APPENDIX A1

Notice of EIR Preparation



NOTICE OF PREPARATION
OF A SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND SPECIFIC PLAN FOR THE TIOGA INN PROJECT

LEAD AGENCY: Mono County Community Development Department
ADDRESS: Post Office Box 347 ¢ Mammoth Lakes, California 93546

COUNTY CONTACT: Gerry LeFrancois 760.924.1810

NOP ISSUED: 17 OCTOBER 2016
NOP COMMENTS DUE BY: 25 NOVEMBER 2016
SCOPING MEETING: 27 OCTOBER 2016 ¢ 4:30-6:30 pm ¢ Lee Vining Community Center

A. PURPOSE OF NOTICE

As Lead Agency, the Mono County Community
Development Department ("the County") is planning to
prepare a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(SEIR) and Specific Plan for the Tioga Inn development.
CEQA §15162 requires preparation of a Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) when warranted by
changed project circumstances, the availability of new
information, potential for new environmental effects, and
potential for new mitigation measures and/or project
alternatives to reduce significant effects.

Mono County has prepared this Notice of Preparation
(NOP) to invite your comments on the scope and content
of environmental information in the forthcoming SEIR.

- In particular, the County is requesting your input
regarding:

P Permits and Approvals: Applicable permits and
approvals that may be required from your agency and
environmental review requirements associated with
those approvals (please see NOP §H);

P Significant Issues & Thresholds of Significance:
Potentially significant effects to be examined and
Significance Thresholds that should be used;

B Alternatives & Cumulative Projects: Alternatives to
the proposed project that merit evaluation in the
forthcoming SEIR (please see discussion in NOP §l);

P Related Projects: Related projects or actions that
should be considered in assessing cumulative effects;

b Reference Materials: Reference materials to review
in setting forth baseline conditions, evaluating
impacts, and mitigations.

B. PUBLIC ACCESS & PARTICIPATION

To optimize public access, the County will post project
documents on the County website for review and
downloading. SEIR copies will be provided at Lee Vining

Public Library and county offices in Mammoth Lakes and
Bridgeport. Hard-bound copies can also be obtained for a
nominal charge to cover reproduction costs. Agency and
public comments and questions are welcomed throughout
the review process.

C OCTOBER 27 SCOPING MEETING

A scoping meeting will be held on 27 October 2016 from
4:30- 6:30 pm at the Lee Vining Community Center located
at 296 Mattly Avenue in the community of Lee Vining.
Following a brief presentation about the project and CEQA
process, participants will be invited to comment on the
proposed scope and focus of the forthcoming SEIR.

D. PROJECT INFORMATION

The applicants, Dennis and Jane Domaille, are proposing
to construct the Tioga Inn and associated project features
on the site of the existing Tioga Gas Mart and Whoa Nellie
Deli, located at 22 Vista Point Drive in the unincorporated
community of Lee Vining.

The project area encompasses 4 parcels totaling 67.8 acres
of land within an overall ownership area of roughly 74
acres (including an outparcel with an existing road that
connects Parcel 1 to the existing workforce housing on
Parcel 4). State Route 120 (SR 120) provides access to the
project site and also provides the only eastern access into
Yosemite National Park. Located about one-half mile
south of the main US 395 corridor through Lee Vining, the
property is surrounded on the north, east and west by
land owned by the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP); adjoining acreage to the west is owned
by Southern California Edison (SCE). The LADWP and SCE
parcels are largely undeveloped but include a smattering
of industrial uses, roads and utility improvements.

The project encompasses multiple elements, many of
which were analyzed in the 1993 environmental and
planning documents. The original concept was to provide



http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/

a full range of services and facilities for tourists (to
Yosemite National Park, the Mono National Scenic
Recreation Area, and the eastern Sierra Nevada generally),
as well as meeting facilities, jobs and employee housing
opportunities for area residents.

The current proposal embodies goals and concepts
developed in 1993, with added refinements. Thus, the
current proposal proposes up to 80 new workforce
housing units, adds 100 seats to the full-service restaurant,
adds a third story to the hotel to reduce its footprint while
retaining the full 120 guest rooms, and adds a third gas
pump island and overhead canopy. The proposal includes
substantial additional parking to accommodate onsite
guests (deli, hotel, restaurant and events) as well as a
park-and-ride facility for Lee Vining residents and bus
parking for Yosemite transit vehicles. The existing onsite
septic system would be replaced by an onsite wastewater
treatment plant to treat wastes before discharge to a
designated leach field.

E. PROJECT LOCATION

The project is located at 22 Vista Point Road, close to the
intersection of SR 120 and US395, and about one-half mile
south of Lee Vining. The property is the location of the
well-known Mobile Mart and Whoa Nellie Deli, established
by Dennis and Jane Domaille in 1996. The proposed
project retains all existing structures and services on the
site, with the addition of the new elements described

Table 1

herein. Exhibit 1 depicts the regional and local project
vicinity, and Exhibit 2 shows the proposed layout of uses in
the project site.

F. NOP RESPONSE PROCEDURE

Please include the name and telephone number of a contact
person so that we can follow up if questions arise, and send
your NOP by e-mail, fax or mail to:

Mono County c/o Gerry LeFrancois
Bauer Planning & Environmental Svcs., Inc.
P.O. Box 347 ¢ Mammoth Lakes, California 93546
Tel: 760.924.1810 ¢ Fax: 760.924.1801
e-Mail: glefrancois@mono.ca.gov

Due to time limits mandated by state law, your response to
this NOP must be sent at the earliest possible date and no
later than 25 NOVEMBER 2016. The schedule calls for the
draft SEIR to be distributed for public review during late
summer or autumn of 2017. If you have any questions,
please feel free to contact Mr. LeFrancois 9760.924.1810), or
the county’s CEQA consultant (Sandra Bauer, Bauer
Planning & Environmental Services, Inc., 714.397.3301).

G. NOP CONTENTS

This NOP contains ten sections addressing the proposed
project and forthcoming SEIR. Table 1 below outlines the
NOP contents and sections.

NOTICE OF PREPARATION CONTENTS

A. NOP Purpose
B. Public Access
C.  Scoping Meeting
D. Project Information
E. Project Location
H. DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS, RESPONSIBLE
AGENCIES

LEAD AGENCY: Mono County is the designated Lead
Agency for the project. In order to implement the project,
the County will be required to certify that the Final
Subsequent EIR has been prepared in compliance with
CEQA, approve the Mitigation Program, adopt findings,
approve the Specific Plan, and verify that water supplies
are adequate to serve the project.

NOP Response Procedure

NOP Contents

Responsible Agencies & Approvals
Project Alternatives
Environmental Effects

- TANm

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES: In addition to the Lead Agency
project approvals described above, the SEIR may be used
by other public agencies that will consider separate
permits and approvals required before the project can be
implemented. Table 2 provides a preliminary outline of
discretionary approvals and actions associated with the
proposed Tioga Inn project.
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LEAD AGENCY: MONO COUNTY
Certification of the Subsequent EIR

Adoption of the Mitigation Program

Review by Mono Co. Health Dept. of report addressing
water availability for the project

Adoption of the Specific Plan
Approval of Wastewater Treatment Plant ?

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES:

Table 2

LEAD, RESPONSIBLE & TRUSTEE AGENCIES

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board

DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS:

A key step in the initial

review is to delineate between actions that were
approved in 1993 and remain unchanged, and newly

proposed

actions

that

are

now subject to

discretionary approval. Table 3 is a preliminary outline

Approval of NPDES General Storm Water Permit
Review of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
Approval of a Waste Discharge Permit

Great Basin Air Pollution Control District

New Secondary Source Permit

TRUSTEE AGENCY: CA Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW)

SEIR review & comment on botanical and wildlife trust
resources in the project area

of the approved and proposed project elements. Only
the newly proposed actions (shown in the right-most
column) are subject to discretionary action as part of
the current project proposal.

Table 3. EXISTING, APPROVED & PROPOSED LAND USES AND ACREAGES

PARCEL | ACREAGE |PROPOSED EXISTING LAND USES LAND USES NOW NEW
APPROVED | ACREAGE LAND USES APPROVED IN 1993 PROPOSED DISCRETIONARY
IN 1993 ACTIONS
= Open Space = 120-room 2-story | ® 120-rm 3-story hotel with = Hotel
1 30.3 26.5 Monument Signs (2) hotel with coffee | 200-seat restaurant, fitness footprint
shop, banquet room | center, laundry, car rental, reduced by
& gift shop; banquet room, gift shop, 23,189 sf with
= Parking spaces for electric car-charging; change to 3-
onsite parking = Added Parking spaces stories;
needs. = Wastewater treatment | = Added Parking
plant for new uses.
= Overflow parking = Full-service 100- = Full-service 200-seat = 80-bedroom
> 36.0 32.1 = Historical Marker seat restaurant restaurant workforce
= 4-unit workforce = Restaurant = Restaurant parking housing
housing parking spaces = Overflow/oversized structure and
= Electric supply shed | = Overflow/oversize vehicle parking access road;
= Water Supply Well vehicle parking = 80-unit work-force = Restaurant
= SCE powerlines * Maintenance Bldg housing increased to 200
= Buried Utility Xing = 30,000-gallon = Sewage leach field seats from 100
septic tank/leach field Propane Tank
= 2 Gas Pump Reconfiguration of | = 3 Gas pump islands with = |new gas
3 2.4 2.4 Isla'nds/canopies 'the 2 gas pump overhe?d c§nopies & pump island with
= Tioga Gas Mart islands for added lighting canopy &
= Whoa Nellie Deli parking lighting
= 10 Workforce New water storage = Construction of a 2nd = 1new back-up
5.0 6.8 Housing Units tank and locationto | water storage tank on site water tank
4 = 1 Water Tank replace existing approved in 1993 (instead
= 1Cell Tower tank. of replacing existing tank)

SR 120 TBD TBD * 2-lane access from = 2-lane access to Mobile = No changes
Ease- SR-120 (1lane each Mart off of SR-120, with proposed
ment direction, turn lanes) turn lanes.

* Park & Ride Area

TOTAL PROPOSED ACRES 67.83 (reduced from 73.7 acres in 1993)




I ALTERNATIVES & CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

The purpose of alternatives is to identify feasible ways to
avoid or reduce significant impacts identified in the
environmental review, while meeting basic project
objectives. The range of alternatives will therefore depend
on findings in the SEIR, but at a minimum the SEIR will
consider the mandatory ‘No Project’ alternative.
Cumulative effects are defined as impacts that are created
as a result of the project evaluated in the EIR together
with other projects causing related impacts; the
cumulative assessment relies heavily on the identification
of other closely related past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects.

= You are invited to comment on the range of
alternatives, and on the list of projects to be analyzed
in the cumulative analysis.

J. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The SEIR will be comprehensive in scope, addressing the
full range of potential environmental issues. The document
will focus on key issues that are expected to include:

O Water Supply: The SEIR will provide an updated
review of project water use requirements, water
supply and water availability in the project area. The
review will include results of a well stress test to
determine whether increased well production would
have potential to impact area well facilities;

O Waste Treatment and Water Quality: The SEIR will
assess the proposed new wastewater treatment plant
and adequacy of the existing waste disposal leach
field to accommodation additional loading. The SEIR
will also consider water quality associated with the
siting of a second well site relative to the proposed
leach field. Compliance with applicable requirements
and standards set by the Lahontan Regional Water
Quality Control Board (LRWQCB) and the Mono
County Environmental Health Dept. will be addressed;

QO Biological Resources: An updated assessment of
wildlife, vegetation and habitats will supplement
information in the 1993 EIR. The SEIR will assess
biological resource impacts based on current listings
and regulations, and will analyze impacts to the Casa
Diablo deer herd including updated review of the
availability of bitterbrush-dominated stands of Great
Basin Mixed Scrub and Jeffrey Pine Forest;

QO Traffic: The SEIR will provide an updated review of
ingress and egress requirements, parking and traffic
demands associated with special events, overflow
parking requirements, Caltrans’ concerns regarding
use of the SR-120 right-of-way, and Encroachment

Permit requirements.  Multi-modal issues will be
considered, including internal and external bicycle and
pedestrian trails and facilities as well as linkage to
regional trail systems serving Lee Vining and Yosemite;

Aesthetics: The SEIR will incorporate updated visual
and schematic assessments to reflect the proposed
project modifications. Schematic renderings will be
taken from the locations used in the 1993 EIR to
facilitate comparison of aesthetic impacts associated
with the 1993 and current project plans;

Air Quality & Greenhouse Gases (GHG): The
assessment of construction and mobile source
emissions will be updated, with a new assessment of
GHG emissions, including impacts from the newly
proposed 8o-unit workforce housing structure. The
assessment will also consider compliance of proposed
hotel fireplaces with applicable air quality standards
including PM1o0;

Cultural Resources: Impacts on cultural resources will
be assessed for the revised project, along with a
mandatory consultation with Native American tribes;

Public Safety: Project impacts on public safety will be
reassessed in light of proposed new access lanes and
parking for onsite uses as well as proposed park and
ride facilities and parking for Yosemite buses;

Solid Waste: The Subsequent EIR will assess solid
waste generation for the revised plan, as well as the
adequacy of solid waste disposal facilities to
accommodate the added demands;

Fire Safety: Consultation with Cal Fire will be updated
to evaluate adequacy of emergency access features
and compliance with current fire safety regulations;

Cumulative Effects, Alternatives, Mitigation Measures:
The cumulative impact assessment will be updated
along with the analysis of alternatives and mitigation
measures that could avoid or reduce potentially
significant environmental impacts;

Specific Plan: The Specific Plan will be updated in
tandem with the SEIR. Both documents will draw
substantially upon information provided in the 1993
document, but with revisions to reflect changes in the
project proposal and current state and county guidelines
for Specific Plan and CEQA content and format.

=> The County seeks your comments on the proposed
scope and focus of analysis, as well as applicable
thresholds of significance and key issues of particular
concern. Please include this information as part of
your response to the NOP and/or your comments at
the scoping meeting.
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To: Mono County Community Development Department - Gerry LaFrancois
Comments on Specific Plan for Tioga Inn Project in Lee Vining , Oct. 27, 2016

From: Janet Carle, PO Box 39,Lee Vining, CA 93541
760-709-1162
jcarle@qgnet.com

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Tioga Inn Project in Lee Vining.

| am Janet Carle, aretired State Park Ranger who worked at the Mono Lake Tufa SNR for over 20
years. | have aso worked part-time as the Coordinator of the Mono Lake Volunteer program for 13
years. Recently, | helped found the Mono Climate Action group in the Basin. | am speaking today for
myself as well as 14 others who have read and endorsed my comments. Their names appear at the end
of my comments. Because of the short notice, we have not discussed this project at a meeting of 350
MONO, so | am not officialy representing the group.

Overview: Thisisacritically important project for the Mono Basin, Mono County and the whole
Eastern Sierra. The siteis not only the eastern gateway to internationally-renowned Yosemite National
Park, but also the gateway to the Mono Lake Basin, with its history of battles over water diversions and
successfully reaching an agreement with Los Angeles to protect the inflowsto Mono Lake. Thissiteis
a crossroads, with thousands of international visitors passing through every summer.

There is a golden opportunity with this proposal to create a project worthy of the site and its gateway
status -- a groundbreaking, climate-friendly, renewable, next generation project that the community
can be proud of, and that sets an example for the whole Sierra of what can be done with thoughtful
planning and building. Wise energy and water use is also good for business -- major money will be
saved by the tenants and the owners, and visitors want to stay in places that are "doing the right thing,"
recycling water and using energy wisely. Our local climate action group, 350MONO, is working
toward the Mono Basin becoming a climate-friendly community, and this could be a signature project.
Thereis certainly a great need for more motel rooms in town and for affordable workforce housing.

ENERGY: The scope of this project suggests a massive increase in energy use. The current Mobil
station isinstalling rooftop solar as we speak. This project needs to be totally passive solar designed,
with good southern exposures, insulation, roofs with solar panels, etc. Our mountain climate demands
thoughtful building that minimizes the need for heating in the winter. \\e would like to see enough
solar installation and energy saving design elements to be a net zero energy user, and platinum LEED
certified as well as exceeding the requirements of Title 24 of the Sate energy code. Thisisthe future.
Outside lighting should also be muted and pointed downwards to preserve our night skies.

WATER: Thisisahuge issue throughout the Sierra. With climate change, snowfall is problematic and
the old formulas of water recharge are on shaky ground. This project uses well water, alimited
resource that needs to be used wisely and recycled as much as possible. With abig hotel, 2 big
restaurants, 80 units of housing and alaundry, water use will go up far beyond the present demand.
Thereisapotentia for gray water (laundry, washing, showers, etc) use on landscaping, black water
(treated sewage) to be dispersed underground, and an overall design that reduces water use. The Rush
Creek Lodge at the Big Oak Flat entrance to Yosemite has shown that thisis possible. They are



operating 143 hotel rooms on 20 acres, re-using 3.8 million gallons annually from showers, sinks and
laundry to supply 95% of the water needed for outdoor irrigation of native landscaping with a gravity-
flow system. They aso have a capacity of 19,000 gallons per day of subsurface blackwater dispersal
(treated sewage). The Tioga Inn project includes a waste water treatment plant. We would like to see

a cutting-edge, gray water recycling and black water dispersal system required by the Plan.

(see attached info on Rush Creek Lodge and their systems). There is an upcoming conference coming
up in afew days on this topic near Big Oak Flat, info attached. Rainwater capture systems could also
be designed into the project. The Mono Lake Basin's history is al about water. This project should be a
showcase for using water wisely. Native, drought-tolerant landscaping throughout this new project is
desirable. Thisisthe future.

AFFORDABLE WORKFORCE HOUSING: Thereis certainly aneed for additional affordable
housing in the Basin. Eighty additional unitsis a huge increase however, especialy for year-round
winterized housing. Thiswould essentially double the available housing in Lee Vining. So many
additional year round residents will need more services and will impact things like the local schools.
Thereis aneed for athoughtful discussion about the scope of the housing and the consequences that
will come. The current proposal isfor 80 small cabins. Thisisinefficient in amountain climate with
major energy demands for heating in the winter. Two or three apartment-style buildings could be more
energy efficient. (Thereisagood example in Yosemite Valley with the new workforce housing near
Curry Village.) Passive solar, agood southern exposure and state-of-the-art insulation is desirable.

COMMUNITY IMPACTS

LeeVining isasmall town with abig, international role to play, especialy in the summer. A project
of this magnitude will have an unavoidable impact on the town. It can be apositive impact. This
devel opment can be something the whole community could be proud of, as it brings jobs and prosperity
to the Basin. But there will also be more intensity in the summer: more traffic and more visitors
everywhere. The project developers should be encouraged to reach out to the community and try to
integrate the project's needs with those of the town, such as having aroom locals can use for meetings,
and sponsoring and supporting local events at the facility. We a so hope for an aesthetically-pleasing
design that blends in well with the site.

We are dl in thistogether, and we will al be living with this project for yearsto come. Thereis so
much potential here for a next generation, groundbreaking showcase project. Please, Mono County
Planners, look toward the future and let's do it right.

Janet Carle, Mono City

Sharon Geiken, Bridgeport
Robbie DiPaolo, Lee Vining
Ilene Mandelbaum, Lee Vining
Elena Espinosa, Walker
Rebecca Watkins, Lee Vining
Ann Howald, Hilton Creek
Maureen M cGlinchy, Mono City
JoraFogg, June Lake

Danielle Dowers, San Francisco
Gina Ruiz, Mono City

Duncan King, Mono City

Lynn Boulton, Lee Vining
Rhonda Starr, Mammoth Lakes
Dave Carle, Mono City
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November 17, 2016

Mr. Gerry Le Francois File: Mno-120-11.8
Mono Community Development Dept. NOP/SEIR
P.O. Box 347 SCH #: 1992012113

Mammoth Lakes, California 93546

Tioga Inn Development — Notice of Preparation of a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(NOP/SEIR)

Dear Mr. Le Francois:

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 9 appreciates the opportunity to
comment during the NOP phase for the proposed Tioga Inn expansion (Project), with access at State
Route (SR) 120. We appreciate our interaction with you, owner — Mr. Domaille, and Project
consultants. We offer the following:

e Table 2, Responsible Agencies: Caltrans should be added to the list, since an encroachment
permit will be required for any driveway intersection improvements within State right-of way
(R/W). (Consultation with Yosemite Area Rapid Transit System (YARTS) staff may also be
beneficial.)

e Traffic: Please include the following in traffic analysis:

= Estimate turn movements and queuing to determine impacts and merited improvements to the
SR 120/US 395 intersection, and the driveway/SR 120 intersection. Possibie highway
improvements could include the addition/alteration of turn and/or acceleration lanes. A two
lane driveway egress (existing) may be functional. However, a two lane ingress might create
undesirable weaving movements prior to the hotel/gas station junction. (As you know, last
September we provided traffic count data to a Project consultant.)

» The areas both south and north of the driveway affect its operation, and must be included in
traffic analysis. To the south is the YARTS bus stop/parking area. To the north, the dirt
pullout area used for parking has been expanding and improper parking - limiting sight
distance, has been observed. (The County and Caltrans could examine placing SR 120 parking
restrictions in the Project vicinity.)

=  Ensure pedestrians and bicyclists are accommodated.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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November 17, 2016
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=  Any improvements within SR 120 R/W will need to be constructed to Caltrans standards via
the Encroachment Permit process.

= [tis commendable that the Project proposes to include “substantial additional parking to
accommodate onsite guests (deli, hotel, restaurant, and events) as well as a park-and-ride
facility for Lee Vining residents and bus parking for Yosemite transit vehicles.”

e Aesthetics: Visual Impact analysis should consider that US 395 is designated a State Scenic
Highway and that SR 120 is eligible for such designation.

e Hydrology: Ensure no additional drainage is directed onto State Highway System R/W.

e R/W Encroachments: Much of the picnic/landscaped area is in SR 120 R/W. The attached
sketch (SR 1609-0048) shows the R/W line and some of the encroaching items. A barbed wire
R/W fence was constructed with the SR 120 new highway alignment project (circa 1970). At some
point in time the fence was removed south of the picnic area and north of the Project driveway
(rolled-up fence remains at both ends). Mr. Domaille joined us during a site review on November
8, 2016, and said he had not contacted any agency regarding picnic area expansion.

The Domailles will be receiving a Notice of Encroachment from the Caltrans Maintenance/Traffic
Operations office. Regardless of any development proposal, further interaction with Caltrans is
necessary to remedy this situation.

e Driveway Location: As Mr. Domaille is aware, in 1994 alterations to the property’s legal SR 120
access opening occurred, resulting in the 30-ft centered at sta. 226+33.16 and noted on enclosed
“09 Mno 120 11.7 R/W Record Map.” (The paved driveway itself currently exceeds this by about
6-ft.) The proposed Project access could likely be even wider. Interaction with Caltrans R/W
might be necessary to address the driveway width.

We value our cooperative working relationship with Mono County concerning private development
affect upon the State transportation system. For any questions or to set up a meeting, please contact me
at (760) 872-0785 or gayle.rosander@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Lt ] foiood)

GAYLE J. ROSANDER
External Project Liaison

Enclosures

c: State Clearinghouse
Mark Reistetter, Caltrans

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s econonty and livability”



From: Allison Brooker [mailto:alliex@me.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 15, 2016 6:20 PM

To: Gerry LeFrancois <glefrancois@mono.ca.gov>
Subject: NOP Comment: TIOGA INN PROJECT

Dear Gerry LeFrancaois,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Specific Plan for the Tioga Inn Project.

| have been a frequent visitor to Lee Vining and the Eastern Sierra for more than 50 of my 57 years of life. |
consider myself very lucky to spend every summer camping at the top of Tioga Pass. | know the entire area well
and it is very dear to me. My mother and her father before her were very active in fighting to preserve Mono Lake
and the surrounding environs.

| have just became aware of this Tioga Inn project recently. | was wondering how it could be that | was not aware
that all this was approved in 1993, but there was no internet, blogs or Facebook pages then! Is there no action to
be taken to scale this development back?

My objections to the increase in scope to this project are based on aesthetics, cultural impact and concern for the
overall economic health of Lee Vining.

There are no visuals contained in the NOP document on which to comment. How can we comment on aesthetics
if there is only a footprint to review?

The existing Mobil Mart in my mind is an unremarkable, oversized mini-mall gas station to begin with. A bigger
version of that will not be better!

The personality of towns along Highway 395 have been complexity denigrated over the decades. Mojave is one
gas station and fast food outlet after another, resulting in local small businesses being pushed out and a major
loss in the quality of life to the town’s inhabitants. There have been major declines to the character of
Independence and Big Pine. If we have the power to make choices to protect the historical nature and character
of Lee Vining, | move to do so. Lee Vining will not be able to come back if we permit a larger entity to dominate
business in the area, due to their prime location at the exact intersection of Hwys 120 and 395.

Although the Tioga Mart is technically a small business, and the owners are local, exploiting this location to the
detriment of an an entire town should be minimized to the best of your ability.

Here are my specific comments:

e A massive three story hotel structure is way out of proportion to the environment and dwarfs the local
businesses

e An 80-unit housing structure would also be too large a scale and out of proportion to the area. Logically it
would remain underutilized in the off months. Tioga Pass has the shortest season of all the trans-Sierra
passes. Again, | can’'t comment on what it would look like since visuals are not presented. This is so
important! It could look like a Motel 6 or the Westin Monache. We need to see the plans to comment on it!
If they cannot be presented to us, then this decision must be postponed.

e 200 restaurant seats are too many and grants the Tioga Inn an unfair advantage over the local
businesses. 100 seats are more than plenty.

e A carrental agency outside a National Park for which the movement has been to reduce single vehicle
traffic makes no sense! It makes no sense period in this location. One would have to drive there in a car
or take a bus to get there in the first place to then rent a car.

e Two gas pump islands is enough! They are quite large and | have never had to wait to purchase gas
there.

e | do support the electric vehicle charging station

o While | do support the notion of 'meeting facilities, jobs and employee housing opportunities for area
residents’ a large scale, unremarkable architectural structure will do more harm than good. The
beautiful Mono Basin Scenic Area Visitor Center offers facilities and an auditorium
that well accommodates the activities and events of the area. | have attended many and found nothing
lacking.



Other experts can speak to the impact on wildlife and environment. It is quite a large scale project and that there
won'’t be impacts to either seems extremely unlikely.

| strongly urge Mono County does NOT move forward with approving this expansion. More detailed information
must be made available to comment on. This is a fragile and cherished environment that needs to be respected
and preserved, not marred with large-scale, unremarkable structures for the ease and convenience of motorists
passing through on short-term visits.

If there is an opportunity to reduce the scope of this ‘approved' development, | will be there every step of the way
to participate in that action.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.
Kind regards,

Allison Brooker

2556 Glen Green Street
Los Angeles, CA 90068
213.910.9422

alliex@me.com



November 1, 2016

Gerry LeFrancois

Mono County Community Development Department
PO Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
glefrancois@mono.ca.gov

Re: Scoping Comments on the Tioga Inn Project
Dear Sir:

There are many good components about the Tioga Inn Project but I have one
overriding concern and that is the amount of groundwater that will be consumed by
this project. California is in the 6t year of a prolonged drought. To approve a water-
intensive development at this time is knowingly creating a huge problem 5-10 years
down the line. Dennis Domaille does not believe in Global Warming, but I do and so
do 97% of the world’s scientists. It is the reason we are in the 6t year of a drought
and it will continue indefinitely until GHG levels are brought down to 350 ppm. Greg
Stock, the Yosemite National Park geologist, has been measuring the Lyell Glacier for
years and projects it will melt out in 5-10 years of drought (see
https://vimeo.com/132441992). If one of California’s largest glaciers is shrinking,
the others will be disappearing around that same time too. The Mt. Conness, Mt.
Dana and Mt. Gibbs glaciers/snowfields feed Lee Vining Creek and keep it flowing
well into the fall. LV Creek recharges the groundwater on the southwest side of the
Mono Basin. It will be a crisis when these glaciers are gone. Whether someone
draws from the young recharge water or the ancient aquifer, they are drawing from
groundwater that is part of the public trust and must share.

It is critical to know how much groundwater the project will use when it is fully
developed. The 1993 Tioga Inn Specific Plan projected the project’s groundwater
usage would be 150 gpm. This needs to be re-calculated. Since part of the project
was developed 20 years ago, there is more information to go on. In the Oct. 27t
community meeting, Dennis said he was pumping 66 gpm for the Tioga Gas Mart
and the residences from May-October and much less during the winter. He said
hotels generally use 30 gpm/room (30x120=360), which would be a total of 426
gpm (360+66) making the Tioga Inn Project the single biggest user of groundwater
in the Mono Basin. It would exceed what Mono City collectively uses. The town of LV
isn’t metered yet, but will be. Until then, we don’t know how this project would
compare to the town. However, the LVPUD and the MCPUD have the ability to
restrict their users’ water consumption, if necessary.

The SEIR needs to take much more into account than was considered in the 1993
EIR, which fell far short of the mark. Here are my recommendations:



1. Mono Lake--One of the County’s most important assets is Mono Lake. Mono
Lake is at a tipping point right now from the 40-year drought LADWP
imposed on the lake and the natural drought of the past 5 years. The lake is
at its second lowest level since Europeans came to this basin. Even with 80%
of normal snowpack in the mountains above us last winter (2015-16), Mono
Lake dropped a foot. The lake is at risk and the SEIR needs to prove that
pumping groundwater for the Tioga Inn Project will not affect it.

2. Local Springs--There are many freshwater springs around and under the
lake. Wildlife use the springs at the lakeshore. Deer, coyotes, bobcats, and
mountain lions drink from these springs. Birds drink from these streams too
and wash their feathers in it. As springs and streams dry up due to Climate
Change, protecting the ones that remain becomes a priority. The Mono Basin
is a wildlife corridor and will become even more important as animals
migrate, seeking refuge from the impacts of Climate Change. The springs also
contribute the calcium that creates tufa, the unique feature of Mono Lake that
brings 365,000 visitors from around the world each year. The SEIR must
show that the project’s groundwater pumping must not affect these springs.
The project’s Well #1 starts 400" above the level of Mono Lake and goes 580’
deep. It could affect the springs. A current stress test needs to measure the
flow of the springs and needs to age the water from the well and the springs
to determine if they are connected.

3. LV Creek--In 1984, when the first test was done on the Tioga Inn Project’s
Well #1, LV Creek was fully diverted by LADWP and the streambed from the
diversion to Mono Lake was dry. The creek was re-watered in 1986 under
specific agreements as to how many cfs were to flow downstream. More
recently, the agreement has been refined even further to mimic the natural
hydrological flows. The SEIR must ensure that the project’s groundwater
pumping does not undercut those agreements. It must not reduce the
contractual cfs in LV Creek from the diversion to the mouth of the creek. The
1992 well tests did show there was no impact, but the stream flow and
ground saturation was just starting. I suspect the lower LV Creek flow was
not checked below the town.

4. Neighboring Wells--There are private wells on nearby properties that
precede Dennis’s well. The closest well is on the Andrew’s property that is
across the highway from Well #1. They are a Native American family that has
been living here since the Europeans came to the Mono Basin. There is also a
well at the USFS Ranger Station and probably some in town. The LVPUD is
required to have a backup water source and will be drilling a well nearby too.
The current LVPUD water source is a spring up LV canyon that was
dwindling in volume last year due to the drought. As the drought continues,
the town of LV will be relying more and more on well water. All these wells
(including the project’s) will eventually dry up due to the drought, but the
process will be accelerated by the project’s higher rate of pumping. It is not
fair that local citizens should have to pay to drill new wells every so many
years because of this project. That imposes a huge financial burden on those
that can least afford it. The project’s specific plan should stipulate that the



developer must post a bond to fully reimburse the owners of the neighboring
wells for the cost of drilling new wells for as long as the project is pumping
groundwater—especially the Andrew family’s well.

5. Surface Vegetation--Less recharge water flowing beyond the Tioga Inn
Project’s well site(s) to the basin floor, might affect the surface vegetation in
the basin. Sagebrush, Bitterbrush, Rabbitbrush, and Jeffrey Pines have deep
root systems that can reach the shallow groundwater flows coming from the
mountains above. There may be a point where the pumping for the Tioga Inn
Project prevents a sufficient amount of water from flowing past the well site
and into the basin to keep the natural vegetation in the basin alive.
Bitterbrush is a very nutritious for deer, antelope, and the sheep that still
graze in the Basin. It provides cover for the Bi-State Sage Grouse, which also
live in the Basin. A baseline assessment should be made and the vegetation
monitored.

6. Prepare for Adjudication--The SEIR or the County should list each
neighboring well, its depth, when it was put in, and its current usage to
prepare for future adjudication of groundwater rights as the drought
continues. The SEIR should also determine the size of the aquifer that the
project is tapping into and the age of the water, whether it is ancient water or
young water (from stream recharge). California is far behind the rest of the
western, drought-stricken states in adjudicating groundwater rights. A little
foresight on the part of the County now, can lay the groundwork for resolving
future conflicts, especially since it has approved a project that will certainly
trigger one.

The genie is out of the bottle with the 1993 project approval, but the County can still
mitigate the consequences. The specific plan can require annual monitoring of the
water table level, the recharge flow, the local springs, the basin vegetation, etc. More
importantly, it can and must cap the Tioga Inn Project’s groundwater use. There
must be a restraint. The restraint could be tied to the recharge rate i.e. as the glacier
melt dwindles, pumping is reduced equivalently or there might be a cap on how
much the ground table is allowed to drop. Once the threshold is reached, the project
would be cut back to the level of the other users and after that, all users should be
reduced equally. We want to avoid the situation where the citizens in LV are
conserving water, flushing only once a day, and showering every other day to save
Mono Lake while hotel guests are freely using water without any concern for the
consequences. Recycling grey water will not solve this problem and I strongly
recommend that the hotel not include a swimming pool. Please keep the water hog
in check.

Sincerely,
Lynn Boulton

PO Box 234
Lee Vining, CA 93541



From: Lynn Boulton [mailto:amazinglynn@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, November 8, 2016 10:27 AM

To: Sandra Bauer Sandra@bpesinc.com

Subject: Re: Tioga Inn Project—Scope of Hydrology Evaluation

Dear Ms. Bauer,

| sent this email early yesterday and it was just now returned. The Mono County website doesn't have the
correct email address for you in the agenda packet, which is where | got your email address. So this
email is too late for you to consider raising the contract rate with the County as it is on the Board's agenda
for today. You probably needed more time to change the contract anyway.

I'm concerned that the planned hydrology tests are limited to just figuring out if Dennis' well has enough
water to support his project plans and are not robust enough to evaluate the impacts of a significant
increase in groundwater pumping on the Mono Basin environment. | hope the hydrology tests include
determining the age of the groundwater Dennis' well is tapping into, the age of the springs going into
Mono Lake, the age and size of the southern basin's aquifer, and the impacts to neighboring wells, the
local springs that flow into Mono Lake, and to the flows in LV Creek. Will they?

