
for the Rimrock deveiopment proposal is a serious omission. We urge you, as a result of this



letter delivered to you during the Public Comment period on this draft proposal, to solicit letters
from these two special districts, requesting that they provide assurance that they have
examined the draft proposal and that it does (or does not) conform to the requirements of their
special district.

ordiall

.yl
R lltee U Moo _
Ralph and Lyn Haber



—  —————— ——— ______ — ————— — ——  ——

Response to Comment # 1 from Ralph and Lyn Haber, dated August 11, 2000

The Wheeler Crest Fire Protection District (WCFPD) and the Wheeler Crest Community Services
District (WCCSD) both submitted comment letiers on the Rimrock Ranch DEIR (see Comment # 5
from the WCFPD and Comment # 17 from the WCCSD). Those leters show that both districts
have considered the project and the DEIR and are providing comments concerning the adequacy
of the DEIR and applicable mitigation measures contained in the DEIR and the associated
Specific Plan.

14
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59 Valley View Road
Swall Meadows, CA 93514
August 28, 2000

Mono County Pianning Depariment
Keith Hartstrom, Senior Planner
P.O.Box 8

Bridgeport, CA 93517

Dear Mr. Hartstrom:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments and questions regarding the Draft EIR
for the Rimrock Ranch Project. After a thorough review of the document, | appreciate that it
was written in such a clear format.

Some sections, however, were unclear to me, did not provide the data or maps that |
needed to fully understand them, or needed revision. By page they are as follows:

Pg. 20, Policy 6¢ and final paragraph: Where are the "Cerlain areas of riparian
vegetation...identified by the project biologist...for wildlife habitat will be preserved with
open space easements”? The next paragraph says the these will be recorded on the
final maps. | feel that these maps are essential to evaluate if and how this policy item
will be implemented.

Pg. 25, Policy 16e: My understanding of this policy is that this trigger will go into effect
after one year of operation of WCCSD No. 4 after the project is fully developed. Why
wait to full build-out to analyze the impact? | think that this should be changed to
include a regular analysis, for example quaterly, and also at the completion of each
Project Phase.

Another concern | have is that it says "all collected data shall be analyzed to evaluate
the potential for impact to other wells". This needs stronger language that assures the
current residents that if the wells in the area experience a significant drop, that this
document has a specific mitigation plan in place to deal with this impact. The project
proponents should be prepared to dig me a new, deeper well if their project causes me
to lose my normal well output. This is one of my greatest worries about the project.

Pa. 71, Final paragraph: Based on this document, | disagree strongly with the
conclusion that "No unavoidable significant environmental effects would occur as a
result of implementing the Rimrock Ranch Specific Plan™. While the deer mitigation
measures are good, they do not reduce the potential impact of this project to
"insignificant". The only way to do that would be by considering Alternative 2 or 3 or a
variation of these | suggest at the end of this letter. The way the water monitoring
mitigation is explained, there is no protection for current homeowners from significant
impacts once they occur. Unless these concerns are addressed and the impacts
eliminated in the Final EIR, then this paragraph needs to be revised to say that "even
with the proposed mitigation measures, the impacts to animal life and groundwater
could be significant.”



Pg. 73, Alternative 2, second paragraph: This alternative claims that a "larger area of
additional acreage would be left in its natural condition" should this alternative be
adopted. Exactly what would happen to this land needs to be highlighted. Wil the
project propenent donate/sell this to DFG? Will the proponent be able to hold onto this
land and in the future seek to change this Specific Plan and develop it? This needs to
be clearly stated in the document. | think that there should be language as strong as
the policies for his proposed project that forbid the land from ever being developed if
this is implied in this document.

Pqg. 73, Alternative 3: It is impossible to evaluate this alternative without a map that
shows that "The layout of the lots would be designed to preserve identified deer
movement corridors to the greatest extent possible.” Are these the trails identified on
Table 6, Page 26, of the Deer Study? This document is incomplete without this map.

Pg 74, first paragraph: Once again this alternative states that additional open space
acreage would be made available, but does not explain who will own it or manage it as
such. This is important information in evaluating this atternative.

Pg. 74, Alternative 4: Again there is a proposed layout to preserve deer corridors but
no map! And again no specific explanation of who will own and/or monitor the open
acreage created. Also, it states that "Site development criteria, particularly setbacks,
would likely need to modified in order to provide sufficient developable areas on each
lot". Where are these maps?

This section needs to include the fact that this alternative does not meet the project's
"~ own Land Use Objective to provide "low density” housing. Clustering one acre lots next
to open space is unacceptable to me and | would not support a General Plan
Amendment to decrease minimum lot size from 2 acres to one.

Pg. 80-81, Water Resources: It is my understanding that the entity required to monitor
all the impacts and mitigation of the groundwater is the WCCSD. | feel that there
should be an "outside" agency responsible for this. The WCCSD did not conduct the
original Water Resource Assessment and | do not feel they have the expertise to do the
critical impact analysis outlined in this document.

Pg. 82-88: This document contains some very strong language protecting deer by
limiting construction months, requiring timely revegetation using native plants, setting
30% site disturbance maximums, etc. My conclusion is that the Code Enforcement
Officer is responsible for seeing that mitigation measures such as these are complied
with. All these things sound great on paper but | need to know how this CEO is going
to stay on top of all of this! Thirty five lots?! How many CEO's does Mono County
have? What inspection schedule will he/she have for this development? Will this
continue after build-out? What if there is noncompliance? What happens to the
homeowners or to the proponent who got the project approved based on these
assumptions? A section needs to be added to this document that explains how this
mitigation program is truly going to work. As a resident of this county | want to know
and if | was going to purchase property there, | would want to know, t00.



Deer Study. Final Report, Pg. 25: The last line seems critical to discussing lot
placement for Alternative 2 or 3, or mine below. "Trails which received the heaviest
deer use were located within the two major drainages that bisect units 18-22 in Lot 5.
Where is this??? What drainages? This needs clarification by the author.

Deer Study, Figure 6, Page 26: | realize that the Deer Study was completed at a time
when the Specific Plan showed a different lot layout than the present proposal,
however, this made this figure very difficult to read. | think that a revised map showing
the deer trails on the currently proposed lot configuration map is essential considering
the importance of the impact to the deer population.

| would like to suggest another alternative that combines some of the elements of the ones
presented and based on the information contained in this document. | would like a
Redesigned Project with Fewer Lots, but using different criteria for which space is not built
on and which is. Alternative 2 eliminates the lots adjacent to the DFG Open Space with the
intent of increasing that area. | think that the current deer use, including deer trails and
wildlife habitats in drainages should be taken into consideration when drawing lot
configurations. | suggest that a new map be drawn in conjunction with the wildiife biologist
to create a development that works with the wildlife from the start.

