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Introduction & S u m m a r y  

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; 
ReS~onSes to the comments received: r 

The final Mitigation Monitoring Program; and 
The fiulal 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. 

PUBLlC REVlEW 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 dishiiuted 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 individuals. Multiple 
comments were received from 8 individuals. Table 1 summarizes each of the comments received. 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RlMROCK RANCH ElR 

No. Source Key Points 

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

1 
November 2000 



4. Requests additional information in the 
alternatives analysis. 

5. The EIR needs to explain how the mitigation 
program will be implemented and enforced. 

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

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

3 Jeff & Gloria Vaughn (see also # 40) 1. Question potential water impacts. Request 
additional mitigation for potential water 
impacts. 

4 Karl & Laura Hinrichs 1. Suggest monitoring activities be the 
responsibility of the Wheeler Crest Design 
Review Committee. 

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

3. Prefer the clustered housing alternative. 
4. Question potential water impacts. Request 

additional mitigation for potential water 
impacts. 

5 Wheeler Crest Fire Protection District 1. Will issue "will serve" letters after 
reviewing detailed hact maps. 

2. Policies in plan conflict with fue-safe 
requirements. Give prominence to 
compliance with fire-safe regulations. 

3. Remove "fire-safe wood shingles" fiom 
Policy 4b, p. 22. 

6 Lyn Haber (see also #s 1,30) 1. Questions how certain mitigation will be 
measured and monitored. 

2. Barbed-wire fencing should be prohibited. 
3. Questions potential water impacts. 

Requests additional mitigation for potential 
water impacts. 

7 Allison Campanelli 

7. 
8 James W. & Judith A. Lamb 1. 

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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-7 - Introduction & Summary 

9 Stephen lngram (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. Requests 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. 

5. Water demand figures are inaccurate. 
6. Expresses concern about the 2 acre gross lot 

size. 
7. Encourages the county to require 15 % of the 

lots to be affordable to median income 
residents. 

13 Kurt C. & Terrie W. Sduoeder 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 Meidelder Engineering 1. Assesses recommendations made in the 
Brett Whitford WRA. 
Water Resources Services Manager 
David Herzog 
Senior Engineering Geologist 

17 Wheeler Crest Community 
Services District 

18 Jeanne Walter 

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

1. Requests an extension of the comment 
period. 

2. Main concern is the Water Resource 
Assessment. 

19 William & Barbara Goodman 1. Express support for the project. 

20 California Department of Fish & 1. Does not recollect that purchase of the 
Game, Darrell Wong, Supervisor, adjacent 100-acre deer migration corridor 
Habitat Conservation Program parcel was intended as mitigation for 

development of the 80-acre subject parcel. 
2. New maps should be developed for the 

Deer Study showing the current lot 
configuration in relationship to deer trails 
and use areas. 

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

4. Believes all proposed development within 
the Round Valley Deer Herd migration 
corridor and winter range should be 
assessed in the cumulative impacts section. 

5. The EIR should be amended to discuss the 
Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep and the 
mountain lion. 

21 California Regional Water Quality 1. The project will require a NPDES 
Control Board, Michele Ochs, Stormwater Permit & Stormwater Pollution 
Associate Engineering Geologist Prevention Plans (SWFFP). 

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

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

22 Darcy Bauer 

23 Robert Atlee 

1. Expresses support for the project. 

1. Question potential water impacts. Requests 
additional mitigation for potential water 
impacts. 
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24 Jeff Perry 

25 Cheyenne McAfee 

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

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

1. The WRA lacks adequate data and there is 
no mitigation plan for potential impacts. 

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

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

26 Daniel Bacon (see also # 14) 1. Questions benefit of project to existing 
community and wildlife. 

2. EIR should address desert kit fox. 
3. Questions potential water impacts. 

Requests additional mitigation for potential 
water impacts. 

27 Brent &April Mille~ 

28 Mary Siceloff 

1. Express support for the project. 

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

2. There is no study for rare or endangered 
plants. 

29 A1 Carson & Virginia Steel 1. Question potential water impacts. Request 
additional mitigation for potential water 
impacts. 