Regards,
Lynn Boulton
Lee Vining



November 10, 2016

Gerry LeFrancois

Mono County Community Development Department
PO Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
glefrancois@mono.ca.gov

cC: wsigamura@mono.ca.gov

Re: Scoping Comments on the Tioga Inn Project
Dear Sir:

[ appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Tioga Inn Project. Additional higher
paying jobs and employee housing is needed in Lee Vining and I'm sure, visitors will
welcome more hotel rooms. However, I believe the project will detract from the
peaceful and natural setting of the Mono Basin. It splits Lee Vining into an upscale
self-contained area and a quaint, run-down town center. It will lead to a traffic light
at Highway 120 and 395, the first between Gardnerville and Bishop, and it will
create longer queues at the entrance to Yosemite National Park.

The Hotel:

I'd like to see the project scaled down to mitigate the project’s impact on the Mono
Basin viewshed and to be more in line with the County’s dark sky policy. I support a
two-story, not three-story, hotel and recommend that the restaurant be built inside
(or beside the hotel) and not at the flagpole. Perhaps the County could negotiate the
reversal of approval for the restaurant at the flagpole in exchange for a partial 3-
story hotel. If not, the coffee shop in the 1993 plan can be built lower (with
excavation) than the Tioga Gas Mart to not block its view of Mono Lake. With the old
or the new plan, the view of the lake from the Tioga Gas Mart will be partially
blocked anyway by the hotel. The hotel will act like a wall to everyone’s right
narrowing the arc of the view to just the northeast. Even with a restricted view
people will still enjoy eating outdoors at the Whoa Nelly Deli. Besides, Mono Lake
will be continuously shrinking with Global Warming so the value of its view will
diminish over time. To prevent the wall effect the hotel creates, maybe the front of
the hotel can be broken up. Maybe part of the hotel could be more forward than the
rest, tiered, or maybe just a part of it could be 3-stories.

[ assume all the mitigations in the 1993 Specific Plan still apply. However, one of the
mitigations required the hotel to have an alpine design. That would work in
Mammoth, but an alpine style in Lee Vining doesn’t really fit with sagebrush. Instead
I'd like to suggest that the exteriors of the hotel and the restaurant(s) be unique,
tasteful, and rustic—maybe matching the USFS Lee Vining Visitor Center. It would
be a travesty to have a hotel chain’s or restaurant chain’s regular design in such an
unusual setting and location. If a chain were to move in, they should design unique
buildings especially for this location.



Because anything built in sagebrush-steppe terrain will standout, an alternative is to
convert the sagebrush to a Jeffery/aspen tree forest by planting a lot of trees in front
of the hotel and around it to hide the buildings and block the lights. The hotel will
have a moraine behind it so it is only visible coming from town. I think one could get
away with a bit of forest there and have it look more or less natural. There are a few
Jeffery trees growing there now. It would also match the terrain in the riparian zone
of Lee Vining Creek just across the street. This approach assumes that greywater
would be used to make the trees grow. Trees will obviously block the view of Mono
Lake from the hotel, but hotel guests spend less than a minute looking out their
windows even when there is a view.

To minimize the amount of pavement and the unnatural feel that comes with it and
to have a darker sky, the hotel parking should be underground. Then the parking
area could be as large as one wants and as lit up as one wants and there would be
more sagebrush terrain for wildlife passing through and less of a “pave paradise”
effect.

Gas Pump:

The sodium lights of the existing gas pumps are extremely bright and very visible
from town and the highway. Dimmer lights should be used for the existing two gas
pumps as well as for the third gas pump. The Tioga Gas station’s lights are brighter
than the lights at the Shell station in town.

The Flagpole Restaurant:

The 1993 Tioga Inn Project Specific Plan determined that a restaurant on top of the
moraine east of the flagpole conformed to dark sky and low profile/aesthetic
requirements of the Mono County General Plan because the building would be a
pretty (no guarantee) and could be screened by natural landscaping. I disagree. It
will be sitting on top of a bare moraine, on a promontory that is visible from around
the lake. The native sagebrush is not high enough to cover it. Screening it with trees
will not make it blend in with the surrounding low sagebrush-steppe vegetation. A
clump of trees in the middle of the sagebrush will look out of place. However, since a
small restaurant has already been approved for that location, the new site plan
needs to minimize the visual impact. A 24-hour restaurant should not be allowed,
nor neon trademark signs on or around the building (or on the promontory), nor
lighted trademark signs after closing time, and no trademark signs visible from
anywhere in the Mono basin from that promontory. Shock went through the room
when Dennis mentioned the appalling possibility that an Applebee’s might be there.
All we need is an Applebee’s neon sign that can be seen from anywhere in the Mono
Basin. Besides, there is nothing special about their food that would be in line with
the uniqueness of the Mono Basin. I personally think a windbreak with outdoor
benches to watch the sunset would be more fitting instead of a restaurant. There
could even be a footpath to/from the hotel.

Employee Housing:

Employee housing is one of the few benefits this project can give to the town of Lee
Vining. Yet, 80 beds or 40 units are too many especially when they are little cabins
packed closely together. That means 40 more lights at night plus lights illuminating
the way to the community bathrooms. That number should be cut in half and every
unit must include a bathroom. People should not have to go outside in the middle of
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a winter night to another building to go to the bathroom. The current employee
housing is attractive only to 20-somethings who come with just a backpack of
belongings for the summer. It will not attract a wider range of employees. If it is to
help the town, then normal housing is required. What is needed are studio or 1-
bedroom apartments big enough for a queen-size bed or two single beds (not bunk
beds) with minimal amenities. People would prefer to pay a lower rent (in the
$400-$700/month range) than have garages, private laundry rooms, living rooms,
or dining rooms. People just need a small sleeping area, small kitchen, a bathroom, a
small TV/eating area, and some storage/closet space. One communal laundry room
could serve all the renters in the complex.

By taking advantage of the southern exposure to the sun, an apartment building,
with common walls between units and proper insulation, might be warm enough in
the winter without needing a heat source inside each unit. If more heat is needed,
renters can buy a plug-in heater. Certainly 80 wood-burning stoves would create too
much smoke for everyone—for the hotel guests as well as the locals. The apartment
building could be fitted with solar panels for hot water and electricity on the roof or
there could be a set of stand-alone solar panels for the whole apartment complex off
to the side. This is an opportunity to be an energy efficient housing project.

Another reason to cut down on the number of employee units is to keep the units
from being seen from Highway 395 during the day and from other parts of the Mono
Basin at night. The more units there are, the further they will extend to the south or
up the slope of the moraine and be seen. Right now the cabins can’t be seen from the
highway, but with more, they would be visible as one comes around the bend near
the Test Station Road turnoff going north. Screening the units with Pinyon trees,
Sagebrush, and Bitterbrush won'’t be as effective as nestling them down in a hollow.
The bench they are on could be carved out to make a bowl so that part of the
moraine rises up behind them to the south and east as a screen. It would be best if
the natural ridgeline of the moraine were to remain the same.

The Water Tank:

Screen the second water tank with Pinyon Pine trees—it will be just as visible as the
Verizon tower is now from many directions. [ can see the VZ town from the Lee
Vining Creek trail even. There is a cluster of Pinyon trees behind the Verizon tower
now that can be exploited to screen a green tank. Just add more Pinyon trees and
maybe a Jeffrey or two.

Landscaping:

Require drought resistant, native landscaping (not lawn, not spruce trees)—to
conserve water e.g. Sagebrush, Rabbitbrush, Bitterbrush, Juniper trees, Jeffrey Pines,
Pinyon Pines, and Mountain Mahogany for screening and native pollinator flowers
for the small spaces around the buildings. The Native Plant Society can provide a
list of flowers.

Wildlife:

Since this project is set in the home of wildlife, herbicides should not be used. There
are many birds, rabbits, and chipmunks on the property that eat the dandelions,
seeds and worms in the lawn and along the sagebrush edge. Occasionally deer
browse on the lawn areas as well. Please let’s not poison the wildlife.



The increase in year-round traffic with this development will keep the deer, coyotes
and bobcats away in summer and, now, in winter too. On winter mornings after a
snowfall, one can see coyote and bobcat tracks in the snow leading to the LV Creek.
They go across the eastern end of Dennis’ property, crossing Highway 120, and
turning down the driveway to the Andrew’s house on the SCE property. The SEIR
should acknowledge the loss of this route for wildlife. Wildlife will be forced to circle
around behind the development to travel up Lee Vining Canyon or to go around the
town to the east (via lower LV Creek). This development will force them to cross
395 much more often. On 1/1/16 a coyote was hit by a vehicle and died in the
center divider of 395 just where the lanes split below Dennis’ flagpole. The Tioga
Inn Project will bring more traffic and exacerbate the situation. Underpasses are
needed along Highway 395 at the eastern end of Dennis’ property and at the
northern end of town for wildlife to go around this development and the town.

If we look down the road 20 years, the Tioga Pass Road will probably be open much
longer due to Global Warming and less snow in winter. There will be more traffic
and more wildlife collisions all along it. Lee Vining Canyon is a wildlife corridor and
animals cross the road. An over/underpass might be needed further up Lee Vining
Canyon as well to help wildlife cross Highway 120.

The SEIR should also provide an update on the impact the current development had
on the Casa Diablo herd that used to pass through Dennis’ property to go up LV
Canyon—the 113 deer. Only the occasional deer, one bear, one bobcat, and one
coyote have come through Parcel 4 in the six years I've lived there. Wildlife avoids
humans.

Bear-proof dumpsters and trashcans—bears have visited the Tioga Gas Mart and
they come into town each year. Fewer are hibernating with Global Warming.

Town Impacts:

Encourage cross-pollination between the LV town guests and the Tioga Inn guests.
There could be a footbridge and a nature trail connecting the two. The trail could
cross LV Creek (well west the Andrew’s place) and join up with one of the roads off
of Utility Road that enters town between the LV Elementary School and the Post
Office—no lights along it. Although no one has been injured walking along the
highway, it is very unnerving walking along the curve wondering if the drivers are
paying attention. It would be nice if some the County taxes from the Tioga Inn
project could go towards improvements in Lee Vining instead of Mammoth.

People come to the Mono Basin to get away from the crowds and traffic and to
experience nature in the raw. Let’s not lose what is so precious and special about the
Mono Basin.

Sincerely,
Lynn Boulton

PO Box 234
Lee Vining, CA 93541



From: Lynn Boulton [mailto:amazinglynn@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, November 15, 2016 9:29 PM

To: Wendy Sugimura wsugimura@mono.ca.gov; Gerry LeFrancois <glefrancois@mono.ca.gov
Cc: Sandra Bauer Sandra@bpesinc.com

Subject: Re: Tioga Inn Project—Scope of Hydrology Evaluation

Wendy,

I'm thinking the well stress test should be done twice, at peak run-off in June and also at the lowest run-
off in October or November. It is the low that will be the most important one to evaluate if there is enough
recharge to support the quantities of the hotel's water use during the winter. Last time they only did it in
June 1992 at the peak. -Lynn



Malcolm and Ellen Mosher
1054 Lundy Lake Road
Lee Vining, CA 93541

November 16, 2016

Dear Mono County EIR Review Committee,

We attended the hearing at the Lee Vining Community Center in October, we raised several issues at
that time, and per your suggestion | formalize those issues here in specific categories.

Water Issues
1.

With regard to water, the EIR appears to have reasoned that the water consumption for this project
was sustainable in 1993, but this is 23 years later, we have had an unprecedented drought for 5
straight years, and this year has the appearance of being more of the same. The demands for water
are going to be much greater by way of all the rental property the owner wants to add and the jump
from 150 seats in the approved restaurant to his new request for 400. With global warming and
climate change, how can we be certain of that the proposed water usage is even sustainable for the
original 1993 plan?

Traffic Issues
1.

In 1993, who envisioned the dramatic increase in traffic going up to Yosemite as well as coming
down from Yosemite? As a resident traveling southbound on 395 to the dump, | have had numerous
cars dart out in front of me from 120 to head southbound, and going northbound | have had the
more than a few cars dart out in front of me to get into town or head northbound. The proposed
project is going to increase the volume of traffic going or down from 120.

In 1993, who envisioned the volume of cars driving through town. The speed limit is posted as 30,
but it is rarely enforced, there are pedestrians crossing the streets all day long, and we can assure
you that very few observe that speed limit. Most go 35-45 through, and quite a few go in excess of
that. This is an area that needs to be policed on a regular basis, it is not being done at all currently,
and between the proposed rental properties and the 400-seat restaurants, the volume going
through town is going to increase, and it is highly doubtful that these people will be any more likely
to observe the posted speed limit than everyone else that bombs through town.

The hotel and the restaurants are going to add a significant increase to parking in town. People
being what most are, guests at the hotel are not going to want to walk from the hotel to the town;
they will drive and park. Parking today is very limited during the summer due to the current volume
of visitors in town. Where will the increase park? An ugly parking lot is not a solution either.

I have mentioned the traffic above with respect to the center of town; by the school it is another
matter. In years past, | remember law enforcement monitoring the traffic speeds by the school. |
have not observed that at all in the last two years, and we can assure you that no one observes that
speed limit there; the traffic routinely passes the posting at 50-60 mph and they do not begin to slow
down until they hit the area by the Mono Cone. This is not an issue as such for the proposal on the
table, but the traffic is already out of control by the school, law enforcement has done nothing about
it (I realize that they may have more important work to do), and sooner or later there is going to be a
tragedy. While the hotel and restaurant proposal is not involved in the current traffic, is there any
reason not to believe that the new traffic from these new establishments is not going to follow the
same pattern? The greater issue here is that the increase in traffic already is not monitored by law
enforcement, and | should think that an EIR has to included the increased need for more law
enforcement or a possibly traffic light (which | doubt anyone wants). Where will the funding come for
increased law enforcement.

Discreet or Eyesore




1. The original approval was for a two-story structure that will sit on a promontory, and it will be highly
visible. To increase it to three stories is going to increase it by another 3rd. Frankly | am utterly
mystified how an EIR can be produced without knowing the exact height of the building.
Environmental Impact has to consider resources like water, traffic impact, and there is also the
visual impact and a three-story building, including structures on the roof for elevators, a/c, and
venting. This could easily fall in the 55-60 foot height, and on that promontory, it will loom up and
appear gigantic. | my humble opinion, the elevation must be known, and story-poles should be
erected to give all a chance to see exactly how big this is going to be. Story-poles are required in
Santa Clara County and | suspect in other counties.

2. Night Lighting. When we built our house, the County said we must have night lighting, and that is a
concept that | embrace. How is a hotel with 120 rooms, all the additional proposed facilities, and
two 200-seat restaurants NOT going to light up the night from lighting within the hotel. The only way
to control lighting coming through the windows of the hotel is through heavy tinting of the glass.
Then there is the lighting for the parking lots. Between the hotel and the two restaurants, the
parking area will be huge. If these are elevated lamps on poles, that lighting, even it pointing only
downward, is going to light up the sky by the sheer volume of lights.

3. Between the lights within the hotel on a promontory, plus the external restaurant, plus all the parking
lots, the area will shine like a beacon all over the Basin, whether one is in Mono City or one is at
South Tufa. From the Old Marina, the lights may not be visible, but glow will be.

4. The original approval provided for a 50-seat coffee shop plus the 100-seat restaurant on Parcel 2.
The new proposal for 400 seats is nearly 200% increase, and this is on top of the Mobile Mart, the
Whoa Nellie Deli, and the service station. As a resident, | strongly oppose this.

Parcel 2 Specifics

1. With all due respect to the owner, the claiming that these are work-force housing is fiction; these are
income rental properties. Like the issue regarding the height of the hotel, how can one possibly
gauge the environmental impact without out knowing exactly what he plans to build. Are they all
studio units? How many are one bedroom? How many are two bedroom? This has an impact on
water usage, sewage, night lighting, traffic, wildlife - just about everything you can think of.

2. For one and two bedroom units, one has to consider children and the impact on the Lee Vining
school system, classroom sizes, teachers, special education for non-English speaking students.

3. The owner’s suggested diagram is completely misleading; it lists 51 structures. So for 80 bedrooms,
that represents 29 two-bedroom units, and this could mean an increase of from 29 to 90 students to
the school system. This could then result in bonds in the form of taxes on Lee Vining to pay for the
infrastructure to take on a huge increase in students. This is environmental impact because it
affects every one who pays taxes in Lee Vining.

4. Essentially what he proposes is a very low budget mini Mono City. This is about greed and
maximizing every square inch for profit. By his own admission, he said these would be bare-bones
units and he would rent them for the highest he can get for them. The impact in all respects is big
for Lee Vining.

5. The owner needs to be precise in specifying exactly how many structures he wants, how many
bedrooms per structure, the height of each structure (one story, two story), how many garages will
be included.

We urge you to require that he be precise in specifying the height of the hotel, the number of structures
in the so-called work-force housing, their heights, the number of bedrooms per unit. Without this
information, you cannot possibly know the real impact of his proposal on the physical environment and
the impact on all aspects of the community.

Personally, the owner was granted permission in 1993, but Lee Vining and the environment have
changed. Since he was granted permission in 1993 and it cannot be rescinded, he should be held to
what was granted in 1993. All of his new proposals have extraordinary impact on the landscape, the



community, and the classic issue of environment such as water, pollution, electricity, runoff and
drainage. Putting in grass lawns in front of the hotel that would be visible from the highway - simply
incongruous with the area and the visuals of the landscape. This is Lee Vining, not Beverly Hills.

What will be the impact of this on the workforce. This hotel will have very limited value during the Fall,
Winter, and Spring, depending on when Tioga Pass closes. This means seasonal employment. What
will happen to the workers when the hotel staff is reduced by 80-90%?

Finally, consider the impact on the other businesses in the town. The hotel will severely affect the
motels in town, and the 400-seat restaurants will wipe out the food services in town. Further Applebees
and Outback Steak are no better than Nicely’s. These are low-end fast-food joints. The proposed shops
in the hotel will affect the shops in town that sell odds and ends, particularly the Bronze Bear and the
Yosemite Trading Post. How will this not gut the businesses in town? There needs to be something for
everyone, and the scaled-back 1993 proposal at least provides equal opportunity for all to co-exist, but
not the revised proposal that is on the table. The proposal to increase the pumping islands from two to
three is yet another means of trying to take over all business in town. | am of course for equal and fair
opportunity, and free enterprise is of course an American ideal, but completely cornering all markets
with the veiled purpose of driving other local business out of existence is not fair.

As for where to produce a rendering, on the next page is a suggested view, taken from Test Station
Road

Sincerely,
Malcolm and Ellen Mosher



November 17, 2016

Mono County

c/o Gerry LeFrancois

Bauer Planning and Environmental Services, Inc.
P.O. Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Comments regarding the proposed Tioga Inn Project.

We are homeowners in Lee Vining and have reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report and Specific Plan for the Tioga Inn Project. We
have a number of questions and concerns in connection with this proposal.

a. The Size of the Project.

This project is huge. It would almost double the number of lodging rooms in the town
of Lee Vining. While hotel rooms are frequently sold out in the summer, are there really
enough visitors to fill these rooms? The 120 rooms in the proposed hotel plus the 200
seat restaurant would place a heavy burden on the existing services in Lee Vining. The
80 workforce housing units, while laudable in their inclusion in the plan, could increase
the population of Lee Vining by up to 200 people. (80 workforce units at 2.5 occupants
per unit). What might be the effect on local schools?

b. Water.

There must be a careful analysis of the effect of well drilling to support 200 housing
units (120 hotel and 80 workforce) as well as the restaurant on the existing water
supply in the town. This past summer Lee Vining was on significant water restrictions
and a huge increase is groundwater draw could degrade the availability of water on the
existing users.

Also I am concerned about the effect of this large groundwater draw on the water levels
in Mono Lake. The lake level has been falling for years and is approaching critical levels
in terms of salinity and the likely occurrence that the land bridge between Black Point
and Negit will be reopened.

c. Sewage

While the expansion plan includes a sewage treatment plant the effluent will be
disposed of through a leach field. It appears that the leach field flow could end up in Lee
Vining creek and thereon to Mono Lake. Have there been studies to see what negative
effects this outflow could have on fish populations in Lee Vining Creek?



d. Fire Department

The proposal calls for a 3-story hotel. The Lee Vining Fire Department does not own
equipment to properly fight a fire on a 3-story building. This issue came up a few years
ago during the construction of a private resident in Lee Vining. Visitors staying in the
proposed in 3-story building would not be able to be properly protected from fire. Even
if equipment were made available for the Lee Vining Fire Department, the firehouse is
too small to park any such equipment.

e. Visibility and Views
The proposed site overlooks the Mono Lake National Forest Scenic Area. The proposed

3-story building could be a visual blight of the Scenic Area. Are there adequate setbacks
in the plans to make sure that the buildings are not visible from the Scenic Area?

In summary, as currently proposed this project is too large and too great a burden on the
community of Lee Vining and the natural resources that make our town so special.

Thank you.
Larry & Carol Holt
81 Paoha Drive / P.O. Box 24

Lee Vining, CA 93541

619-733-8922
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November 18, 2016

Gerry Le Francois

Mono County

PO Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
Tioga Inn Project
State Clearinghouse No. 1992012113

Dear Mr. Le Francois:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) appreciates the opportunity
to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Tioga Inn Project (project) (State Clearinghouse No. 1992012113). The
Department is responding to the NOP as a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife
resources (California Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7 & 1802, and the California
Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines, § 15386), and as a Responsible Agency
regarding any discretionary actions (CEQA Guidelines, § 15381), such as the issuance
of a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (California Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et
seq.) and/or a California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit for Incidental Take of
Endangered, Threatened, and/or Candidate species (California Fish & G. Code, §8§
2080 & 2080.1).

The Project proposes to construct the Tioga Inn and associated project features on the
site of the existing Tioga Gas Mart and Whoa Nellie Deli, in the unincorporated
community of Lee Vining. The project area encompasses 4 parcels totaling 67.8 acres '
of land. The project consists of multiple elements, many of which were analyzed in the
1993 environmental and planning documents. The original concept was to provide a full
range of services and facilities for tourists, as well as meeting facilities, jobs and
employee housing opportunities for area residents.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Department has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of
fish, wildlife, native plants, and the habitat necessary for biologically sustainable
populations of those species (i.e., biological resources. The Department offers the
comments and recommendations presented below to assist Mono County (the CEQA
lead agency) in adequately identifying and/or mitigating the project’s significant, or
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potentially significant, impacts on biological resources. The comments and
recommendations are also offered to enable the Department to adequately review and
comment on the proposed project with respect to impacts on biological resources. The
Department recommends that the forthcoming DEIR address the following:

Assessment of Biological Resources

Section 15125(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that knowledge of the regional setting
of a project is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts and that special
emphasis should be placed on environmental resources that are rare or unique to the
region. To enable Department staff to adequately review and comment on the project,
the DEIR should include a complete assessment of the flora and fauna within and
adjacent to the project footprint, with particular emphasis on identifying rare, threatened,
endangered, and other sensitive species and their associated habitats. The Department
recommends that the DEIR specifically include:

1. An assessment of the various habitat types located within the project footprint, and a
map that identifies the location of each habitat type. The Department recommends
that floristic, alliance- and/or association based mapping and assessment be
completed following The Manual of California Vegetation, second edition (Sawyer et
al. 2009). Adjoining habitat areas should also be included in this assessment where
site activities could lead to direct or indirect impacts offsite. Habitat mapping at the
alliance level will help establish baseline vegetation conditions;

2. A general biological inventory of the fish, amphibian, reptile, bird, and mammal
species that are present or have the potential to be present within each habitat type
onsite and within adjacent areas that could be affected by the project. The
Department’s California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) in Sacramento should
be contacted at (916) 322-2493 or http://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB to obtain
current information on any previously reported sensitive species and habitat,
including Significant Natural Areas identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game
Code, in the vicinity of the proposed project. The Department recommends that
CNDDB Field Survey Forms be completed and submitted to CNDDB to document
survey results. Online forms can be obtained and submitted at:
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data.

Please note that the Department’'s CNDDB is not exhaustive in terms of the data it
houses, nor is it an absence database. The Department recommends that it be used
as a starting point in gathering information about the pofential presence of species
within the general area of the project site.

3. A complete, recent inventory of rare, threatened, endangered, and other sensitive
species located within the project footprint and within offsite areas with the potential
to be affected, including California Species of Special Concern (CSSC) and
California Fully Protected Species (Fish & G. Code, § 3511). Species to be
addressed should include all those which meet the CEQA definition (CEQA
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Guidelines, § 15380). The inventory should address seasonal variations in use of the
project area and should not be limited to resident species. Focused species-specific
surveys, completed by a qualified biologist and conducted at the appropriate time of
year and time of day when the sensitive species are active or otherwise identifiable,
are required. Acceptable species-specific survey procedures should be developed in
consultation with the Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, where
necessary. Note that the Department generally considers biological field
assessments for wildlife to be valid for a one-year period, and assessments for rare
plants may be considered valid for a period of up to three years. Some aspects of
the proposed project may warrant periodic updated surveys for certain sensitive
taxa, particularly if the project is proposed to occur over a protracted time frame, or
in phases, or if surveys are completed during periods of drought.

4. A thorough, recent, floristic-based assessment of special status plants and natural
communities, following the Department's Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating
Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities (see

https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Plants);

5. Information on the regional setting that is critical to an assessment of environmental
impacts, with special emphasis on resources that are rare or unique to the region
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15125[c]).

Analysis of Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts to Biological Resources

The DEIR should provide a thorough discussion of the direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts expected to adversely affect biological resources as a result of the project. To
ensure that project impacts to biological resources are fully analyzed, the following
information should be included in the DEIR:

1. A discussion of potential impacts from lighting, noise, human activity, and wildlife-
human interactions created by zoning of development projects or other project
activities adjacent to natural areas, exotic and/or invasive species, and drainage. The
latter subject should address project-related changes on drainage patterns and water
quality within, upstream, and downstream of the project site, including: volume,
velocity, and frequency of existing and post-project surface flows; polluted runoff; soil
erosion and/or sedimentation in streams and water bodies; and post-project fate of
runoff from the project site.

2. A discussion of potential indirect project impacts on biological resources, including
resources in areas adjacent to the project footprint, such as nearby public lands (e.g.
National Forests, State Parks, etc.), open space, adjacent natural habitats, riparian
ecosystems, wildlife corridors, and any designated and/or proposed reserve or
mitigation lands (e.g., preserved lands associated with a Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other conserved lands).
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3.

An evaluation of impacts to adjacent open space lands from both the construction of
the project and long-term operational and maintenance needs.

A cumulative effects analysis developed as described under CEQA Guidelines
section 15130. Please include all potential direct and indirect project related impacts
to riparian areas, wetlands, vernal pools, alluvial fan habitats, wildlife corridors or
wildlife movement areas, aquatic habitats, sensitive species and other sensitive
habitats, open lands, open space, and adjacent natural habitats in the cumulative
effects analysis. General and specific plans, as well as past, present, and anticipated
future projects, should be analyzed relative to their impacts on similar plant
communities and wildlife habitats.

Mitigation Measures for Project Impacts to Biological Resources

The DEIR should include appropriate and adequate avoidance, minimization, and/or
mitigation measures for all direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that are expected to
occur as a result of the construction and long-term operation and maintenance of the
project. When proposing measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts, the
Department recommends consideration of the following:

1.

Sensitive Plant Communities: The Department considers sensitive plant
communities to be imperiled habitats having both local and regional significance.
Plant communities, alliances, and associations with a statewide ranking of S-1, S-2,
S-3, and S-4 should be considered sensitive and declining at the local and regional
level. These ranks can be obtained by querying the CNDDB and are included in The
Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer et al. 2009). The DEIR should include
measures to fully avoid and otherwise protect sensitive plant communities from
project-related direct and indirect impacts.

Species of Special Concern (SSC) status applies to animals generally not listed
under the federal Endangered Species Act or the California Endangered Species
Act, but which nonetheless are declining at a rate that could result in listing, or
historically occurred in low numbers and known threats to their persistence currently
exist. SSC should be considered during the environmental review process.

Mitigation: The Department considers adverse project-related impacts to sensitive
species and habitats to be significant to both local and regional ecosystems, and the
DEIR should include mitigation measures for adverse project-related impacts to
these resources. Mitigation measures should emphasize avoidance and reduction of
project impacts. For unavoidable impacts, onsite habitat restoration and/or
enhancement should be evaluated and discussed in detail. If onsite mitigation is not
feasible or would not be biologically viable and therefore not adequately mitigate the
loss of biological functions and values, offsite mitigation through habitat creation
and/or acquisition and preservation in perpetuity should be addressed.
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The DEIR should include measures to perpetually protect the targeted habitat values
within mitigation areas from direct and indirect adverse impacts in order to meet
mitigation objectives to offset project-induced qualitative and quantitative losses of
biological values. Specific issues that should be addressed include restrictions on
access, proposed land dedications, long-term monitoring and management
programs, control of illegal dumping, water pollution, increased human intrusion, etc.

4. Habitat Revegetation/Restoration Plans: Plans for restoration and revegetation
should be prepared by persons with expertise in southern California ecosystems and
native plant restoration techniques. Plans should identify the assumptions used to
develop the proposed restoration strategy. Each plan should include, at a minimum:;
(a) the location of restoration sites and assessment of appropriate reference sites;
(b) the plant species to be used, sources of local propagules, container sizes, and
seeding rates; (c) a schematic depicting the mitigation area; (d) a local seed and
cuttings and planting schedule; (e) a description of the irrigation methodology; (f)
measures to control exotic vegetation on site; (g) specific success criteria; (h) a
detailed monitoring program; (i) contingency measures should the success criteria
not be met; and (j) identification of the party responsible for meeting the success
criteria and providing for conservation of the mitigation site in perpetuity. Monitoring
of restoration areas should extend across a sufficient time frame to ensure that the
new habitat is established, self-sustaining, and capable of surviving drought.

"The Department recommends that local onsite propagules from the project area and
nearby vicinity be collected and used for restoration purposes. Onsite seed
collection should be initiated in the near future in order to accumulate sufficient
propagule material for subsequent use in future years. Onsite vegetation mapping at
the alliance and/or association level should be used to develop appropriate
restoration goals and local plant palettes. Reference areas should be identified to
help guide restoration efforts. Specific restoration plans should be developed for
various project components as appropriate.

Restoration objectives should include protecting special habitat elements or re-
creating them in areas affected by the project; examples could include retention of
woody material, logs, snags, rocks, and brush piles.

5. Nesting Birds and Migratory Bird Treaty Act: Please note that it is the project
proponent’s responsibility to comply with all applicable laws related to nesting birds
and birds of prey. Migratory nhon-game native bird species are protected by
international treaty under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.). In addition, sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of
the Fish and Game Code (FGC) also afford protective measures as follows: section
3503 states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or
eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by FGC or any regulation made
pursuant thereto; section 3503.5 states that is it unlawful to take, possess, or destroy
any birds in the orders Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds-of-prey) or to take,
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possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as otherwise provided
by FGC or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto; and section 3513 states that it is
unlawful to take or possess any migratory nongame bird as designated in the MBTA
or any part of such migratory nongame bird except as provided by rules and
regulations adopted by the Secretary of the Interior under provisions of the MBTA.

The Department recommends that the DEIR include the results of avian surveys, as
well as specific avoidance and minimization measures to ensure that impacts to
nesting birds do not occur. Project-specific avoidance and minimization measures
may include, but not be limited to: project phasing and timing, monitoring of project-
related noise (where applicable), sound walls, and buffers, where appropriate. The
DEIR should also include specific avoidance and minimization measures that will be
implemented should a nest be located within the project site. If pre-construction
surveys are proposed in the DEIR, the Department recommends that they be
required no more than three (3) days prior to vegetation clearing or ground
disturbance activities, as instances of nesting could be missed if surveys are
conducted sooner. '

Further Coordination

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NOP of a DEIR for
the Tioga Inn Project (SCH No. 1992012113) and recommends that Mono County
address the Department’'s comments and concerns in the forthcoming DEIR.

If you should have any questions pertaining to the comments provided in this letter,
or wish to schedule a meeting and/or site visit, please contact Rose Banks at (760)
873-4412 or at Rose.Banks@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Leslie MacNair
Regional Manager

Literature Cited

Sawyer, J. O., T. Keeler-Wolf, and J. M. Evens. 2009. A manual of California
Vegetation, 2" ed. California Native Plant Society Press, Sacramento, Califomia.
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From: paul/revolver usa [mailto:paul@revolverusa.com]
Sent: Friday, November 18, 2016 11:46 AM

To: Gerry LeFrancois <glefrancois@mono.ca.gov>
Subject: comment on Tioga Inn project

Hello,

After poring over the details in the Notice of Preparation and accompanying maps for the Tioga Inn
Project, | would like to express my concern -- on several levels. These structures are far out of
proportion with the "carrying capacity" of the area, as well as out of place in the general landscape,
especially in the context of Mono Basin's fragile ecosystems.

First, let's look at this project from an aesthetic angle. Currently, the moraines at the bottom of Lee
Vining canyon do a good job of concealing the bulk of the Mobil station from 395. From the maps you
provide, it seems nearly certain a 3-story structure would be visible from 395 and 120, presenting a
startling change to the familiar natural landscape.

Secondly, we need to address the project from a commercial standpoint. Due to decreased
visitation/demand over the winter months, existing retail and hospitality outlets in Lee Vining either
shut down or are greatly scaled back during the months when highway 120 is closed. How would a 120-
room hotel and 100-seat restaurant sustain itself during the off-season?

During (yet not limited to) the season when 120 *is* open, | see this development severely affecting
existing restaurant and motel businesses. These are run by local citizens who've spent years building
their reputations and clientele. Competing against a hospitality complex of this scale would be difficult,
if not impossible. The impact would be extreme, and detrimental to the community.

If those businesses shut down, it would give visitors (and locals) less of a choice of where to stay and
where to eat. This "Walmart effect" does nothing to enhance the character or the livability of the area. It
enhances only the bank account of the developer - at the expense of the local citizenry as well as that of
visitors from around the country and around the world. The latter are the economic lifeblood of the
community and, to a great degree, Mono County - people who appreciate the Basin's unique beauty and
charm, and return year after year to spend their time and money there.

Currently, lodging in the area is spread out among Mammoth, June Lake, Lee Vining and Bridgeport. The
Tioga Inn Project would concentrate large numbers of people within a very small space.

The population of Lee Vining was listed as 220 in the 2010 census, and has been trending downward
since the 1990 census. Considering 75% occupancy in the proposed hotel during the height of the tourist
season, with an average of two or three visitors per room, you'd be looking at between 180 and 270
visitors at any one time. Add to that 70 to 80 employees and we've suddenly more than doubled the
population of Lee Vining for the duration of the tourist season. This is where my comment about
carrying capacity comes into play. How can such a large influx of transient population not impact the
Mono Basin and immediate area around Lee Vining?