Please not that I am honestly not suggesting this new alternative as a tactic to delay Mr.
Wilson's plans or cost him more money. | believe he is entitled to make some money off his
land, (though | would prefer he could do so by selling it ALL to Fish and Game or another
land trust organization). Based on the information provided in this document (and | look
forward to a more complete, amended Final EIR), | think a reconfiguration of the lot plan with
fewer lots would have the least impact and meet most of the proposal objectives. His
original estimate of the selling price for his lots, seems low and this should be taken into
account when weighing how much this alternative meets his original objective.

Thank you again for taking the time and effort 10 consider and respend to my questions and

concerns.

Sincgerely,

eanne Oakeshoit
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Response to Comment # 2 from Jeanne Oakeshott, dated August 28, 2000

Riparian Vegetation on Maps,
A map showing riparian vegetation onsite has been added to the FEIR (see Appendix D).

Water Resource Impacts,

Comments pertaining to water resource issues are addressed in the Water Resource Assessment
responses in Appendix A. In addition, a second engineering firm has reviewed the Water
Resource Assessment and provided additional input regarding water resource issues, which is
also contained in Appendix A.

Disagrees There Will Be No Unavoidable Significant Environmental Impacts,

The Deer Study concludes that, even with mitigation, the project would incur unavoidable
significant impacts to the Round Valley deer herd. The DEIR misstated this conclusion by stating
that potential impacts to the deer herd could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The
FEIR has been modified to correct this misstatement; even with mitigation, the project would
result in unavoidable, significant impacts to the Round Valley deer herd.

Requests Additional Information in the Alternatives Analysis.

The purpose of an EIR is to provide information for the public and decision-makers, Regarding
project alternatives, an EIR is required to “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project but would avoid or lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate
the comparative merits of the alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 a). An EIR is
required to “provide sufficient information about each altemative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6 d). The alternatives analysis for the Rimrock Ranch Specific Plan DEIR complies with the
above requirements.

Implementation and Enforcement of Mitigation,

Compliance with State and local development requirements, including Specific Plan
requirements, is the responsibility of County staff. Throughout the development process and
afterwards various County personnel are responsible for ensuring that the development complies
with all applicable policies and regulations, including staff from the following departments:
Planning, Building, Public Works, Environmental Health, and Code Compliance.

Deer Study Map,
The map in the Deer Study has been amended to show the current lot configuration for the

project (see Appendix B in the FEIR).

New Alternative to Protect Wildlife Use Areas Onsite.
This comument is directed to the Mono County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors

for consideration during the approval process for the project. These comuments are
acknowiedged herein; see response above concerning altematives analysis.
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RE: RIMROCK RANCH DRAFT SPECIFIC PLAN/EIR

AS A 20 YEAR RESIDENT OF SWALL MEADOWS, I ATTENDED THE “SCOPING” MEETINGS FOR THE PROPOSED
RIMROCK. RANCH SUBDIVISION, AND WAS ONE OF MANY RESIDENTS WHO EXPRESSED THEIR CONCERN OVER THE
DEVELOPER’S WATER SYSTEM PLANS AND THE POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS ON WATER RESOURCES. (PAGE 1 OF THE
EIR; PUBLIC CONCERNS REGARDING THE PROPOSED PROJECT.)

AFTER A CAREFUL READING OF THE DRAFT EIR AND IN PARTICULAR THE WATER RESOURCE ASSESSMENT
CONCLUSIONS, 1 AM QUTRAGED THAT A STUDY SO FULL OF “ASSUMPTIONS” AND “GIVEN THE DATA AVAILABLE™ AND
NUMEROUS OTHER HEDGES, CAN CONCLUDE THAT “POTENTIAL IMPACTS ARE MITIGATED TO A LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT LEVEL.” THIS IS ESPECIALLY DISTURBING SINCE THE STUDY ADMITS THAT GROUNDWATER LEVELS HAVE
DECLINED BY AS MUCH AS 1 FOOT PER YEAR AS A RESULT OF DEVELOPMENT TO DATE.. THIS IS WITH WELLS THAT
AVERAGE NO MORE THAN 8" DIAMETER, 150 FEET DEEP, AND SERVE INDIVIDUAL LOTS. ADD TO THIS MIX A WELL THAT
IS 16” DIAMETER, 600 FEET DEEP, OPERATING AT LEAST 6 HOURS A DAY, PUMPING AN ADDITIONAL 5.15 MILLION
GALLONS OF WATER FROM THE GROUND PER YEAR, AS PART OF A SYSTEM THAT IS DESIGNED TO BE SCALED UP, AND
THE REPORTS CONCLUSION THAT THE POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT IS CONSIDERED LOW IS ABSURD, AND NOTHING MORE
THAN A FREE PASS TO THE DEVELOPER. TEAM ENGINEERING COVERS THEIR BEHINDS BY ‘RECOMMENDING” A
MONITORING AND MITIGATION PROGRAM REFERRED TO IN “POLICY 16,

ACCORDING TO “POLICY 16", A MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED TO ENSURE
THAT POSSIBLE IMPACTS TO THE GROUNDWATER RESOURCE-ETC.-ETC.-ETC.-ARE AVOIDED.

THIS IS AN INSULT TO OUR INTELLIGENCE. THIS IS A MONITORING PROGRAM-PERIOD! THERE IS NOT ONE
REQUIREMENT TO DO ANYTHING BUT COLLECT DATA FOR ANALYSIS. IN FACT, THE REPORT STATES JUST THE
OFPOSITE. “BECAUSE THE POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT IS CONSIDERED LOW, PUMPING ROTATION OR PUMPING
LIMITATIONS ARE NOT REQUIRED AS PART OF THIS MITIGATION.” THIS IS NO MITIGATION AT ALL| THE DEVELOPER
MAY HEAR FROM AN AGENCY WITH SOME AUTHORITY LIKE THE LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
BOARD TF THE MEADOWS START DRYING UP, BUT IF NEIGHBORING WELLS ARE ADVERSLY AFFECTED, BECAUSE
UNRESTRICTED PUMPING OF THE BIGGEST, DEEPEST WELL IN THE AREA WAS ALLOWED VIA THE AFPROVAL PROCESS,
RESIDENTS WILL HAVE NO RECOURSE BUT TO SUE THE DEVELOPER AND THE PLANNING COMMISSION OVER SUCH
RECKLESS DISREGARD FOR THE WELLFARE OF THE EXISTING RESIDENTS OF SWALL MEADOWS.