30 Ralph Haber (see also #s 1,6) 1. Concerned about duplication of street 
names in Swall Meadows. 

31 Dan & Linda Hess O'Dell 1. Question potential water impacts. Request 
additional mitigation for potential water 
impacts. 

32 Carol Broberg 

33 Karen Ferrell-Ingram 

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

2. Believes the ElR did not address additional 
traffic. 

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 
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34 Ray Dutcher (see also # 11) 

level; environmental analysis concludes they 
can. 

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

4. Concerned about impacts of additional 
traffic on deer fatalities. 

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

6. There is no rare/endangered plant survey. 
7. Comments on adequacy of mitigation 

requirllg native plant materials. 
8. Requirements for revegetation around 

houses conflict with Fire-safe requirements. 
9. List of plant species recommended for 

revegetation contains plants not native to 
the proposed development site. 

35 Stephen Ingram (see also # 9) 1. 

1. Question6 potential water impacts. 
Requests additional mitigation for potential 
water impacts. 

2. Questions whether Triad Engineering has a 
conflict of interest. 

36 Skyli McAfee 

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 Chipmunk. 

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

2. There are no surveys for rare/endangered 
plants or animals. 
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37 Gary R. Clark 

38 Richard Arnold 

3. Questions who will monitor vegetation 
clearance and revegetation requirements. 

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

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 CaLifomia 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) 1. 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 

43 Steven G. Morgan 

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. 

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. 
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44 Robert Harrington, PhD 1. Questions potential water impacts. 
Hydrologist, Inyo County Requests additional mitigation for potential 

water impacts. 

45 William Crljenko 1. Requests additional mitigation for potential 
water impacts. 

46 Lyle K. Gaston (see also # 10) 1. Questions potential water impacts. 
Requests additional mitigation for potential 
water impacts. 

47 Steve Peterson 

48 Cheryl Wilson 

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 IDENTlFlED IN COMMENT LElTERS 

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 DElR COMMENT LE'ITERS 

Topical Issue See the following Comment Letters 

Water impacts 2,3,4,6,7,10, 15, 16,17,21,23,25,26,28,29,31, 
32,33,34,35,36,37,38,39,40,41,42,43,44, 
45,46,47,48 

Deer impacts 2,20,24,25,26,33,35,38,41,42,43,47 
Rare/endangered plant/animal surveys 25,28,33,35,36,39,43 

Fire-safe requirements 5,33,35,38 
Implementation of mitigation measures 2,4,6,36 
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Introduction & Summary 

CHANGES 1N ElR RESULTING FROM COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The following changes have been made in the Rimrock Ranch Specific Plan F E E  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-sh-and+dA-wiw 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: 

€k&d-n+ fences shall consist of 3 single-strand wires placed 20,30 and 42 inches from the 
ground. - A11 wire shall 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 
fh-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 to reduce deer avoidance of 
developed areas (C.C.&R1s and Taylor, 1993). Screening cover should be planted in a . . minimum 20-foot-wide band P a l o n g  property boundaries and 
established deer use areas (see the Amended Deer Use Maus. Apoendix B of the FEIR), 
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consisting of an inner strip of indiaenous trees and an outer dense strip of & indiaenous 
shrubs. 

Design Guidelines Policy 4b has been modified as follows: 

Roofing shall be -, 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 monitorinp 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 p, . . 
or drops more than five (5) feet from the initial baseline elevation based on the annual 
monitorina after the proiect is fullv 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 
analvzed, the Plannina Commission mav use the information to imolement oumoing 
limitations, water conservation measures, moratoriums on lot development. or other 
similar action to prevent imoacts to environmental resources and existine 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 FElR 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 Califomia 
Department of Fish and Game). 

In response to comments 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. &qJhme, cattle and other grazing animals) in 
compliance with the Mono County Zoning and Development Code animal standards (C.C. & 
R's). Sheep, eoats, and llamas are not permitted. 