Which brings me to the most important factor. Pending an EIR, my concerns go beyond the aesthetic
and commercial/competitive effects. The threat of any negative environmental impact on vital
watershed in such close proximity to Mono Lake is alarming. A "designated leach field" is proposed



across 395, a short distance from Lee Vining Creek -- in an area where the ground consists mostly of
porous volcanic tuff, located slightly over a mile above a spring-fed terminal lake. Will the EIR include
geologic and hydrologic surveys with this in mind? What will the contingency plans be if the water
treatment system fails, or if an outflow pipe ruptures, or if a moderate-to-major earthquake hits this
seismically active area?

So much progress has been made in restoring this sensitive region, and so much remains to be done. Yet
the developer is asking us to consider these not-insignificant risks to be acceptable - in the name of
economic gain.

Even the original two-story plans for this site would have an adverse impact on each of the factors I've
discussed. Perhaps in 1993 this establishment might have seemed like something worth pondering. In
the current business and environmental climate, however, a development of the scale and configuration
described -- then or now - isn't something | can support.

This project is far better suited to Mammoth, where development of this sort has become the norm. The
Tioga Inn Project is a potentially destructive development that does not fit in with Mono Basin's culture,
commercial community, landscape, or ecosystems.

Sincerely,

Paul Ashby
Orinda, CA
415 516-5929



November 18, 2016
To: Gerry LeFrancois
Mono County Community Development
PO Box 347
Mammoth Lakes, Ca 93546
Comments on the NOP, SEIR and Specific Plan for Tioga Inn Project

The Revised Proposal for the Tioga Inn represents an opportunity to be a model project that
compliments and adds diversity to the commercial makeup of the Mono Basin and local economy.
However, in its current mix of goals, objectives and components, this is not the case.

The original Tioga Inn Specific Plan, analyzed in the 1993 EIR, called for the creation of a large scale
development, big enough to accomplish the goals and objectives of providing all the services and
amenities of an all-inclusive resort for the Mono Basin plus housing for resort employees. The EIR
identified at least two “significant irreversible environmental changes which would be involved in the
proposed action should it be implemented”: “a partial reduction in the area’s visual quality” and
“growth inducing impacts.”

There were alternatives considered in the 1993 EIR which reduced the number of project components to
address these significant impacts, but these alternatives were rejected because they did not meet the
“overall project objective”, were deemed “economically infeasible”, and/or would create additional
“significant impacts.”

Twenty-three years later, with a revised plan being proposed, it is important to revisit these conclusions.
A partial development of the site has been in place and operation for twenty years. The gas mart, deli
and convenience store have demonstrated that a much smaller project with a select few of the
components has been, contrary to the alternatives discussion in the EIR, economically feasible as
operated seasonally. Visual impacts, although notable, are arguably less than anticipated for the whole
project, because of the set-back location of the more limited development.

The original analysis never asked or answered a fundamental question: is a larger, all-inclusive resort of
such a scale an appropriate development for the Mono Basin and its community? It did not consider the
appropriateness of a project so large as to double the size of the developed footprint of the Lee Vining
area, yet wholly separate from Lee Vining, essentially a leap-frog development.

The Economic Analysis Technical Report for the EIR downplayed the realities of a seasonal tourism-
based economy. In fact, it gave a rosy but unrealistic forecast, based on unsupported projections, of the
size of the clientele base that would patronize a new hotel and restaurant development for the winter
half of the year. In summer, it is true that there are periods when existing motel accommodations do
not meet visitor demand. In the winter, however, the business provided by seasonal tourism supports
only two out of six local motels that are able to stay open more than 5 or 6 months of the year. Even
before Tioga Pass closes, local motels and restaurants often close for the winter. The proponents own
deli/convenience store business closes from the end of October to mid-April, certainly an
acknowledgement that even in 2016, staying open in the winter does not pencil out.



A new Economic Analysis should be done that examines: what would be the economic impact of the
revised project on other local businesses? The 1993 Economic Analysis projected 25% shift of the share
of business from Lee Vining and June Lake to the new resort. The stated project goal of “reducing trips
to town” by providing everything needed by resort patrons could result in a “Wal-Mart Effect”, further
reducing tourist patronage of other Lee Vining businesses. The goal of being a one-stop all-inclusive
resort may have negative repercussions on an already fragile, seasonal tourism-based economy.

On the other hand, if the projections for economic feasibility for a new big resort do not pan out, the
project may follow the general pattern of seasonal closures. The projected property tax and transient
occupancy tax increase for Mono County may be unrealistic. The Mono Basin community, furthermore,
has little use for a development which could stand empty half the year, occupying what was open space
in a critical location relative to the stunning viewshed of the gateway to Yosemite National Park.

| believe that the supplemental EIR must address this issue of the increased scope and scale of the
revised project and provide alternatives of reduced size, scale and intent. The analysis should show how
increased size, siting and height of structures, scope and unrealistic objectives of the newly revised
project will magnify and worsen numerous impacts.

The SEIR should disclose the fact that the project proponent plans to sell or lease the project site with an
approved Specific Plan to an outside developer, most likely a major corporate franchise or franchises
with pre-conceived requirements for size, project components and design practices. It cannot be
assumed that these types of corporations will be sensitive to community goals and objectives. Any
revised plan, therefore, should require a Design Review Permit, and must spell out in detail the required
standards and restrictions for siting, scope and design that will protect the area’s unique and sensitive
scenic and natural resources, as well as require energy efficiency in the form of passive solar design and
active solar installations, water conservation and other green building practices. Standards concerning
new signage, and location and dimensions of new roads need to be thoroughly considered and
prescribed. Mitigation for greenhouse gas emissions from the expansion of the development should
include funding to build a trail for pedestrians from town to the development to encourage pedestrian
VS car use.

The SEIR must show how the revised project will be compatible with the highly detailed Mono Basin
Community Plan Goals and Objectives. It is highly unlikely that issues such as avoidance of leap-frog
development, visual impacts and the preservation of dark night skies, habitat loss and conflicts with
migratory wildlife can be mitigated to insignificance.

The SEIR needs to examine the likely increased demands on existing services and infrastructure such as
fire protection, paramedic emergency services and law enforcement. The volunteer Lee Vining Fire
Department currently does not have the equipment or person-power to protect a development of the
proposed height and size of the proposed project. What are potential impacts on the size of the Lee
Vining Airport? Will there be increased pressure to expand that facility, adding to the cumulative
impacts on the scenic vista, vegetation and deer herd that have yet to be mitigated?



A three story structure plus two more separate areas of development for a second restaurant and
housing, including parking, simply cannot be sufficiently visually screened. The proposed restaurant on
the hill projects above the horizon as viewed from many locations. Approval of a three story high
structure sets an inappropriate precedent for the sage-brush steppe setting of the Mono Basin. The
result will be a jarring visual mar on the landscape, visible from many locations in a National Scenic Area,
a State Reserve and National Scenic Highway. The increased nightly light pollution will create a new
large glow visible from a near and far.

Wildlife habitat loss and barriers to deer and other wildlife migration are also significant and cumulative
impacts. The previous mitigation of leaving open space for the deer herd would be consumed by
development. Inthe very least a mitigation for deer habitat lost from the development should include
funding for bitterbrush plantings in the Azalea Fire area, right behind the development, which has had
poor recovery since the fire, to provide a green belt corridor for deer holding and migration.

The impacts of an increased concentration of visitor use in the Lee Vining Creek stream drainage needs
to be examined, as this finite habitat is of critical importance to a higher diversity of wildlife on the edge
of the Great Basin, that require access to the water, thermal and hiding cover and linkage to the High
Sierra that this riparian corridor provides.

The SEIR should determine the source of recharge for the groundwater aquifers in the area of the
development’s wells. What is the long-term potential of draining these aquifers, impacting area
vegetation or reducing spring recharge into Lee Vining Creek and along the Mono Lake shoreline- in a
time of continuous drought and climate change? Permitted drawdown of these aquifers would set a
dangerous precedent for Mono County.

The proponent has stated that water recycling and landscaping goals will significantly reduce water
consumption. The waste water management plan needs to be spelled out. In particular, non-native
vegetation needs to be minimized. Recycled water could be used to support plantings of native trees
and shrubs that would help screen structures, but the amount of water that requires treatment needs to
be disclosed.

Mono County needs to minimize parking requirements to reduce disturbance to native vegetation. This
includes reducing parking required for restaurant guests who are already parked for the motel. The use
of porous surfaces for parking areas to absorb rainfall and snowmelt should be encouraged to minimize
runoff and erosion.

The plan should require pesticide and herbicide-free landscape maintenance. Currently, herbicides are
being unnecessarily applied to the grounds of the Whoa Nellie Deli and housing areas, without posting,
where residents and patrons, including children, roll in the grass and dance barefoot. Mono County, in
response to community concerns, maintains the County Park in Lee Vining very successfully without
herbicides and pesticides. Tourists to this area who come to enjoy nature would be pleased to know that
a development’s grounds are pesticide-free and safe for children, pets and wildlife.



A “workforce housing” development is being proposed that could alleviate some of the housing needs
for the Mono Basin. The need in the Mono Basin, however, is for housing that is affordable, not just
market-rate housing. It needs to be truly available to the demographic that will fill the service positions
the resort would create. That means it should not only accommodate single workers, but also families,
who often provide multiple employees for local businesses, but can’t find housing of sufficient capacity
for growing families.

The footprint and visual issues for as many as 80 units of housing, plus parking, however, is too big a
development for all impacts to be adequately mitigated. In addition, it is highly unlikely that a three
story hotel structure (unless the first floor is underground), and a whole separate restaurant structure
on the hill can be adequately screened to avoid significant impacts to the scenic vistas, especially against
the backdrop of the Tioga Pass.

| believe that if the proponent significantly scaled down the proposal and sought a developer who
shared a vision more compatible with the wide-range of community goals and needs, a developer who
also understands the responsibility and the opportunity to protect an irreplaceable viewshed and
sensitive natural environment, then this project could be something the community and county could
support.

Thank you for the consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,
llene Mandelbaum

PO Box 89
Lee Vining, Ca 93541



To: Gerry LaFrancois, Mono Co Community Development Department
707-924-1810
glefrancois@mono.ca.gov

From: Ann Howald, Retired Botanist, #40 Finster Valley Rd, Hilton Creek, CA and
210 Chestnut Avenue, Sonoma, CA 95476
707-721-6120
annhowald@vom.com

Re: Comments on the Proposed Tioga Inn Development Project, Lee Vining, CA

Date: 19 November 2016

I'm a retired botanist who has spent summers in the Mammoth Lakes and Lee Vining areas since
1975. For 41 years I've been a paid researcher and a volunteer for the University of California’s
Valentine Reserve at Valentine Camp in Old Mammoth, and at the Sierra Nevada Aquatic
Research Lab on Convict Creek. For more than 25 years I've taught field seminars and been a
volunteer for the Mono Lake Committee. 've worked for the Inyo National Forest on Mammoth
Mountain, on botanical surveys. I'm a member of the Bristlecone Chapter (Mono and Inyo
counties) of the California Native Plant Society. 'm a member of 350Mono, our local group
advocating positive responses to climate change, and of the Mono Basin Historical Society. I've
taught UC Extension courses and field courses for Santa Rosa Junior College in the Eastern
Sierra. I'm currently completing a publication documenting the plant life of Mono County. I
attended the public scoping meeting on this project held at the Lee Vining Community Center on
October 27, 2016. The following comments represent my own views. Thank you for considering
them.

General Comments:

The Tioga Inn project site is located at the eastern gateway to Yosemite National Park, in Lee
Vining, a place that is visited each summer by thousands of visitors from around the world. This
project can be a showcase for the Eastern Sierra and a fitting entranceway to Yosemite National
Park, and can demonstrate to all our visitors that we in the United States, in California, and in the
Eastern Sierra, care about the environment and are addressing the challenges of climate change
by using good planning, state-of-the-art design, and wise use of water, energy and space. These
actions are especially important now. Such a large project has the potential to affect the lives of
everyone in Lee Vining, and many in other nearby communities. There are environmentally
friendly technologies that can be implemented in all aspects of the design and operation of this
project, and many ways in which potential impacts to the community of Lee Vining can be
mitigated. I sincerely hope that the Community Development staff will require when possible,
and otherwise promote the use of “green” technologies during the review of this project under
CEQA in the Subsequent EIR, and during the permitting process.

Definition of “Significant Impact” under CEQA:

I request that the preparer of the SEIR state clearly in the document what qualifies as a
“significant impact” under CEQA for each of the potential impact categories below, and also state
clearly how any impacts found to be significant during the project review will be mitigated to a
level of insignificance, as required by CEQA.



Water Use:

This project has the potential to use large quantities of water, especially in summer when visitor
numbers are highest. The Eastern Sierra is a high desert environment, and recent drought years
have demonstrated the wide-ranging effects of increasingly dry conditions, which can be
expected to persist and possibly grow more extreme with climate change. Drier conditions mean
there is less water for wildlife, plants and people, leading to increased wildfire hazard, economic
impacts from reduced tourism, and increased survival threats to plants and animals, and the
ecosystems upon which they depend. The SEIR needs to thoroughly address impacts from
increased water use. The Tioga Inn project should use every possible water-saving and water-
recycling technology to reduce water consumption. Gray water recycling should be included in
the project design. Low flush toilets, low flow showerheads, on demand water heaters in the
housing units, and other water-efficient technologies should be required project design
elements. Signage should be used in the hotel to encourage visitors to minimize water use, as is
regularly done in Australia and other drought-affected areas of the world. Landscaping, if any,
should utilize native plants that don’t require summer watering.

Impacts on Lee Vining Creek and Mono Lake:

At the scoping meeting, the project proponent stated that he already has one groundwater well
and he’s planning to drill another one. Groundwater and surface water are part of the same
system. Pumping large amounts of groundwater from within the lower Lee Vining Creek
watershed has the potential to reduce surface flows in the creek, and therefore to reduce
freshwater inflows to Mono Lake, which could increase the likelihood of failures in that
ecological system. In addition, groundwater is the ultimate source for the freshwater springs
along the shore of Mono Lake, and within the lake itself - springs that are important sources of
fresh water to resident and migrating birds, and that contribute to the underwater formation of
the lake’s signature tufa towers. Although groundwater extraction is not regulated in California
under most circumstances, the potential impacts of the project, through increased groundwater
pumping, to the aquatic and riparian resources of Lee Vining Creek and Mono Lake, should be
addressed during the CEQA review process, and mitigated if found to be significant.

Energy Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions:

Energy-efficient technologies should be incorporated into all aspects of this project. As Janet
Carle and others from 350Mono have previously commented, the goal should be for this project
to be, at a minimum, a net zero energy user. Use of solar panels and other LEED technologies
could result in net electricity production, which is a financial benefit to the operator. Solar panel
installation should be required for the hotel, above any outdoor parking areas, on the separate
restaurant, and on the housing units. Energy-efficient appliances should be used throughout - in
the hotel and restaurant kitchens, the hotel laundry, and the housing units. All buildings should
be insulated to the highest standards. As mitigation, the SEIR could require financial support of a
walking and bicycle trail connecting the Tioga Inn/Mobil Mart complex, which would reduce
greenhouse gases from vehicles, as well as reduce traffic, and could ease parking problems in
Lee Vining due to increased numbers of visitors. It is our responsibility to take all feasible
actions to reduce the production of greenhouse gases and attempt to slow down the warming of
the planet.

Housing:

The proposed number of individual housing units (“bedrooms”), at 80, has the potential to
occupy a large amount of space. The proposed separate cabins are not space-saving, inherently
not energy-efficient, and would require large amounts of energy to keep heated in the winter.



The SEIR should address this by requiring that these units be grouped together to create more
environmentally friendly living spaces.

Traffic:

For the SEIR, a traffic study should be performed to determine traffic impacts of the project at
the intersection of Highway 120 and Highway 395, and in downtown Lee Vining. The increase in
scope of this project from what was proposed in 1993, and the increases in baseline traffic, over
what existed in 1993, is adequate justification for redoing any traffic study completed at that
time. Promoting ridesharing, carpooling, and increasing bus services, and constructing a path
connecting the Tioga Inn and downtown Lee Vining are ways of mitigating traffic impacts, as
well as reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Parking:

Currently, parking conditions in Lee Vining are difficult in summer. Many residents, businesses,
and the churches and schools, experience major parking inconveniences due to tourist visitors.
Given the baseline of current conditions, any loss of parking for residents in Lee Vining due to
this project should be deemed a significant impact. The project design should include adequate
on-site parking for all resident and commuting workers, all customers of the Mobil Mart, and all
visitors to the hotel and restaurants. In addition, visitors should be encouraged to leave their
vehicles at the Tioga Inn by providing bus service into town, and constructing a pedestrian and
bicycle path connecting the Inn with downtown Lee Vining.

Visual impacts:

Maintaining a dark sky in the Mono Basin is highly desirable because this area offers excellent
stargazing opportunities, which are enjoyed by the local community and its tourist visitors
through sponsored evening events. The lights of Lee Vining already are a visual impact on the
night sky. Simulations of the changes in the visual landscape that could result from the Tioga Inn
project should be created for both daytime and nighttime conditions, from several vantage
points in the Mono Basin, including locations near to, and at some distance from, the project site.
Possible locations for the latter are: the northwest shoreline area of Mono Lake, for example,
near County Park and Black Point, and the southwest shoreline area of the lake, for example, at
South Tufa. These are areas heavily visited by local residents and tourists alike, and the visual
impacts of the project from these vantage points should be minimized. Night sky impacts cannot
be mitigated by planting trees. Light pollution can be greatly reduced by requiring outdoor
lighting designed with this goal in mind, and by reducing night lights from hotel windows by
using the appropriate window technology.

Biological impacts:

The SEIR should address biological impacts from the proposed project. Deer migration impacts
were mentioned during the scoping hearing, and should be evaluated. The need to consider
potential impacts to Lee Vining Creek and Mono Lake from increased water use are discussed
above. New biological surveys for protected plants and wildlife are needed, since the status of
many species has changed since 1993. Qualified surveyors should be used, and should follow
proper protocols. For plant surveys, The Rare Plant Survey Guidelines of the California Native
Plant Society should be followed to assure that the survey accurately identifies potential
impacts, as required by CEQA.

Fire Safety:
The Lee Vining area has experienced two major fires in the last two years that have threatened
the town and the surrounding area. Fire safety is a major issue that must be adequately



addressed in the SEIR. During the public scoping hearing, the Lee Vining fire chief explained that
the current fire fighting resources in Lee Vining are inadequate to fight a fire in a three-story
building like that of the current hotel design. There is no ladder truck, and there is no place to
store such a vehicle. A major upgrade of the area’s fire fighting resources are needed if the town
and nearby properties are to be protected from fire. Without adequate fire protection, residents
will not be able to purchase fire insurance, which will affect property values throughout the
area.

Community Impacts:

Increases in local population size that will result from this project will affect schools, churches,
businesses, availability of public services, and many other aspects of small town life in Lee
Vining. Some of these impacts will be positive, but the SEIR needs to recognize and address the
potential problems that can arise from dramatic and rapid population growth in such a small
town.



From: info@murpheysyosemite.com [mailto:info@murpheysyosemite.com]

Sent: Saturday, November 19, 2016 3:48 PM

To: Gerry LeFrancois <glefrancois@mono.ca.gov>

Subject: Comments on Tioga Inn Specific Plan Update and Subsequent Environmental Impact Report

Please see below our comments and concerns regarding the Tioga
Inn specific plan update and subsequent environmental impact report.

Name: Rocky & Cara Audenried (Property Owners)
Joey & Cecily Audenried (Managers of Properties)

Address: PO BOX 350 & 57
Lee Vining, CA 93541

Phone#: 760-647-6316
Email: info@murpheysyosemite.com

To Whom It May Concern:

We were recently alerted of the updated plan regarding the Tioga Inn and are rather
concerned by the news. At the end of October, we were able to attend a community
meeting regarding the updates proposed for the Tioga Inn and hear other community
members opinions and questions as well. After all the information gathered from the
meeting, we would like to provide our feelings and concerns regarding this project. We
have also provided our history and current status in Lee Vining to provide more insight
on our beliefs of this proposed development.

As of today we own and run 3 business in Lee Vining; Mono Cone LLC, Mono Cup Coffee
LLC, and Murphey's Motel LLC. We have not only lived, but been business owners in Lee
Vining for over 25 years. Lee Vining, is a very special town known for its small, quaint
size, and beautiful setting in the Eastern Sierras. Having lived in this town for the time
that we have, we are familiar with locals/travelers and their reasons for coming here. We
are the gateway to Yosemite, but those that come to our town, do so for it's quaint size
and "mom and pop" motels, restaurants, and shops. Travelers come for the beauty of
our area and the enjoyment of our local "small town" charm. That's what makes Lee
Vining so unique. In the 25 years we have been in Lee Vining, there have been very few
changes to the town's structures and commercial properties. We have never seen a
proposed project of this magnitude for our area and are very concerned of what will
become of our town if it comes to fruition.

Our main concerns are as follows:

o What will happen to all the small business currently functioning in Lee Vining at
this time? If this planned proposal is executed, how will the smaller restaurants,
motels, shops, be able to compete and survive? The current proposal is for a 120
room, 3 story hotel and 2 - 200 seat restaurants. Why would anyone need to
come into Lee Vining when a facility of this size would be able to accommodate all
of their needs? They are also planning a fitness center, laundromat, car rental,
banquet room, gift shop. It's almost as if they would have their own little city in



one spot. As we all know, Lee Vining is a seasonal town and many/most properties
currently live off of the earnings in the peak summer season. A facility of this
maghnitude could easily put many small business owners out of business if they are
unable to maintain the seasonal earnings with this form of competition. The charm
and personality of this town would change forever and not for the better. Also,
during peak times we send our overflow of travelers to neighboring cities for
motels. If the Tioga Inn is approved and built, it is very likely this will effect our
neighboring cities as well.

e As a current business owner it is extremely challenging to find employees in our
town and neighboring towns. The proposal currently discusses more housing for
employees, but where will all these employees come from? Again if this plan goes
through, will many of our current employees here in Lee Vining flock to the new
property? If this is the case how will our town and businesses continue to function?
This could cause many businesses in town to shorten their hours or even close
down due to lack of employees. If current employees in town do not assist in the
new project where do they propose to find workers? Currently in Mammoth Lakes,
many businesses seek employees from other towns, states, countries etc. for their
peak seasons. Does this new facility expect to do this as well? If so, how will our
town keep up with this many new employees and their families? Our schools, fire
department, and more would be greatly affected by this raise in population growth.
Is our town ready to accommodate this flux in population?

e Lee Vining is a quaint town that allows travelers and locals to enjoy the scenic
views of our grand area. Travelers visit to enjoy the scenic beauty of the area.
They do not come to our town to enjoy the hustle and bustle of a big city and all
the luxuries it entails. The proposed size of this facility will definitely create a new
impact on the visual aspect of our area. With all the detailed items proposed on
the property; motel rooms, restaurants, new parking structures, and more, this
will definitely change the scenic beauty of the entrance to Yosemite National
Park. Also with the increased amount of facilities planned at the location, how will
sound and lighting change in the area? Do our travelers really want to view a
huge motel, gas station, parking lot, restaurants as the entrance to the grand
Yosemite National Park? Currently our motel guests comment on how much they
enjoy our entrance because of the scenic beauty and smaller towns that do not
take away from this aspect.

e Our other concern is the entrance of a "chain" property in our area. If a chain
property is built, will that open the door to other chain business in our town? Do
we really want to see fast food chains, starbucks, etc in our area? Or do we want
to continue with our family run small business?

Overall, we truly hope all community members comments will be considered at great
length before any further approvals. Please look at the overall changes this project will
have on all our business and townspeople of Lee Vining and also the visual aspect of our
beautiful area. This is a very serious proposition to those who currently own and run
properties in Lee Vining and we hope all comments will be reviewed accordingly.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Rocky, Cara, Joey, and Cecily Audenried



November 20, 2016

Mono County Community Development Dept.
Attn. Gerry LeFrancios

P.O. Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Sent viaemail: glefrancoi s@mono.ca.gov

Dear Gerry,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide scoping comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the
Tioga Inn Specific Plan and Subsequent EIR (SEIR). While | am generally supportive of the project, |
am concerned about the following issues and hope you will analyze them in the forthcoming CEQA
analysis (i.e., SEIR and related or additional documents). | hope that these issues will be addressed in
the County’ s preferred aternative.

1. Minimize and mitigate impactsto Lee Vining Canyon

The federa landsin Lee Vining Canyon are largely undevel oped (except for the Forest Service
facilities) and contain important wildlife habitat for mule deer, mountain lion, black bear and many
other animal species. Development of transient and year-round housing will likely lead to increased
human use of public landsin Lee Vining Canyon. Dog harassment of wildlifeis abig concern.
Proliferation of new off-road or mountain bikes trails, and associated impacts on wildlife habitat, is aso
aconcern.

The SEIR should include measures to mitigate the impacts of parcel development and increased human
activities associated with the devel opment on Lee Vining Canyon’swildlife. The County and
proponent should work with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Forest Service to
develop and implement effective mitigation measures both on the parcel and surrounding the project
area (e.g., in Lee Vining Canyon west of the project site).

A wildlife study that is supplemental to previous wildlife studies should be conducted, with a specia
emphasis on mule deer. The study should look at the changes in mule deer use of the area at the base
of Lee Vining and Horse Meadow/Gibbs Canyon (which includes the land where the parcel sits) in the
past 20 years. I’'velived in Lee Vining for 32 years, and when | first moved here, it was customary that
the deer would move east to spend their winters once the first big snowsfell. In recent years of little to
no snow, however, mule deer appear to have taken up winter residency near our towns, in the
sagebrush-bitterbrush flats that surround Lee Vining (a group lived right below Lee Vining last winter
and another group lived next to Mono City). | think the Lee Vining/Horse/Gibbs area may have always
been a major migration area for mule deer (mule deer use in spring/summer/fall in Lee Vining Canyon
and surrounding mountains is extensive, based on personal observations of both animals and tracks),
but it appears this area may have evolved into year-round habitat for mule deer, at least in drought
years. Thistrend might be expected to continue with climate change. As evidence of both mule deer
migration and residency habitat, there have been many vehicle-deer collisions along the section of
highway 395 that borders the parcel (I wasinvolved in adeer collision accident in this areain Dec.
2014); additional traffic generated by the development will likely only increase the risk of collisions
and deer mortality.



Because the project area contains Great Basin sagebrush habitat it may also be considered potential
habitat for the bi-state sage grouse.

2. Mitigate impacts of increased on traffic on Tioga Pass Road up to Y osemite

The addition of 80 year-round housing units and 120 transient/hotel units has the potential to
dramatically increase traffic on Tioga Road going into Y osemite, and at the Park entrance gate. Lines
to get into Y osemite this past summer were at times down to Tioga Pass Resort, and the additional
traffic induced by this development will only add to congestion aong the Park entrance road and in the
Tuolumne-Tiogaregion of the Park. The plan should consider ways to mitigate traffic impacts into

Y osemite. One way would be to increase the number and frequency of Y ARTS shuittles into the Park
during peak seasons by requiring the proponent to help fund additional shuttles as mitigation for traffic
impacts. At least one additional YARTS Lee Vining-Y osemite Valley shuttle should be considered
(early AM and late PM return times), as well as multiple Lee Vining-Tioga Pass shuttle buses (with
staggered AM and PM departure/pick up times); the latter shuttle would conceivably need to be put in
place by YARTS or by the developer and should be free of charge to those staying or living at the
Tioga Inn. (Note: People can catch afree Tuolumne area shuttle bus at Tioga Pass. This shuttleisrun
by the Park Service and operates frequently during peak seasons.
https.//www.nps.gov/yose/planyourvisit/tmbus.htm)

The plan should a so consider the impact of buildout of the Tioga Inn parcel on existing YARTS
parking. Many people park in the dirt just outside the current devel opment footprint to catcha YARTS
shuttle or carpool to the Park with friends. Will the existing parking be displaced and is there an
alternative where day users can park? The proponent should work with Caltrans to determine where

Y ARTS shuttle parking can be located in the project vicinity.

3. Preservevisua character of the Gateway to Y osemite and Mono Lake

Sitting at the Gateway to Y osemite and Mono Lake, it’s critical that the Tioga Inn facilities be
thoughtfully devel oped to preserve the visual quality of and scenic views from the highway 120-395
junction. | do not think athree story development is warranted in this location due to the visual impacts
that will result, and request that the hotel be limited to two stories. (To my knowledge thereis only one
three-story building in Mono County, and that is located within the urban footprint of Mammoth
Lakes.) Mono County should appoint a Design Review Committee to provide input on project design
and associated |andscaping and hold a community meeting to display various potential design
alternatives and gather public input on the project design. This step should occur before a design theme
and landscaping plan are selected and prior to development of the preferred alternative.

Another useful too in the supplementa analysis would be for the County to hire an expert to prepare
“visual simulations.” Thistool has been used for many other proposed developments, especialy in
visualy sensitive locations such as the Mono Basin.

4. Develop connectivity between Tioga Inn facilities and Lee Vining

Currently, it'sa“dangerous’ endeavor for people to walk from their lodging in Lee Vining to eat
dinner or see music up at the Mobil, especialy during summer and holiday weekends when traffic is
heaviest at the highway 120 & 395 junction. The expected significant increase in traffic from doubling
the restaurant capacity and adding 200 hotel and housing units (combined) will make it even more



dangerous for pedestrians to walk to and from town. Mono County and the proponent must consider a
way to enhance “walkability” between Tioga Inn and Lee Vining for multiple reasons. a) most
importantly, to make it safe for visitors and residents to walk to town; b) parkingin Lee Viningis
already a problem in summer so creating walkability isimportant to mitigate for anticipated additional
traffic congestion; c) to enhance the experience of visitors so they can walk to town for meals and
shopping, or to visit the Chamber and Scenic Areavisitor centers, or to enjoy awalk the Lee Vining
Creek trail; and d) so year-round residents can walk to town for groceries and to get their mail.

| suggest that the County and proponent consider a pedestrian “skyway” or walkway across highway
120 to get pedestrians over the highway and limit the risk of vehicle-pedestrian accidents (or vehicle-
vehicle collisions due to stopped traffic as pedestrians cross highway 120). Signs that warn vehicles of
pedestrian traffic, atraffic light and/or a crosswalk with flashing lights a ong highways 120 and/or 395
are other possible measures that should also be considered around the 120-395 junction. The County
should work with Caltrans and others to determine if there are additional feasible mitigation measures
to ensure safe passage of pedestrians in this area.

On arecent visit to the redwoods, we utilized a pedestrian skyway |leading from a parking area on one
side of the road to the LadyBird Johnson redwood grove on the other side of theroad. The skyway was
tastefully built and ensured effective and safe passage for pedestrians to the trail into the grove (the
road itself, while not a state highway, is heavily used by logging trucks). An artfully designed
pedestrian walkway across highway 395 that reflects a“mountain” theme should be required as a
project mitigation (and provided it is alowable by Caltrans). If thisis determined by Caltrans not to be
feasible then other more traditional (and arguably less effective) measures as suggested above will be
needed.

Pedestrian bridge across road in Redwood National Park. See http://www.redwoodhikes.com/RNP/LBJ.html




5. Leverage development of Tioga Inn facilities to benefit existing and new businessin Lee Vining

The Tioga Inn, when developed, has the potential to enhance the town’ s existing economy and to foster
the development of new business in town by creating greater demand for additional restaurants, shops,
local services and thelike. Ontheflip side, if Tioga Inn is completely self-contained and strivesto
provide all the services that arein town, it could significantly and adversely impact commerce in town.
The County and proponent should work with community membersin Lee Vining to determine how
development at Tioga Inn can help leverage and benefit business in town. For example, creating
walkability between the two areas as suggested above will benefit town businesses. What other
incentives can the County create to foster additional business development in Lee Vining? Thisissue
should be considered by community members, possibly via development of an Economic Development
Subcommittee.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Sally Miller
P.O. Box 22
LeeVining, CA 93541

CC: TimAlpers
Bob Gardner



Comments regarding Preparation of a Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report (SEIR) and Specific Plan for the Tioga Inn Development

To:

Mono County Community Development Department
Gerry LeFrancois

Post Office Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

(760)924.1810

glefrancois@mono.ca.gov

From:

Barry McPherson

905 NE 7th St

Newport, OR 97365
Cell phones:
(760)965-6708
(503)708-8688
bdmcpherson@coho.net

I have deep roots in the Mono Basin, and deep concerns about development in the Basin. | was born in
Bridgeport in 1947 and grew up in the home of my parents (Wallis R. and Virginia B. McPherson)
situated below Mono Inn, the resort that my Grandmother Venita R. McPherson operated from the
early 1920s until her death in 1961. After graduating from Lee Vining High School in 1965, obtaining
a BS in Zoology at UCSB in 1969, and working at the Sierra Nevada Aquatic Research Laboratory on
Convict Creek when it was a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service facility, | moved to Oregon in 1970. |
earned an MS in Fisheries at Oregon State University in 1973 and spent a career as a salmon and
steelhead biologist in the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.

With my wife Denise McPherson, | inherited historical McPherson property on Mono Lake below,
above, and to south of Mono Inn in 1997 after both of my parents had died. My parents had sold
Mono Inn and some of the land around it in the 1960s. We have managed the four rental houses on this
historical property since 1977, including the house in which I grew up, two other houses from the
1930s, and one dating back to the 1990s. We have spent time every year staying in motels in Lee
Vining or trailer camping nearby and doing business with Mono County stores, restaurants, gas
stations, contractors, and various Mono County government offices.

So it with these deep roots and current interest in the Mono Basin that | base my comments on the
proposed Tioga Inn development and what should be addressed in the Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report (SEIR). | hope my comments convey the overall theme that any development in the
Mono Basin needs to be done in ways that sustain the unique natural beauty and ecological function of
the Basin, and be done in ways that serve the community of people living in the Basin for past decades
and far into the future. The Tioga Inn development could be a positive addition to Lee Vining and the
Mono Basin if done carefully with this theme as the driving force.

Fire Issue

One of the biggest concerns | have for the Mono Basin is increased risk of fire. Two major wildfires in
1
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the last 2 years have threatened Lee Vining from the south and then from the north. The Marina Fire in
2016 presented a major risk to my property and my tenants as well. An increased number of people and
vehicles spending time close to Lee Vining overnight or for multiple days and nights needs to be
evaluated for increased risk of wildfires. Preventative measures need to be evaluated and
recommended in the SEIR. Ways that the proposed development can help the Lee Vining Volunteer
Fire Department prevent and fight fires need to be addressed, such as building more and better capacity
of firefighting equipment and buildings. Clearly, a 3-story lodging development would be beyond the
capacity of the present volunteer fire department to handle should a fire break out in the new
development. An adequate hook-and-ladder fire truck would need to be acquired as well as a building
to store it in, and the proposed development should bear a major part of the cost of such upgrades.

In-town Parking Issue

The SEIR needs to address the substantial increase in places to park in Lee Vining due to those staying
at the Tioga Inn driving into Lee Vining for shopping, eating, and services like US Postal services.
Increased exhaust fumes from the additional vehicular traffic needs to be evaluated for impacts on
neighborhoods and schools in Lee Vining.