BEFORE YOU ASSUME THAT I DON'T KNOW WHAT I AM TALKING ABOUT, LET ME TELL YOU THAT 1 HAVE HAD
REAL WORLD EXPERIENCE WITH A VERY SIMILAR SITUATION AS THE MANAGER OF THE HOLLISTER RANCH
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION IN THE 1970°S.

THE HOLLISTER RANCH WAS OVER 14600 ACRES, AND UNDERWENT SUBDIVISION INTO 106 ACRE PARCELS.IN
THE EARLY SEVENTIES. THE ONLY WATER AVAILABLE WAS DEVELOPED FROM INDIVIDUAL WELLS,-SOUND FAMILIAR?
SOME PARCELS COULD NOT GET A WELL AND WATER COMPANIES WITH ATTENDENT STORAGE, TRANSPORTING
PIPELINES AND METERING WERE FORMED, A LA RIMROCK RANCH. SOME PARCEL OWNERS WANTED GROVES OF
AVOCADOS OR LEMONS EVEN THOUGH IT WAS CLEAR THAT WATER OF SUFFICIENT QUALITY AND QUANTITY WAS NOT
FEASIBLE. POOR PLANNING AND A LACK OF ENFORCIBLE RESTRICTIONS RESULTED IN WELLS THAT DRIED UFP, STORAGE
PONDS THAT SILTED UP, METERS THAT WERE TAMPERED WITH, DYING GROVES OF TREES, AND NEIGHBORS SUEING
ONE ANOTHER.

DON'T LET THIS KIND OF THING HAFPEN IN SWALL MEADOWS! IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE FLANNING
COMMISSION TO SEE TO IT THAT NEW DEVELGPMENT DOES NOT HARM THE EXISTING RESIDENTS OF A COMMUNITY.

WITHOUT THE SAFEGUARD OF AN ENFORCEABLE SCHEDULE OF PUMPING LIMITATIONS IN THE, “HIGHLY
UNLIKELY” EVENT OF DRAWDOWN OF MONITORED “TRIGGER” WELLS, THE CLAIM THAT MITIGATION MEASURES ARE

IN PLACE I8 A JOKE AND C VE GRAVE CONSEQUENCES FOR THE RESIDENTS OF SWALL MEADOWS, BOTH OLD
ANDNEW.
SINCERELY:
' . Jeff Vaughan
7y Cpr—" . Gloria Vaughan
101 N. Valley View

Swall Meadows, CA 93514
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Response to Comment # 3 from Jeff and Gloria Vaughn, dated September 4, 2000

Comments pertaining to water resource issues are addressed in the Water Resource Assessment
responses in Appendix A. In addition, a second engineering firm has reviewed the Water

Resource Assessment and provided additional input regarding water resource issues, which is
also contained in Appendix A.
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September 5, 2000

Keith Hartstrom, Senior Planner
Mono County Planning Department
P.O. Box 8

Bridgeport, CA 93517

Re: Rimrock Ranch Draft Specific Plan/EIR
Dear Mr. Hartstrom:

As residents of "Hilltop Estates”, an early development just north of the proposed
Rimrock Ranch (Rimrock) development, my husband and I present the following
response to the above-referenced Draft EIR.

* We applaud the Developer for his attention to preservation of the
natural beauty of our area, to maintenance of its low levels of noise and light pollution
and protection of wildlife. Most of the safeguards included in the plan, however, rely on
monitoring of design, a task that falls on the "CEQ", the Mono County Code
Enforcement Office (p. 78 of EIR). We question whether such an officer has the time to
consistently monitor a development of this sort over a period of years. As this area has
a Design Review Committee designated in its General Plan, we suggest that monitoring
be included in the responsibilities of that committee. We recognize that this could
require a change in the General Plan, but that instrument is under review at present and
could be amended to include the design monitoring recommended by the EIR.

* We think the use of barbed wire for fencing, as allowed in the Eir, is
unnecessary. Barbed wire is not utilized elsewhere in the community and would appear
to be unnecessary. We ask that its nse be eliminated from the development plan.



Keith Hartstrom
September 5, 2000
Page 2

* We would prefer one of the alternatives presented: clustered houses
with more open space preserved. We understand that the latter would require a change
in County zoning regulations, but such a development should have substantially less
impact on deer migration routes if properly designed and still allows the Developer to
prepare the same number of lots.

* The most critical issue addressed by the EIR is water use.
a. Adequate supply for the development

From the pumping models it appears that, after initial drawdown, pumping
rates adequate to supply the development could be sustained almost indefinitely. That
provides for the development; however, there remains the issue of effect on surrounding
lands.

b. Effect on surrounding wells

Other models are offered to support the conclusion that wells outside the
development area (primarily to the North) will not be adversely affected and that the
wetlands in the community will not be damaged. To support this conclusion, the analysis
assumes that water is replaced in two ways: the thousand acre community receives 91
acre/feet recharge per year from rain (10% of the average annual rainfall) and an
underground inflow of 20,000 acre/feet per year (p. 17 of Water Resource Assessment).
If a recharge of 91 acre/feet is derived from 1,000 acres, then to provide 20,000
acre/feet of flow (assuming the same recharge rate and the same annual precipitation)
would require a drainage area of 220,000 acres. The location of this drainage basin is
not identified. Neither is there an explanation of the disposition of the rest of the
rainfall that generates this flow: 90% of the precipitation would run off, Considering
the volume of water estimated, why isn’t there a river flowing through this community?
The EIR should clarify how the estimate of 20,000 acre/feet of flow was derived.

The flow estimate and other conclusions are based on assumptions and
measurements that seem tenuous, at best. The analysis of water availability should be
examined by another quallflcd expert and by the Wheeler Crest Commumty Service
District to ensure that the estimates are correct,

¢. The remedy

The EIR provides for consistent testing of the development wells and
surrounding properties to ensure that drawdown is not damaging other wells (p. 22 of the
Water Resource Assessment). Testing wells is a first step but there must also be some
remedy. What if it becomes evident that surrounding wells are being damaged by
pumping for the development? Does further construction cease? Is water rationing




Keith Hartstrom
September 5, 2000
Page 3

imposed? Is water for irrigation withdrawn? What impact is there on fire safety, not
only for Rimrock but for the rest of the Swall Meadows community? The EIR should

contain some remedy for prospective damage to surrounding wells, even if such damage
is considered to be very unlikely.