A complete Mitigation Monitoring Rogram has been developed for h e  project (see 
Appendix E). 
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Comments & Responses 

11. COMMENT LETTERS & RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

This section reproduces all comment letters received on the DEIR and provides responses to 
those comments. 
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Ralph and Lyn Haber 
730 Rimrock Drive 

Swall Meadows, California 93514 
Telephone: 760-387-2458 

Mr. Keith Hailstrorn, Senior Planner 
Mono County Planning Department 
PO Box 8 
Bridgeport, California 93517 

August 11,2000 

Deer Kei!h: Re: Rimrock Ranch Draft Specific P!anlEIR 

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 theae 
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 plans and find them acceptable with 
respect to their own requirements. 

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. 
Fence, when a new horne is proposed that is located witkir, 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 to 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 development 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. 

( y F 1 ' ' ~  4- f@kL 
R ph 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 letters on the Rimrock Ranch DEIR (see Comment # 5 
from the WCFPD and Comment # 17 from the WCCSD). Those letters show that both dishich 
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. 
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59 Valley View Road 
Swall Meadows, CA 93514 
August 28,2000 

Mono County Planning Department 
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, I 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 I 
needed to'fully understand them, or needed revision. By page they are as follows: 

-: Where are the "Certain areas of riparian 
vegetation ... identified by the project biologist ... for wildlife habitat will be p rese~ed  with 
open space easements"? The next paragraph says the these will be recorded on the 
final maps. I feel that these maps are essential to evaluate if and how this policy item 
will be implemented. 

Pa. 25. Policv 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 ~roiect is fullv develooea Why 
wait to full build-out to analyze the impact? I 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 I have is that it says "all collected data shall be analyzed to evaluate 
the potential for impact to other wellsn. 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 ~araaraph: Based on this document, I 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 I 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." 



Pa. 73. Alternative 2. second ~a raa ra~h :  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. Will the 

i 
project proponent donatelsell 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 it7 This needs to 
be clearly stated in the document. I 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. 

Pa. 73. Alternative Q: 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. 

Pa 74, first oaraaraoh: 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 alternative. 

Pa. 74. Alternative 4: Again there is a proposed layout to preserve deer corridors but 
no map1 And again no specific explanation of who will own andlor 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 I would not support a General Plan 
Amendment to decrease minimum lot size from 2 acres to one. 

Pa. 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. I feel that there 
should be an "outside" agency responsible for this. The WCCSD did not conduct the 
original Water Resource Assessment and I do not feel they have the expertise to do the 
critical impact analysis outlined in this document. 

Pa. 82-88: This document contains some very strong language protecting deer by 
limiting construction months, requiring timely revegetation using native plants, settihg 
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 I need to know how this CEO is going 
to stay on top of all of this1 Thirty five lots71 How many CEO's does Mono County 
have? What inspection schedule will helshe have for this development7 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 I want to know 
and if I was going to purchase property there, I would want to know, too. 



Deer Studv. Final Re~ort. Pa. 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 this777 What drainages7 This needs clarification by the author. 

Deer Studv. Fiqure 6. Paae 26: 1 realize that the Deer Study was completed at a time 
when the Specific Plan showed a different lot lavout than the present proposal. . . 
however, this made this figure very difficult to read. I think that a revised map showing 
the deer trails on the currently proposed lot configuration map is essential considerin~ - 
the importance of the impact tothe deer population. 

I 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. I 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. I think that the current deer use, including deer trails and 
wildlife habitats in drainages should be taken into consideration when drawing lot 
configurations. I suggest that a new map be drawn in conjunction with the wildlife 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. I believe he is entitled to make some money off his 
land, (though I 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 I look 
forward to a more complete, amended Final EIR), I 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 to consider and respond to my questions and 
concerns. 



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

Riparian Vegetation on Maus, 
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. 

Disaerpes 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 DElR 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. 

h u e s t s  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 ELI 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 alternative 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 Mitieation, 
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 p e r s o ~ e l  are responsible for ensuring tha t  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 Studv Mau, 
The map in the Deer Study has been amended to show the current lot configuration for the 
project (see Appendix B in the FEIR). 