Night Sky Light Pollution Issue

A key issue that needs to be addressed in the SEIR is impact of outdoor lighting on the ability of
residents and visitors to enjoy the amazingly beautiful stars and planets over the Mono Basin at night.
Skies as dark as those of the Mono Basin are becoming increasingly rare due to human development
done without adequate means of limiting stray light (light pollution) from fixtures needed only to light
surface areas. Lighting fixtures for parking lots, sidewalks, and other outdoor areas have been
manufactured for decades that greatly limit stray light. The SEIR needs to thoroughly evaluate the
potential of the Tioga Inn development to increase stray light affecting visibility of stars and planets at
night in the Mono Basin, evaluate alternative lighting systems, and make recommendations. Since the
Lee Vining community already has many problem light fixtures, | recommend the developers be asked,
or even required, to provide financial assistance to the community to reduce stray light problems as a
partial offset to the unavoidable stray light problems Tioga Inn will create with even the best and latest
technology.

Greenhouse Gas Emission Issue

Global warming and associated drought and extreme storm events (wind and precipitation) from fossil
fuel consumption and other greenhouse gas emissions are issues that need to be addressed at the local
level whenever possible. Fuel efficient building design, lighting, and appliances need to be assessed
and recommended or required in the SEIR. “No vehicle idling” requirements need to be established,
clearly posted, and enforced within the proposed development. Ways to efficiently transport people to
and from the proposed development to Lee Vining for shopping and services need to be evaluated and
recommended. The emphasis needs to be on safe and gentle walking/universal access trails and mini-
bus service provided by the proposed development.

As a major tourist facility neighboring a National Scenic Area and National Park of international
renown, | think particularly rigorous efforts should be made to address greenhouse gas emissions. The
SEIR must take this special location into account and go beyond a typical SEIR for a typical location
not neighboring such local, national, and international treasures.
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Water Conservation Issue

Water conservation has been a big issue in the Basin for at least 150 years. It is a growing issue that
was substantially ramped up with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power diversions of
inflow streams to Mono Lake over 75 years ago. And now the area has suffered years of drought and
will be facing additional dryer decades ahead with less spring and summer flow and lower lake levels
as global warming/climate change continues to intensify those conditions.

Therefore, the planned Tioga Inn needs to implement the highest levels of water conservation inside
and outside throughout the project --- and provide guests with interpretive signs, literature, and other
communications on the need for water conservation and how Tioga Inn is addressing water
conservation. High efficiency showers, toilets, restaurant facilities, low water demand native plant
landscaping, water recycling, gray water use outdoors, and other such measures need to be
implemented and well publicized in hotel rooms, restaurants, and employee housing associated with
the Tioga Inn development. Rainwater capture and use systems need to be part of roof design, as well.

Mitigation for water use at the Tioga Inn development should also be required of the developers, such
as assistance to Lee Vining residences, schools, and businesses. This would include assistance with
purchase and/or installation of more water-efficient showers, toilets, washing machines, outdoor
watering systems, and more.

Other Community Issues

Increased numbers of visitors and resident workforce members always translates into need for
increased community services for safety, security, schools, and emergency medical situations. It is
essential that a plan for the Tioga Inn development needs a lot of local input and ways for the
development to assist the community with equipment and personnel that will be needed to address
these expanded concerns. That would include things such as EMT’s, teachers, classrooms, ambulance
capacity in the Basin, security equipment and personnel, and more. Assistance in acquiring at least one
stoplight in Lee Vining should be part of the agreed-to plan.

The Tioga Inn would be an ideal place to add larger meeting rooms for community meetings. These
should also be made available for holding people during emergencies such as earthquakes, snow slides,
wildfires, and flash floods. This should also be part of the agreed-to plan.

Conclusion

If the above issues can be adequately addressed, the Tioga Inn development could be a welcome
development in the Mono Lake Basin. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Barry McPherson
November 20, 2016
(Contact information at top of page 1)



To: Mono County Community Development Department attn: Gerry LeFrancois
Comments on Tioga Inn Project in Lee Vining

From: Nora Livingston, PO Box 371, Lee Vining, CA 93541, (415) 686-1935 no.livingston@gmail.com

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Tioga Inn Project in Lee Vining.

| am a Naturalist Guide in the Mono Basin and | have lived here on and off for 8 years. | love this little
town very much and hope it will be my home for a very long time. | work for the Mono Lake Committee
(though these comments are my own views, | am not representing the Committee in any way in this
letter) and see a lot of the tourist traffic all summer. This town wouldn’t be alive without it. That being
said, | do believe a project of this scope needs a LOT of assessment as to how it will affect the town and
it’s businesses, as well as the environment, both immediately on site of the project and the indirect
impacts as well. If, and only if, all of these concerns are addressed, should this project go forward.

| am concerned about a few things about this project:

FIRE SAFETY: Local fire department officials have stated that the Lee Vining Volunteer Fire Department
doesn’t have a truck with a ladder large enough to fight a fire on a three-story building that large. If they
were to get such a truck, they would then need to build a new firehouse. With the limited funds for the
LVFD, this would be difficult without substantial monetary help. Also, adding 80 employees AND having
over 200 extra guests may cause the town resources like the Fire Department’s time to become
depleted in times of high visitation.

INCREASED TRAFFIC at HWY 120 intersection: The intersection of HWY 395 and HWY 120 is notorious for
accidents. | am worried that adding a hotel in that particular location would cause a greater number of
accidents as that intersection would become much busier.

LIGHT POLLUTION: Lee Vining is lucky to have few lights---we can see the stars every night! Visitors
come from LA where they can’t see them EVER to be able to bask in the glory of the milky way. The
added lights of the hotel would need to be addressed. Perhaps special windows and street lights can
help with this. It MUST be included in the design. See http://physics.fau.edu/observatory/lightpol-

prevent.html

ENERGY: This proposed building will be much larger than any other in Lee Vining, and it will require a lot
of energy to run. This must be addressed with fossil fuels in mind. SOLAR energy is the answer. The
building must also be designed to be as energy efficient as possible. This is the future, we know how
unsustainable fossil fuels are and how damaging they are to the environment. Anything built new needs
to be on the forefront of energy technology, or life as we know it will soon come crashing down and this
hotel would be obsolete anyway. | recommend designing a LEED certified building to address the needs
of the future.

IMPACTS TO SCHOOLS: The local schools may not be able to handle an extra 30+ kids if the employees
have families. This should be considered. IF this project goes forward, there should be some kind of
mitigation paid by the project to help fund developments in the schools to hire more teachers and
expand their campuses to accommodate more children.



WATER: This project will consume a lot more water. We are in the middle of a catastrophic drought and
there is no end in sight. Conserving water is of the utmost importance, especially in the Mono Basin
where Mono Lake has been impacted by excessive diversions for decades. Drought has further brought
down the lake level. This Basin needs all the water it can get. If this project will negatively impact water
allocation and runoff to the lake in any way, now or in the future, it should not happen on such a grand
scale. If it does get built, it needs to have state-of-the-art gray water systems and water recycling plans,
including a black water system.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING: The currently plan adds much needed housing to the community. While this is
great, they need to be truly affordable and winterized for year round living. Dennis mentioned that his
employees are paid well and therefore can afford their housing. Not all businesses in Lee Vining can
afford to pay their employees as well as the Tioga Gas Mart (and potentially the Tioga Inn) can and living
in the Eastern Sierra is expensive with food and gas prices as high as they are. The buildings should also
address all the energy and water efficiency problems | addressed earlier, while also being affordable. If
you can figure out how to do that, I'm on board.

| hope to live in the Mono Basin for a long time. | want this community to thrive and | understand that
future development may be necessary to help businesses survive, but this particular project seems to be
less community-minded and more individual-minded to serve the owner’s wants. | want development
projects in the town to come up because they address a need that is not being met and could also bring
prosperity to the owner, in that order, not the reverse. If this project will address all of these concerns
and be able to be a cutting-edge example of a business for a better future of our community and our
planet, then | will support it. If it falls short, cuts corners, and impacts the community and environment
negatively, | will fight it tooth and nail.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please, do what is right and good for our future.

Nora Livingston, Lee Vining



From: garyn@schat.com [mailto:garyn@schat.com]
Sent: Monday, November 21, 2016 9:55 AM

To: Gerry LeFrancois <glefrancois@mono.ca.gov>
Subject: Tioga Inn

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Tioga Inn project in Lee Vining.

Our first concern always when evaluating such a project is WHERE'S THE WATER? Both surface and
ground water sources have been in steady decline recently and almost all scientific studies suggest that
this trend will continue. How will the greatly increased groundwater draw to support this project affect
Mono Lake and the Lee Vining PUD supplies?

Since this project is still in the planning stage, now is the time to include requirements for passive solar,
photovoltaic systems, graywater recycling, blackwater dispersal, and super insulation.

All but one restaurant and several motels shut down for the winter because visitation drops off
dramatically when Tioga Pass closes. Is this project economically feasible?

Mr. Domaille has stated that he intends to sell the approved plans to a "chain" motel operator. | am not
sure how binding these approved plans would be to the eventual operator, or if this would represent a
"foot in the door" for greater expansion.

Please consider these concerns. Gary Nelson and Deborah Lurie



From: ryan.david.carle@gmail.com [mailto:ryan.david.carle@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Ryan Carle
Sent: Monday, November 21, 2016 12:39 PM

To: Gerry LeFrancois <glefrancois@mono.ca.gov>

Subject: comments on proposed Tioga Inn expansion

To: Mono County Community Development Department - Gerry LaFrancois
Comments on Specific Plan for Tioga Inn Project in Lee Vining , Oct. 27, 2016
From: Ryan Carle, 2621 N Rodeo Gulch Rd, Soquel, CA 95073

760-709-1179
Ryan.david.carle@gmail.com

Dear Mr. LaFrancois,

| am writing in regards to the specific plan for the proposed Tioga Inn project in Lee Vining,
California, which as currently proposed would entail building a 3-story/120 bedroom hotel, staff
housing with 80 bedrooms, new parking lots, and expansion of the current restaurant and gas
station at the current Mobil site. This siteisright at the base of the road to Y osemite and the
entrance to the Mono Basin.

| grew up in the Mono Basin and have lived there for two-thirds of my life, though | currently am
located in Santa Cruz. | care deeply about the Mono Basin and preserving its cultural, scenic, and
economic values. This area serves as the gateway to Y osemite Nationa Park and the Mono Lake
National Forest Scenic Area, and its unique beauty is experienced by thousands of international
and domestic tourists annually. I am writing to encourage you to only let the proposed Tioga
Inn development occur if they meet the highest possible standardsfor green building and
low visual impacts, and develop in away that isresponsiblein its population and cultural
impact on our community.

The community of Lee Vining needs affordable housing, but the proposed development of 80
unitswould increase the population of Lee Vining by 54%! Thisis conservatively assuming
al.5 person occupancy per unit (120 peopletotal). Lee Vining's population was 222 peoplein
2010 (U.S. Census, 2010). Adding 120 mor e people would increase the population of the
entire Mono Basin by 30%, as Mono City and Lee Vining combined totaled 394 people in 2010
(U.S. Census, 2010).

Adding this many people to the Mono Basin would have a major impact on our schools and other
community services. Drawing hundreds of people to a self-contained resort outside of town may
negatively impact businesses in town. More residents, along with a 120 room hotel, would alter
our quality of life, for example by increasing traffic. The turn from Highway 120 to 395 at the
Mobil is already dangerous and this project would increase the traffic by hundreds of cars aday.

| encourage you to cap the number of residences at 40, which would represent a more
reasonable, though still large, 22% increasein Lee Vining's population and 15% increase
for the whole Mono Basin. | reiterate that affordable housing is needed, but not 80 units. At the
least | recommend further study of how many units are actually needed and what impact
they would have on the community, i.e. how much housing currently existsin Lee Vining to
accommodate |aborers at the new hotel ?



A development of this size will also be resource intensive. This project may not be terribly large
by the standards of urbanized places, but it will dramatically increase the amount of energy and
water consumed in the Mono Basin. | urge you to minimize thisimpact by requiring the
building meet the highest standardsfor green building and low visual impact. Thereis
currently a movement underway to designate the Mono Basin a climate-friendly community (see
350.0rg Mono Basin chapter; https.//www.facebook.com/350M ONO/ ) that sets an example for
the world of how we can adapt to and prevent climate change. Making sure this devel opment
project meets the highest possible standards for sustainability will be asignificant step in
realizing the plan to make the Mono Basin aworld-wide example for climate-change resilience.

Therefore | urge you to only allow the Tioga Inn development if it requires:

1. Enough solar installation and energy saving design elementsto be a net zero energy user,
and platinum LEED certified as well as exceeding the requirements of Title 24 of the State
energy code.

2. A cutting-edge, gray water recycling and black water dispersal system

3. Native, drought-tolerant landscaping

4. Outside lighting should aso be muted and pointed downwards to preserve our night skies.
5. Two or three apartment style building for staff housing, which would be much more energy
and land-use efficient than the currently proposed 80 small cabins. These apartments should also
include passive solar, good southern sun exposure, and gray and black water systems to make
them as efficient as possible.

These reasonable requirements will substantially minimize the negative impacts on the
environment and community, in this very specia place beloved by locals and thousands of
people worldwide. Our actions now signal to our local communities and the world how we
will proceed into a futurein which we areresilient to climate change, and respectful of
local communities and the environment.

Sincerely,
Ryan Carle

2621 N Rodeo Gulch Rd.

Soquel CA 95073



From: Don Condon [mailto:condon.don@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, November 21, 2016 9:42 AM
To: Gerry LeFrancois <glefrancois@mono.ca.gov>

Subject: Tioga Inn Project

Mr. Lefrancois,

We would encourage the reviewers, to the extent of their jurisdiction, to ensure that this Project
is environmentally sound and at a minimum will meet Leed Platinum requirements. The
resources, natural and otherwise, in this area are extremely limited.

Therefore the most sustainable project possible is warranted. People come to this area with and
interest and appreciation of natural beauty and the fragility of the environment. In addition a new
resort that models best practices in sustainability will be adraw to tourists and thus good for
business and the local economy.

Sincerdly,

Donald Condon

Vivian Barron

983 Fairway Circle
Mammoth Lakes, Ca. 93546
510 467-2197
condon.don@gmail.com




From: Yoel Kirschner [mailto:yoelkirschner@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, November 21, 2016 1:52 PM

To: Gerry LeFrancois <glefrancois@mono.ca.gov>

Subject: Tioga Inn Project in Lee Vining , Oct. 27, 2016 (Comment)

To: Mono County Community Development Department - Gerry LaFrancois
Comments on Specific Plan for Tioga Inn Project in Lee Vining , Oct. 27, 2016
Dear Mr. LaFrancois,

| writein regards to the proposed Tioga Inn project in Lee Vining, California, and urge you to
consider an environmentally preferred aternative for the proposed project. As currently
proposed, a 3-story/120 bedroom hotel, staff housing with 80 bedrooms, new parking lots, and
expansion of the Mobile site, at the base of highway 120 in the town of Lee Vining would be
constructed.

| ask that you consider reducing the size of the staff housing by at least half the number currently
proposed, and consider the use of efficient apartment style buildings, as opposed to individual
houses for staff quarters. Any construction should follow the principles of green building,
including construction resulting in the lowest visual impact. The town of Lee Vining hasa
population of roughly 220. Adding a development of this size would change the nature of the
community and have potentialy negative repercussions through increased traffic and road
accidents, increased water use, and possibly by diverting economic activity away from existing
servicesin the town of Lee Vining.

| lived in Bishop, CA during my tenure as a natural resources technician with the US Forest
Service, and still make trips to the Mono Basin, both to visit Y osemite Nationa Park, and to visit
the Mono Basin in its own right. | would like to see any future development in the areato be
undertaken with the utmost restraint, in light of the Mono Basin's unique environmental and
cultural resources.

Sincerely,

Y odl Kirschner

Foreign Service Environmenta Officer
U.S. Agency for International Development
Washington, D.C.



November21, 2016

Wono Courty

Commu™¥ Development Department
P.O.Box 47

437 0id Mammath Road

Mammoth Lakes, CA

93546

Attention:  Gerry LeFrancois

Regarding: NOP - Subsequerit Environmental !mpact Report drid Specific Plan for the
Tioga Inn Project

D®ar Mr. LeFrd" cois,

This letter has been PrPared on Ejeha' of the Lake VB Lodge and Tim and StephanP Barta in
resp™se fo public comment and Me NOlice of PrePara®n for sequent Environment® Impact
Report and gpacfic Plan (Pidh) for the Tioga Pn Projet. located s of the communty of Lee
Vini™j], Califomia.

The plan calls for construction of a 120 unit three-story hotel with 200 seat restaurant, fitness
center, laundry, car rental, banquet room, gift shop, restaurant parking, overflow/oversized vehicle
parking, an 80-unit work-force housing complex, and onsite utilities including sewage leach field.
This plan was originally proposed in 1993, and is considered by the community to fall in-line with
decades of speculative development schemes within the Mono Lake Basin, including the Conway
Ranch development plan of the late 1980s" early 1990s’, the Cunningham Development Plan,
Mono Inn Development Plan amongst others. The plan calls for a large scale, Vale Co. or Whistler
B.C. boutique development, adjacent to the exclusive eastern entrance into Yosemite National
Park. The planned development also boarders the Mono Lake Tuffa State Reserve and the Mono
Basin National Scenic Area.

It is of deep concem this plan still does not consider the magnitude of socioeconomic impacts to
the Mono Basin and communities of Lee Vining, Mono City, or June Lake. The plan provides a very
weak analysis of the development and the affected environmental and natural resources within the
Mono Basin and Yosemite National Park. The plan does not provide an assessment of impacts to
local or county emergency and first response resources and their ability to provide service. The
following provides comment to this end.

Comment 1

The plan does not consier iMPacts to e existing wok force of LPe ViNing. Cérrently, here i§ not
a workforce ™-oughout e year to sUPPort the Number of pe®Pleifami®® s under the current plan. It
viould Pe necessary to P™ng in a_workforce Mom out of tHe area to suPPort the project. It is
assumed the miajority of this 'wo™force would be transie™t and ‘would not deV®r the ax base
reqired to pro¥"de ™ cessary local or col™ty services. C¥ renty, the unemplP¥™ent rate for full

pre 2

time residences of Lee Vin™ and Mono City is low. # % not understood how e planned
development will bring ne""’“{obs info the comm nity. Ralh®'_ { would ¥kely trump the exis™ local
workforce and business. 'Me F‘?r{"ed de‘\"ebpmen‘. il ads_/erse’t’ MPact the economy of Lee

el 8N _ o _a_ e s Pt v B T e e T e I el e - ey



Vining and June Lake. The plan will undermine the local economy and destroy the livelihoods of
Mono Basin residences. Please consider impacts to the current available workforce and the
economies of the adjacent communities.

Comment 2

The plan does not address the services required to sustain a development of this magnitude. For
example, the plan does not provide discussion regarding ability to provide additional teachers to
Lee Vining school system, postal services, daycare, food (iLe. the local grocery store cannot
support the current development), intemat, or emargency services. Specifically, the community of
Lee Vining cannot support a rapid expanse development project which would tax the already
lmited educational and social resources. Please provide an analysis of socal services in addition
to an analysis of community services required to support a development of this magnitude. Please
provide a rational describing how the planned development would enhance social and community
resources.

Comment.3

Please address the ability for the development to provide emergency fire and medical services.
The nearest emergency responders are the Lee Vining Volunteer Fire Department (LVFD), who
were responsible for saving the applicant’s life on the subject property year ago. The LVFD is a
volunteer department, and currently there is not enough volunteer personnel to support medical
and fire suppression requirements for a three-story hotel and development of this magnitude.

The LVFD would require a major equipment upgraded, and additional fraining and personnel to
provide the support required for a development of this size. Additional funding would be required.
The plan would strain the resources of the local volunteer fire department. An expensive ladder
truck must be purchased to provide fire suppression for the three-story hotel. Please provide a
statement detailing how the planned development would provide emergency medical services and
fire suppression support for the planned development.

Additionally, does the water demand for the project account for a fire suppression water supply
and/or storage? Is there a water storage facility, tank or reservoir planned exclusively for fire water
in addition to potable supply? Can the current water supply system sustain pressure and
sustainable delivery during a fire?

Comment 4

The plan does not provide a development strategy which enrnches the unique aesthetic,
environmental and natural heritage of the Mono Basin. Rather, the planned development would
degrade and vandalize these unique attributes. The plan calls for a large scale, Vale or Whistiar
style development. A development of this magnitude would destroy the attributes which make the
Mono Basin unique. The Mono Basin is unigue because it is a National Scenic Area and State Park
without such large scale multilevel developments. Please provide a development plan which
considers the unique aesthetic, environmental and natural heritage of the Mono Basin. For
example, please consider; footprint reduction measures, green construction and design
alternatives, building height reduction measures, view scape considerations, and noise, traffic, and
light pollution mitigation measures.

Comment §

Concurrent with the comments provided above, the Subsequent EIR must consider environmental
consequences and alternative actions for the proposed development, which should include a no

development alternative. The current Tioga Inn Specific Plan & Final EIR (May, 1993) is weak. The
following resources require additional evaluation.

Page 3

1. Soacoeconomics and social resources require an update and further evaluation to
datermine impacts to adjacent communities, emergency and social services, increase in
crime and medical calls etc.

2. Waste management; the plan must identify ability to accomvnodate management of
additional waste. The Pumice Valley Transfer Station may require improvements to
accommaodate a large increase waste generated from the planned development. The SEIR
should consider altematives for waste management.

3. The SEIR should consider altematives to mitigate potential impacts to the environmant, and
any receiving water(s) resulting from construction and operation of the proposed sewage
disposal system. The FEIR (1993) does not adequately address potential impacts to
groundwater or surface water resources resulting from long-term operation of the proposed



;ewags system. Groundwater is within 330 feet below Sround surface of the Broaosed
facility and the underlying geology is presumed to be of permeable material. The SEIR must
adequately address cumulative impacts to water resource and provide alternative actions to
mitigate potential impacts to groundwater and surface water resulting from the proposed
sewage disposal system.

4. The FEIR (1993) does not adequately address cumulative impacts to groundwater or
surface water resources resulting from extraction of groundwater to support the planned
development. There is little detail regarding the water budget for the planned development
or ability to meet demand in an emergency such as a fire. The groundwater investigation
provided in the FEIR (KLIENFELDER 1992), analytically derives high end specific capacity
and yield estimates based on low end pumping rates over a short-term pumping test.
Furthermore, it is presumptuous to assume a step drawdown test preceded by a short-term
constant rate test (21 hrs) at a pumping rate below the planned extraction rate (150 gpm)
will provide long-term, reliable estimates of yield, aquifer characteristics or impacts. For
instance, a short-term single well pumping test cannot be used to estimate aquifer storage
or storage coefficents required to assess long-term supply or potential impacts.
Additionally, KLIENFELDER 1993 does not provide water quality analytical results. Water
quality beneath the planned development has not been characterized for arsenic or other
constituents requiring treatment under the cument regulations. Is the proposed well
compliant with current AWWA standards for guasi-municipal or municipal supply wells?
Please provide a more robust groundwater investigation for the planned development which
eliminates the uncertainties described by KLIENFELDER 1993 and addresses cumulative
§mﬂ;:;cts to groundwater, surface water or other wells within the developments radius of
influence.

5. The current development is a popular venue for large events and concerts. This element
was not addressed in the FEIR. These concerts and events would likely increase under the
current plan. The SEIR should provide an updated evaluation of noise, traffic, and light
pollution within the Mono Basin and National Scenic Area.

In conclusion, it is of popular opinion that the planned development does not consider the impacts
to the adjacent communities of Lee Vining, Mono City, or June Lake. We urge the Mono County
Community Development Department consider alternatives to the proposed development plan and
require the developer provide additional studies to address impacts to water, environmental,
socioeconomic and visual resources.

Please contact Tim or Stephanie Banta at the Lake View Lodge located in Lee Vining Califomia
(760) 647-6543 should you have any questions regarding this letter or the comments herein.

Sincerely,

Paye 4

Tim Banta — Ovmner/Operator, Lake View Lodge
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Water Boards BNVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board

November 21, 2016 File: Environmental Doc Review
Mono County

Gerry Le Francois

Mono County Community Development Department
P.O. Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Email: glefrancois@mono.ca.gov

Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report and Specific Plan for the Tioga Inn Project, Mono County,
State Clearinghouse Number 1992012113

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Water Board) staff
received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the
above-referenced project (Project) on October 24, 2016. The NOP, prepared by the Mono
County Community Development Department, was submitted in compliance with provisions of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in order to solicit input on the potential impacts
on the environment and ways in which those significant effects are proposed to be avoided or
mitigated. The proposed Project is to construct a new hotel, new workforce housing units,
upgrades to the existing gas station and restaurant, and additional parking areas including a
park-and-ride facility. The existing onsite septic system will be replaced by an onsite
wastewater treatment plant to treat wastes before discharge to a designated leach field
downgradient of the site.

Water Board staff, acting as a responsible agency, is providing these comments to specify the
scope and content of the environmental information germane to our statutory responsibilities
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 15096. We
encourage the County to take this opportunity to integrate storm water measures into the
Project that support low impact development (LID) and reduce the effects of hydromodification.
In addition, the environmental document will need to fully describe all components of the
proposed wastewater treatment system and evaluate potential groundwater impacts as a result
of onsite disposal practices. Our comments and list of potential permitting requirements are
outlined below.

WATER BOARD’S AUTHORITY

All groundwater and surface waters are considered waters of the State. Surface waters include
streams, lakes, ponds, and wetlands, and may be ephemeral, intermittent, or perennial. All
waters of the State are protected under California law. State law assigns responsibility for
protection of the quality of waters of the State in the Lahontan Region to the Lahontan Water
Board. Some waters of the State are also waters of the United States. The Federal Clean
Water Act (CWA) provides additional protection for those waters of the State that are also
waters of the United States. Mono Lake and its tributaries are considered waters of the United
States.

Amy L. HoRNE, PHD, cHalR | PATTY Z. KOUYOUMDUJIAN, EXECUTIVE OFFICER

2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd., So. Lake Tahoe, CA 86150 | 15095 Amargosa Road, Bldg 2, Ste 210, Victorville CA 82394
e-mail Lahontan@waterboards.ca.gov | website www.waterboards.ca.gov/iahontan

& recvcLen parer



Mr. Le Francois -2- November 21, 2016

The Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan) contains policies that the
Water Board uses with other laws and regulations to protect the quality of waters of the State
within the Lahontan Region. The Basin Plan sets forth water quality standards for surface water
and groundwater of the Region, which include designated beneficial uses as well as narrative
and numerical objectives which must be maintained or attained to protect those uses. The
Basin Plan can be accessed via the Water Board's web site at
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/references.shtml.

RECOMMENDED ELEMENTS TO INCLUDE IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

We recommend the following be included as part of the proposed Project and considered in the
environmental review.

1. Low Impact Development Strategies — The foremost method of reducing impacts to
watersheds from development is LID, the goals of which are maintaining a landscape
functionally equivalent to predevelopment hydrologic conditions and minimal generation
of non-point source pollutants. The principles of LID include: maintaining natural
drainage paths and landscape features to slow and filter runoff and maximize
groundwater recharge; reducing compacted soil and impervious cover; and managing
runoff as close to the source as possible.

Post-construction storm water control measures that are compatible with LID are
preferred. Examples include the use of bioretention, soil amendments, pervious
pavement, and vegetated infiltration basins, swales, and strips, all of which can effectively
treat post-construction storm water runoff, help sustain watershed processes, protect
receiving waters, and maintain healthy watersheds. Any particular one of these control
measures may not be suitable, effective, or even feasible on every site, but the right
combination, in the right places, can successfully achieve these goals. Information
regarding LID and sustainable storm water management can be accessed online at
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/low_impact_development. We
encourage the County to incorporate LID implementation strategies into this Project such
as vegetated swales, pervious pavement, and vegetated infiltration basins.

2. Hydromodification — Hydromodification is the alteration of the natural flow of water
through a landscape (i.e. lining channels, flow diversions, culvert installations, armoring,
etc.). Disturbing and compacting soils, changing or removing the vegetation cover,
increasing impervious surfaces, and altering drainage patterns limit the natural hydrologic
cycle processes of absorption, infiltration, and evapotranspiration, and increases the
volume and frequency of runoff and sediment transport. Hydromodification typically
results in stream channel instability, water quality degradation, changes in groundwater
recharge processes, impacts to aquatic habitats, and disconnecting of a stream channel
from its floodplain. Floodplain areas provide natural recharge, attenuate flood flows,
provide habitat, and filter pollutants from urban runoff. Floodplain areas also store and
release sediment, one of the essential processes to maintain the health of the watershed.
Information regarding hydromodification can be accessed online at
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/hydromodification.sht
ml. We encourage the County to incorporate mitigation measures that will avoid or
minimize the potential for hydromodification as a result of Project implementation.

3. Water Quality Standards and Thresholds of Significance — All surface waters and
groundwaters have applicable water quality standards, and each water quality standard
has two parts, (1) a designated beneficial use and (2) a water quality objective (either
numerical or narrative) that must be maintained or attained to protect that beneficial use.
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The environmental document will need to define the site-specific water quality standards
(beneficial use and water quality objective) that are applicable to both the surface waters
and groundwater potentially affected by this Project. It is these standards that should be
used when evaluating thresholds of significance for Project impacts in the environmental
review.

4. Beneficial Uses and Water Quality Objectives — The Project is located within the
Mono Hydrologic Unit 601.00 and overlies the Mono Valley Groundwater Basin No. 6-9.
The designated beneficial uses of surface waters in the Mono Hydrologic Unit 601.00
and of groundwaters of the Mono Valley Groundwater Basin No. 6-9 are outlined in
Chapter 2 of the Basin Plan. Water quality objectives, both numerical and narrative, for
these waters, are outlined in Chapter 3 of the Basin Plan. This information is necessary
to identify the site-specific water quality standards described in Comment No. 3 above.

5. Degradation Analysis — The environmental document should include a Degradation
Analysis that analyzes the existing water quality of the groundwater beneath the site and
the potential changes to the quality of the groundwaters as a result of implementing the
proposed onsite wastewater treatment system. This analysis should be consistent with
State Water Board Resolution 68-16, the Statement of Policy with Respect to
Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California (hereafter the Antidegradation Policy),
which requires that disposal of waste into waters of the State be regulated to achieve the
highest water quality consistent with the maximum benefit to the people of the State. The
quality of some waters is higher than established by adopted policies and that higher
quality water shall be maintained to the maximum extent possible. The Antidegradation
Policy requires the following:

a. Higher quality water will be maintained until it has been demonstrated that any
change will be consistent with the maximum benefit to the people of the state, will
not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use of the water, and
will not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the policies.

b. Any activity that produces a waste and discharges to existing high quality waters
will be required to meet waste discharge requirements that will result in the Best
Practicable Treatment or Control (BPTC) of the discharge necessary to assure
pollution or nuisance will not occur, and the highest water quality consistent with
the maximum benefit to the people will be maintained.

6. Onsite Wastewater Treatment — The Project plans to construct and operate a domestic
wastewater treatment plant. Onsite disposal of treated wastewater must not cause
pollution and shall minimize degradation. Denitrification should be included in the plant
design to ensure that receiving water pollution from nitrate does not result from
wastewater effluent discharges. The environmental document should fully describe the
following information.

a. Domestic wastewater collection, conveyance, treatment, and disposal means
and methods.

b. Locations of all associated domestic wastewater systems, appurtenances, and

structures.

Treatment plan design criteria.

Storage and disposal design criteria.

Expected wastewater quality.

Expected wastewater flow (average daily and daily maximum).

Depth to groundwater and receiving groundwater quality.

@*ooo0
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h. Expected receiving groundwater degradation (nature and extent) resulting from
the discharge according to State Water Resources Control Board Resolution 68-
16. Additional information is available at
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/resolutions/196
8/rs68_016.pdf.

i. Background receiving groundwater quality and direction of groundwater flow
established from a statistically significant data set.

j. Location and design details for monitoring wells to be installed to monitor
groundwater quality.

k. Lift station locations and design.

I.  Backup power features.

m. Entity responsible for owning and operating the treatment and related
infrastructure.

n. Intentions, if any, regarding recycled water usage. If recycled water uses are
planned, an Engineering Report prepared in accordance with California Code of
Regulations, title 22, must be submitted to both the Water Board and State Board
Division of Drinking Water for approval. Any recommendations regarding
treatment or disposal would be incorporated into waste discharge requirements
or water reclamations requirement issued by the Water Board.

The Lahontan Water Board’s policy for domestic wastewater treatment, disposal, and
reclamation is described in the Basin Plan, which is available online at
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/docs/ch4_i
mplementplans.pdf#page=67.

7. Jurisdictional Delineation of Surface Waters — Several streams traverse the site, all
of which are considered waters of the State and subject to regulation by the Water
Board. A jurisdictional delineation will need to be performed to determine the locations
and extent of all surface water resources within the boundaries of the Project, including
non-federal waters of the State and federal waters of the United States. A Jurisdictional
Delineation Report documenting the results of the delineation would contain essential
information for determining what state and federal water quality regulations might be
applicable to this Project and should be included as an appendix to the final
environmental document.

Prior to construction, the Jurisdictional Delineation Report will need to be submitted to
Water Board staff for review and concurrence with respect to presence and extent of
non-federal waters of the State on the Project site. We further request that a copy of the
Jurisdictional Delineation Report also be provided to the United States Army Corps of
Engineers to verify the presence or absence of federal waters on the Project site.

8. Restoration and Revegetation — All temporary impacts to water resources and upland
areas should be restored (recontoured and revegetated) to match pre-Project conditions.
The environmental document should include a mitigation measure that requires a
Restoration and Revegetation Monitoring Plan be prepared that includes monitoring for
some period of time (usually no less than 3 years), outlines a schedule with performance
measures to be met in order for the restoration/revegetation to be deemed successful,
and contains adaptive management criteria in the event performance measures are not
being met.

9. Buffer Areas — The environmental document should include a mitigation measure that
requires buffer areas to be identified and exclusion fencing to be used to protect surface
water resources outside the Project area and prevent unauthorized vehicles or
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10.

11.

equipment from entering or otherwise disturbing surface waters outside the Project.
Construction equipment should use existing roadways to the extent feasible.

Vegetation Clearing — Vegetation clearing should be kept to a minimum. Where
feasible, existing vegetation should be mowed so that after construction the vegetation
could reestablish more quickly and help mitigate for potential storm water impacts.

Spill Prevention and Response — The environmental document should include a
mitigation measure that requires the preparation and implementation of a
comprehensive Spill Prevention and Response Plan. This plan should outline the site-
specific monitoring requirements and list the best management practices necessary to
prevent hazardous material spills or to contain and cleanup a hazardous material spill,
should one occur.