Equally as important, the EIR contains no monitoring procedure for the
protection of wetlands in the area. Some way of measuring the effect of pumping on the

wetlands should be included in the EIR and some remedy for any deleterious effect must
be provided.

Water is an extremely sensitive issue in this community on the edge of the Great Basin.,
The EIR is reassuring but there are still many nndeveloped lots in Hilltop Estates and
also in Pinon Ranch. Water use has doubled within the last few years in Pinon Ranch as
residents increase irrigation (p. 2, Water Resource Assessment). Water use will only
increase as development proceeds and there are more and more full-time residents. We
do ask that the water reports by reexamined and commented on to the public to ensure

adequate water for all.
ol 2 \@A/\/VW
A - .
SR _

Karl Hinrichs Laura Hinrichs



Response to Comment # 4 from Karl and Laura Hinrichs, dated September 5, 2000

Monitoring Entity.
The Wheeler Crest Design Review District was established in compliance with Chapter 19.36,

Design Review District, of the Mono County Code (Chapter 9 of the Land Development
Regulations in the Land Use Element). The purpose of a design review district is to review
development plans to ensure that proposed development complies with established design
review guidelines.

Compliance with State and local development requirements, including Specific Plan
requirements, is the responsibility of County staff. Throughout the development process and
afterwards various County personnel are responsible for ensuring that the development complies
with all applicable policies and regulations, including staff from the following departments:
Planning, Building, Public Works, Environmental Health, and Code Compliance.

Barbed-wire Fencing.

In response to this comment and similar ones, Design Guidelines Policy 6 in the Specific Plan has
been modified as follows:

The total fenced area on any parcel shall be limited to the total area disturbed onsite as
allowed under Land Use Policy 3a above. Fencing shall be three-strand-barbed-wire or three-
rail pipe or wood fence. Solid wood fencing may be constructed within the immediate
vicinity of a structure but shall encompass an area not greater than 1 acre (C.C.& R’s and
Taylor, 1993).

In response to this comment and similar ones, Design Guidelines Policy 7 in the Specific Plan has
been modified as follows:

Barbed-wire fences shall consist of 3single-strand wires placed 20, 30 and 42 inches from the
ground. with-the-bettorn All wire shall be smooth strand (Taylor, 1993).

Clustered Hoﬁsing Alternative.
This comment is directed to the Mono County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors

for consideration during the approval process for the project. The comment is acknowledged
herein; no response is required.

Water Resource Impacts,
Comments pertaining to water resource issues are addressed in the Water Resource Assessment

responses in Appendix A. In addition, a second engineering firm has reviewed the Water
Resource Assessment and provided additional input regarding water resource issues, which is
also contained in Appendix A.
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Board of Directors
129 Willow Road, Swall Meadows
Bishop, CA 93514

Officers Directors

Dale Schmict, Chlef ivie Fahil

John Wilson, Operations Officer Alian Ferrenberg, Chair
Raiph Haber, Fire Prevention Officer Ralph Haber, Vice Chair

Richard Negri, Secretary
Harvey Van Dvke, Finance

September 7, 2000

Mono County Planning Department
PO Box 8
Bridgeport, CA 93517

RE: Rimrock Ranch Draft Specific Plan/EIR dated 15 July, 2000

Our Board has no comments regarding any documents related to the Rimrock
Ranch project other than this Draft Pian/EIR. As they are presented to us, we will
review the detailed tract maps and, upon our approval, will provide a ‘Will Serve” letter
for each tract.

With regard to the subject Draft Plan/EIR, provisions of this plan need to comply
with PRC 4290, Mono County Ordinance 91-06, and other codes that relate to fire
protection. It appears to us that there are many requirements and guidelines in the
subject EIR that may be in conflict with these codes. We strongly suggest that you add
a statement in a prominent location in the Plan/EIR that these Fire Protection codes
and regulations be complied with and that they be given precedence over other
provisions of the Plan/EIR.

Finally, we recommend that “Fire Safe” wood shingles be deleted from policy 4b,
p22 of the EIR.

Please feel free to call me (387-2312 or 2637) or our Chief, Dale Schmidt (387-
2955) with any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerey
Allan Ferrenberg, Chalfperson
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Response to Comment # 5§ from Wheeler Crest Fire Protection District, dated September 7, 2000

Will Serve Letter.
This comment is informational and does not require a response.

Fire-safe Requirements.
Chapter 19.26, Fire-safe Regulations, of the Mono County Code (Chapter 22 of the Land

Development Regulation in the Land Use Element) addresses requirements for fire protection.
Those regulations establish basic wildland fire protection standards for emergency access;
signing and building numnbering; emergency water supplies; and vegetation modification.

Although the Rimrock Ranch Specific Plan has been designed in compliance with the Fire-safe
Regulations, the following policy has been added to the Specific Plan to clarify the need for
compliance with those regulations:

Natural Resource Conservation Policy 17:

The project shall comply with the Fire-safe Regulations (Mono County Code 19.26; Land Use
Element, Land Development Regulations Chapter 22) pertaining to emergency access;
signing and building numbering; emergency water supplies; and vegetation modification
(see also Infrastructure Policy 3 pertaining to emergency water supplies; Design Guidelines
Policy 10 pertaining to landscaping and vegetation modification; and Traffic Policy 3
pertaining to fire-safe standards for roadway construction).

In response to this comment and similar ones, Design Guidelines Policy 10a has been modified as
follows to eliminate conflict between the fire-safe regulations and requirements for onsite
landscaping /revegetatior::

Landscaping shall be used to minimize potential visual impacts resulting from development
and to provide vegetative screening areund—struelrres to reduce deer avoidance of
developed areas (C.C.&R’s and Taylor, 1993). Screening cover should be planted in a
minimum 20-foot-wide band sreund-each-residential-site—along property boundaries and

established deer use areas (see the Amended Deer Use Maps, Appendix B of the FEIR),
consisting of an inner strip of indigenous trees and an outer dense strip of native indigenous
shrubs.

Fire-safe Wood Shingles.
In response to this comment, Design Guidelines Policy 4b has been modified as follows:

Roofing shall be fire-safe—weod-shingles, fiberglass shingles or metal in colors compatible
with the area (e.g. tan, brown, dark green, or similar colors}.
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P.O.Box 8
Bridgeport, CA 93517

Dear Planning Department:

| am writing with respect to the Rimrock Ranch Draft Specific
Plan/EIR.

First, thank you for the obvious, tremendous care that went into this
document, including constant references to the Wheeler Crest
General Plan, and constant attempts to comply with the intent of the
community as well as the explicit General Plan.