9 
This comment is directed to the Mono County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration during the approval process for the project. These comments are 
acknowledged herein; see response above concerning alternatives analysis. 
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R E C E I V E D  

SEP i 3 2OOO 

MONO COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
P.O. BOX 8 
BRIDGEPORT, CA 93519 

MONO COUNTY 
CDDIPLANNING 

RE: RIMROCK RANCH DRAFT SPECIFIC PLANEIR 

AS A 20 YEAR RESIDENT OF SWALL MEADOWS, I AlTENDED THE "SCOPING MEETINGS FOR THE PROPOSED -. 
RIMROCK RANCH SUBDIVISION, ANII WAS ONE 01: MANY msn)nns WHO WRESSED THFJR CONCERN OVER THE 
DEVELOPER'S WATER SYSTEM PLANS AND THE 1'0TENI1AL AnVEKSE E1:FECTS ON WATER RESOURC1;S. WACiE 1 OF I H F  \ - - - - - - - 
EIR; PUBLIC CONCERNS REGARDING THE PROPOSED PROJECT.) 

AFTER A CAREFLIL READING OF THE DRAFT EIR AND IN p m n c w  THE WATER RESOURCE ASSESSMENT 
CONCLUSIONS, 1 AM OUTRAGED THAT A STUDY SO FULL OF "ASSUMPTIONS" AND '%lEN THE DATA AVAILABLE" AND 
W R O U S  OTHER HEDGES. CAN CONCLUDE THAT "POTENTIAL IMPACTS AFS MITIGATED TO A LESS THAN 
SIGNLFICANT LEWL." IHIS IS ESPECIALLY D I S ~ ~ N G  SINCE TIE SIIJDY ADMTE THAT GROUNDWATER LEVELS HAVE 
DECLINED BY AS MUCH AS 1 1:00T PER YEAR AS A RESULT OF DEMLOPMElrlT TO DATE.. ITUS IS WITH W . 1 . S  T H A T  ~ ~~- ~- --  ~ ~~ ~~ - -- - - - - . - 
AVERAGE NO MORE 8" DIAMETER, I50 FEET DEEP, AND SERVE INDIVIDUAL UlTS ADD TO MD( 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 
IlE RFJWRTS CONCLUSION TIiAT T I E  POTENllAL 1:OR M'ACI IS CONSIDERED LOW IS ABSURD, AND NOTIUNG MORE 
THAN A IKEl; PASS TO THE DEVELOPER TAM ENGINEEKLNG COVERS THEIR BElIINDS BY "RECOMMENDING" A 
MONlTORING AND MTTlGATlON PROGRAM REFERRED TO IN "POLICY 16" 

ACCORIIING TO 'WLICY 16". A MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRhM SIIAL1. BE M ' L W N T E D  TO ENSURE 
THAT POSSIBLE M'ACTS TO T I E  GROUNDWATER RESOURCE-ETC -FI C -ETC.-ARE AV0n)ED. 

THIS IS AN INSULT TO OUR DTELLIGENCE. THIS IS A MONITORING PROGRAM-PERIOD1 THERE IS NOT ONE 
REQUIREMENT TO M) ANY17IING BUT COLLECT DATA FOR ANALYSIS. IN FACT, THE REPORT STATES JUST THE 
OPPOSITE. "BECAUSE THE POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT IS CONSIDERED LOW, PUMPING ROTATION OR PUMPING 
LIMITATIONS ARE NOT REOUIRED AS PART OF THIS MITIGATION." T I B  is NO MITIGATION AT ALL1 THE DEVELOPER 
MAY HEAR FROM AN AGENCY WITH SOME AUTHORITY LIKE THE LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD IF THE MEADOWS START DRYING UP. BUT IF NEIGHBORING WELLS ARE ADVERSLY AFFECTED. BECAUSE , - - - - - - 
IJNRESlWCTLD PIJMI'ING OF T I E  BIGGEST, DEFPEST WJ.L IN THE AREA WAS A L I U W  VlA APPROVAL PROCESS, 
RESIDFNIS WILL IMVE NO RECOURSE BLT TO SUF m. DEMLOI'ER AND nE PLANNING COMMISSION OVER SIICH 

BEFORE YOU ASSUME THAT I MIN'T M O W  WHAT I AM TALKING ABOUT, LET ME TELL YOU THAT I HAVE HAD 
REAL WORLD EXPERIENCE WITH A VERY SIMILAR SITUATION AS THE MANAGER OF THE HOLLlSTER RANCH 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION IN THE 1970's. 