POTENTIAL PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS

A number of activities associated with the proposed Project have the potential to impact waters
of the State and, therefore, may require permits issued by either the State Water Resources
Control Board (State Water Board) or Lahontan Water Board. The required permits may include
one or more of the following.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Projects that result in excavation in, discharge of fill to, or otherwise physical alteration of
surface waters will require either (1) a CWA, section 401 water quality certification for
impacts to federal waters or (2) dredge and fill waste discharge requirements for impacts
non-federal waters of the State, both of which are issued by the Lahontan Water Board.

Land disturbance of more than 1 acre will require a CWA, section 402(p) storm water
permit, including a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General
Construction Storm Water Permit, Water Quality Order (WQO) 2009-0009-DWQ,
obtained from the State Water Board, where federal waters of the United States are
affected. The environmental document should identify where waters of the United
States are present within the Project area. The Lahontan Water Board may establish
individual waste discharge requirements to address storm water impacts to non-federal
state only waters. The project- specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan required
by the permit must fully identify and describe both construction and post-construction
Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will be incorporated into the Project. The
environmental document should also fully describe the post-construction BMPs that will
be used and show locations of these features.

New industrial operations may require coverage under the NPDES General Industrial
Storm Water Permit, WQO-2014-0057-DWQ, obtained from the State Water Board,
where federal waters of the United States are affected. The Lahontan Water Board may
establish individual waste discharge requirements to address storm water impacts to
non-federal waters of the State.

Disposal from wastewater treatment facilities will likely require coverage under individual
waste discharge requirements issued by the Lahontan Water Board or through a Notice
of Applicability signed by the Executive Officer covering effluent dischargers under a
general order for waste discharge requirements. Information on what information is
needed in a report of waste discharge is available on the State Water Board'’s web site
at
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/land_disposal/waste_discharge_
requirements.shtml.
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Depending upon the volume of flow and type of treatment proposed, it is possible that
domestic wastewater discharges may be regulated by Mono County Department of
Environmental Health Services.

16. Water diversion and/or dewatering activities may be subject to discharge and monitoring
requirements under either NPDES General Permit, Limited Threat Discharges to Surface
Waters, Board Order R6T-2014-0049, or General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Discharges to Land with a Low Threat to Water Quality, WQO-2003-0003, both issued
by the Lahontan Water Board. The environmental document should identify any and all
proposed diversion or dewatering actions.

Please be advised of the permits that may be required for the proposed Project, as outlined
above. The specific Project activities that may trigger these permitting actions should be
identified in the appropriate sections of the environmental document. Information regarding
these permits, including application forms, can be downloaded from our web site at
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/. Early consultation with Water Board staff is highly
encouraged.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please contact me at
(760) 241-7376 (jan.zimmerman@waterboards.ca.gov) or Patrice Copeland, Senior Engineering
Geologist, at (760) 241-7404 (patrice.copeland@waterboards.ca.gov). Please send all
correspondence regarding this Project to the Water Board's email address at
Lahontan@waterboards.ca.gov and include the Project name and State Clearinghouse Number
(199201211 3) in the subject line.

Jan M. Zimmerman, PG
Engineering Geologist

cc: State Clearinghouse (SCH 1992012113) (state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov)
Nick Buckmaster, CA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (nick.buckmaster@uwildlife.ca.gov)
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Ventura Office (splregventura@usace.army.mil)
Louis Molina, Mono County DEHS (Imolina@mono.ca.gov)
Jay Cass, Lahontan Water Board (jehiel.cass@waterboards.ca.gov)

R:\RB6\RB6Victorville\Shared\Units\PATRICE'S UNIT\Jan\CEQA Review\Tiogalnn_DEIR.docx
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From: Gerry LeFrancois

To: Wendy Sugimura; Sandra Bauer
Subject: FW: Comments on SEIR and Specific Plan for Tioga Inn Development
Date: Monday, November 21, 2016 2:38:15 PM

From: Wilma Wheeler [mailto:wilma88bryce@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, November 21, 2016 2:38 PM

To: Gerry LeFrancois <glefrancois@mono.ca.gov>

Subject: Comments on SEIR and Specific Plan for Tioga Inn Development

Dear Gerry LeFrancois,
Please accept our comments on the proposed development for Tioga Inn.

The proposed development is in an especially sensitive location as it is on the way into
Yosemite Park and is high visible in the scenic Mono Basin and Mono Lake vicinity. It is very
imperative that that the project not stick out like a "sore thumb" in this scenic area. It is also
imperative that it be developed in a way that is environmentally acceptable and be a project
that is worthy of its site.

It is essential that this project be a result of wise and thoughtful planning. Require the latest
developed products including solar for heating and lighting.

Mono County is still in the midst of a severe drought so economical water use is a critical
requirement. Consider requiring water recycling and the use of gray water for landscaping.
Water use must be the minimal possible so as not to impact Mono Lake and other critical
habitat.

Please consult with and listen to environmental organizations and informed citizens so this
project will be one that works well for the community and its residents, as well as visitors,

Thank you for considering our comments.

Wilma and Bryce Wheeler
PO Box 3208

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
760 934-3764
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From: susan DesBaillets [mailto:susandes@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, November 21, 2016 2:49 PM

To: Gerry LeFrancois <glefrancois@mono.ca.gov>
Subject: Tloga Inn Comments

Mono County Community Development Department
Attn: Gerry Le Francois

P.O. Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

RE: Comments on NOP, SEIR, and specific plan for the Tioga Inn project

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the plans for the Tioga Inn project. My concern is the magnitude of this project and how it
will impact our community, the environment, and the viewshed. |’ve been aresident of Mono County since 1971, and the careful
planning as well as respect for the nature of this relatively undisturbed areais of great importance to me.

As one descends Tioga Pass there is a largely undisturbed panoramic view of Mono Lake and the surrounding Mono Basin Scenic
Area. Plansfor athree story hotel do reduce the footprint from the original two story plan, however it will increase the vertical profile
interfering with the view. This along with a 200 seat restaurant on the highest point will further overcrowd the view.

Affordable housing for familiesis needed in this area, yet will the 80 unit work-force housing meet this need? Thisisahuge increase.
Will the housing be single units or apartment style housing? | hope that every effort will be made to support the specific needs of the
community.

Water. How will the increase use effect the groundwater aquifers? Presently large lawns are maintained around the existing building. |
would encourage some effort towards drought tolerant landscaping using native plants as well as reduced watering of the existing lawns,
with gray water.

With the increased number of pedestrian traffic surely to follow such a project, | would encourage an effort towards designing a safe
pedestrian corridor between the Mobil site and the town of Lee Vining. Crosswalks and/or some structure for crossing Tioga Pass
should be considered.

Lee Vining isasmall community and | am concerned that the infrastructure will be severely impacted by the Tioga Inn. It seems that the
plans are for an exclusive project and that will have a detrimental impact on the economy of Lee Vining. Will the fire department need
to purchase new equipment to extinguishing fires on three story buildings? Will avolunteer fire department be adequate for such an
increase in structures?

| have alot of questions and concerns about the Tioga Inn project—namely that it is agrandiose and deserves careful consideration and
analysis. The visual impact is huge as well as the effect on the local economy. | hope you will consider revisiting the scale of this
project and working to come up with an alternative scaled down version. Please allow ample time for community input in the planning
process.

Sincerely,
Susan DesBaillets



November 21, 2016

Mr. Gerry LeFrancois

And Bauer Planning & Environmental Services, Inc.
Mono County Community Development Department
P.O. Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Dear Mr. LeFrancois,

I am a Mono Basin resident commenting on the Notice of a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
and Specific Plan for the Tioga Inn Project.

| have two substantive comment subjects with this project, one regarding the scenic considerations of
the Mono Basin, and the other regarding the impact of what amounts to a substantial new housing
development at the edge of Lee Vining.

Because the new Tioga Inn project proposal involves a 3-story structure and 80 units of additional
private, residential housing there is the potential for significant, new scenic impacts. Given that the
Tioga Crest and Mono Lake are iconic scenic locations, a full analysis of scenic impacts, including lighting,
building colors, possible solar panel placement, and other associated development structures, must be
fully considered from multiple vantage points along Highway 120 West, Highway 395, and from Panum
Crater, South Tufa, Navy Beach and other potential, frequently-visited day use sights valuable to Mono
County visitors. Of particular importance is the vantage point of South Tufa looking west with tufa
towers in the foreground and the Sierra Crest beyond. This vantage point currently has little to no
discernable human intrusion during day, dusk, and dawn views. This location is among the most visited,
treasured, and shared locations in Mono County, and its scenic integrity looms large in the future of
tourism and the quality of visitors’ experience. The spill-over lighting, direct intrusion of structures,
lights, and general distraction on the horizon has potential, negative impacts from the South Tufa area.
Currently, South Tufa visitation approaches 300,000 visitors a year as per Mono Lake Tufa State Reserve
vehicle monitoring estimates.

The current proposed project of 80 additional housing units strikes me as a significantly new,
independent project being inserted as an amendment under the existing specific plan.

Why the 4-fold increase in residential development? The project proponent has publicly stated on
October 27, 2016 that these units will be “market rate” and not workforce housing. Eighty units have
considerable economic, social, and environmental impacts in the region since they threaten to double
the population of adjacent Lee Vining. The long-term housing implications for Mono City, Lee Vining,
June Lake, Mammoth Lakes, and even Bridgeport are difficult to ascertain but must be evaluated since
these units could potentially be built out of synch or without further motel development. The additional
housing has the potential to radically skew market rentals, housing prices, and commuter traffic and
habits. Given that the Eastern Sierra is a highly desirable place to live, and these units would be
positioned to afford views and access to more affluent long or short-term renters from beyond local
workforce needs, it does nothing to solve what is already a difficult and insufficient housing problem in
the region. This project may in fact exacerbate the situation where more lower-income
individuals/families turn to living seasonally on nearby Southern California Edison and Inyo National



Forest Land in Lee Vining and Lundy Canyon. These seasonal squatters, already a local issue, have
impacts of their own, and there is a demonstrated lack of interest and capacity with SCE and the Inyo
National Forest to enforce long-term camping and squatting regulations and the related waste, water,
and fire-related issues. As we have seen in the history of Mono County, more market housing does not
directly solve housing issues, in fact it has the real potential to force the opposite.

This project also brings the potential to double the demands on local Lee Vining Volunteer Fire
Department, nearby Mono County EMS resources, and Mono County Sherriff Department, solid waste
disposal services, local schools, and social services. Additional funding may come with this project, but
scaling up all the aforementioned services in Lee Vining, June Lake, or Bridgeport may not be practical or
even realistic.

A rough doubling of the population will also change the demands on other local services and businesses.
This project will bring rapid growth to Lee Vining and will also impact traffic, parking, and pedestrian use
along adjacent Highway 120 West, Highway 395, and nearby Utility Road, and local US Forest Service
roads. Analysis and mitigation should address these demands.

It would be difficult to argue that the character and nature of the Lee Vining Gateway community and
nearby Eastern Sierra would not change significantly. Further, the last 24 years of development history
and increased tourism in the region has created the potential for more volatile changes making much of
the original specific plan difficult to reckon in light of the additional and substantial specific plan
amendment. There is merit to treating the 80 units of housing as a separate, independent project.

| urge you at the very least to implement the Mono Basin Community Plan and Mono County General
Plan to evaluate all new changes.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Bartshe Miller

PO Box 327

Lee Vining, CA 93541
760.648.3044



From: Claire Skinner [mailto:claire.skinner@thomasriggs.net]
Sent: Monday, November 21, 2016 4:15 PM

To: Gerry LeFrancois <glefrancois@mono.ca.gov>

Subject: Mobil Mart expansion

Dear Gerry LaFrancois,

| am writing in regards to the specific plan for the proposed Tioga Inn project in Lee Vining, California,
which as currently proposed would entail building a 3-story/120 bedroom hotel, staff housing with 80
bedrooms, new parking lots, and expansion of the current restaurant and gas station at the current
Mobil site. This site is right at the base of the road to Yosemite and the entrance to the Mono Basin.

| worked in the Mono Basin for three summers and Bishop for two summers, though | currently am
located in Tucson. | visit the Eastern Sierra on vacation every year. | care deeply about the Mono Basin
and preserving its cultural, scenic, and economic values. This area serves as the gateway to Yosemite
National Park and the Mono Lake National Forest Scenic Area, and its unique beauty is experienced by
thousands of international and domestic tourists annually. | am writing to encourage you to only let the
proposed Tioga Inn development occur if they meet the highest possible standards for green building
and low visual impacts, and develop in a way that is responsible in its population and cultural impact on
our community.

The community of Lee Vining needs affordable housing, but the proposed development of 80 units
would increase the population of Lee Vining by 54%! This is conservatively assuming al.5 person
occupancy per unit (120 people total). Lee Vining’s population was 222 people in 2010 (U.S. Census,
2010). Adding 120 more people would increase the population of the entire Mono Basin by 30%, as
Mono City and Lee Vining combined totaled 394 people in 2010 (U.S. Census, 2010).

Adding this many people to the Mono Basin would have a major impact on our schools and other
community services. Drawing hundreds of people to a self-contained resort outside of town may
negatively impact businesses in town. More residents, along with a 120 room hotel, would alter our
quality of life, for example by increasing traffic. The turn from Highway 120 to 395 at the Mobil is
already dangerous and this project would increase the traffic by hundreds of cars a day. | encourage you
to cap the number of residences at 40, which would represent a more reasonable, though still large,
22% increase in Lee Vining’s population and 15% increase for the whole Mono Basin. | reiterate that
affordable housing is needed, but not 80 units. At the least | recommend further study of how many
units are actually needed and what impact they would have on the community, i.e. how much housing
currently exists in Lee Vining to accommodate laborers at the new hotel?

A development of this size will also be resource intensive. This project may not be terribly large by the
standards of urbanized places, but it will dramatically increase the amount of energy and water
consumed in the Mono Basin. | urge you to minimize this impact by requiring the building meet the
highest standards for green building and low visual impact. There is currently a movement underway to
designate the Mono Basin a climate-friendly community (see 350.org Mono Basin

chapter; https://www.facebook.com/350MONOQ/ ) that sets an example for the world of how we can
adapt to and prevent climate change. Making sure this development project meets the highest possible
standards for sustainability will be a significant step in realizing the plan to make the Mono Basin a
world-wide example for climate-change resilience.

Therefore | urge you to only allow the Tioga Inn development if it requires:

1. Enough solar installation and energy saving design elements to be a net zero energy user, and
platinum LEED certified as well as exceeding the requirements of Title 24 of the State energy code.
2. A cutting-edge, gray water recycling and black water dispersal system



3. Native, drought-tolerant landscaping

4. Qutside lighting should also be muted and pointed downwards to preserve our night skies.

5. Two or three apartment style building for staff housing, which would be much more energy and land-
use efficient than the currently proposed 80 small cabins. These apartments should also include passive
solar, good southern sun exposure, and gray and black water systems to make them as efficient as
possible.

These reasonable requirements will substantially minimize the negative impacts on the environment
and community, in this very special place beloved by locals and thousands of people worldwide. Our
actions now signal to our local communities and the world how we will proceed into a future in which
we are resilient to climate change, and respectful of local communities and the environment.

Sincerely,
Claire Skinner
Tucson, Arizona
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MONO LAKE
COMMITTEE

Hwy 395 at Third Street
Lee Vining, CA 93541

Phone (760) 647-6595
Fax (760) 647-6377

November 21, 2016

Mr. Gerry LeFrancois

And Bauer Planning & Environmental Services, Inc.
Mono County Community Development Department
P.O. Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Subject: Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report and Specific Plan for the Tioga Inn Project

Dear Mr. LeFrancois:

The Mono Lake Committee (MLC) is writing to provide comments on the scope and
content of environmental information that will be reflected in the forthcoming
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the Tioga Inn Project.

The MLC is a non-profit citizen’s group dedicated to protecting and restoring the Mono
Basin ecosystem, educating the public about Mono Lake and the impacts on the
environment of excessive water use, and promoting cooperative solutions that protect
Mono Lake and meet real water needs without transferring environmental problems to
other areas. Supported by 16,000 members, the MLC has been active in the Mono Basin
since 1978.

The Tioga Inn Specific Plan and Final Environmental Impact Report were finalized and
approved in May 1993, however the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
requires Mono County Community Development Department (the County) to prepare a
SEIR “when warranted by changed project circumstance, the availability of new
information, potential for new environmental effects, and potential for new mitigation
measures and/or project alternatives to reduce significant effects.” The County has
explained that the primary trigger for a SEIR is that the project proponent, Dennis
Domaille, is proposing new additions to the project that were not included in the 1993
Specific Plan. MLC believes that current scoping analysis should include evaluating not
only the new proposed land uses but also certain components of the entire project.

Water supply, water quality, and waste water management

The SEIR must analyze water supply sources and the impacts to Lee Vining Creek and
spring/aquifer recharge below the project property. This analysis and groundwater testing
should be done during all seasons and projections should be made into the future and
take into consideration continuing—or more severe—drought conditions. The previous
technical reports that supported the 1993 Specific Plan were lacking some analyses
recommended by the Kleinfelder report, and are now outdated. The pump test will need
to be redone and supplemented with a geologic analysis. The County should consider
doing the geologic and pump test analysis together, which is not commonly done, but is



the best way to understand the aquifer, especially in complex situations; the presence of the Mono Lake
Fault makes this a complex situation. Assumptions for pump test calculations are ideal and rarely seen on
the ground, and a geologic analysis is an important check on those assumptions. The validity of each
assumption must be disclosed and discussed, including whether the well has fully recovered from
pumping prior to the test, whether the test is drawing water from another source, whether the aquifer is
confined, etc.

Specific quantity details should be provided for expected water pumping, greywater disposal, and septic
disposal, and should include maximum, minimum, and average amounts on a monthly basis. Comparison
to current usage rates for the existing business and residential units should be included.

Water quality testing should be done in conjunction with an evaluation of water supply to ensure that a
stable source for the planned development is there now and into the future. Lee Vining is already
experiencing water quality and supply impacts and has been pursuing a secondary source of quality water
to meet needs of residents and visitors—especially when fire suppression crews are stationed in Lee
Vining and the town’s usage doubles—and to meet mandatory State requirements for a back-up water
supply source.

The project proponent has stated a commitment to incorporating a greywater system to supplement a
septic tank and leach field system. At the Scoping Meeting in October in Lee Vining, Mr. Domaille
explained that the greywater system would provide water to the landscaping that he has planned for the
hotel and restaurant grounds. The County should analyze the actual water needs and requirements of the
proposed landscaping (see comments related to type of landscaping below) and compare that to the
amount of greywater produced by the hotel, restaurants, and current and proposed housing units. If native
landscaping is done, MLC believes there may be excess water available after vegetation needs (especially
in the winter months) and where that water will go must be addressed. Will a septic tank also be
necessary? Vegetation on adjacent parcels to the project should not receive an abnormal amount of water
as that would be detrimental. Greywater systems have many specific requirements including that they
need to be subsurface with no visible water above ground. How will this be accomplished with the
landscaping plan? A call for a detailed landscaping plan should be required as part of the SEIR.

The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board should be contacted for scoping comments to
ensure their agency requirements are incorporated early in the process. With a significant amount of
additional paving presumably required for the hotel, restaurants, and additional housing units, runoff
issues will need to be addressed and planned for to reduce impacts. Potential mitigation measures should
be considered and evaluated as part of the SEIR.

Scenic qualities of the Mono Basin

The Mono Basin has long been valued for the expansive vistas and unique open-space landscape of the
Sierra escarpment, Mono Lake, and the western edge of the Great Basin. These scenic qualities are
recognized and treasured by residents and visitors alike and have resulted in specific protections including
the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area (the first designated Scenic Area in the nation) and specific
guiding language in both the Mono Basin Community Plan and the Mono County General Plan.

The proposed project site is adjacent to the Scenic Area boundary (just across the highway) and while not
directly affected by the Scenic Area Management Plan’s specific guidelines and prescriptions, they are
worth noting given the proximity. The project will be potentially visible from Scenic Area lands that are a
prime destination of Mono Basin visitors and the SEIR should evaluate the project’s visibility, both in
daytime and at night due to lighting, and consider possible mitigations from the following key visitor
locations: 1) Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area Visitor Center, 2) Old Marina, 3) South Tufa, and



4) the Mono Lake Tufa State Natural Reserve boardwalk at Mono Lake County Park. While these site are
distant from the project, current conditions provide for expansive scenic views and changes from this
condition would be significant and should be evaluated for mitigation. Visual impacts from Lee Vining
Canyon, Lee Vining, and Mono City should also be analyzed. Visual simulations should be a major
component of the draft SEIR so that the true visual impacts can be represented to the public. Simulations
should include nighttime photos that capture the impacts from increased lighting. The project should also
be analyzed for its conformance to the Mono County Night Sky ordinance.

The project is immediately adjacent to State Route 120 that leads to the east entrance of Yosemite
National Park. Both Highway 395 and State Route 120 (outside of Yosemite) are currently being
considered for Scenic Byway designation. This Federal Highway Administration designation recognizes
roads for one or more of six qualities: archeological, cultural, historic, natural, recreational, and scenic.
This project is located at the junction of Highway 395 and 120 and therefore within a future Scenic
Byway corridor, if designated. Proactive steps throughout the development process should reflect this
potential designation.

Two major project elements should be analyzed for visual impacts. First, the change from a two-story
hotel to three stories. Second, and less discussed, is the housing complex, which is located in a potentially
highly-visible area and is less clearly defined in terms of height and size.

Design components that the developer chooses to use for the hotel and/or the housing could cause
additional significant impacts. These include the color of structures, roofing materials used, anything that
is reflective, and the amount and type of lighting used (even downward lighting will “glow” in the night
sky). Because the proponent plans to lease or sell a large portion of the project to a hotel developer, a
stringent design review process should be required. This process should include an additional public
comment period and approval by the Mono County Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors.

Natural environment

The proposed project is at the lower end of Lee Vining Canyon and as close as 750 feet to Lee Vining
Creek. Lee Vining Canyon is rich in a variety of wildlife including deer, bear, coyote, and mountain lion.
Increasing the amount of people in this area will need to be studied for impacts to resident and migratory
wildlife populations. Studies done for the 1993 Specific Plan need to be updated as many wildlife patterns
have changed in response to drought and climate change. If the hotel operates year-round as planned,
impacts to animal populations during winter months will also need to be studied. The creek corridor is a
natural corridor for many of these animals and the potential to displace them needs to be studied.

It appears that the proposed plan eliminates the deer herd open space migration route required in the 1993
plan. New mitigation will need to be analyzed and developed in coordination with the California
Department of Fish & Wildlife. Reducing the current development footprint should be analyzed as an
option.

The effects of the project on the natural landscape of Lee Vining Canyon also include how recreational
use and the visitor experience will change and be affected. Coordination with the Inyo National Forest
will be necessary.

Lee Vining Canyon is a place valued for its scenic beauty and natural, wild habitat. Impacts to Lee Vining
Canyon should be analyzed and they include: impacts to current recreational use carrying capacities;
impacts to resident and migratory wildlife; and impacts to the current visitor experience of solitude.
Coordination with both Yosemite National Park and Inyo National Forest should occur.



Landscaping analysis

The SEIR should analyze and compare various landscaping options for their overall effect on the project.
Options range from exclusively using native plants and trees so that the area blends in with the natural
landscape to incorporating non-native grasses and shrubs to appeal to visitors and non-native trees to
shield the structures and provide another type of aesthetic. There are pros and cons to each and the degree
of landscaping also directly ties into the greywater system issues described above.

Growth impacts

The size and capacity of this project will easily double the current population of Lee Vining. Additional
studies need to analyze the effects on current businesses and the economic stability of Lee Vining.

The project is proposing to change the amount and type of housing from 10 workforce housing units to 80
non-workforce housing units. This is a huge shift from the 1993 Specific Plan which states that the
residential area will “consist of five, two-bedroom one-story duplexes” and that the “Mono County
Housing Element requires that development of this type provide opportunities for employee housing.” At
the October Scoping meeting, the proponent explained that the 80 proposed units would not be
“workforce housing” and that he would charge fair market value for the units. New housing in a gateway
community to Yosemite could attract long-term renters who do not intend to reside at the site but instead
use the unit for Yosemite access, vacations, family events, etc. The housing could also potentially be used
for short-term and nightly rentals such as Airbnb and VRBO. This could cause actual project employees
to search for housing in already-at-capacity adjacent housing locations such as Lee Vining, Mono City,
and June Lake. The project could help to alleviate or could exacerbate housing shortages in the region,
and so the impacts of the change from dedicated workforce housing to market rental units needs to be
studied and analyzed. It appears as though, with this shift from 10 workforce housing units to 80 market-
rate housing units, that the proponent is using the project to create a housing subdivision outside of Lee
Vining. It should be noted that with the finalization of the Tuolumne River Plan, Yosemite National Park
does not need local employee housing for Tuolumne staff as was once being explored.

Increasing the population of Lee Vining—in terms of both residents and visitors—will put a strain on
Mono County and public services, such as Lee Vining Fire Department, Mono County Paramedics, Mono
County Sherriff Department, and local schools. The Lee Vining Fire Department is currently staffed with
volunteers. Could this continue under the new project? Do volunteers, who leave their own jobs and
businesses when calls come in, have the capacity to handle an increased load of medical and emergency
calls? This should be considered and, if not, then the cost of a paid fire department would need to be
analyzed. Also, Lee Vining Fire Department has expressed concerns that their equipment cannot reach a
three-story building. If new equipment was purchased, then it is likely a new fire station would need to be
built to house the new, larger vehicles. New training requirements for volunteers to operate such
equipment could be substantial. All of these impacts need to be studied and various alternatives analyzed,
including limiting the hotel to two stories while maintaining the current footprint.

Project impacts will also include impacts to the town of Lee Vining. Additional visitors and workforce
staff will exacerbate existing parking problems. Increased traffic could result in the need for a stoplight at
the busy intersection of Highways 395 and 120. Crossing Highway 395 as a pedestrian in town is already
dangerous and is something the community has been trying to resolve for several years—increased traffic
from the project would exacerbate this problem.

Connectivity from the project site to Lee Vining will need to be addressed from an infrastructure, safety,
and economic perspective. Parking and traffic impacts could be mitigated through construction of
pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the site and Lee Vining, and these should be studied in the SEIR.



Mitigation measures should include the construction of new infrastructure measures, such as
overcrossings and trails, to enable safe pedestrian mobility.

Climate change

The draft SEIR should update all appropriate sections of the Specific Plan related to federal, state, and
local climate change development requirements including, but not limited to, appropriate water
conservation measures and greenhouse gas emissions. The proponent stated that the hotel and housing
units would have wood-burning fireplaces. If used as a primary heating source this amount of additional
woodstove smoke could have a significant impact on current air quality in the local area, especially in
winter when there is often a cold air inversion that prevents the smoke from rising, keeping it closer to
ground levels.

During the design review process, which should be a public process and occur before final project
approval, conservation measures can be outlined in greater detail. Implementing a greywater system,
including solar panels, locating structures to take advantage of passive solar, installing low-flow toilets,
low-flow showerheads, and calculating the water requirements and developing a plan for swimming pool
wastewater will all need to be evaluated in greater detail and included in the draft SEIR.

The proponent should consider pursuing a hotel developer that would build a LEED Certified project.
Given the location of the project, this would likely be an attractive marketing approach and likely address
many of the concerns related to the scope of this project.

Compliance with the Mono Basin Community Plan

The Mono Basin Community Plan, finalized in 2012 after years of community meetings and discussions,
should be used to guide all aspects of the draft SEIR process. The Mono Basin Community Plan “is a
community-based planning effort intended to guide future land-use, development, and quality-of-life
decisions. The purpose of the plan is to inform decision makers at the community and local government
levels, as well as other agencies, businesses and entities operating in the Mono Basin, about the needs and
aspirations of the community.”

Specific relevant points include:
Issues/Opportunities/Constraints (p. 15)

1. Residents express conflicting sentiments about additional growth. The concept of a sustainable,
successful economy is supported, but the fear is that communities will need to become too big or
“citified” to achieve this, sacrificing the rural characteristics and healthy natural environment
valued by residents. The challenge is to appropriately balance economic development goals with
the desired rural community characteristics and protection of the natural, scenic, historical and
recreational values of the area. Growth does not necessarily mean becoming bigger; it could also
mean improving what already exists within the current development footprint.

4. Workforce housing opportunities, both to rent and buy, are needed to sustain the existing
community and enable people to live where they work.

10. The physical layout of Lee Vining’s Main Street area, where a five-lane highway under the
authority of Caltrans bisects the corridor, creates challenges for establishing a vibrant, walkable
commercial area, ensuring safe and convenient pedestrian crossings, and creating physical
connectivity between the east and west sides of the highway.



Goal 1: Maintain the spectacular natural values of the Mono Basin and rural, small-town character of
communities by managing growth, ensuring high-quality aesthetics, and providing for community
development needs to enhance the quality of life for residents. (p.17)

Obijective A: Provide for the orderly growth of Lee Vining in a manner that retains the small-
town character by directing future development to occur in and adjacent to Lee Vining. (p.17)

Policy 1: Prioritize infill and rehabilitation of the existing built environment over the
addition of private property.

Obijective C: Encourage building types and architectural design compatible with the scenic and
natural attributes of the Mono Basin. (p.18)

Policy 1: Maintain a clear edge between developed areas and open space by ensuring
future development outside existing communities is compatible with the scenic and

natural attributes of the area.

Policy 2: Support design practices that protect scenic vistas, energy efficiency, and
“green” building practices.

Action 2.1: Encourage the siting and design of buildings to preserve scenic
vistas.

Action 2.2: Designate public view corridors that visually connect the community
to the natural environment and establish development standards to avoid impacts.

Action 2.3: Explore potential incentives related to energy efficiency and “green”
building practices.

Policy 3: Preserve the dark night sky of the Mono Basin.

Action 3.1: Require compliance with and enforce Dark Sky Regulations.
Policy 4: Support improving the visual appearance of Lee Vining.

Action 4.1: Use Mono County Design Guidelines to promote architecture, site
planning, and uses compatible with the surrounding visual and scenic
environment within the communities of Lee Vining and Mono City.

Objective D: Maintain, protect and enhance the natural, historical and recreational attributes of
the Mono Basin. (p.19)

Policy 3: Support recreational activities and the ability to use and enjoy the land while
also protecting the natural environment.

Action 3.3: Ensure new development does not impede, and preferentially
enhances, existing recreation access and activities.

Policy 6: Work with government and private property owners to create recreational trail
segments connecting population centers with attractions and recreation access points.

Action 6.1: Identify desired trail segments that are supported by the community,
and implement trail development.



Action 6.2: Identify and consider impacts to historic lifestyles and existing uses
of any potential trail, and consult with the Kutzadika Tribe in particular.

Objective E: Promote well-planned and functional community uses that retain small-town
character and increase quality of life. (p.21)

Policy 1: Increase the housing supply available to the workforce, including rental units.

Policy 6: Provide safe and convenient pedestrian and biking facilities, working with
Caltrans when applicable, to reduce vehicular traffic, increase local livability, and
encourage visitors to explore town.

Action 6.1: Prioritize pedestrian safety facilities and improvements on Highway
395 over other facility improvements and as consistent with goals and policies in
the Circulation Element of the General Plan, with an emphasis on the Livable
Communities section, and Objectives A and D in the Mono Basin Policies. (See
Appendix A.)

Action 6.2: Emphasize safe travel for pedestrians to community and activity
centers, such as schools, parks, library, museums and visitor centers.

Action 6.4: Initiate community discussions to consider pedestrian and street
lighting in appropriate locations for safety, connectivity, and comfort and ensure
compliance with Dark Sky Regulations.

Action 6.5: Pursue the Livable Communities goals and policies in the Circulation
Element of the General Plan.

Obijective F: Provide appropriate public infrastructure and service capability expansion to support
development, public safety, and quality of life. (p.24)

Policy 1: Future development should coincide with infrastructure and service capability
expansion.

Action 1.1: Require development projects to obtain “will-serve” letters from
applicable service agencies.

Policy 2: Support improvements to local service infrastructure, such as water, sewer,
telecommunications, and electricity, that is compatible with the small-town character,
aesthetic values, and the health and safety of the community.

Action 2.1: Inventory local infrastructure needs and provide support to service
providers as appropriate.

Action 2.2: Require utility line upgrades and replacements to be undergrounded
subject to the findings and analysis required for new utility lines in Chapter 11 —
Utilities of the Land Use Element.

Action 2.3: Where feasible, require local utility providers to underground,
relocate or visually screen power lines and other facilities in areas of high visual
quality.



Policy 3: Provide for adequate emergency services, facilities, and access, and support
emergency providers.

Compliance with the Mono County General Plan

When the Specific Plan was approved in 1993 there were different General Plan requirements. As part of
the process going forward, both the Specific Plan and new project components need to be updated under
the new General Plan requirements. A chart or table might be helpful to show the necessary changes.
Conclusion

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. MLC looks forward to working with Mono County and the
proponent to ensure that revisions to the 1993 Specific Plan are in accordance with all state, federal, and
local regulatory guidelines and requirements. MLC will also work to ensure that the final plan reflects
recent changes in both the natural environment of the area and the needs of local residents and visitors.
Please contact me at (760) 647-6595 or lisa@monolake.org if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
s A e

Lisa Cutting
Eastern Sierra Policy Director



November 21, 2016

To: Mono County Community Development Department — Gerry LaFrancois
Comments on Specific Plan for Tioga Inn Project in Lee Vining, Oct. 27, 2016
Dear Mr. LaFrancois,

I am writing to provide comments on the scope and content of environmental information for the forthcoming
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the Tioga Inn Project.

I have lived in the Eastern Sierra (Lee Vining, June Lake, and Mammoth Lakes) for 11 years, and have worked
full-time in Lee Vining that whole time, as | continue to do now. | care deeply about the Mono Basin and
preserving its cultural, scenic, and community values. | am writing to encourage you to only let the proposed
Tioga Inn development occur if it meets the highest possible standards for green building, low visual impacts,
and wise water use, and to require it to develop in a way that is responsible in its population, housing, and
cultural impact on the Lee Vining community.

The SEIR must analyze water supply sources and the impacts to Lee Vining Creek and spring/aquifer recharge
below the project property, in all seasons. Projections into the future about water supply, quality, and impacts
should take into consideration a continuing drought or a subsequent, more severe drought. The SEIR should
also take into account the town of Lee Vining’s water source and search for a secondary source of water.

The SEIR should analyze the potential visual impacts of the proposed project, both in the daytime and at night
for lighting, with visual simulations as a major component of the draft SEIR. In particular, the change from a
two-story hotel to three stories should be analyzed, as well as the housing complex, which is located in a
potentially highly-visible area and is less clearly defined in terms of height and size. In addition, a stringent
design review process should be required, with an additional public comment period and approval by the
Mono County Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors.

The project is proposing to change the amount and type of housing from ten workforce housing units to 80
non-workforce housing units. This is a huge shift from the 1993 Specific Plan, and would exacerbate the lack
of affordable and workforce housing that plagues the Eastern Sierra, and Lee Vining in particular. Market-rate
housing would likely attract second homeowners and long-term renters who do not intend to live in the area,
leaving their homes empty for much of the year. In addition, short-term and nightly rentals could proliferate.
The SEIR should study and analyze the impacts of the change from dedicated workforce housing to market
rental units.