The concerns | wish to raise have two components: how certain
policies, as spelled out in the Rimrock Ranch Draft Specific Plan
(RRDSP) can be measured; and who enforces them (or how). For
example, on page 19, Policy 4a stipulates that permanent clearing
of native vegetation...shall be limited to 20% of the lot area. Who
will monitor how much is cleared and how much replanted with native
vegetation? That requires ongoing monitoring.. Second, suppose
someone buys two or more adjacent lots for one dwelling. | suggest
in this instance the owner be restricted to clearing only 20% of the lot
on which the house is built. My intent is to prevent, for example, a
horse pasture that covers 20% of a second lot. This would be bad for
deer corridors.

Another problem concerps lighting, under Design Guidelines. On
page 22, policy 2 requires that exterior lighting be shielded such that
no light falls on a public street or adjacent lot or land area. The
RRDSP should be amended to spell out how that is measured and
who measures it and who monitors it.

Under Natural Resource Conservation on page 24, Policy 9 states
that property owners shall refrain from clearing native vegetation
except as necessary for construction. Who decides how much



clearing of native vegetation is necessary for construction, and who
monitors how much is cleared? What happens if too much is
cleared? The same questions apply in principle to Policy 11.

| applaud the Policies: My questions concern how they are to be
realized.

| have two issues where | would like to see the content of the
RRDSPP changed. The first concerns barbed wire, which can harm
deer (and people). Can't plain wire be used and barbed wire be
prohibited?

Second, while computer modeling was used to assure the Mono
County Planning Department that there is adequate water to support
this development, it seems very likely to me that either the program
contains some kind of error, or that ungrounded assumptions were
made. | would like an outside consultant who specializes in
underground water supply to analyze whether adequate water exists
in Swall Meadows to support the usage outlined in the RRDSP.
Further, the RRDSP should be amended to spell out what mitigation
procedures will be used if there is NOT enough water and the
surrounding community finds itself with dry or impoverished wells,

i&ncerwluz/
Lyn Haber



Comments & Responses

e
Response to Comment # 6 from Lyn Haber, dated September 7, 2000

Implementation/Enforcement of Specific Plan Requirements.
Compliance with State and local development requirements, including Specific Plan

requirements, is the responsibility of County staff. Throughout the development process and
afterwards various County personnel are responsible for ensuring that the development complies
with all applicable policies and regulations, including staff from the following departments:
Planning, Building, Public Works, Environmental Health, and Code Compliance.

Barbed-wire Fencing.
In response to this comment and similar ones, Design Guidelines Policy 6 in the Specific Plan has
been modified as follows:

The total fenced area on any parcel shall be limited to the total area disturbed onsite as
allowed under Land Use Policy 3a above. Fencing shall be three-strand-barbed-wire or three-
rail pipe or wood fence, Solid wood fencing may be constructed within the immediate
vicinity of a structure but shall encompass an area not greater than 1 acre (C.C.& R’s and
Taylor, 1993).

In response to this comment and similar ones, Design Guidelines Policy 7 in the Specific Plan has
been modified as follows:

Barbed-wire fences shall consist of 3single-strand wires placed 20, 30 and 42 inches from the
ground. with-the bettem All wire shall be smooth strand (Taylor, 1993).

Water Resource Impacts.

Comments pertaining to water resource issues are addressed in the Water Resource Assessment
responses in Appendix A. In addition, a second engineering firm has reviewed the Water
Resource Assessment and provided additional input regarding water resource issues, which is
also contained in Appendix A.
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09/12/00
Keith Hartstrom,
I have some questions regarding the Rimrock Ranch EIR that I hope
you can answer.

#1. The Wheeler Crest Area Plan designates the proposed project area as
Low Density Residential and calls for overall densities in the Wheeler Crest
Planner Area not to cxéeed one unit per two acres and for 2 two acre
minimum lot size. (Mono County General Plan Land Use Element, Wheeler
Crest Area Plan, Objective A, Action 1.1)

Under: 111 Specific Plan Goals, Policies & Implementation Measures —Land

Use; policy 3b page 18 it states:

One detached guest house per parcel is allowed.
Isn’t this a contradiction of the above one unit policy?

In addition, Policy 3c states detached secondary residences shall not be
permitted. |
Isn’t a detached guest house considered a detached secondary residence?

#2 Also under policy 3, letter f states: Horses and other large ammals (i.e.
sheep, llama, cattle and other grazing animals) in compliance with the
MCZDC animal standards are permitted.

a. How many gazing animals are permitted on 2 acres?

RECEIVED
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b. Do' we have any statistics on the affect of grazing animals on the
migrating deer herds? Will they be competing for feed, natural cover,
etc.?

#3 Policy 4c pg. 20 Minimum Building Size.

Why is there é minimum building size when we are trying to protect the

dwindling Round Valley deer herd and give them more open space? Isn’t it

a contradiction to require homes to be at least 1600 sq.ft. when in actuality

we need more open space to protect the deer? Why have a minimum?

#4 pg.21 Infrastructure (Utilities & Services) policy 2

Where is the “will serve” letter from the Wheeler Crest Community Services

District indicating that the CSD has adequate water capacity to serve the

proposed project?

#5 pg35 A.l.d.

1. How was well no.3 chosen for the “trigger” well?

2. Would it be more appropriate to choose a well somewhere in upper Swall
Meadows to monitor water levels?

3. Could well #3 and an additional well in upper Swall be “trigger” wells to
monitor water levels in each area?

4, If after one year there are significant impacts in other wells, what is the

plan for future development? This was not addressed.



5. Pg.20 Under Water Resource Assessment states: current levels of
development have caused some decline in groundwater levels (from 1 to
40 feet, depending on the approach.). Is this a significant drop, and if so
what is being done to address it?

6. Pg.75 Environmentally Superior Alternative
Aside from Alternative 1- No Project, the environmentally superior
alternative would be Alternative 2- Redesigned (Fewer Lots) since that
alternative would result in the least amount of potential impact.

1) Why 1s the project not following the Environmentally Superior
Alternative?
Pg.44 According to Wallmo et al. (1976) and Bormann (1976), rural
housing developments in deer habitat with their accompanying increases
in autornobiles, snowmobiles, off-road vehicles, dogs and human activity,
affect large areas beyond the actual boundaries of the development. Asa
result, the overall effect of these encroachments on mule deer habitat is
greater than indicated by analyses of the actual area involved.
Disturbances associated with housing developments on and adjacent to
deer winter range significantly alter, reduce or eliminate deer use of an
area (Mackie and Pac 1980). Smith and Conner (1989) reported that a

one-acre loss in habitat can equate to a 2.5 acre loss in deer habitat due to




significant reductions in deer use around thc area developed. Smith and
Conner (1989) also suggested that when a house is built on deer range,
deer affected by the house redistribute their use to just outside the zone of
influence of the house. This could result in over utilization of more
marginal habitats outside the zone of influence through increased
interspecific competition for food and cover resources.