THE HOLLISTER RANCH WAS OVER 14000 ACRES. AND UNDERWENT SUBDMSION INTO l W  ACRE PARCELSIN 
THE FAKLY SEVENTIES THE ONLY WATER AVAn AA1.E WAS DI:Xl.OPED FROM INDlVlDUAL WU.LS,SOUND F-AR? 
SOME PARCELS COULD NO1 GEI A WFLL AND WA'I ER COh4l'ANICS WITH A 11 tNDENT SIORAGE. TRANSPORTING ~ -- ~ -- ~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~ ~- 

PIPELWES AND METERING WERE F O R ~ I D ,  A LA R ~ R O C K  RANCH. SOME PARCEL OWNERS WANIED GROVES OF 
AVOCADOS OR LEMONS EVEN THOUGH IT WAS CLEAR THAI WATER 01: SUFFICIENT QUALITY AM)  QUANTITY WAS NOT 
FEASIBLE. POOR PLANNING AND A LACK OF JWORCIBLE RESTRICTIONS RESULTIID IN WELLS TIiAT DRIED UP, STORAGE 
FONDS THAT SILTED UP, METERS THAT WERE TAMPERED WITH, DYlNG GROVES OF TREES, AND NEIGHBORS S ~ G  
ONE ANOTHER. 

MIN'T LET THIS KWD OF THING HAF'F'EN IN SWALL hEAJMWS! IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION TO SEE TO IT THAT NEW DEVELOPMENT MIES NOT HARM THE EXISTING RESIDENTS OF A COMMUNITY. 

WITHOUT THE SAFEGUARD OF AN ENFORCEABLE SCHEDULE OF PUMPING LhaATIONS LN THE. "HIGHLY 
UNLIKELY EVENT OF DRAWDOWN OF MONITORED u ~ ~ ~ i ~ w  WELLS, THE CLNM THAT MITIGATION MEASURES ARE 

I IN PLACE IS A JOKE AND CONSEQUENCES FOR THE RESIDENTS OF SWA1.L MEADOWS, BOW OLD 
ANI) NEW. 

I SINCERELY: 

ka'V&= 

I 
Gloria Vaugkm 
101 N. Valley View 
Swall M e d m q  CA 93514 



Response to Commenl # 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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R E C E I V E D  

SEP 1 3 2000 
MONO COUNTY 
CDDIPLANNINQ 

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 "CEO, the Mono County Code 
Enforcement Office @. 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 
unnecessaly. Barbed wire is not utilized elsewhere in the community and would appear 
to be unnecessary. We ask that its use 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 communify 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 qualified expert and by the Wheeler Crest CommuGty Service 
District to ensure that the estimates are correct. 

c. The remedy 

The EIR provides for consistent testing of the development wells and 
surrounding properties to ensure that drawdown is not damaging other wells @. 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 EJR 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 undeveloped 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 ksessment). 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. 

Laura Himichs 



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

Monitoring Entitv. 
The Wheeler Crest Design Review District was established in compliance with Chapter 19.36, 
Desim Review District, of the Mono County Code (Chapter 9 of the Land Development 
~e~uyations 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 F e n c i n ~  
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-strandh&d-wk 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: 

8admh&e fences shall consist of 3single-strand wires placed 20,30 and 42 inches from the 
ground. - All wire shall be smooth strand (Taylor, 1993). 