Increasing the population of Lee Vining—in terms of both residents and visitors—will put a strain on Mono
County and public services, such as Lee Vining Fire Department, Mono County Paramedics, the Mono County
Sherriff Department, and local schools. It will also increase existing parking problems in Lee Vining and
increase traffic along Highway 395, thereby increasing the danger to pedestrians attempting to cross the
highway. The SEIR should take into account these impacts.

The Tioga Inn project is the first one of such size and scope since the Mono Basin Community Plan was
finalized in 2012, and it should be used to guide all aspects of the draft SEIR process. The project should also
be updated to comply with the most updated Mono County General Plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Elin Ljung
Mammoth Lakes, CA
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Please leave this form at the meeting, or it may be submitted by Nov. 21, 2016, as follows

By emall to: glefrancois@mono.ca.qov

By mail to: Gerry LeFrancois, PO Box 347, Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Planning / Building / Code Compliance / Envirovmental / Collaborative Plenning Team (CPT)
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)/ Local Transportation Commission (LTC) / Regional Planning Advisory Committees (RPACs)



From: Scott Burns

Sent: Monday, November 21, 2016 9:56 AM

To: Gerry LeFrancois <glefrancois@mono.ca.gov>; Wendy Sugimura <wsugimura@mono.ca.gov>
Subject: Anonymous Oral Comment - Tioga

FYI:
Requests that PC and BOS conduct site visit during project consideration

Concern with number of housing units — density concerns due to traffic and deer use patterns
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APPENDIX B

2012 Director Review 12-007
Tioga Inn Kitchen Expansion



Mono County
Community Development Department

P.O. Box 347 Planning Division ) P.O. Box 8
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 Bridgeport, CA 93517
(760) 924-1800, fax 924-1801 (760) 932-5420, fax 932-5431

commdev@mono.ca.gov WWW.monocounty.ca.gov

NOTICE OF DECISION
DIRECTOR REVIEW 12-007/Tioga Inn Kitchen Expansion

APPLICANT: Dennis Domaille, Tioga Gas Mart
SUBJECT PROPERTY: APN 021-080-014, 22 Vista Point Drive, Lee Vining, CA

PROPOSAL FOR: A 316 square feet kitchen expansion at the Tioga Gas Mart. The property is part of the
Tioga Inn Specific Plan.

Pursuant to the Tioga Inn Specific Plan and Mono County General Plan Section 31.010, and based upon the
following findings, you are hereby notified that Director Review 12-007 has been:

Granted as requested.
XX Granted subject to the attached Conditions of Approval.
Denied.

BACKGROUND

Director Review permit 12-007 would permit the expansion of the kitchen by 316 square feet. The Specific
Plan allows for a hotel, full service restaurant, a residential area, and a convenience store and gas station.

The Tioga Inn Specific Plan was approved in 1993 and amended in 1995 and 1997. The 1997 Specific Plan
amendment permitted a 1,500 square foot apartment on the convenience store and gas station parcel, approved a
master sign program, a lighting plan, permitted a public restroom/shower/laundry facility on the Hotel parcel,
and clarified that any future restaurant is to be constructed on the flat area of restaurant parcel.

Planning / Building / Code Compliance / Environmental / Collaborative Planning Team (CPT)
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) / Local Transportation Commission (LTC) / Regional Planning Advisory Committees (RPACS)




The existing convenience store and gas station has had various remodels. These additions include a pizza oven
in 1997, the addition of restrooms (one of which is available during non-business hours), storage areas and
laundry facilities in 1998 and a kitchen expansion in 2000.

The Specific Plan convenience store and gas station land use designation allows for:
o A retail store and fuel purchase facility not exceeding 4,800 square feet of gross floor area, and an
apartment not to exceed 1,500 square feet, for a total building footprint of 6,300 square feet,
¢ A maximum of two fuel islands with four multi-grade dispensing stations per island for a total of eight
pumping stations,
Picnic area sited in conjunction with the scenic turn-out,
Public restrooms,
Parking areas, including spaces for recreational vehicles, vehicles towing trailers, and tour busses,
Appurtenant service (not including vehicle service or repair) and delivery bays, storage areas, publicly
accessible air supply, vehicle water supply, enclosed trash receptacle area,
Underground fuel tanks, and
o Other uses that are similar in nature, typically associated with the primary land use, and equal to or less
in intensity — subject to individual review and approval by the Planning Director.

The proposed project is to expand the current Kitchen area by 316 square feet. Attachment 1 shows the current
floor plan of the convenience store and the proposed 316 square feet of new kitchen area.

DIRECTOR REVIEW FINDINGS

Under Tioga Inn Specific Plan, and Mono County General Plan, Chapter and Section 31.030, the Community
Development Department Director may issue a Director Review permit after making all of the following
findings. The Director has made the following findings concerning DR12-007:

1. All applicable provisions of the Mono County General Plan and Tioga Inn Specific Plan are complied with,
and the site of the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the use and to accommodate
all yards, walls and fences, parking, loading, landscaping and other required features because:

The subject property is approximately 2.35 acres in size, adequate to accommodate the 316 square feet
of kitchen expansion. The property’s Specific Plan land use designation allows for: “Other uses that are
similar in nature, typically associated with the primary land use, and equal to or less in intensity —
subject to individual review and approval by the Planning Director.”

The proposed 316 square feet kitchen expansion will provide additional services on the convenience
store / gas station parcel. Due to the lack of a hotel or full service restaurant on the property, this
limited kitchen expansion is permitted by the Planning Director, subject to this Directors Review, as
permitted in the Specific Plan. No other commercial or retail space expansion will be permitted on the
convenience store gas station parcel without a revision to the Tioga Inn Specific Plan.

The proposed addition meets the Specific Plan height limit of 20°, is located with the building envelope
established in the Specific Plan (Figure 7), and meets the minimum parking requirements of 10 standard
vehicle spaces, two bus or recreational vehicle spaces, and two spaces for vehicles towing trailers.

2. The site for the proposed use relates to streets and highways adequate in width and type to carry the
guantity and kind of traffic generated by the proposed use, because:

DR12-007/Tioga Inn Convenience Store / Gas Station
2



The proposed project is located on Vista Point Drive with access to State Route 120 (Tioga Pass). The
proposed kitchen addition will not create impacts to surrounding streets or to Highway 120. The
project has existing encroachment permits with Caltrans District 9.

3. The proposed use will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or improvements in
the area in which the property is located, because:

The Specific Plan allows for a hotel, full service restaurant, a residential area, and a convenience store
and gas station. The only two uses on the project site at this time are the convenience store / gas
station and the residential units. The hotel and full service restaurant have never been constructed.
The proposed 316 square foot kitchen expansion will provide additional services on the convenience
store / gas station parcel. Due to the lack of a full service restaurant on the project site, this limited
expansion will not be detrimental to the public welfare, and/or injurious to property or improvements
in the project area.

4. The proposed use is consistent with the map and text of the Mono County General Plan and Tioga Inn
Specific Plan, because:

The Tioga Inn Specific Plan designates this parcel as Convenience Store / Gas Station which provides
for a retail store and fuel purchase facility, an apartment, two fuel islands with four multi-grade
dispensing stations per island for a total of eight pumping stations, a picnic area sited in conjunction
with the scenic turn-out, public restrooms, and parking areas, including spaces for recreational
vehicles, vehicles towing trailers, and tour busses.

Mono County Land Use Element, Chapter 36 Specific Plans:

General Plan Section 36.60 Specific Plan Amendment states that amendments to a specific plan can
be handled through the Director Review process if no change in density results and no change in
conditions are necessary. See Attachment 1 Ground Floor Plan that shows existing uses and the
proposed kitchen expansion. With DR 2012-007, the expansion of 316 square feet to the kitchen does
not change the density of the project or change conditions.

This Specific Plan was adopted in 1993 and as of this date, only the Residential and Convenience
Store/Gas Station uses have been developed. In consideration of this and the fact that the Hotel and
other Restaurant uses are undeveloped, the increase in footprint of the Convenience Store/Gas Station
from 6,300 permitted square feet to 6,835 square feet (includes the 316 sf kitchen expansion) is
considered minor and allowed within the specific plan area.

5. Improvements as indicated on the development plan are consistent with all adopted standards and policies
as set forth in the Land Development Regulations, this General Plan and the Tioga Inn Specific Plan,
because:

The project is consistent with the Mono Basin Area Plan because it conforms to the policies
encouraging infill development within or adjacent Lee Vining.

Mono County Land Use Element, Mono Basin Area Plan:
Obijective A: Direct future development to occur in and adjacent to Lee Vining.
Objective D, Policy 3: Focus commercial development within or adjacent to Lee Vining.

The project is consistent with the Tioga Inn Specific Plan because the project is consistent with the
Convenience Store / Gas Station parcel and the permitted uses allowed on this parcel. See finding 4.
above.

6. The project is exempt from CEQA, because:

DR12-007/Tioga Inn Convenience Store / Gas Station
3



a) It qualifies for a Class 1 Categorical Exemption. Class 1 exemptions would allow for: (e) additions to
existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more

than 50 percent of the floor area of the structures before the addition, or 2,500 square feet whichever is
less.

b) In addition, an Environmental Impact Report was certified as a part of the Tioga Inn Specific Plan
approval in 1993.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

DR12-007/Domaille is issued with the following conditions:

1.

2.

Project shall comply with the requirements of the Building Division and Environmental Health.

All exterior lighting shall be shielded and directed downward to complying with Chapter 23, Dark Sky
Regulations and the Tioga Inn Specific Plan.

The roof and exterior construction shall match the existing building store and roof colors as shown in
Attachment 2

No other commercial or retail space expansion will be permitted on the convenience store gas station
parcel without a revision to the Tioga Inn Specific Plan.

Termination. A Director Review shall terminate and all rights granted therein shall lapse, and the

property affected thereby shall be subject to all the provisions and regulations applicable to the land use

designation in which such property is classified at the time of such abandonment, when any of the

following occur:

A.  There is a failure to commence the exercise of such rights, as determined by the Director, within
one (1) year from the date of approval thereof. Exercise of rights shall mean substantial
construction or physical alteration of property in reliance with the terms of the Director Review.

B.  There is discontinuance for a continuous period of one (1) year, as determined by the Director, of
the exercise of the rights granted.

C.  No extension is granted as provided in Section 31.080.

Extension. If there is a failure to exercise the rights of the Director Review within one (1) year of the
date of approval, the applicant may apply for an extension for an additional one (1) year. Any request
for extension shall be filed at least sixty (60) days prior to the date of expiration and shall be
accompanied by the appropriate fee. Upon receipt of the request for extension, the Planning Division
shall review the application to determine the extent of review necessary. Conditions of approval for the
Director Review may be modified or expanded, including revision of the proposal, if deemed necessary.
The Planning Division may also deny the request for extension. Exception to this provision is permitted
for those Director Reviews approved concurrently with a tentative parcel or tract map; in those cases the
approval period(s) shall be the same as for the tentative map.

Revocation. The Planning Commission may revoke the rights granted by a Director Review and the
property affected thereby shall be subject to all of the provisions and regulations of the Land Use
Designations and Land Development Regulations applicable as of the effective date of revocation. Such

DR12-007/Tioga Inn Convenience Store / Gas Station
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revocation shall include the failure to comply with any condition contained in the Director Review or
the violation by the owner or tenant of any provision pertaining to the premises for which such Director
Review was granted. Before revocation of any permit, the Commission shall hold a hearing thereon
after giving written notice thereof to the permittee at least ten (10) days in advance of such hearing. The
decision of the Commission may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors in accordance with Chapter
47, Appeals, and shall be accompanied by an appropriate filing fee.

This Director Review Permit shall become effective ten (10) days following the issuance of the Director's
decision. This decision may be appealed within ten (10) days by filing a written notice of appeal with the
Secretary of the Planning Commission. If an appeal is filed, the permit will not be issued until the appeal is
considered and a decision is rendered by the Planning Commission.

PREPARED BY: Gerry Le Francois, Principal Planner

DATE OF DEESION Julv 2,2012

Scott Burns, Commumty Development Director

SIGNED:

Attachments:
1. Ground Floor Plan — shows existing and proposed square footages
2. Building Elevation and Model Images
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GeoSoils, Inc.

Geotechnical Engineering * Engineering Geology

24890 Jefferson Avenue - PO. Box 490 » Murriete, California 92362 ¢ {714)677-9651 = FAX (714) 677-9301

April 4, 1991
W.0. 431-A-RC

Mr. Dennis Domaille
P.0O. Box 2727
Mammoth Lakes, California 93546

Subject: Preliminary Geologic Investigation, 83*-Acre Parcel,
Tentative Parcel Map No. 34, Lee Vining Area, Mono

County, California

Gentlemen:

In accordance with your request and authorization, this report
presents the results of our preliminary geologic investigation on
the subject property. The primary purpose of this study was to
evaluate the presence of previously-mapped faults within the
Alquist-Priolo special studies zone. The secondary purpose of this
study was to evaluate the onsite geologic conditions and their
effects on the proposed site development from a geologic viewpoint.
At the time of our study, the actual location of the proposed
improvements was not known.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As indicated above, the purpose of this study was to satisfy the
provisions of the Alquist-Priolo special studies zone act, as well
as provide a geologic evaluation of the site. Based on our study,
the proposed improvements are suitable for their intended use, from
a geologic viewpoint.

Active faulting was not encountered during our study. In addition,
the site and the region as a whole is subject to strong seismic
shaking, as well as the effects of volcanic processes. Mitigation
of these conditions should include adherence to the latest edition
of the Uniform Building Code.

In summarv, adverse geologic features that would preclude the
feasibility of development as proposed were not encountered. The
recommendations presented in this report should be incorporated
into the planning, design, earthwork, and construction
considerations for the project.

Los Angeles Co. (818) 785-2158 + Orange Co. (714) 647-0277 * San Diego Co. (619} 438-3155
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SCOPE OF SERVICES

The scope of our services has included the following:

L. Review of readily available geologic data for the area
(Appendix), including stereoscopic aerial photographs, and
photolineament analysis and faulting evaluation.

2. Geologic and geomorphic site reconnaissance.

S8 Subsurface exploration consisting of the excavation by backhoe
of two overlapping fault locating and lineament evaluation
trenches.

4. Geologic analysis of the data collected.

5. Preparation of this report.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The site is a roughly rectangular-shaped parcel consisting of
approximately 83 acres in the Lee Vining area of Mono County,

California (see the Site Location Map, Figure 1). The site is
bounded to the north, east, west, and south by essentially natural
and undeveloped property. The subject property is transected by

U.S. Highway 395 diagonally along the eastern to northern property
margins, and also diagonally by State Highway 120 along the western
and northern property margins. Cuts and fills associated with
those roadways also exist onsite. Continental telephone lines and
Southern California Edison Company power lines also transect the
eastern and northern property margins. An Alquist-Priolo special
studies zone exists on the approximately western third of the

property.

The majority of the site, with the exception of some dirt access
roads and those areas mentioned above, is in an essentially natural
condition. The site is characterized by a northeasterly descending
flank and ridge of a hillside that has been locally terraced and
incised with drainages. Slopes within this hillside area range
from nearly flat to locally as stee as 1l:1 (horizontal to
vertical). The property flattens in a northerly direction near the
ncrth-central portion of the site to an overall gradient of ahout
13:1 (horizontal to vertical) and to nearly flat in the nortn-
easterly margin of the site. Overall relief across the site ranges
from a high of about 6978 feet MSL to a low of about 6699 feet MSL.
Vegetation is sparse to moderate, and consists of native brush with

very few trees.

GeoSoils, Inc.
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

As indicated previously, at the time of our investigation, the
proposed locations and types of structures were not Kknown.
Subsequently, we were provided with plans that indicate that
currently a 120-unit hotel and restaurant is proposed near the
northwesterly to central area of the property, southeasterly of
State Highway 120. Associated appurtenant structures including a
pool and spa, as well as associated interior roadways and parking,
are also proposed. In addition, a single-family residence is also
proposed in the future in the southwesterly portion of the
property.

FIELD STUDIES

Field studies conducted during our geologic evaluation of the
property consisted of the following:

1ir Geologic and geomorphic reconnaissance and mapping.

2. Excavation of two overlapping exploratory backhoe trenches to
evaluate the near-surface soil and geologic conditions with
respect to faulting. The trenches totaled about 1,500 feet
and were about 10 to 15 feet deep.

The trenches were logged by a geologist from Sierra Geotechnical
Services, 1Inc., and briefly viewed by the undersigned. The
locations of the trenches are presented on Plate 1. Logs of the
trenches are presented on Plates 2 through 6.

GEOLOGICAL SUMMARY

Regional Geologic Setting

The subject property is located at the transition of two prominent
natural geomorphic provinces in California known as the "Sierra
Nevada" and "Basin and Range." These provinces have long and
active geologic histories. The Basin and Range province 1is
generally characterized by narrow, fault-bounded, northerly-
trending mountain ranges separated by irregular-shaped, alluvium-
covered valleys. The Sierra Nevada 1is generally a north-
northwesterly trendirg, singular asymmetric, tilted fault-block of
great magnitude, which has broken free on the east along the Sierra
Nevada frontal fault system. Some geologists consider the Sierra
Nevada the highest and grandest of the Basin and Ranges mountains.

In general, the bedrock of the majority of the mountains in the
site wvicinity consists of Triassic to Cretaceous-age plutons
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(bodies of crystalline igneous rocks) and overlying roof pendants
(a remnant of sedimentary or metamorphic rock that is intruded by
the plutonic rock) of Paleozoic to Triassic-age. Relatively thin
sedimentary and volcanic deposits of Tertiary and Quaternary age
discontinuously overly and/or intrude the bedrock, respectively,
probably along fractures that are a result of faulting along the
Sierra Nevada frontal fault system and a magma chamber at depth.
These tectonic and volcanic processes remain active through the
present. For convenience, a geologic time scale is provided as
Table I (after Norris & Webb 1990, USGS 1979, and CDMG 1977) below.

TABLE I
GEOLOGIC TIME SCALE

YEARS (MILLICNS) AGO

EON lEP.A PERIOD EPOCH T AT OPENING OF
Recent (Historic Record - 200 years)
Holocene
CENOZOIC Quaternary 0.011
Pleistocene
— 1.8
Pliocene
)
Miocene
23.5 —
Tertiary Oligocene
39 —
Eocene
#1535 ==
Paleocene
&5 —_—
PHANEROZOIC Cretaceous
144
MEZOZOIC Jurassic
208
Triassic
245  ——
Permian
286 ——
Carboniferous Systems
_re— 320
360 =
PALEOZOIC Devonian
408
Silurian
438 —
Ordovician
505
Cambrian
570
I Sdiacaiian
— —— 700 =—
PROTERQZOIC 2,500 ___
ARCHEAN 3,800 ___ |PRE-CAMBRIAN
ORIGIN OF ERRTH 4,600

GeoSoils, Inc.
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During Quaternary time, glaciation has resulted in wide, U-shaped
valleys, and upon glacial retreat, lateral and terminal moraine
deposits, which have sometimes served as alpine lake confinements.
Glacial deposits and fluvial deposits derived from glacial
meltwaters have filled portions of the valleys and descend and
coalesce from the mountainous areas. Geomorphic processes,
together with Quaternary volcanism and faulting, have generated the
present-day landforms.

A regional geologic map is provided as Figure 2. The regional
geologic map indicates that the site is underlain by Quaternary
till of the Tahoe Glaciation, and Quaternary alluvium. Faults
within the till have been mapped on the property (Kistler, 1966;
CDMG, 1985.) The absolute age of the Tahoe till has been reported
as potentially as young as 9,800 years old to as old as 65,000
years old, with most studies indicating the older age as most
probable.

Lineament Analysis

In order to identify possible unmapped faults and to evaluate
topographic expressions of published fault traces, a lineament
analysis was performed. Stereoscopic aerial photographs at a scale
of approximately 1:24,000 and 1:2,400 were utilized in the

lineament analysis.

Lineaments were classified as strong, moderate or weak. A strong
lineament is a well-defined feature that can be continuously traced

from several hundred feet to a few thousand feet. A moderate
lineament is less well defined, somewhat discontinuous, and can be
traced for only a few hundred feet. A weak lineament is

discontinuous, poorly defined, and can be traced for a few hundred
feet or less.

A weakly- to moderately-developed lineament transected the site in
a northwesterly direction paralleling the faults previously mapped
onsite (see Plate 1). The lineament was field checked during our
reconnaissance mapping to evaluate possible origin. This
lineament, as well as previously mapped onsite faults, was
intercepted by our trenches.

The geologic units observed on the subject property consisted of
manmade fill, colluvium (topsoil), fluvial-glacial deposits, and
alluvium. Mappable units are shown on Plate 1 and are described as

follows:
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Fill (not mapped)

Manmade fill was observed during our field study on the subject
property associated with the previously-mentioned highways, as well
as the dirt roads that transect the site. These fill materials are
considered potentially compressible in their existing state and
unsuitable for the support of additional £fill 1loadings or
settlement-sensitive structures. In the absence of documentation
of the methods of compaction, they will require complete removal
and recompaction, if settlement-sensitive improvements are planned
in those areas. These materials will typically have engineering
properties similar to the parental units from which they are
derived.

Colluvium (not mapped)

Quaternary colluvium (topsoil) was observed on the site in both
trenches. It is generally 1 to 2 feet thick; however, locally it
ranges up to 10 feet thick, and should underlie other portions of
the site. The observed colluvial soils are weathered fluvial-
glacial deposits. The colluvium logged in our trenches was light
to medium to dark grayish brown, fine- to medium-grained, to fine-
to coarse-grained sands, with minor amounts of silt and very fine-
grained sand, and locally abundant pebbles and cobbles. Evidence
of a calcic or argillic horizon was not observed. The materials
were damp to moist and loose and contained abundant rootlets.
Because of their potential compressibility, the colluvial soils
are unsuitable for support of structures and/or settlement-
sensitive improvements, and will require removal and recompaction.
These soils typically have a low to medium expansion potential.
Based on the lack of a calcic or argillic horizon, this unit is
judged to be a minimum of Holocene to recent in age.

Fluvial-Glacial Deposits (Map Symbol - 0fq)

Quaternary fluvial-glacial deposits were encountered 1in our
trenches and underlie the majority of the site. These materials
are deposits derived from glaciation and glacial meltwaters and
were generally various shades of gray, brown, and rust brown and
were dry to wet. Litholpogies generally ranged from fine-grained
sands, and fine- to coarse-grained sands to sandy to gravelly
conglomerzte, with ccme cilty sands and silts. In areas, the upper
1 to 2 feet c£f the fiuvial-glacial deposits were loose and porous
and may be locally-derived colluvium. The fluvial-glacial deposits
at depths lower than about 3 to 4 feet were medium dense. Owing to
their potential compressibility, the near-surface fluvial-glacial
materials are unsuitable for support of structures and/or
settlement-sensitive improvements. Removal and recompacticn of the
near-surface fluvial-glacial deposits will be necessary. These
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soils typically have a low to medium expansion potential. Since

this unit is likely a result of a significant climate change, and
since the last major climate change occurred during the Pleistocene
to Holocene transition, this unit is judged to have a minimum
relative age range of Pre-Holocene to Holocene, or about 15,000 to,
perhaps, as young as 7,000 years old. This unit may be older than
pre-Holocene; however, for conservatism the previously mentioned

range is deemed appropriate.

Alluvium (Map Symbol - Qal)

Although not encountered during our field investigation, Quaternary
alluvial deposits were observed along the extreme easterly margin
of the property. These sediments likely consist of the products of
weathering and erosion of parental rocks from the site vicinity as
well as locally derived and undifferentiated effusive volcanic and
lacustrine deposits. These materials were not evaluated, as the
currently proposed development is not planned in this area. Based
on the available data, as well as geomorphic and stratigraphic
relationships, this unit is judged to be of Pleistocene to Recent
in age, with the younger deposits occurring near the surface.
Offsite, deposition is still occurring within this unit (i.e., Mono
Lake).

GEOLOGIC STRUCTURE

The fluvial-glacial deposits on the site are generally medium to
thickly bedded and are generally flat lying, and exhibit cross-
bedding, channeling, and lenticular bedding typical of such
materials. However, cross-bedded lenses dipped as steeply as 21
degrees. Although not encountered, the alluvial deposits are
anticipated to be essentially flat-lying, and are not expected to
be exposed during site development. Faulting and vulcanism are
discussed later in this report.

FAULTING AND REGIONAL SEISMICITY

The site is situated in an area of active as well as potentially
active faults. Major fault zones that could have a significant
affect on the site should they experience activity would include
the following:

Fault Zone —- Nictanmca From Site (_mlleSl
Mono Valley 0.3
Parker Lake )
Hartley Springs 6
Un-named Faults in Long Valley 17

Owens Valley 895

West Walker 44

GeoSoils, Inc.
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The relationship of the site location to the major mapped faults is
indicated on Figure 3. Other significant faults have been mapped
in the region. The nearest known active fault is the Mono Valley
fault, which may be considered part of the Sierra Nevada frontal
fault system. The pattern of faulting within this area is wide and
complex, with numerous north to northwesterly branching and
subsidiary faults, and is believed to have developed largely
through extensional deformation and associated normal faulting.
The Sierra Nevada Frontal fault zone is believed to have been
formed in this manner. Volcanic processes and, to a lesser degree,
tectonic processes are believed responsible for the east-west
trending faults, as well as some of the minor north-northwesterly
trending faults. This is discussed further later in this report.

The "design fault" for the project site is the Mono Valley fault,
which is thought to be related to the Basin and Range fault system.
Accordingly, this fault has the potential for a maximum credible
earthquake of 8.0 M and a maximum probable earthquake of 6.5 M.
Peak horizontal ground accelerations from a maximum credible event
could exceed 1.0 g, and a maximum probable event may reach 0.75 g.

The repeatable high acceleration (RHA), which is taken to be
approximately 65 percent of the peak acceleration for sites less
than 20+ miles from the epicenter (Ploessel & Slosson, 1974), is
also used for design criteria. The estimated horizontal design
criteria for repeatable acceleration, therefore, may be about
0.49 g. A relatively newly-recognized phenomenon, observed during
the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, is "earthquake focussing, " and may
also influence ground motion. However, as discussed below, a
subsurface fault has been mapped at the site. Buried topography as
a result of this fault may also occur at depth, below the site.

Accordingly, we recommend that the full range of values for
acceleration, 0.49 g, 0.75 g, and 1.0 g, should be considered for

seismic design. The site period should be on the order of 0.35
seconds, and the duration of strong shaking may range from about 18
to 34 seconds. Recurrence intervals for large earthquakes in the

Basin and Range province is anticipated to be on the order of
100,000 years (verbal communication, Shlemon, 1990).

As indicated previously, an area of the westerly portion of the
site lies within an Alqui$t-Priolo special studies zone. The state
has mapped a fault in this area (see Figure 1). In addition,
Kistler (1966) has also mapped & fault on the property (see
Figure 2). These faults were parallel to the photolineament noted
during our aerial-photograph review. The previously-mapped faults
and photolineament were intercepted by our fault-finding trenches.
Evidence for Holocene faulting (i.e., the geomorphic alignment of
topographic saddles along the postulated fault traces; complete
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stratigraphic continuity [no truncation or offset] of bedding; or
stepped regional geomorphology) was not observed. Accordingly, the
present-day landform configuration on the property is most likely
a result of geomorphic processes. Based on our study, we judge
that the previously mapped faults and photolineament are not
related to Holocene faulting.

Numerous earthquakes have occurred in California. Many of these
are historical, but lack adequate records. Documentation is
available, however, for various earthquakes that have occurred in
California since 1912 with magnitudes greater than 6.0 on the
Richter Scale.

Ground accelerations at the site are similar to the eastern Sierra
Nevada region as a whole. As indicated previously, a maximum
probable earthquake of 6.5 M. on the Mono Valley fault may generate
repeatable horizontal ground acceleration on the order of 0.49 g.
Table II summarizes the results of statistical analysis of
earthquake data with respect to a 50-year life span.

TABLE II
(after Housner, 1970)
Acceleration Probability of One
of Gravity Occurrence Per 100 Years
0.05 95%
0.10 88%
0.15 64%
0.20 40%
0.25 22%
0.35 4%

During a 50-year span, a structure on the site may possibly be
subjected to an earthquake of Richter magnitude of 6.5. Horizontal
acceleration induced by an earthquake may affect earth structures
and/or embankments.

Ground lurching or shallow ground rupture due to shaking could
occur within the site, as well as most of the Mono Basin and Mono
Lake area, from an earthquake either originating on the Mono Valley
fault or on other nearby faults. Such lurching zcould possikly
cause cracking of paved areas and limited damage to structures.

Earthquake-induced slope stability problems may also occur within
the site. These instability problems (e.g., landslides) would most
likely occur where unsupported bedding planes exist or where the
earth materials are highly weathered. This is discussed further
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below. Experience has shown that wood-frame structures designed in
accordance with the most recent edition of the Uniform Building
Code tend to best resist earthquake effects.

MASS WASTING

Mass wasting refers to the wvarious processes by which earth
materials are moved downslope in response to the force of gravity.
Examples of these processes include slope creep, and surficial
failures. Creep is the lowest form of mass wasting, and generally
involves the outer 5 to 10 feet of the slope surface. During heavy
precipitation, creep-affected materials may become saturated,
resulting in a more rapid form of downslope movement (i.e.,
landslides and/or surficial failures).

Indications of deep-seated landsliding, significant slope creep or
surficial failures on the site were not observed during our review
of stereoscopic photographs of the area (USDA, 1977, Triad
Engineering, 1984b) or during our site reconnaissance. The
potential for seismically induced landsliding is considered low.
The potential for earth flows on the site is moderate, particularly
in the areas of colluvium-filled swales. Possible mitigation
measures are discussed later in this report.

GROUND WATER

Ground water was not observed during our investigation. In
addition, seeps, springs, or other indications of a high regional
ground water level were not noted on the subject property during
the time of our field investigation. It is our understanding that
a well drilled since our field investigation began encountered the
regional water level at an elevation of about 6360 feet MSL, below
the elevation of Mono Lake (about 6380 feet MSL). However, seepage
may occur locally (due to heavy precipitation or irrigation) in
areas where fill soils overlie relatively impermeable sediments or
soils. Such soils or sediments may be encountered in the materials
that exist onsite.

LIQUEFACTION POTENTIAL

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which cyclic stresses produced by
earthquake-induced ground-mcticn creattz excess pore pressures -in
cohesionless (sandy) soils. Thece scils may thereby acquire a high
degree of mobility that can lead to lateral movement and sliding,
consolidation and settlement of loose sediments, sand boils, and
other damaging deformations. This phenomenon occurs only below the
water table; however, after liquefaction has developed, it can
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propagate upward into overlying, non-saturated soil as excess pore
water escapes.

Liquefaction potential is related to numerous factors and the
following conditions must exist for liquefaction to occur: 1)
sediments must be relatively young in age and not have developed
large amount of cementation; 2) sediments must consist mainly of
fine-grained cohesionless sands; 3) the sediments must have low
relative density:; 4) free ground water must be present in the
sediments; and 5) the site must experience seismic events of a
magnitude large enough to induce straining of soil particles. At
the subject site, discontinuous zones with four of these conditions
exist: 1) the sediments consist of uncemented relatively young,
sediments; 2) they have relatively low to moderate density; 3) they
are sandy; and 4) it is anticipated that significant seismic events
will occur that are capable of shaking the site.

One of the primary factors controlling the potential for
liquefaction 1is the depth to ground water. Liquefaction
susceptibility generally decreases with depth of the ground water
table for two reasons: 1) the deeper the water table, the greater
is the normal effective stress acting on saturated sediments at any
given depth, and liquefaction susceptibility decreases with
increased normal effective stress; 2) age, cementation, and
relative density of sediments generally increase with depth. Thus,
as the depth to the water table increases and as the saturated
sediments become older, more cemented, have higher relative
density, and confining normal stresses increase, the less likely
they are to liquefy during an earthquake. Typically, liquefaction
has a relatively low potential where ground water is greater than
30 feet deep and virtually unknown below 50 feet. Due to the depth
of the regional ground water table, liquefaction potential should
be considered low to nil in the site area, under the present

conditions.

Should the water table rise to within 30 to 50 feet from the
surface or should a perched water condition develop as a result of
permeable materials overlying impermeable materials, liquefaction
may occur. Due to the overall relative permeability and nature of
the discontinuous bedding within the onsite sediments and soils,
this is considered unlikely.

VOLCANIC DEVELOPMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

As discussed, the site is also located in an area of active
vulcanism. The last Known eruption within this region occurred at
Mono Lake around 1890. Volcanic areas that have erupted within the
last 2000 years and that could have a significant affect on the
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site, should they experience renewed activity, include the

following:

Volcanic Source Distance from Site (miles)

Mono Lake area 4.4 to 5.6

Long Valley/Mammoth Lakes area 14.5 to 22.7

The relationship of the site location to these recently active
volcanic areas, as well as other Quaternary volcanic sites, is also
shown on the Regional Fault Map, Figure 3.

Based on the available data, an eruptive episode in the Mono Basin-
Long Valley area may occur as follows:

Stage 1 - Earthquakes along the Sierra Nevada fault system
that open fissures or lessen the horizontal confining pressure
along faults reaching the magma chamber at depth.

Stage 2 - Viscous siliceous magma rises towards the surface
along these weakened fractures; at the same time ground water
may leak downward.

Stage 3 - When contact is made, a steam explosion displaces
pre-existing volcanic and lacustrine (lake) sediments forming
a crater.

Stage 4 - If magma continues to rise, eruptions continue,

changing in character from phreatic (steam) to phreatomagmatic
and eventually magmatic with the formation of a dome.

The time lag from precursory earthquakes to eruption would likely
be on the order of 6 months to as much as 10 years (Kilbourne,
R. T., et al, 1980). The type of eruptions and their effects
include ash falls, pyroclastic flows, pyroclastic surges, lava
domes and flows, floods and mud flows, and volcanic gasses. These
are briefly summarized below:

Ash falls - Volcanic ash and larger fragments are ejected
upward above a volcanic vent by gaseous explosive eruptions.
Large hot rock fragments can extend as much as 6 miles or so
from the source vent. The effects of ash zra greatest where
it is thickest near the volcanic scurce, and decrease with

distance.

Pyroclastic Flows - Pyroclastic flows are relatively high
density masses of hot, dry rock fragments mixed with hot
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gasses; the flows move like fluids, along the ground surface
to great distances at a high speed, outward from the vent.

Pyroclastic Surges - Pyroclastic surges are relatively low-
density, cloud-like mixtures of rock particles and gasses that
move at high speed outward from volcanic vents.

Lava Domes and Flows - Lava domes are flows resulting from the
relatively quiet eruption of molten rock that piles up over a
volcanic vent, or flows away as a molten stream, typically
along topographic lows, to as much as 30 miles from the
source.