#7 What is the time frame for each of the phases in the Rimrock Ranch

Subdivision?

Thank you very much for your time.
Allison Campanelli
931 Swall Meadows Road

Swall Meadows, Ca.93514
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Response to Comment # 7 from Allison Campanelli, dated September 12, 2000

Permitted Guesthouse Use.
The Rimrock Ranch Specific Plan allows one dwelling unit per parcel and one detached

Guesthouse per parcel. A guesthouse is not considered a detached secondary residence.

A guesthouse is defined as follows (Section 19.01.560 of the Mono County Code; Section 02.560 of
the Land Development Regulations in the Land Use Element):

"Guesthouse” means an accessory use to a residence that may contain living and sleeping
spaces, including bathrooms, but shall not contain facilities for the cooking of food. A
guesthouse shall not be used as a dwelling unit for rental whether compensation is direct or
indirect. A guesthouse cannot be Jocated within any required setback area. On parcels of
less than one (1) gross acre, guesthouses may not exceed 640 square feet and will be subject to
Director review and approval. As a condition of approval, the owner shall record a
"Declaration of Restriction" limiting the use of the unit to be that of a bona fide guesthouse.
Said covenant shall include an accurate site plan showing all improvements and clearly
indicate the guesthouse.

Secondary housing is defined as follows (Section 19.28.020 of the Mono County Code; Section
16.020 of the Land Development Regulations in the Land Use Element):

"Secondary housing” (also referred to as "dependent” or "granny housing") means residential
occupancy of a living unit Jocated on the same parcel as the principal unit. It provides
complete, independent living facilities for one or more persons including permanent
provisions for living, sleeping, eating, cooking, and sanitation on the same parcel as the
primary unit is situated. It can be either attached or detached from the primary or existing
residential unit depending on the lot or parcel size. If attached, it shall be clearly subordinate
to the primary unit.

Permitted Number of Grazing Animals,
The effects of grazing animals on the deer herd are addressed in the Deer Study (Appendix B in

the DEIR). Land Use Policy 3f in the Rimrock Ranch Specific Plan permits horses and other large
grazing animals in compliance with the Mono County Zoning and Development Code animal
standards. Mono County Code Section 19.03.270 (Section 04.270 of the Land Development
Regulations in the Land Use Element) permits one horse or other large grazing animal per 10,000
square feet of lot area.

In response to comunents received on the DEIR, and in order to minimize potential impacts to
bighorn sheep in the Wheeler Crest area, Land Use Policy 3 f has been amended as follows:

Horses and other large animals (i.e. sheep;,Hamm, cattle and other grazing animals) in
compliance with the Mono County Zoning and Development Code animal standards {C.C. &

R’s). Sheep, goats, and llamas are not permitted,

Minimum Building Size,
The minimum building size is established in the C.C.& R'’s for the project.

Will Serve Letter from the Wheeler Crest Community Services District,

Infrastructure Policy 2 in the Specific Plan requires a “will serve” letter from the Wheeler Crest
Community Services District (WCCSD) prior to the approval of the final tract maps. The WCCSD
submitted a comunent letter on the Rimrock Ranch DEIR (see Comunent # 17). That letter
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Comments & Responses

Y ]

provides comments concerning the adequacy of the DEIR and applicable mitigation measures
contained in the DEIR and the associated Specific Plan,

Water Resources Impacts,

Cormnments pertaining to water resource issues are addressed in the Water Resource Assessment
responses in Appendix A. In addition, a second engineering firm has reviewed the Water
Resource Assessment and provided additional input regarding water resource issues, which is
also contained in Appendix A. :

Environmentally Superior Alternative,
The purpose of an EIR is to provide information for the public and decision-makers. Regarding

project alternatives, an EIR is required to “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project but would avoid or lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate
the comparative merits of the alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). The Alternatives
Analysis section of the DEIR provides information concerning project alternatives. It is the role
of the decision-makers on the project, the Mono County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors, to approve, modify, or reject the project as presented and/or the alternatives.

Timeframes for Phasing. : :

Phasing is discussed in the Phasing section of the Specific Plan policies. The project applicant
anticipates submitting final tract maps for each of the four phases as soon as the Specific Plan is
approved. :
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RECEIVED

Mono County Planning Dept. SrP 132200
P.O.Box 8

i OUN
Bridgeport, CA 93517 MO ARNING

Re: Rimrock Ranch Draft Specific Plan/EIR, Dated Julyl5 2000

After reading the Draft EIR, we are writing this letter in support of the Rimrock
Ranch project.

In 1998 we built our home in Swall Meadows. We purchased the lot from John
Wilson and have been very impressed with his concem for the area and the help he has
given us. We chose Swall Meadows for our home because of the beauty of the area and
the wonderful views. We also read the Planning documents for the area and understood
the scope of Mr. Wilsons project. We have every confidence in Mr. Wilson to manage
his project in a responsible and environmentally friendly way.

James W. Lamb

Judith A. Lamb

W&lﬁm/\

301 Rimrock Dr, (Swall Meadows)
Bishop, CA

(760) 387-2130

pinenuts@gte.net



Comments & Responses

Response 1o Comment # 8 from James W. and Judith A. Lamb, dated July 15, 2000

The comments from the Lambs support the project and are directed to the Mono County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during the approval process
for the project. The comments are acknowledged herein; no response is required.
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Stephen lng'ram . % Nature_PhotoSTa]th | ;

140 Willow Road, Swall Meadows, Blshop, CA 03514 .
phone (760] 387-2013 . fax: {760] 387- 2961 e-mail: ingram@telis.org -~ . |

—_—
—_

Keith Hartstrom _' ‘ . o - !
Senior Planner - B ‘ - \

Mono County Planning, Dept. T o : , ~
"P.O. Box 8 . S : : i

I T - N - ' , |

Bridgeport, CA 93517 _ _ S 14 Sep., 2000 -

Dear Mr. Harstrom - : :

- I'would like to request an extenlson of‘the comment perlod for the
lerock Ranch Draft SDEC]fiC Plan/EIR. 1 feel that the county was remiss in-
notifying Swall Meadows residents of the comment perlod after the DEIR was,
_ released. Mono County never put up any notices in our area, and w:th the

: cgncellation of our RPAC meeling last week, concerned citizens are not aware

_that the comment period ends Sep. 21. _The Draft Plan/EIR is dated July 15,
and 1 was not aware of its release until Aug. 24 when I called you, even after

_ l' repeated perlodlc requests since October, 1999 for an e-mail version.