Clustered Housine 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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MONC P ~ ~ N ~  

WHEELER CREST FIRE PROTECTION DIST~WGTNNING 
Board of Directors 

129 Willow Road, Swall Meadows 
Bishop, CA 93514 

Officers 
Dale Schmidt, Chlef 
John Wlson. OueraHons Oflicer 
Ralph ~ a b e r ;   ire Prevention Officer 

Directors 
lvle Fahl 
Allan Ferrenberg, Chalr 
Ralph Haber, Wce Chalr 
Rlchard N&, Secreiary 
Harvey Van Dyke. ~inanca 

September 7,2000 

Mono County Planning Department 
PO Box 8 
Bridgeport, CA 93517 

RE: Rimrock Ranch Draft Specific PlanlElR dated 15 July, 2000 

Our Board has no comments regarding any documents related to the Rimrock 
Ranch project other than this Drafl PlanIEIR. 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 Drafl PlanIEIR, 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 PlanIEIR that these Fire Protection codes 
and regulations be complied with and that they be given precedence over other 
provisions of the PlanIEIR. 

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. 

Sincerely, 



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 Reauirements. 
Chapter 19.26, Fie-safe Regulations, of the Mono County Code (Chapter 22 of the Land 
~ e v ~ l o ~ m e n t  Regulation in the Land Use Element) addresses requirements for f i e  protection. 
Those regulations establish basic wildland f i e  protection standards for emergency access; 
signing and building numbering; emergency water supplies; and vegetation modification. 

Although the Rimrock Ranch Specific Plan has been designed in compliance with the Fie-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 Fie-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/revegeta tion: 

Landscaping shall be used to minimize potential visual impacts resulting from development 
and to provide vegetative screening 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 --alone uropertv boundaries and 
established deer use areas (see the Amended Deer Use Maus, Auvendix B of the FEIR), 
consisting of an inner strip of indigenous trees and an outer dense strip of F&W 

shrubs. 

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

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

26 
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Sierra WildPo wers SEP 2 fi m 
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LYN HABER. PHOTOGRAPHER 
CDD/PLANNINQ 

730 Rimrock Drive 
Swall Meadows. CA 93514 

phon : 760-387-2458 Fax: 760-387-2459 
Mono County Planning bemfln~t%#hfc@teIis.org Sept 7,2000 
P.O. Box 8 
Bridgeport, CA 93517 

Dear Planning Department: 

I am writing with respect to the Rimrock Ranch Draft Specific 
PlanIEl R. 

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 I 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. I 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 concerns 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. 

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

I have two issues where I 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. I 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. 



C o m m e n t s  & R e s o o n s e s  

Response to Comment 11 6 from Lyn Haber, dated September 7,2000 

Im~lementationlEnforcement of Svecific Plan Reauirements. 
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 Fencina. 
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-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: 

BeAA-wk fences shall consist of 3single-strand wires placed 2Ll, 30 and 42 inches from the 
ground. -All - wire shall be smooth strand (Taylor, 1993). 

Water Resource Imvacts. 
Comments pertaining to water resource issues are addressed in the Water Resource Assessment 
responses in Appendix A. In addition, a second engineering firin 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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0911 2/00 I 
Keith Hartstrom, I 

I have some questions regarding the Rirnrock Ranch EIR that I hope 

I 
you can answer. 

# l .  The Wheeler Crest Area Plan designates the proposed project area as I 
Low Density Residential and calls for overall densities in the Wheeler Crest ~ 
Planner Area not to exceed one unit per two acres and for a two acre I 
minimum lot size. (Mono County General Plan Land Use Element, Wheeler 

I 

j 
Crest Area Plan, Objective A, Action 1.1) 

Under: I11 Specific Plan Goals, Policies & Implementation Measures -Land 1 
Use policy 3b page 18 it states: I I 

One detached guest house per parcel is allowed. I 

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 animals (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? 
R E C E I V E D  ..., 

"% 
S F  % 6 

MONO COUNN 
CDDIPLANNING 



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 a 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.1.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 ofpotential impact. 