Floods and Mudflows - Eruptions at vents in areas covered with
snow may cause hot mudflows as hot rock debris mixes with
snowmelt, or floods that may become mudflow as they
incorporate rock debris.

Volcanic Gasses - Volcanic gasses are emitted without rock
material from small vents called fumaroles, and they also
generally accompany molten or solid rock fragments expelled
during eruptions. Volcanic gasses are controlled by wind
direction and generally consist of steam, accompanied by
carbon dioxide and compounds of sulfur and ammonia.

Due to the sites topographic setting and location with respect to
the known recently-active volcanic areas, as well as those volcanic
areas of Quaternary-age, the site is subject to the effects of
eruption of pyroclastic flows and clouds of hot ash and pyroclastic
surges, and to a lesser extent lava flows and domes, and to an even
lesser extent mud flows and floods (Miller, C. D. and others,
1980). Mitigation of these hazards is generally impractical; and
thus, if such an event were to occur, evacuation of personnel in
accordance with state and local guidelines should be performed.
Structures, however, would 1likely be damaged. This should be
considered during project planning and design. It is our opinion,
however, that the most likely volcanic hazard to potentially impact
the site would be ash falls, due to the site's elevation and
distance to known volcanic sources. Accordingly, the potential for
ash falls at the site should not be any greater than nearby and
already-developed properties.

SUBSIDENCE

Our review of readily available data did not indicate that the site
specific area is currently subsiding as a result of down-faulting
along bordering fault zones, ground water withdrawal, or
hydrocompaction. The site, however, lies in a region that has a

GeoSoils, Inc.
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potential for collapse and subsidence (i.e., Long Valley-Mono
Craters) where volcanic sources exist. However the scope of this
potential for affecting the subject site is beyond the scope of
this current study.

In general, areal subsidence generally occurs at the transition
condition between materials of substantially different engineering

properties as a result of geologic processes. Thus, the only
potential for this condition exists between the fluvial-glacial
deposits and alluvium. Based on the available data, bedrock

underlies the fluvial-glacial deposits and alluvium at depth;
therefore, this potential is generally considered 1low, but
increases to moderate along the extreme easterly margin of the site

near Highway 395. Our review of available stereoscopic aerial
photographs (USDA, 1977, Triad Engineering, 1984b) showed no
features generally associated with areal subsidence (e.g.,radially-
directed drainages flowing into a depression(s), linearity of

depressions associated with mountain fronts, or ground fissures).

Ground fissures are generally associated with excessive ground

water withdrawal and associated subsidence, or regional
neotectonics -- that is, tectonic movement along faults active in
Miocene, Pliocene, Pleistocene, and Holocene time. Our study

indicates that excessive ground water withdrawal at the site is not
occurring at this time, and active faults do not transect the
property; however, older buried inactive faults may exist at depth.
Portions of Lee Vining are believed to have similar geologic
conditions as those onsite. Accordingly, the potential for areal
subsidence or ground fissures should not be any greater at the site
than for nearby and already-developed properties.

Two other geologic constraints are also pertinent to site
development, and these are (1) adverse geologic structures, and (2)
seismically induced landsliding. Owing to the relatively granular
nature of the onsite materials anticipated to be encountered during
grading and the lack of adverse geologic structures (based on the
available data), the potential for seismically-induced landsliding
or adverse geologic structures is low, but may not be entirely
precluded. This should be further evaluated during grading, if
significant cuts are proposed.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on our review of available data, field exploration, and our
geologic analyses, it is our opinion that the project site is
suited for the proposed use from a geologic viewpoint. The primary
geologic developmental considerations affecting the site are the
effects of seismic shaking and volcanic processes. This should be

GeoSoils, Inc.
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considered during project planning and design. The recommendations
presented in this report should be incorporated into the planning,
design, earthwork, and construction phases.

General

1. The recommendations presented below should be reviewed and
revised, if necessary, by the project engineering geologist
when an approved grading or site plan becomes available.

2. Geotechnical engineering and compaction testing services
should be provided during grading to aid the contractor in
removing unsuitable soils and in his effort to compact the
fill. Geologic inspections should be performed during and cut
slope excavation to further evaluate the presence of adverse
geologic structures, if significant cuts are proposed. Based
on the exposed conditions, supplemental recommendations for
mitigation may be warranted.

3. Grading should conform to chapter 70 of the latest edition of
the Uniform Building Code, as well as local ordinances.

4. Shallow ground water was not encountered during this study.
Ground water, however, may vary with the seasons or other
factors and may be encountered locally. Subdrain systems are
recommended for all proposed canyon fill areas on a
preliminary basis.

Sl. If settlement-sensitive improvements are proposed within the
zone of influence of our exploratory trenches, or if the
exploratory trenches exist uphill within a zone of influence
that may impact proposed structures, mitigative measures, such
as removal and recompaction, debris/impact walls, etc, should
be provided by the soils engineer or design civil engineer, if
warranted.

Debris Flow Mitigation

In consideration of the patential for prolonged rainfall, possible
brush fires and vegetation denudation, we recommend that the
project's civil engineccr ccnsider using debris/desilting/retention
basins and,/cr rip-rap or other mitigative devices in those areas
where canyon or significant hillside gully areas intersect the
proposed development. If structures are not proposed in those
areas, then this would not be warranted from a geologic
perspective; however, this should be considered for personnel

safety by the design civil engineer.

GeoSoils, Inc.
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Fault Setback Zones

Structural setbacks are not warranted for the site based on the
available data. Undetected, potentially active faults may exist
within the property outside of the area investigated. However,
based on the available data, these would not meet the "sufficiently
active" or "well defined" criteria of the Alquist-Priolo special
studies zone act. As potentially active faults may exist or new
faults possibly occur in unpredictable locations, it is impractical
to zone entire mountain front areas for setbacks, based on the
physical nature of soil and sedimentary materials and the above
criteria. Although unlikely, it should be noted, however, that due
to the project area's location in a zone of known active faulting,
it is possible that removals and/or grading may expose fault traces
that may warrant further study and/or structural setbacks. This
should be considered during the planning and construction stages of
the project.

INVESTIGATION LIMITATIONS

The materials encountered on the project site are believed
representative of the total area: however, soils materials may vary
in characteristics between test excavations.

Inasmuch as our investigation is based upon our review of available
data, the site materials observed, and geologic analyses, the
conclusions and recommendations are professional opinions. It is
possible that variations in the subsurface conditions could exist
beyond the points explored in this investigation. Also changes in
ground water conditions could occur at some time in the near future
due to variations in temperature, regional precipitation, and other
factors.

These opinions have been derived in accordance with current

standards of practice, and no warranty is expressed or implied.
This report is subject to review by the controlling authorities.

GeoSoils, Inc.
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We sincerely appreciate this opportunity to be of service. If you
have any gquestions pertaining to this report, please contact us at
(714) 677-9651.

Respectfully submitted,

GeoSoils, Inc.

. P Fadd:

John P, Franklin

No. '310

Certiviod
Engineering

\_ Geologist

Engineering Geologist, CEG 1340 ®fﬁﬂﬂ“§S
Enclosures: Figure 1 - Site Location Map
Figure 2 - Regional Geologic Map
Figure 3 - Regional Fault Map
Appendix - References
Plate 1 - Geologic Map

Plates 2 to 6 - Trench Logs

Distribution: (2) Addressee
(5) Sierra Geotechnical Services, Inc.
Attention: Mr. Tom Platz

GeoSoils, Inc.
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JH KLEINFELDER

August 21, 1992
File: 30-2091-01.001

Mono County Planning Department
HCR 79 Box 221
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Attention:  MTr. Scott Burns

SUBJECT: Modified Phase I Groundwater Resources Assessment and Review of a Fault
Investigation Report for the Tioga Inn Specific Plan, Lee Vining, California

Dear Mr. Burns:

This letter report presents a summary of our hydrogeologic assessment and a review of Geo
%(;ils, Inc.’s fault investigation report for the subject Tioga Inn Specific Plan, in Lee Vining,
lifornia.

BACKGROUND

The proposed Tioga Inn project is located along Highway 395, just south of Hitghwa%' 120 in Lee
Vining (see Plate 1, Appendix A). At completion, the project will consist of a 120 room full
service hotel, a restaurant, a gas station/mini mart, and 10 units of residential housing. There
is an existing well, extending to a total depth of S80 feet, located near the east portion of the
site. A short pump test conducted on the well by the drillers immediately after installation
(1984) indicates it will produce approximately 150 gallons per minute (gpm). However, the
well has been idle since 1t was constructed.

In May 1992, the Mono County Planning Department (MCPD), as part of its review of the
’" project, requested Kleinfelder conduct an assessment of the potential impact of pumping
< groundwater from an existin&lwell at the site for use in the proposed develogment. Specifically,
they requested we focus on the preliminary groundwater characteristics of the aquifer, potential
impacts from pumping, and potential impacts to water resources from project activities based
on available information.

The MCPD also requested we review a preliminary geologic investigation to evaluate the
potential hazard of surface fault rupture at the site, prepared by Geo Soils, Inc. of Marietta,

California.
WORK PERFORMED
Review Pertinent Geologic Literature. We reviewed pertinent references on the geology

attendant to the Lee Vining area and specific to the project area prior to initiating the aquifer
ump test and reviewing the fault investigation report by Geo Soils, Inc. These references

include professional &?pers and maps that address geologic and hydrogeologic conditions in the

Mono Lake region. We list the references reviewed for this project at the end of the report.

I
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Agquifer Pump Test. Proper testing of a well typically involves conducting two aquifer tests; a
continuous pumping test and a step-drawdown test. The extended aquifer pumping test

rovides information necessary to estimate the hydraulic conductivity and storativity. This
information assists in estimating the long-term yield of the well and potential interference
between the subject well and nearby wells, springs, etc. The step-drawdown test provides
information on the dynamic (pumping) water levels (DWL’s) at various pumping rates for
developing pump design criteria.

We recommended combining the two tests into one extended step-drawdown test to obtain as
much information as possible, given the time and budget constraints of this project.

On June 24 and 25, 1992, Kleinfelder and Mr. Dennis Domaille (progerty owner) conducted an
extended step-drawdown test on the well. The test consisted of three steps, with each step
having a successively higher pumping rate than the preceding step. We ran the first two steps

for approximately two hours each and the third step for approximately 21.7 hours. e
pumping rates employed for the steps were about 38, 91, and 132.5 gpm, respectively. We also
recorded well recovery data for approximately 27.2 hours. The ’s and recovery water
levels were measured with a pressure transducer placed in_a 1.25-inch inside diameter slave
well installed inside the well, and recorded on a Hermit 2 data logger manufactured by In-
Situ, Inc.

GEOLOGIC SETTING

The project site is located at the base of the eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada Mountain
Range at Lee Vining Creek and west of Mono Lake. This is a transition area between two
major geologic provinces, the Sierra Nevada geologic province to the west, and the Basin and
Range geologic Frovince to the east. The Sierra Nevada is predominantly contlgosed of granitic
plutonic rocks of Mesozoic age. These rocks constitute the Sierra Nevada batholith, which is a
nearly monolithic block tilted westward by uplift along a fault system at its eastern limit.
Paleozoic to Triassic age metamorphic rocks that were intruded by the plutonic rock are
common as roof pendants along the crest and eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada Mountains.
Cenozoic volcanic rocks are also prominent along the central portion of the eastern Sierra
Nevada. The crest of the Sierra I\gvada Mountain Range is located only a few miles west of
the site. :

The Basin and Range geologic province consists of northwest trending fault-block mountain
ranges, separated from intervening basins by high angle normal faults of great displacement.
This province includes eastern Nevada, western %Jtah, a part of Oregon, Idaho, California, and
Arizona. The mountain ranges in western Nevada are primarily made up of Mesozoic or Early
Tertiary intrusive and Tertiary volcanic rocks. The intervening basins consist of deep
accumulations of Early Cenozoic to Quaternary age deposits.

The Mono Basin is characterized by Quaternary age volcanic activity that has resulted in lava

flow, ash and cinder deposits over much of the area. Numerous volcanic cinder cones and plugs

occur within a few miles of the project site.

The mountains west of the site were subjected to repeated Pleistocene age glaciations. This
ﬁlacial activity produced in glacial till and outwash deposits along the eastern Sierra. Previously

igher water levels in Mono Lake resulted in alluvial deposits and wave cut terraces around
Mono Lake. The project site is predominantly underlain by Tahoe age glacial till. Quaternary
age alluvium underlies part of the eastern portion of the site.

30-2091-01.001 Page 2 of 8
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
r i nditi

The static water level (SWL) measured approximately 339 feet below ground surface before the
start of the test. Total drawdown at the end of the test (25.7 hours) was about 17.6 feet. The
well recovered to about 0.3 feet of the original SWL within 13.8 hours after terminating the
pumping phase of the test.

(gpm/ft) at 38 gpm to 7.5 gpm/ft at 132.5 gpm. Using the test data, we calculated drawdowns,
specitic capacities, and well efficiencies for several gum ing rates. In general, the calculated
well efficiencies vary between 55.8% at 125 gpm to 8.3%; at 400 gpm. These low efficiencies
are not unusual considering the type of perforated casing (Mill Slot) installed in the well.
Appendix B contains the step-drawdown calculations for this test. :

The .Zeciﬁc capacity for the well ranged from a%:roximately 11.1 gallons Iper minute per foot

We used the recovery data to assess the hydrogeologic characteristics of the aquifer penetrated
by the well. Usually, the recovery data is more reliable and accurate because there is no
potential electrical interference or turbulent flow from pumping. In addition, conducting the
pumping phase in steps essentially renders the drawdown data useless in terms of estimating
the hydrogeologic characteristics of the well.

To calculate the average transmissivity (T) using the recovery data, we used a variation of the
Jacob straight-line method (Driscoll, 1989). The T is the rate at which the aquifer can transmit
water through a unit width of an aquifer under a unit hydraulic gradient. We were not able to
calculate storativity because of the lack of monitoring wells for this test.

The method of using recovery data involves plotting on semilog paper the residual drawdowns
versus a ratio of time since the pump test began divided by the time since fFumping stopped.
We began collecting recovery data within S seconds after turning the pump off. In this time, the
well recovered approximately 8.7 feet. In addition, the pump was turned on for about 15
minutes towards the end of the recovery phase. We do not believe the rapid initial recovery or
the brief pumping period adversely affects the data.

The recovery plot usually gives a relatively straight line, from which we can calculate T. The
plot from this well indicates there is a recharge boundary encountered near the end of the
recovery period, therefore, we calculated T values before and after the recharge boundary using
the formula and assumptions as shown below:

264Q
T= ==
ds’

Where: T = transmissivity (gpd/ft)
Q = pumping rate (gpm)
ds’ = recovery per log cycle of time (ft)

Assumptions:
Before Boundary After Boundary
Q = 1325 gpm Q = 132.5 gpm
ds’ = 2.25fgt ds’ = 1.10&

For additional assumptions refer to Driscoll (1989).
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Then, the T of the aquifer(s) before boundaég is ap roﬁmatel;i.15,600 gpd/ft. The T after the
boundary condition increases to about 31,800 gpd/ft. These T values are probably typical of
high yielding unconfined aquifers in this area (see Appendix B for the recovery data).

We calculated the potential sustained yield of the well by taking 67% of the saturated thickness
times the specific capacity. In other words, at 67% of the total potential drawdown, the well
will produce 90% of its maximum yield (Driscoll, 1989). Although the subject well does not

completely penetrate the unconfined aquifer, we believe this method gives a reasonable
estimate of the sustained yield.

This well has 200 feet of perforations. Although the SWL is about 41 feet higher than the
perforated interval, we must use that portion of the well open to the aquifer. Using this
saturated thickness, we calculated the sustained yield as follows:

Sustained Yield = (saturated thickness x 0.67) x specific capacity

Where: Saturated thickness = 200 feet
Specific capacity @ 400 gpm = 3.95

Thus, the sustained yield for this well is approximately S30 gpm. We used the calculated
specific capacity for a pumping rate of 400 gpm because the specific capacity will decrease as
the pumping rate increases. This will give a more accurate calculated sustained yield.

Based on the calculations above, we believe the yield of this well is capable of exceeding 400
gpm. However, additional testing of this well in the form of an extended aquifer test with one
or more monitoring wells, and quality analysis will be necessary before pumping at this rate.
We understand the maximum production will be only about 150 gpm. The recovery data
indicates that recharge into the well is quick, as is evidenced by the relatively high T for the
aquifer. Actually, the aquifer probably has a much higher T than those calculated because we
did not account f{)r the inefficiency of the well. As discussed above, the well is not very efficient.
Water level measurements taken from a more efficient well would likely have resulted in a
much higher T value which would probably be nearer the actual T of the aquifer.

Because of the highly transmissive nature of the aquifer, and the presence of an apparent
recharge boundary in the vicinity of the well, we believe there will be minimal impacts to the

Toundwater in terms of quantity or quality. The withdrawal of the quantity-of water required
or this project will likewise be minimal.

about 2,800 feet northwest of the site. Based on the topography in the area, the apparent
groundwater flow direction is to the east-northeast. Considering this, and the depth of the
aquifer below ground surface, it is highly unlikely that the well will draw water from surface
water sources. Rather, surface waters percolating into the subsurface, in addition to eastward
groundwater flow from the Sierra Nevada, will serve to recharge the aquifer.

The nearest surface water source is the generally north trendinﬁ Lee Vining Creek, located
P
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Fault Investigation Report

The following presents the results of our review of a geologic investigation report entitled
"Preliminary Geologic Investigation, 83+ -acre Parcel, Tentative Parcel Map No. 34, Lee Vining
Area, Mono County, California." The pur%se of this report was to evaluate the hazard of
primary surface rupture at the subject site. We did not assess other potential geologic hazards
at the site. The subject report was prepared by Geo Soils, Inc. of Marietta, California, for Mr.
Dennis Domaille of Mammoth Lake, California.

The purpose of our review was to evaluate the adequacy of the subject geologic report in terms

of potential hazard of surface fault rupture at the site. Our review was based on Kleinfelder’s
revious experience in the site area and the "Guidelines for Evaluating the Hazard of Surface
ault Rupture” presented in Appendix C of California Division of Mines and Geology

ECDIV%G) Special Publication 42: "Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in California,” by E. W. Hart,
1990). :

As discussed above, the subject site is located near the town of Lee Vining in Mono County,
California. The Mono Lake fault was previously inferred by others to trend across the site.
Consequently, the State of California required a geologic study of the fault under the Alquist-
Priolo Special Studies Zones Act of 1972. An Alquist-Priolo Sgecial Studies Zone was
designated along the Mono Lake fault in 1985 and is shown on the NE1/4 Mono Craters,
California 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Map. The Mono Lake fault was included in a regional
evaluation of faults by Associate Geologist William A. Bryant with the CDMG. The results of
this regional evaluation are contained in the CDMG Fault Evaluation Report FER-155, "Faults
in Bridgeport Valley and Western Mono Basin, Mono County," by Bryant (1984).

Discussion The scope of services performed by Geo Soils included:

° Review of geologic literature and photolineament analysis of available aerial
photographs;

° Site reconnaissance by a geologist;

° Subsurface exploration consisting of about 1,500 feet of trenches excavated 10 to

15 feet below existing grade;
° Geologic analysis of the data collected; and
° Preparation of the subject report.

The report contains a description of the proposed development, methods of study, regional
geologic setting, and several plates. In addition, the report was signed by a registered geologist
1n the State of California.

The scope of services performed by Geo Soils is in general accordance with the CDMG
guidelines and similar to the scope ot other geologic studies for similar projects at the time the
study was performed. In addition, the subsurface exploration performed for the project was
relatively extensive. However, Geo Soils did not review CDMG FER-155 and other recent
literature referenced in FER-155 pertaining specifically to faulting in the site area. CDMG
FER-155 presents evidence of active fault displacement near the project site with locations of
fault-related features shown on a regional fault map.
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The Geo Soils report does not state specific conclusions concerning the location and existence
(or absence) of hazardous faults on or adjacent to the site, or the relative potential for future
surface displacement. = The likelihood of future ground rupture may be stated in
semiquantitative terms such as low, moderate, or high, or in terms of slip rates estimated for
specific fault segments.

In summary, based on our knowledge of the planned development and guidelines given by the
State of California, the scope of services pertormed by Geo Soils, Inc. for the subject geologic
study was reasonably adequate to evaluate potential fault rupture at the subject site. However,
a key reference (CDMG FER-155) for the Mono Lake fault was not stated in the references
reviewed by Geo Soils for their study. In addition, the subject report does not state conclusions
concerning the existence or absence of hazardous faults on the subject site, or the relative
potential tor future surface displacement.

- CONCLUSIONS

We have based the following conclusions on the data collected during this investigation. These

conclusions are subject to the limitations stated in this report, and may change if additional
information becomes available. The following is a summary of our conclusions:

Aguifer Test:

° The results of the extended pump test indicate the well can produce a sustained
ield of approximately 530 gpm. The results also indicate there is a recharge
oundary encountered near the end of the test. The calculated T before and

- after the boundary is approximately 15,600 gpd/ft and 31,800 gpd/ft, respectively.

° Pumping groundwater at the proposed rate of no greater than 150 gpm should
have minimal impact on the quantity and quality of the groundwater or on
surfacewaters in the area. *

Fault Investigation lew:

° The subject geologic study by Geo Soils, Inc. was reasonably adequate to evaluate
potential fault rupture at the site. However, a key reference (CDMG FER-155)
was apparently not reviewed for the study.

° The subject report does not state conclusions concerning the existence or absence
of faults on the site, or relative potential for future surface displacement.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on our findings and conclusions above, we recommend the following:

° Request Geo Soils, Inc. review the CDMG Fault Evaluation Report FER-155;

and
° Request Geo Soils, Inc. modify their report to include their review of FER-155
and state their conclusions regarding the existence or absence of faulting on the
site. ‘
30-2091-01.001 Page 6 of 8
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LIMITATIONS

The services provided under this contract, as described in this report, include professional
opinions and judgments based on the data collected and analyzed. We performed these
services according to currently accepted engineerin& geology practices for water resources and

eotechnical engineering in Northern California. We base this report on information derived
om the following:

Data from selected available literature;

Extended step-drawdown aquifer test;

Copy of the Fault Investigation Report by Geo Soils, Inc.; and
Our knowledge of and experience 1n the local area.

We consider the information contained in this report to be valid for a period of one year from
the date of the report. This report does not provide a warranty as to variable subsurface
conditions which may actually exist. Do not assume this report applies outside the specific
grc(?'ect area. In addition, one should reco.Fnize that definition and evaluation of geologic and

ydrogeologic conditions is a difficult and inexact art. Geologists and hydrogeologists must
occasionally make general judgments leading to conclusions with incomplete knowledge of the
geologic history, subsurface conditions, and hydraulic characteristics present. To reduce the
inherent risk associated with evaluating water resources, the client should request that the

geologists and hydrogeologists use more extensive studies including subsurface exploration.
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If the client wishes to reduce the uncertainty beyond the level associated with this study,
Kleinfelder should be notified for additional consultation.

Very truly yours,
KLEINFELDER, INC.
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APPENDIX B

STEP-DRAWDOWN TEST CALCULATIONS

PROJECT NO: 30-2091-01 001 DATE OF TEST: June 24-25, 1992
JOBNAME: Tioga Inn
TEST LOCATION: __Approx, 200 Ft, E, of Hwy 395, 2000 ft, S, of Junction with Hwy.120
WELL NO: 1 STATIC WATER LEVEL: __= 340 TOC

. + @ HRS
CALCULATED BY: _ M.W. Fies - 339 cL  —

EXPLANATION OF SYMBOLS

Q = well discharge (gpm) B = Formation loss (s/Q) (from graph)
s = total drawdown (ft) C = Wellloss (s/Q?) (from graph)
‘A&s = drawdown at end of step (ft) E = Aquifer EfTiciency
EQUATIONS:
Specific drawdown: s/Q (ft/gpm)
Specific capacity: Q/s -(gpm/ft) \
Calculated drawdown: s, = BQ + CQ~ (ft)
Aquifer EfTiciency: E = 1/[1 + (C/B)Q] (%)
Pum Step- Total Specifi ifi
Rate Drawdown Dra\?vc?own gvevmolvcm a%cz:cx(t:y
Step | Q(gom) | &5 (M) 5 (1) S8 Wem) | Q7 aemi)
1 38 3.411 3.411 0.0898 11.14
2 91 6.697 10,108 0.1111 9.00
3 132.5 7.502 17.610 0,1329 7,52
Calculated Drawdown, Specific Capacity, Well Efficiency
Iculated
Pump Formation Well Calculated aecclll 1% ¢ Well
Rate Loss Loss Drawdown Cgpacxty Efficiency
Q (gpm) BQ (M) | CQ*(f) se(t) Q/s(gpm/M) | E (%)
125 8.96 7.09. 16.05 7.79 55.8
150 10.76 10.22 20,98 7,15 51.3
200 14,34 18.16 32.50 6.15 44 .1
300 21.51 40.86 62.37 4.81 34.5
400 28.68 72.64 101.32 3.95 28,3
From graph: B = Q.,0717 s/Q
C = 0.000454 s/Q
SDTCALC




SPECIFIC DRAWDOWN (ft/gpm)

TIOGA INN WELL #1
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TIOGA INN WELL #1

Extended Step-Drawdown Aquifer Test
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- RESIDUAL DRAWDOWN (ft)

TIOGA INN Well #1

Step 4 (Recovery)
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EXISTING SETTING

Visual Setting. Mono County offers some of the most diverse terrain features
and scenic resources to be found in any area of the country. The proposed
project site is situated in the Mono Basin at the intersection of U.S. Highway
395 (US 395) and State Route 120 (SR 120). The site borders the federally

"designated Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area, a nationally recognized

visual resource. The basin’s visual resources include Mono Lake and a diverse
spectrum of dramatic landforms such as tufa towers, glacial moraines, and
young volcanic features. Within a 20 mile radius of the site a number of
visually significant resources attract the area’s many visitors, including
Yosemite National Park, Inyo National Forest, June Lake, Mammoth Lakes, Topaz

- Lake, and Devil'’s Postpile National Monument.

The proposed project site lies on the outskirts of Lee Vining, a small, rustic
community. Many different architectural styles can be found in Lee Vining
from trailer parks to "alpine lodge" and old west styles. Lee Vining marks

the southern gateway to the famous Bodie Ghost Town, an authentic old western
gold mining town.

The project site consists of a gently sloping grade trending north to south
with a ridgeline running through the center, forming two upper "plateaus" (see
Plates A and B). The site’s varied terrain is vegetated with a dense cover of
sagebrush, whitethorn and other low lying shrubs, as well as a sparse covering
of Jeffrey and Pinion pines. The site’s barren, chaparral landscape is
characteristic of the Mono Basin environment.

View Opportunities. View opportunities are those views available from the
project site. The project site affords scenic vistas to Mono Lake, Paoha
Island, and Mono Basin to the north (see Plate C); Williams Butte and the
Ansel Adams Wilderness to the south (see Plate D); and Crater Mountain to the
east. View opportunities are more dramatic from the site’s upper elevations
due to increased elevation of the viewer’s vantage point.

View Corridors. A view corridor is a vantage point which offers aesthetically
pleasing views or panoramas to a substantial number of people. The major view
corridors of consideration in the impact analysis of the proposed project are
the views from SR 120 looking north to Mono Lake and Mono Basin (SR 120 - Mono
Basin corridor), and the views from the intersection of SR 120 and US 395
looking south up Tioga Pass (SR 395 - Tioga Pass corridor). The SR 120 - Mono
Lake corridor is significant in that it marks an important first view to Mono
Lake for motorists travelling down Tioga Pass. There is currently a scenic
turnout with an interpretive information kiosk on SR 120 adjacent to the
project site (see Plate E). The US 395 - Tioga Pass corridor is significant
in that it marks the intersection of two highways which experience a high
volume of vehicle traffic, and offers aesthetically pleasing views to the
dramatic peaks of the eastern Sierra (see Plate F).

Other view corridors which would be potentially impacted by the proposed
project are views from the community of Lee Vining, and views from across Mono
Basin (Black Point, Mono County Park, lower Lee Vining Canyon). Views to the
project site from these vantage points are illustrated in Plates G, H,, I and
J. Due to the relative distance of the project site to any development, the
project site would not be readily perceptible from this vantage point.
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Scenic Highways Management. There are no official State of California
designated scenic highways in the vicinity of the project site. The section
of SR 120 that runs adjacent to the project site is one of several highway
segments for which the State has completed Scenic Highway Reports, indicating
possible future consideration for official state scenic highway designation.

In a mandate to manage the County's scenic resources, Mono County adopted a
Scenic Highways Element in 1981. Mono County has designated the road segments
of US 395 and SR 120 running adjacent to the project as part of the Mono
County Scenic Highway system. These road segments are managed through the
goals, policies and implementation measures of the Scenic Highways Element.
Most of the goals, policies and implementation measures of this element have
been reworked and incorporated into the Conservation/Open Space Element of the
Mono County General Plan Update which is currently in draft form. The county
has applied to the state for an extension to the time period required to
certify the Draft General Plan. Therefore, the state has required that all

projects currently under consideration be subject to the policies of the Draft
General Plan Update.

The Scenic Highways Element (1981) and Draft General Plan define a "Scenic
Highway" as:

Any freeway, highway, road, street, boulevard, or other public right-of-way
which traverses an area of unusual scenic quality and has been designated

as a scenic Highway by the County Board of Supervisors and/or the State of
California.

Similarly, these planning documents define a "Scenic Highway Corridor" as:
The area of land generally adjacent to (within 1000 feet) and visible from

the highway, which requires protective measures to insure perpetuation of

its scenic qualities. Scenic Highway Routes consist of both the public
right-of-way and the scenic corridor.

The following goals, objectives, policies and actions of the Conservation/Open
Space Element of the Draft Mono County General Plan are particularly relevant
to the proposed project (see Appendix A for a complete list of visual resource

policies and the existing Scenic Highways Element):
GOAL. Protect and enhance the visual resources and landscapes of Mono County.
OBJECTIVE A. Maintain and enhance visual resources in the county.

Policy 3: Preserve the visual identity of areas outside communities.

Action 3.1, Action 3.2, Action 3.4

Policy 4: Protect significant scenic areas by maintaining land in those areas
in public ownership.

Action 4.2, Action 4.3, Action 4.4, Action 4.5

OBJECTIVE B. Maintain a countywide system of state and county designated
scenic highways.




OBJECTIVE C. Ensure that development is visually compatible with the
'surrounding community and/or natural environment.

Policy 1: Future development projects shall avoid poténtial significant
visual impacts or mitigate impacts to a level of non-significance, unless a
statement of overriding considerations is made through the EIR process.

Action 1.1

Policy 2: Future development shall be sited and designed to be in scale and
compatible with the surrounding community and/or natural environment.

Action 2.1, Action 2.2, Action 2.3, Action 2.4, Action 2.5, Action 2.9,
Action 3.1, Action 3.2, Action 3.3

Policy 4: Promote revegetation and reforestation programs along county roads,
including designated scenic highways.

Action 4.1

Policy 5. Minimize the visual impact of signs within designated scenic
highway corridors.

Action 5.1, Action 5.3

OBJECTIVE D. Heighten awareness of Mono County’s unique visual environment.

Policy 1: Tourist facilities should be located to take advantage of scenic
views.

Action 1.1, Action 1.2

Policy 2: Provide roadside improvements for designated county and state
scenic highways.

SR 120 up Lee Vining Canyon has been designated as a National Scenic Byway.
This program designates highways that traverse scenic areas in public lands.
These roads highlight an area’s special scenic and recreational values and
further serve to increase public awareness of those lands and resources. The
byways further highlight a variety of resources, management opportunities, and
activities. The U.S. Forest Service is currently in the process of developing
an interpretive program for the SR 120 scenic byway.

Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area. The proposed project site is adjacent
to the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area (scenic area). The Inyo
National Forest and U.S. Department of Agriculture have developed a
Comprehensive Management Plan for the scenic area which manages the area's
natural resources. Although the project site is not within the scenic area’s
boundaries, development of the site may affect views to and from the scenic
area. It would therefore be beneficial for the proposed project to conform
with the scenic area’s standards and management prescriptions. Areas adjacent
to the project site that are within the scenic area boundary and along SR 120
and US 395 are mostly within the designated "Developed Recreation Zone." This
designation is designed to "maintain existing developments and provide for new
services and/or facilities in support of visitor use needs." The following
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standards, guidelines, and management prescriptions of the scenic area

Comprehensive Management Plan are particularly relevant to the proposed
project:

Scenic Area Standards and Guidelines:

- Do not allow new overhead lines outside of existing utility corridors,
which are visible from sensitivity level 1 roads and trails.
Sensitivity level 1 observation points include U.S. 395, and Highways
120, 167; Lundy Canyon Road; Cemetery Road (from 395 to County Park);
the visitor center; and South Tufa, Panum Crater, Navy Beach, 0ld
Marina, County Park, and Black Point visitor sites.

Management Prescriptions:

- Developed Recreation Zone - Manage vegetative setting in and adjacent to

the zone to meet the Visual Quality Objectives (VQO) of retention within
the foreground zone.

- Strive to meet the VQO of retention but do not exceed partial retention
standards for all facilities and developments as seen from sensitivity
level 1 travel routes or occupancy sites. For distances greater than
1.2 mile from the viewing location, meet retention standard.

- Plant and maintain vegetation at developed sites to provide screening
and a natural appearing setting. Favor native species, but historically

introduced species and cultivated equivalents of native species may be
used.

- Facilities should borrow shape, color, and texture from the natural
setting.

National Forest Visual Management System. The project site is adjacent to
lands managed by the U.S. Forest Service. The Visual Management System (VMS)
is applied to all management activities on National Forest Lands. The system
establishes VQOs which are based on a combination of variety class and
sensitivity level. The variety class is determined by classifying the
landscape into one of three different degrees of variety: Distinctive, Common,
or Minimal. The sensitivity level is determined by measuring viewers’
concerns for visual quality and assigning a level of sensitivity: Level 1,
highest sensitivity; Level 2, average sensitivity; and Level 3, lowest
sensitivity: Based on these classifications, the land is assigned VQOs,

describing the  level of acceptable alteration of the natural environment. The
objectives are as follows:

- . Preservation. Allows only ecological changes on the land. The only
management impact allowed is very low visual impact recreation
facilities.

- Retention. Allows management activities which repeat form, line and
color already found in the natural landscape.

- Partial Retention. Allows management activities to repeat the form,
line, and color of the natural landscape; other changes can be made
provided the visual impact is dominated by the natural landscape.
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- Modification. Management activities may visually dominate the natural
characteristics of the environment. The management activities must
borrow from the natural characteristics of the environment.

- Maximum Modification. Management activities of vegetative and landform
alterations may dominate the natural characteristics of the environment.

Although the project site itself would not be subject the VMS, it should be
noted that Forest Service lands may be subjected to changes in classification
or visual quality upon completion of the proposed project.