Furthermore the hard copy'] have has several figures that are illegible
(TEAM Eng,meermg, Flgs 4,10 and 11), and maps that are outdated (all plan
maps in the Deer Study) Would it be possible to obtain clean copies of the .

Water Resource Assessment figures listed above? Please consider granting us
" more time to decipher the maps and figures and prepare comments of the
Draft FIR, Thank you.

Smcerely, S _ . . - o
/W B
Stephen Ingram | - R . )

4 .



Comments & Responses
f_—————————— ——— —— —__ ——— — ————— |

Response to Comment # 9 from Stephen Ingram, dated September 14, 2000

Comment period deadline,
The comment period for the Rimrock Ranch DEIR began July 21, 2000. The deadline was

extended from September 21, 2000, to October 9, 2000, in response to conunents such as the one
above requesting the extension.

Clarity of Maps/Figures.
The figures in the Water Resource Assessment (WRA) have been reproduced more clearly in the

FEIR (see Appendix A). The map in the Deer Study has been updated to show the current lot
configuration in relationship to deer use areas and trails onsite (see Appendix B). Figures have
been added to the FEIR to show onsite drainages and riparian vegetation (see Appendices C and
D).
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September 15, 2000

To:  Mono County Planning Department
ATTN: Larry Johnston
P. O. Box 347
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
760-924-5458 (FAX)

Fm: Lyle K. Gaston
94 Mountain View Drive
Swall Meadows
Bishop, CA 93514
760-387-2634
760-387-2004 (FAX)
e-mail; lfoster@gnet.com

Re:  Rimrock Ranch Draft Specific Plan/EIR

I request an extension cf time for comments on the Rimrock Ranch Draft Specific Plan/EIR until
October 21, 2000 for the following reason.

One of the most critical elements in the EIR is the Water Resources Assessment. The major
question is whether water usage from the initial wells in 1958 through 1964 for development of
Hilltop Estates, 1, IT and I1I and the later wells associated with the developrient of Hilltop Estates
and more recently wells to provide water for Pifion Ranch have lowered the water table of the
aquifer. Data for some of the wells in the area but not all are given in Table 4, Pages 9-10,
Summary of Well Data, with the location of the wells given in Figure 4, Page 11, Location of
Wells.

Figure 4 is of such a sinall scale that the numbers and locations of the wells are impossible to read.
I have asked the Mono County Planning Department for a readable copy of Figure 4 so that I can
evaluate the aquifer analyses. To date I have not been provided with a copy of Figure 4.

Thank you for your ccnsideration.

Llo [ Auzn

Lyle K. Gaston
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Comments & Responses

e — — — ——— —— — —— ——— __ ———————— ]

Response to Comment # 10 from Lyle K, Gaston, dated September 15, 2000

Comment period deadline.
The comment period for the Rimrock Ranch DEIR began July 21, 2000. The deadline was

extended from September 21, 2000, to October 9, 2000, in response to comments such as the one
above requesting the extension.

Qlarity of Maps/Figures.
The figures in the Water Resource Assessment (WRA) have been reproduced more clearly in the
FEIR (see Appendix A).

41
November 2000



R Dui"cﬁgr( . 518 MWMé/A/ Vigw DR .
Swall MEADOWS, CR:

Suplembtn 5. 2090
Haoro Lo fofﬂ’w""” &MM/JT/;?)I/
4 /Wasm?/?r’;: % K a5 Rem

120, Box B
5,?,%%@,% Cy. 93577

/ﬁz: /F’zwzmﬂﬁ /F4m54 L/b"ﬂﬂd’ﬁr?é/@ézr?;a#/.

Lieary M5s5K. [feitf Hutstrom -

Ty wihiig 4 segees] on betef of He ol A
Crest Araa 757/4; Thee Al &w/p// P/az;x‘/?/j(ymw gzjféxéf:/ﬁ
7'5&: CormibriT pzmét?/ on 7%:: /ﬁ/;mwc/\/ Sty déyg/gpmﬂfﬁ/ké
57-/«7'/5./30%/5) é£7z.~;vm/ on 7‘/5 2%%_5%07%&4;‘,2 Zﬁé@. /;M/q/

ey on £ibEr The Z0M OF, 4 Fridl .
y mow(f) g a{/ Yl o O 7/; Z?Rq/af’(ﬂcﬁéhu

4 berief Expolanitm: | |
ijff 4S Mﬂﬂz\/ f/f/77ﬁf?ﬁéf/7%/'5 Commeril extzasron /?‘197:/‘::5;74
/Ft’ﬂ’o/l’ﬁi” GO 7;&.’ ﬁf/f’f-/ﬁfd.fﬂfcé/oﬁm/ 9'/7%5 5;7497(5‘4455)? L 200

SWA///W£45’2/7”45' JPAC macliiog. THS was ﬁfé 72“—75;557& Locs/ RFgc

o T The EleasE o T Ronsookl [0h Lleo Spaai0 Plaps

mgpfﬁﬁzf
F LR Mary of «S 4 ’M//ﬂ e ,a/?zc/,o [ORES ERT T ion 7404 That Siere ! fiC

As 4 mente @ small Sub-FHC Growp we fa cchecdisedd

,;wf/?‘ én7/5ir.e' @A/7/E 57% 7Pk Z/”/' ) 7Y ek o4,

fokelI%G
THhat oo was canceled . I7 all eroocd Wi’y 4 J?M/é/

4 meefrnG T

XS, é’/"’fﬁ’zzfé#/f ’

- Srogedy . :
é%}ffﬁ?ﬁé //);/ The St 27 &7 Mu'zi?h/ﬁr 7 b 7f.mw 72 T
,:/;:cusS/’Oﬂ/ a/%z /fmw?@.f/‘ /}?‘?/V&é e EGpErELY - 775 /'*751744/ WA 45@/74
/.n,fﬁ,,q‘,y7 Fhie mos? 4 CTIVE ,050,9/5 /v 7%&' 59"’4”9”"/'%} wpout /)O/m,?oc.é.
—_— 7‘42' //9/94 c FROYY - ya AT a7 oSt 0][ 7%&‘5& /axg,ﬂ/g; ZitEns
/(ww oo That 7P C@f_%wzh/f pzméc/ /5 c‘amm}7 7% gu AM/&/: e Va
afso can br said ﬁn 74 17esT" of” 7%: Com mw,,;é,‘