1) Why is 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 automobiles, snowmobiles, off-road vehicles, dogs and human activity, 

affect large areas beyond the actual boundaries of the development. As a 

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 the 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. 

I 

Allison Campanelli 

93 1 Swall Meadows Road 

Swall Meadows, Ca.935 14 



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 serondary residence. 

A guesthouse is defied 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 located 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 defied 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 "g~anny housing") means residential 
occupancy of a living unit located 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 shaU be clearly subordinate 
to the primary unit. 

Permitted Number of Grazine 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 comments received on the DEIR, and in order to m i n i  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. &eep&xm, cattle and other grazing animals) in 
compliance with the Mono County Zoning and Development Code animal standards (C.C. & 
R's). Sheep. eoats. and llamas are not permitted. 

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

Will S e r v W k  
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 comment letter on the Rimrock Ranch DEIR (see Comment # 17). That letter 
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Comments & Resvonses 

provides comments conceming the adequacy of the DEIR and applicable mitigation measures 
contained in the DEIR and the associated Specific Plan. 

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

Environmentallv Suverior 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 aItematives. 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 kact maps for each of the four phases as soon as the Specific Plan is 
approved. 

35 
November 2000 



Mono County Planning Dept. 
P.O. Box 8 
Bridgeport, CA 935 17 

R E C E I V E D  

SF? , 3 :"30 
MONO COUNTY 
CDDIPLANNING 

Re: Rimrock Ranch Draft Specific Plan/EIR, Dated July15 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 concern 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 

J 7 - d  
J Judith A. Lamb 

V 
301 Rimrock Dr. (Swall Meadows) 



Comments & Responses 

Response to 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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5 t'ephenlngram ; . . Nature . .Photography 
., 

I _ . , 

140 Willow Road, Swall Meadows, Bishop, CA 93514 . 
phone: (7601 387-2913 . fax: (760) 387-2961 e-mail: ingram@telis.org . . 

-. . , ~ . .  

i 
Keith Hartstrom 

4 

Senior Planner 
Mono County ~1anning.Dept. ' ' ~  

P.O. Box. 8 . . 
: .  

Bridgeport, CA 93517 . - ,  14 Sep., 2000 . : -  . , 
.e 

I 

Dear Mr. Harstrom, 
I yobld like to requestan extenison o f  the comment peribd f o ~  the 

, , Rikfock Ranch Draft Specific Plan/EIR. 1 feel that the county was remiss in 
ndtifying Swall Meadows residents of the comment peiiod after 'the DEIR was, ' ,  

I 

released. Mono county never put up any notices, in our area, . , and with the 
1.' c~ncellation of our RPAC meeting last week, concerned citizens are not aware' 

that the comment period ends Sep; 2 1 . 1 ~ h e  Draft PIan/EIR is dated July 15, 
. . 

. .  'and 1 was 'not aware of its release until Aug. 24. when I called even 'after 
' repeated periodic requests since October,.i999 for an e-mail version. 

Furthermore, the hard copy1 have has several figures that.are,illegible' 
(~~A$En~ine i r in i ,  Fig$. 4,:10 and 1 l'), and maps that are outdated (all plan 
,maps in the Deer study), Would i; be possible to ol?tain clean copies of the . 
water Resource Assessment figures listed above? Please consider granting u s  

' mor; time tb decipher the 'maps and figGres an'd prepare comment: of th6 
Draft EIR Thank you. , - ' 

, . , - . , 

Sincerely, . . ' \ . . 



Comments & Responses 

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, lo October 9,2000, in response to comments such as the one 
above requesting the extension. 

Claritv of Mapsffieures. 
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. 0 .  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: Ifoster@,onet.com 

Re: Rimrock Ranch Draft Specific Plan/ElR 

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

One of the most critical elements in the ElR is the Water Resources Assessment. The major 
question is whether water usage from the initial wells in 1958 through 1964 for development of 
Hjlltop Estates, I, II and 111 and the later wells associated with the developrlent ofHilltop Estates 
and more recently wells to provide water for PiRon 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 srnall 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 ofFigure 4 so that I can 
evaluate the aquifer ana.lyses. To date I have not been provided with a copy of Figure 4. 

Thank you for your ccnsideration. 

Lyle K. Gaston 









Comments & Responses 
L 

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

Comment period deadline. 
The comment period for the b o c k  Ranch DEIR began July 21, 2000. The deadline was 
extended from September 21,2000, to October 9,2000, g response to comments such as the one 
above requesting the extension. 

Claritv of MapslFiaures. 
The figures jn the Water Resource Assessment (WRA) have been reproduced more clearly in the 
FEIR (see Appendix A). 
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Response to Comment # I1 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. 0. Box 8 
Bridgeport, C A  93.517 

Re: Rimrock Ranch. Draft Soecific Plan/ETR. dated lu lv  15. 200Q 

M o n o  County Planning Department: 

I live in Pinon Ranch, adjacent to the proposed Rimrock Ranch subdivision, and I offer the 
following reliminary comments o n  your Draft EIR. Although I made the drive to Bridgeport to 
testify at x e  public hearing before the Board o f  Su ervisors regarding the :zoning change for this 
project, and was clearly an interested party, I only P earned of the release ol'this document in the 
past few days, and only obtained a borrowed copy o f  the Draft EIR for re\,iew yesterday. Clearly the 
affected community lacked proper notification o f  the release o f  this document, and 1 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 ienores the potential adverse effect of  surface proundwater runoff in relation to 
new roadways. I live at the bottom o f  Rimrock Drive (lncorre;tly identified as Rimrock Place 
throughout the Draft EIR), and a m  already adversely affected by surfacea'ater runoff during 
periods o f  intense rain, o r  high snow melt. This has been an ongoing protrlem that has requlred the 
M o n o  County Public Works Department to bring heavy equipment into the neighborhood to open 
closed and improperly redirected drainage easements, and it will be serior~sly exacerbated by the 
roadways proposed for the Rimrock Ranch subdivision. TheEIR needs to address this issue of 
roadway runoff, and require appro riate and adequate mitigation, e.g.; drainage away from Rimrock 
Drive, and the down slope lots at t 1 e foot of  Rimrock Drive. 

2. Design h e g m  Proposed design guidelines (Policy 4d, p. 22) call for siding materials to have a 
"natural appearance corn adble with the surrounding environm~nt". This is unreasonably vague 
and restrictive, and coul 1 .  ser~ously limit creative and affordable buildin materials that have 
historically been used in  the area, e.g., metal siding and cinder block. d 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. This is the fourth o r  fifth 
subdivision made bv the Wilson's in Swall Meadows. and has resulted in scbstantiallv all of  the 
population in the aiea. While this proposed subdiviion may only involve an additioial 35 homes, 
the cumulative impact of Wilson subdivisions in the area is a relatively l a s e  population (relative to 
other unincorporated areas of  M o n o  County), and it is high time that a dtdication of land be 
required for use as a neighborhood park. A requirement for dedication of' one of the northerly lots 
o f  this proposed subdivision for a community park would help make this a better community, a n d  
provide partial mitigation for the decades of Wilson subdivisions in the area. 



4. Water demand based on historic usace. 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 number of unoccupied o r  
second homes, o r  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 rrredecessors. 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 m~rter readings o f  the five 
highest usa e homes in Pinon Ranch, during the highest use months of the summer, and anticipate 
that half o / all the homes in the water district (after full build out of all th.ree subdivisions) will 
eventually utilize that much water, and the other halfof the homes will al!;o utilize significant 
amounts. 

5. Misleadine 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 100h or  15% smaller than 2 acres), 
while the existing Pinon Ranch subdivision is 2 acres net. The proposed bliilding guidelines for 
Rimrock Ranch also require substantially larger building footprints on sig!>ificantly smaller lots. 

6. No affordabilitv romDonent. A glaring omission of the draft EIR is no  provision for a portion 
of the lots to be affordable to  low and/or moderate income households. 1 would encourage the 
county to require that 15% of  the lots be affordable to median income re.iidents 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 o n  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. 