S ok d/ VS WERE /zs:/ozcm? yra a/%cm; [ Cornse pasr%'/? ‘f

Fhe ompnt oo and’ prlired /'/;'fﬁrmw%/y . TRt i Aapoer

|
|



e had A %Eu’e/ Cawvﬁv W@;ﬂéd/y@éa: /547%&/7 cp +o e ﬁf;,ﬁL
Mﬂs"é’ 57('/4/ B W/MI?OC/( _sz/z/o,w:mawf bt 1hat tvas 4ot 4 mﬂf/‘vf
o b= éeff///i/} _//‘?ﬁ/a??:tpmefc?m (7}:)// 2/, 1998 A The p)f:;';/u/ we.
AR% Aealii &w?% y "ComMﬁ_ﬂ?‘/a,z)fi;:q/‘%fL T guess 7B ma s
A d/%ﬁé'ﬂ/c'f  Whaf we ’F‘W@ wes 76 b 15 1o claor e %
C&W/CM/ 450""]‘ (01/”; Uéﬂfﬁﬂlz@h{; 'O"d/éom Maw*é, f)’/ochsa'ﬁpn/j’
L ﬁfacé‘%’fﬁ’f 4/2/4/1/079/‘15675@?1#: |

T Ao hope Jhe /”/4#? Lomny sS12n JppfnovES My repLst
/n éeéﬂ%@ﬂ/%—’ Sl hressons CMM"'/?Vﬁ.Z’ 7477\ Thie 3O %V)
/é:xﬁfws'/oz;/- 7719”/4’/‘/0‘” ﬁ&/cwf f/vﬂé‘?w?{onﬂ/fﬂ'/; gl

C onsiqenmfron



]

Response to Comment # 11 from Ray Dutcher, dated September 15, 2000

The comment period for the Rimrock Ranch DEIR began July 21, 2000. The deadline was

extended from September 21, 2000, to October 9, 2000, in response to comments such as the one
above requesting the extension.
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Stephen Kalish
892 Rimrock Drive
Bishop, CA 93514

17 September 2000

Mono County Planning Department
P. O. Box 8

Bridgeport, CA 93517

Re: Rimrock Ranch, Draft Specific Plan/EIR, dated July 15, 200Q

Mono County Planning Department:

I live in Pinon Ranch, adjacent to the proposed Rimrock Ranch subdivision, and 1 offer the
following preliminary comments on your Draft EIR. Although I made the drive to Bridgeport to
testify at the public hearing before the Board of Supervisors regarding the zoning change for this
project, and was clearly an interested party, 1 only Fearned of the release of this document 1n the
past few days, and only obtained a borrowed copy of the Draft EIR for review yesterday. Clearly the
affected community lacked proper notification of the release of this document, and I would join
my neighbors in requesting a minimum 30-day extension of the comment period to allow adequate
and informed responses by the local citizenry,

1. The Draft EIR ignores the potential adverse effect of surface groundwater runoff in relation to
new roadways. ] lve at the bottom of Rimrock Drive (Incorrectly identifted as Rimrock Place
throughout the Draft EIR), and am already adversely affected by surface water runoff during
periods of intense rain, or high snow melt. This has been an ongoing problem that has required the
Mono County Public Works Department to bring heavy equipment into the neighborhood to open
closed and improperly redirected drainage easements, and it will be seriously exacerbated by the
roadways proposed for the Rimrock Ranch subdivision. The EIR needs to address this issue of
roadway runoff, and require appropriate and adequate mitigation, e.g.; drainage away from Rimrock
Drive, and the down slope lots at tEe foot of Rimrock Drive.

2. Design hegemony. Proposed design guidelines (Policy 4d, p. 22) call for siding matenals to have a
“natural appearance compatble with the surrounding environment”. This is unreasonably vague
and restrictive, and could seriously limit creative and affordable building materials that have
historically been used in the area, e.g., metal siding and cinder block. V&e have enough resawn

plywood siding in the area, which is not only not fire safe, but tends to seriously deteriorate and
degrade in the desert environment. : :

3. Cumulative impact of subdividing the Wilson homestead.  This is the fourth or fifth
subdivision made by the Wilson’s in Swall Meadows, and has resulted in substantially all of the
population in the area. While this proposed subdivison may only involve an additional 35 homes,
the cumulative impact of Wilson subdivisions in the area is a relatively large population (relative to
other unincorporated areas of Mono County), and it is high time that a dedication of land be
required for use as a neighborhood park. A requirement for dedication of one of the northerly lots
of this proposed subdivision for a community park would help make this a better community, and
provide partial mitigation for the decades of Wilson subdivistons in the area.

1



4. Water demand based on historic usage. Water use is projected from historic records of the
Pinon Ranch subdivision, and such usage is fatally flawed as a tool for predicting usage in Rimrock
Ranch. The figures for Pinon Ranch usage make no allowance for the nutnber of unoccupied or
second homes, or the trend towards landscaping with lawns and other high water-usage ground
covers. Only a small percentage of Pinon Ranch homes use the majority of the water, and the trend
is clearly for new homeowners to use substantially more water than their predecessors. The water
district does not price excess water usage so as to discourage the “greening” of the desert, and the
county should project much higher average water consumption than provided for in the Draft EIR,
based on historic trends. A more accurate model would be to take the meter readings of the five
highest usage homes in Pinon Ranch, during the highest use months of the summer, and anticipate
that half of all the homes in the water district (after full build out of all three subdivisions) will
eventually utilize that much water, and the other half of the homes will also utilize significant
amounts. '

5. Misleading and inaccurate documentation. The Draft EIR obfuscates zoning issues with maps
such as that shown on page 19 (Land Use Map Figure 6). There the subject property is shown as
zoned ER2, as is the adjacent property to the east. But in fact the subject property has been
rezoned for 2 acre gross lots {(meaning many if not most will be 10% or 15% smaller than 2 acres),
while the existing Pinon Ranch subdivision 1s 2 acres net. The proposed building guidelines for
Rimrock Ranch also require substantally larger building footprints on significantly smaller lots.

6. No affordability component. A glaring omission of the draft EIR is no provision for a portion
of the Jots to be affordable to Jow and/or moderate income households. } would encourage the
county to require that 15% of the lots be affordable to median income residents of the
unincorporated area of the county, and the minimum building footprint be substantially reduced
for those affordable lots, so that affordable homes can be constructed on them,

If the County would extend the comment period for an additional month, I would take the
opportunity to provide additional comments on this Draft EIR. In sum, I think the Draft EIR
needs more work, and more mitigation, and should not be adopted or approved as written.