IMPACTS

Standard of Significance. Based on CEQA Guidelines, the adverse visual
impacts of a project will only be significant if they would have a
"substantial, demonstrative negative visual or aesthetic impact." This
determination is based on several criteria including observer position, views,
view corridors, existing and proposed screening, backdrop, the characteristics
and building materials of the proposed development, and the existing visual
character of the surrounding area. As the determination of significance is
often a subjective judgement, heavy emphasis is placed on the goals and
policies of the Mono County General Plan and the Scenic Highways Element in
the interpretation of impacts. The County has further defined its standard of
significance in the Conservation/Open Space Element (see Visual Resources
objective C, policy 1, action 1.1):

Examples of a substantial demonstrable negative aesthetic effect include:

1) Reflective materials

2) Excessive height and/or bulk

3) Standardized designs which are utilized to promote specific commercial
activities and which are not in harmony with the community atmosphere

4) Architectural designs and features which are incongruous to the

community or area and/or which significantly detract from the natural
attractiveness of the community or its surroundings.

Visual Character. The proposed project would transform the existing natural
landscape into a multi-use development (see Plate K). 1In considering whether
the proposed project could be considered to have a "demonstrable negative
effect," the project can be evaluated by the standards of the

Conservation/Open space element (objective C, policy 1, action 1.1. See
"Standard of Significance" above).

REFLECTIVE MATERIALS. A complete list of proposed building materials was
not provided as part of the application for the proposed project. Contact
with the project applicant indicated that glare resistant glass and roofing
materials would be used in project construction. Use of building materials

which would cause excessive amounts of light and glare is identified as a
potentially significant impact.

EXCESSIVE HEIGHT AND/OR BULK. The proposed hotel would not exceed the roof
elevations of 30 feet from finished floor elevations. Preliminary hotel
designs, with gabled roofs, wood beams, and stone columns would break up
the northern facade of the hotel, thereby minimizing the perception of a
"bulky" design. Similarly the restaurant, service station/mini-mart, and
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housing portions of the proposed project would not exceed 30 feet in height
or be considered to have excessive bulk. No significant aesthetic impact
would be expected relating to excessive height and bulk if the proposed
project design were implemented.

STANDARDIZED DESIGNS. Although the hotel and restaurant portions of the
proposed project call for similar basic design and building materials, it
would not be considered a "standardized" design which promotes certain
commercial activity. The proposed alpine style architecture would blend
with the environment and be congruous with other structures in Lee Vining.
As no standardized, commercialized designs are proposed, no significant
aesthetic impacts would be expected.

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGNS. As stated above, the proposed architectural design
and use of natural and naturally colored building materials (ie. stone
walls, wood beams, green roof, etc.) would increase blending with the
existing surrounding natural terrain. The proposed project design would

not cause significant aesthetic impacts relating to its architectural
design.

As no detailed landscape plans have been drawn for the proposed project,
visual screening for the proposed project remains to be defined. Landscape
vegetation and other visual buffers are of vital importance to provide an
adequate transition from the manmade environment to the natural environment.
Landscape designs have the potential to temper mammade features on site and
minimize their visual prominence. As cited in the Conservation/Open Space
Element of the Draft Mono County General Plan, buildings must blend with the
natural environment. Inadequate designs would reduce natural blending and
cause potentially significant visual and aesthetic impacts.

The type and design of the proposed signage at the project site have not been
included as part of the project application. Signs which do not blend with
the natural environment or cause excessive light and glare would not be
compatible with the stated goals, policies, and actions of the Conservation/
Open Space Element, or the Mono County Sign Ordinance. Improper sign design
is identified as a potentially significant impact.

The type and design of nighttime lighting on the project site has not been
defined as part of the project application. 1lighting fixtures and
configurations which project excessive light and glare to its surroundings
would be inconsistent with Objective C, policy 1, Action 2.1 h of the
Conservation/Open Space element which calls for lighting to be shielded and
direct. This is identified as a potentially significant impact.

View Opportunities, The proposed project would allow privately owned land to
become available for public use. Due to the richness of the view
opportunities present on the project site, aesthetically pleasing views would
become available to a larger number of people. Views would be particularly
pleasing from the proposed restaurant due to its elevated position on the

site. Enhanced public access to view opportunities can be considered a
beneficial impact.

View Corridors. The proposed project would cause existing unobstructed view
corridors to become partially obstructed. As the photo simulations in Plate H
demonstrate, the foreground views of the US 395 - Tioga Pass corridor would be




disrupted from its existing natural setting. Distant views to the peaks
surrounding Tioga Pass (occluded in photo by cloud cover) would not be
disrupted by the proposed project. Similarly, foreground views from the SR
120 - Mono Basin corridor could potentially be partially obstructed by the
proposed project. The proposed building siting would minimize obstruction of
views of Mono Lake because adequate setback of the hotel portion of the
project is planned. The mini-mart is also set back sufficiently to avoid
obstruction of Mono Basin views from this corridor (see Plate L). With the
proposed project siting and height and bulk, no significant impacts relating
to obstruction of view corridors are anticipated.

Visually prominent areas of the proposed project site in relation to
significant view corridors are identified in Figure 1. The proposed service
station/mini-mart and western side of the hotel would be visually prominent
because of their proximity to SR 120. The proposed restaurant and parking
area would also be visually prominent because of their elevated position on
the project site. The restaurant would "daylight" above the existing
ridgeline and be prominent from both US 395 and SR 120. The northern-most
portion of the proposed housing would be visible from US 395, though not as
prominent as the restaurant due to proposed setbacks from the ridgetop.
Without adequate landscape buffering and use of naturally colored building
materials, the proposed structures in these areas would potentially be
visually intrusive. This is identified as a significant environmental impact.

Scenic Highways Management. The proposed project site is within the Mono
County designated 1000 foot scenic corridor of both SR 120 and US 395. As
discussed in "Visual Character" and "View Corridors" above, the proposed
project is generally compatible with the Conservation/Open Space Element of
the Draft Mono County General Plan. Where potentially significant and
significant impacts have been identified, the identified mitigation measures

would be required in order to mitigate impacts to less-than-significant
levels.

The main entrance of the project is proposed to be at the location of an
existing scenic turnout along SR 120 (see Plate E). The elimination of a
scenic turnout would be in conflict with Objective D, Policy 1, Action 1.1
which calls for the construction of such turnouts. This is identified as a
significant environmental impact which can be mitigated as recommended below.

Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area., The proposed project would be
generally compatible with the management prescriptions and guidelines of the
Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area. As the project site is adjacent to
areas along SR 120 and US 395 that are within the "Developed Recreation Zone,"
the proposed land use would be compatible with stated Management Prescriptions
of the area. Any potential impacts resulting from inadequate landscaping
designs or blending with the natural environment are discussed above in
"Visual Character" and "View Corridors." No other significant impacts are

identified relating to project inconsistency with the Mono Basin National
Forest Scenic Area.

National Forest Visual Management System. The proposed project would be
visually compatible with the surrounding National Forest lands, provided that
adequate building material blending and landscape designs are employed at the
site (see "Visual Character" and "View Corridors" above). No significant
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impacts relating to project inconsistency with the Forest Service'’s VMS are
identified.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Unless otherwise noted, the following mitigation measures would mitigate

significant and potentially significant impacts to less-than-significant
levels:

Visual Character

The project applicant should fully comply with all pertinent
objectives, policies, actions of the Draft Conservation/Open Space
Element of the Mono County General Plan (draft May 1992).

Only glare resistant glass and building materials should be used in the
construction of the proposed project. Prior to project approval, the
applicant should submit a detailed list of proposed building materials
and colors to the Mono County Planning Department. The planning

director should approve building material list prior to project
approval.

Nighttime lighting should be designed with low mounting heights,

shielded and direct. Nighttime lighting should be minimized to that
necessary for safety and security.

The project applicant should submit to the Mono County Planning

"Department a detailed landscape plan which specifies design, location,

and species of vegetation. Existing trees on the project site should
be maintained on site and incorporated into landscape plans. As

required by County policy, landscape plans should be submitted and
approved prior to issue of use permits.

View Corridors

Scenic

In developing the landscape plan, the applicant should take the
visually prominent areas identified in Figure 1 into special
consideration. In these identified areas, mature, native, drought
resistant species should be planted in a manner which maximizes visual
screening quality. Landscape berms should be employed in the
restaurant parking area and on the ridgeline where homes are proposed.

Highways Management.

If necessary, the existing Scenic Turnout and Kiosk near the proposed
entrance of the project site should be moved at the developer'’'s expense

to a location agreed upon by the Mono County Planning Department and
U.S. Forest Service.
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Plate B: View from north side of U.S. 395
at junction with S.R. 120 looking
south across project site.
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ate C: View from upper plateau of project site
looking north, showing panorama

of Mono Basin and project site in
foreground.




Plate D: View from upper plateau
Tioga Pass.

of project site looking south up




Plate E: View from S.R. 120 on western side of project site looking
north showing scenic turnout and the S.R. 120-Mono
Basin view corridor.
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Plate F: View from north side of U.S. 395 looking south showing the

U.S. 395-Tioga Pass view corridor.

Note: Distant view occluded by clouds. :
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Plate G: View from State Route 395 in Lee Vining, looking
southeast towards the project site.




Plate H: View from Black Point looking south towards the
project site,




Plate I: View from county park looking south towards the
project site.




Plate J: View from bottom of Lee Vining Canyon at Mono Lake
' looking south towards the project site.
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‘ " . Plate K Photosimulation of proposed project
1 from north side of U.S. 395 at junction
| with S.R. 120 looking southeast.
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Plate

Photosimulation of proposed project from north side of
U.S. 395 looking south at the U.S. 395-Tioga Pass view
corridor.

Note: Distant view occluded by clouds.
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I. INTRODUCTIGON
The proposal to develop the Tioga Inn near Lee Vining,
California, has raised concerns with respect to potential
deleterious impacts on local wildlife, especially migratory Rocky

Mountain mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) which use the project

area and vicinity. A brief evaluation of biological resources on
the proposed project area was conducted by a private_consultant
on October 28, 1984 (White 1984). This assessment was considered
by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and other
agencies to be lacking information on site-specific mule deer use
of the area. In addition, it did not address potential
significant impacts of the proposed development on mule deer and
other biological resources. In response to recognized concerns
and in order to initiate the environmental review process
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
Mono County Planning Department (MCPD) contracted the present
investigator to allow an assessment of the importance of the area
to deer and other wildlife.

Deer which use the project area and vicinity are from the
Casa Diablo herd, a migratory mule deer herd consisting of
approximately 1,500 animals that winters at lower elevations near
Benton, California, some 35 airline miles east of the Project
Area (Figure 1). The herd summers primarily on the east slope of
the Sierra Nevada, from Mammoth Lakes, north to Lundy Canyon.

From January 1986-December 1988, an intensive ecological
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investigation of the Casa Diablo deer herd was conducted by the
present investigator under contract with CDFG (Taylor 1988a).
This investigation revealed that approximately 26% of all deer
which winter near Benton, migrate west to summer range located
within and adjacent to the Lee Vining Canyon area.

A review of Laudenslayer Jr. et al. (1991) revealed that no
federal or state-listed or candidate rare, threatened or
endangered amphibians, reptiles, birds, or mammals are expected
to occur within the Project Area. However, the Project Area is
potential habitat for several "Special Animals" which refers to
all vertebrate and invertebrate taxa of concern to the California
Department of Fish and Game Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB),
regardless of their legal or protection status (CDFG 1988).
"Special Animals" which are known within the vicinity of the
Project Area include:

1) American Badger (Taxidea taxus)
Status: CDFG species of special concern

2) Western White-tailed Hare (Lepus townsendii townsendii)
Status: CDFG species of special concern

3) Golden eagle (Agquila chrysaetos)
Status: CDFG species of special concern, California
"fully protected" species, no federal status

4) Prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus)

Status: CDFG species of special concern, no federal
status

5) American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum)
Status: California-listed Endangered Species, Federal

listed Endangered species, California Fully Protected
species.




-l G o .

. N = y
J 5 ;

- N .

"N
/

A review of the NDDB revealed that the following sensitive

plants species are known to occur in the vicinity of the Project

Area:

Mono Buckwheat (Eriogonum ampul laceum)

Status: no state status, federal Category 2 candidate,
California Native Plant Society List 1B (rare, threatened or
endangered in California and elsewhere)

The objectives of the present investigation are to:
1) describe and quantify the amount, timing, and specific
locations of deer use of the Tioga Inn Project Area during the
spring migration of 1992; 2) determine the relative abundance and
habitats of Federal candidate, proposed or listed threatened or
endangered species, state-listed species, and locally sensitive
plant and animal species that are found at or near the Tioga Inn
Project Area; 3) provide a complete description of all vegetative
communities occurring within the Tioga Inn Project Area; 4)
assess and quantify direct, indirect, and cumulative potential
project-related impacts on wildlife and associated sensitive
habitats; and 5) provide a specific mitigation plan to offset
potential project-related impacts.

The information in this report will be incorporated into a
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the Tioga

Inn by the Mono County Planning Department.

II. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This investigation was conducted under a contract with the

Mono County Planning Department, the lead agency for this
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project. Some of the data presented here is from a DFG funded
radio-telemetry study of the Casa Diablo herd which was conducted
from January 1986-December 1988. The information presented in
this report Is to be used entirely for the purpose of assessing
the environmental effects of the proposed Tioga Inn, and are not
for publication, citation or other use without permission of the

author.

[1I. STUDY AREA

The site of the proposed Tioga Inn, hereafter designated the
Project Area, is located approximately one-half mile south of Lee
Vining, California, southeast of the intersection of Highways 395
and 120 in the S 1/2 of the NE 1/4 of Section 16, T. 1 N., R. 26
E (Figure 2). It encompasses approximately 70 acres and is
bordered by Highway 120 on the north, Highway 395 on the east,
and USFS land on the south and west. Elevations on the project
area range from approximately 6,800 to 7,000 feet.

The proposed Tioga Inn will include a 120 room full service
motel, a 100 seat restaurant, a gas station/mini-mart, and 10
units of residential housing (Figure 3). The hotel will be
situated on Parcel 1 (30.3) about 800 feet south of the
intersection of Highways 120 and 395. The proposed restaurant
will be situated on Parcel 2 (36 acres), the gas station mini-
mart on Parcel 3 (2.4 acres), and the 10 units of residential

housing on Parcel 4 (5.0 acres).
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IV. METHODS
Mule deer use of the projJect vicinity during the spring of
1992 was determined from a DFG funded radio-telemetry study of
the Casa Diablo deer herd conducted from January 1986-December

1987, and track counts funded by the project proponent.

A) Mule Deer

1) Radio-telemetry

Deer were captured on Casa Diablo deer herd winter ranges
from January 1986-March 1986 and February 1987-March 1987 using
Clover traps (Clover 1956), drive nets and a Bell Jet Ranger I11
helicopter (Beasom et al. 1980), and a hand-held net gun. All
captured deer were physically restrained and marked with large,
plastic, consecutively numbered cattle ear tags (7.5 x 11.5 cm;
Allflex Tag Systems, Harbor City, Calif.), color coded to
wintering area. Twenty-four adult does were fitted with radio-
collars. In addition, 1 adult male was instrumented with a radio
transmitter mounted on expandable collars to allow for neck swell
during the rut.

The locations of all radio-collared animals were obtained by
triangulation from the ground or from a fixed-wing aircraft.
Deer were located 3-4 times weekly during the spring and fall
migrations. During the summer and winter months deer were
located 1-2 times weekly. Initial ground locations were made

from a vehicle equipped with a Telonics TR-2 receiver with an




attached program/scanner (TS-1) and a base loaded whip antenna.
Triangulation bearings were obtained using a hand-held, 2 element
antenna (RA-2A; Telonics, Inc., Mesa, Ariz.). Visual sightings
of radio-collared deer were made whenever possible. Radio
locations and visual sightings of radio-collared deer were marked
on U.S. Geological Survey 7.5 and 15 minute series topographic
maps.

Fixed-wing flights were conducted once weekly, weather
permitting, during the winter and summer months, usually between

0800 and 1000 hours. Flights were conducted from a Cessna 185 at

air speeds of 120-180 km/hr.

2) Track Counts

From radio-telemetry studies (Taylor 1988), it was
determined that deer migration through the project vicinity
occurs generally in a westerly and northwesterly direction.
Accordingly, the investigator selected a track count survey route
that incorporated dirt roads running in a generally north-south
direction through and adjacent to the Project Area, bisecting the
direction of spring migration (Figure 4). The route selected was
0.7 miles in length and began approximately 0.4 miles south of
the Project Area at the junction of Highway 120 and the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) aqueduct road.
In order to increase specificity of data, the 0.7 mile survey

route was divided into even length segments recognizable by
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Figure 4.

Location of the track count survey route within and
adjacent to the Tioga Inn Project Area.
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flagged local landmarks. Segments 1-4 were located along the
aqueduct road; segments 5-7 were located within the Project Area
(Figure 4).

On the evening prior to each track count survey, usually
around 1700 hours, the road surface of each transect was prepared
for counting by grading with a drag made of a 5 foot section of
chainlink fence. Dragging erased old tracks enough so that new
tracks were visible. During each track count survey, which was
conducted the following morning between 0700 and 0800 hours, both
transects were surveyed on foot and the number of all tracks
observed were recorded along with their direction of travel.
Thus, the elapsed time from road preparation to track counting
ranged from 14-15 hours. The direction of travel assigned to a
track was the actual compass direction in which it was headed,
e.g., northeast, southwest, etc. A track headed down the road
was followed until it turned off the road; the direction in which
it turned was subsequently recorded as its direction of travel.

Recording tracks by road segment was designed for the
purpose of providing a quantitative representation of deer
movement through each parcel. Recording tracks by direction of
travel was designed to allow for separation of localized back-

and-forth movements, performed by holdover and resident deer,

from migratory movements.

_11_




3) Ground Surveys

Ground surveys of the entire Project Area were conducted on
a weekly basis to identify any particular important travel routes
or feeding, fawning or resting areas. Al]l deer observed during

field work were counted, classified by sex and age (adult or

B) OTHER WILDLIFE
In order to determine the presence, relative abundance, and
locations of species other than mule deer, ground surveys were
conducted on a weekly basis throughout the entire Project Area.
Surveys were conducted in a non-systematic way by walking over

each parcel and recording the presence of all wildlife species

l . fawn) and their locations recorded.

. observed. O0Once an animal was detected, its numbers were
determined, and location and activity, e.g., feeding, perching,

roosting, etc., identified.

C) RARE PLANT AND VEGETATION SURVEYS

Because Eriogonum ampullaceum typically flowers toward the

latter part of July, field surveys for this small annual cannot

be conducted until that time. Surveys for Eriogonum ampullaceum

this species. Prior to surveys for Eriogonum ampul laceum, the

phenology of known populations of this species will be examined

to facilitate proper identification. Surveys for Eriogonum

-12-

' will be conducted by Mark Bagley, a local botanist familiar with




ampul laceum will include systematic walking transects located at
£ 50 foot intervals, providing an estimated 25-50% sample
coverage of the Project Area. In addition all plant species seen
on sight will be identified to at least genus and to the level
necessary to ensure that they too are not sensitive species.
Those species not readily identifiable in the field will
be collected for later determination. A list of all plants
encountered on the site will be compiled by vegetatiAn type.

A vegetation map of the entire area was prepared by the
investigator. All vegetative communities were identified, their
major components quantified, and locations mapped on U.S.

Geological Service 7.5 minute series topographic maps.

V. RESULTS

A. Mule Deer
1) Radio-telemetry

a) Seasonal Movements--The annual life-cycle of deer from

the Casa Diablo herd consists of four periods: spring migration,
summer, fall migration, and winter. The spring migration begins
in early April when deer leave the winter range and move in a
westerly direction, along the base of the southern escarpment of
the Glass Mountains, to a large spring holding area located on
the upper Owens River (Taylor 1988). Holding areas are bulbous
expansions of the migration corridor located at intermediate
elevations where deer congregate for 2-6 weeks during the spring

and fall migrations (Bertram and Remple 1977). These areas are

-13-




typical of migratory mule deer (Leopold et al. 1951, Russel 1932)
and are recognized for their importance in providing nutritional
spring forage for does in their third trimester of pregnancy
(Bertram and Remple 1977, Bertram 1984, Loft et al. 1984, Kucera
1988). When deer increase their intake of easily and quickly
digested types of forage, metabolites are readily absorbed and
the net energy available to deer is greatly increased (Short
1881). As a result, deer are able to reverse the negative energy
balance acquired over the winter and improve their overall
physiological condition (Garrott et al. (1987).

Another reason for deer delaying spring migration on
the upper Owens River holding area may be the effects of weather
on plant phenology, which is paramount among factors that
influence forage availability (Nelson and Leege 1982).
Throughout the eastern Sierra, the availabilit} of succulent
forage is related closely to snow conditions in the spring, and
these two factors appear to strongly influence the timing and
rate of migration from lower to higher elevations. Delaying
spring migration several weeks until snow conditions have
retreated allows Casa Diablo deer to move quickly through the
migration corridor to summer ranges where quality forage is
readily available. By arriving on summer ranges at a time when
the snowpack has receded and plant phenology is at a later stage,
pregnant does with increased energy demands can maintain the high

gross energy intake levels they experienced on lower elevation

-14-




holding areas.

The timing of spring migration from the winter range was
similar in 1986 and 1987, despite extreme differences in snowfall
amounts recorded during the winters of 1985-86 and 1986-87. In
both years, deer began arriving on the upper Owens River holding
area in late March.

During the spring migrations of 1986 and 1987, 19 of 27
radio-collared deer from the Casa Diablo winter range migrated
west along the south slope of the Glass Mountains to the holding
area located near the upper Owens River (Figure 1) (Taylor
1988a). Of these 19 degr, 13 continued north from the upper
Owens River to summer range located in the June Lake, Lee
Vining and Lundy Canyon areas. After leaving the upper Owens
River, these deer migrated around the south end of the Mono
Craters and crossed Highway 395 near the Aeolian Buttes. They
then continued in a westerly direction arbund the north end of
Grant Lake to another spring holding area located in the Parker
Bench/Sawmil]l Meadow areas. Deer remained on this holding area
for an average of eight days, after which time they dispersed to
their summer ranges. Six deer continued north, four of which
summered in Lee Vining Canyon, one in Lundy Canyon and one at
Lower Twin Lake near Bridgeport. Of the four deer which summered
in Lee Vining Canyon, two summered on the Burger Preserve located
on the north side of the canyon adjacent to the USFS Lee Vining

Ranger Station; one summered on upper Lee Vining Creek near the
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Southern California Edison Pool Plant; and one summered on lower
Lee Vining Creek immediately adjacent to the Project Area. In
addition, 12 non-radioed ear-tagged deer were also observed in
Lee Vining Canyon during the summers of 1986 and 1987 (Taylor
1988a).

Assuming that the radioed sample was representative of the
entire population of deer wintering in the Casa Diablo deer herd,
a reasonable assumption given the trapping methods, about 22% of
the Casa Diablo herd moved through or summered within the Lee
Vining area during the spring and summer of 1986 and 1987. At
that time, the Casa Diablo herd was estimated to have a winter
population of about 1500 animals. Thus, it can be estimated that
some 300 deer from the Casa Diablo deer herd summered within or
migrated through the vicinity of Lee Vining.

Deer arrive on the summer range in May and June, produce
fawns in July, and begin fall migration back to the winter range
in October. Fall migration is more rapid than that of spring and
is usually triggered by the first fall snow storm. The usual
pattern is for the first fall storm to deposit snow at the higher
elevations of the summer range during the first two weeks of
October. This causes many high elevation deer to move to the
upper Owens River holding area where they find adequate forage
and cover. Then there is often a dry period until late October
or early November when more severe storms move deer from the

holding area to the winter range.
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During the fall migration of 1986, 83% of radio-collared
deer migrated from the summer range between 3 October and 8
November. In 1987, 82% of radio-collared deer migrated from the
summer range between 11 October and 3 November. In both years,
radioed deer spent an average of 10 days (range 1-41 days) during
fall migrations on the Upper Owens River holding area (Timothy
Taylor, pers. files). Deer were frequently observed on this

holding area until mid-November, after which time they moved

further east to the winter range. Radio-collared deer monitored
for >2 consecutive years (n = 16) displayed strong fidelity to
migration routes and holding areas. Deer arrive on the winter

range in November and December, breed in December and January,

and begin the annual life-cycle again.

2) Herd Characteristics and Management
The Casa Diablo deer herd has experienced extremely poor

recruitment rates over recent years. Since 1986, spring fawn:doe
ratios have averaged 22 fawns per 100 does. Reproductive studies
of the Casa Diablo deer herd conducted in 1987 and 1988 suggest
that poor fawn recruitment may be related to high neonatal losses
on the summer range. Several factors are believed to contribute
to neonatal losses including: 1) conflicts with land uses (i.e.,
OHV’s, livestock grazing, recreation activities, etc.) that are
either physically detrimental to deer habitat or decreasing the

use of potentially productive deer habitat; 2) increased
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predation from mountain lions (Felis concolor) and other

predators; and 3) the possible lack of adequate forage on spring
and summer ranges as a result of seasonal drought and overgrazing
by livestock, which may result in reduced maternal nutrition in
pregnant does prior to fawning (Thomas 1985, Taylor 1988b).

Buck to doe ratios have fluctuated over the years within the
Casa Diablo herd, and are currently low to due to low
recruitment. From 1985-1991, post season buck ratios averaged
9.3 bucks per 100 does (DFG files). The most recent population
estimate for the Casa Diablo herd based on the best available
information is about 1500 animals (Ron Thomas, DFG, pers. comm.)

The primary management goal of DFG for the Casa Diablo herd
is to restore deer numbers to levels compatible with existing
range conditions and uses (Thomas 1985). According to the Casa
Diablo deer herd management plan, this goal can be obtained by
maintaining a spring population that is within carrying capacity
of the range (2245 deer) (Thomas 1985). Therefore, current
objectives are to maintain spring fawn ratios at 50 fawns per 100
does during cycles when the herd population is lower than usual,

and to attain and maintain post season buck ratios of 20 bucks

per 100 does (Thomas 1985).

3) Track Count Surveys

a) Timing and intensity of migration--Track count surveys

were conducted between 17 April and 10 June 1992. A total of 16
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surveys were performed during this 54 day survey period. The
total number of individual track sets recorded during the survey
period was 44. Appendix A, Table 1 presents the total number of
tracks counted on each of the 16 surveys. The greatest number of
tracks observed on any one survey was 12, on 5 May, after which
there was a gradual, uneven diminution in deer activity through
mid-June. There were no tracks recorded on surveys performed on
17, 20 and 23 April and 16 and 26 June.

Appendix A, Table 1 presents the breakdown of tracks counted
by direction of travel. 0f the 44 track sets recorded, 23 sets
were headed north and west; 21 were headed south and east.

For the purpose of this investigation, tracks crossing

the survey route to the north and Qest are in the direction of
spring migration; those to the south and east are opposite.
Therefore, the net number of tracks crossing the route to the
north and west are migrants while holdover deer or summer
resident deer are represented by tracks crossing the route to the
south and east.

The objective of this analysis is to treat the 16 surveys as
a 16 day sample extending over a survey period of 54 days (17
April-10 June). Therefore, because the 16 surveys covered 29.6%
of the 54 day survey period (54/16 = 29.6%), the estimated number
of migrants calculated to have moved directly through or adjacent
to the Project Area is 77.6 (23/.296 or 23 x 3.375). This number

will likely be low since errors in track counting (i.e., missed
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tracks) may have occurred and daytime migrants are not included.

Now that a crude estimate of the number of migrants has been
obtained, the next step is to calculate the amount of holdover
or summer resident deer use of project vicinity during the 54 day
survey period. Since each migrant is considered to be an
individual deer, the number of holdover or resident deer can be
stated as an individual deer for that day. This number is
expressed in deer-days use. A deer-use day is the amount of use
of any area méde by one deer over a 24-hour period (Dasmann
1981).

To calculate deer-days of holding over, the number of
migratory tracks (i.e., deer that moved toward the summer range)
must be subtracted from the total tracks, and the difference
divided by 2 to account for holdover deer crossing the survey
route and subsequently returning. These calculations are shown
in Appendix A, Table 2, where the total number of migrants in
column B (23.0) is subtracted from the total number of tracks in
column A (44) to derive the total number of nonmigratory tracks
in column C (21). Dividing 21 in half to account for back-and-
forth movements, yields a total 10.5 holdover deer (column D).

By comparing the migrants (Appendix A, Table 2, column B)
with holdover deer (Appendix A, Table 2, columﬁ D), it can be
seen that for every migrant, an average of 2.2 deer are holding

over (sum of column D divided by sum of column B). Since the 16

surveys covered 238.6% of the survey period, a total of 35
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(10.5/.279 or 10.5 x 3.375) deer days are represented by holdover
deer (Appendix A, Table 2, column D total). A quick check of
column D shows that 2.5 deer is the highest daily number of
nonmigratory deer, and this is the absolute minimum number of
deer holding over. Thus, each deer would have to remain in the
project vicinity for about 14 days to account for the 35 deer
days of holdover. At the other extreme, if each deer remained in
the project vicinity for 1 day, then 35 deer would be involved.
The actual number deer holding over between these two extremes
cannot be determined.

Since one migrant is equivalent to one deer-use day, there
was an estimated total of 113 (sum of columns B + D) deer-use
days of the project during the spring survey period (sum of

column E).

b) Locations of deer activity--Appendix Table 3 presents the
total number of tracks sets counted in each of the seven survey
segments. Deer activity was most concentrated in segments 1-4,
located to the south of the Project Area. A total of 34 track
sets or 77% of all tracks observed, were recorded in these 4
segments. Nineteen (43%) of all track sets observed were
recorded in segment 4, located on the LADWP aqueduct road
immediately south of the southern border of Parcel 4.

Approximately 23% of deer activity was recorded within the

limits of the Project Area (segments 5-7). Most of this activity
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was restricted to segment'S, located in the upper southwest
'portion of Parcel 1 (Figure 3). Only 4 (9%) track sets were
recorded in segments 6 and 7, located at the extreme northern end
of the route in the central portion of Parcel 1.

Appendix Tables 4a and 4b present a breakdown of track count
data for segments 1-4, located south of the Project Area, and
segments 5-7, located within the Project Area. From Appendix
Table 4a (column B), it can be seen that the total number of
migrants estimated to have crossed segments 1-4 during the survey
period was 61 (18 x 3.375) or 78% of the total number of migrants
estimated to have crossed the entire survey route. It can also
be seen that the number of nonmigrants estimated to have crossed
segments 1-4 was 30 (9.0 x 3.375) or 86% of the total number of
nonmigrants estimated to have crossed the entire survey route
(Table 4a, column D). In addition, segments 1-4 received an
estimated 88 deer days of use during the 54 day survey period or
78% of all total deer use recorded (column E).

Within the Project Area (segments 5-7), a total of 17
migrants and 8.5 nonmigrants, or 22% and 24% of the total number
of migrants and nonmigrants recorded, respectively, were
estimated to have crossed the survey route (Appendix Table 4b,
columns B and D). In addition, the Project Area received a total
of 25 deer days of use during the 54 day survey period or 22% of

all total deer use recorded (column E).

There were no deer trails observed within the Project Area
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boundaries. However, some light trailing does occur above the
LADWP aqueduct road, along the north slope of the mountain
located to the immediate south of the Project Area.

The fact that deer tracks were observed during the last
three surveys conducted on 2, 5 and 10 June, indicates that the
project vicinity may be used by a few summer resident deer. The
direction of movement of these tracks suggests that the Project
Area, along with Lee Vining Creek and the mountain located to the

immediate south, compose a portion the summer home range of these

deer.

B. Other Wildlife

No federal or state-listed or candidate rare, threatened or
endangered species were observed during surveys of the Project
Area. Nor were any species listed on the California Department
of Fish and Game Natural Diversity Data Base list of "Special
Animals". However, the Project Area does provide potential
habitat for a few "Special Animals” including the American Badger
(Taxidea taxus) and the Western White-tailed Hare

(Lepus._

townsendii townsendii). Both species are known within the

vicinity of the Project Area. The American Badger prefers open
areas with sandy soils for digging burrows and pursuing rodents,

its main prey source, while the Western White-tailed Hare prefers

open brushlands and meadows.

The only large carnivore positively detected within the
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project vicinity was the coyote (Canis latrans). Black-tailed

Jackrabbits (Lepus californicus), Chipmunks (Tamiaus sp.),

Golden-mantled ground squirrels (Spermophilus lateralis) and

California ground squirrels (Spermophilus beecheyi) were all

commonly observed in the Project Area. A list of all mammal
species observed or expected to occur in the Project Area is
provided in Appendix Table 5.

The Prairie Falcon (Falco mexicanus), a California species

of special concern, and the Golden Eagle (Aguila chrysaetos), a

California Species of Special Concern and a Fully Protected
Species, may occasionally forage over the area. A list of all
birds observed or expected to occur within the Project Area is

presented in Appendix Table GL

C. Vegetation Types

The entire Project Area is covered by a fairly uniform stand

of Great Basin Sagebrush Scrub (Figure 5). This was a fairly
tall stand (2-3 feet) and dense scrub (estimated at 50-70% shrub
cover) dominated by antelope bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata) and
scattered big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata), desert peach

(Prunus andersonii), rubber rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus

nauseosus), and horsebrush (Tetradymia comosa). A few scattered

Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi) (8 trees) and 2 lodgepole pine

(Pinus contorta) occur on the northwest corner of Parcel 1

(Figure 5). Additionally, a few Jeffrey pine and pinyon pine
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(Pinus monophylla) occur on the steep northwest slope of Parcel
4. The most common of the scattered herbs include needlegrass

(Stipa sp.), squirreltail (Sitanion sp.), and Indian ricegrass

(Oryzopsis hymenoides). Appendix Table 7 provides at least a
partial list of plant species occurring in the Project Area.

Other species may be added to this list during surveys conducted

for Eriogonum ampul laceum,

VI. DISCUSSION

Impending development of the Tioga Inn and associated loss
of habitat has created some concern for the future of mule deer
which migrate through the area. From track count data, it was
estimated that the Tioga Inn Project Area and adjacent vicinity
received 113 deer days of use during the spring migration period.
About 75% of this deer use, which equates to anywhere from 63 to
88 deer (61 migrants and 2-27 nonmigrants), is concentrated to
the immediate south of the Project Area. There was only an
estimated 25 deer days of use within the Project Area proper, the
equivalent of about 17 migrants and anywhere from 1-8
nonmigrants.

Habitual behavior, topographic features, security cover, and
human.intrusion are factors which likely govern deer distribution
within the Project Area and surrounding vicinity. The role that

habitual behavior plays in deer migration has been widely
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documented in the eastern Sierra Nevada (Kucera 1988, Taylor.
1988a, Taylor 1991) and other areas of California (Bertram and
Remple 1977, Loft et al. 1989). Radio-collared deer from the
Casa Diablo herd monitored for 2 or more successive years
displayed strong fidelity to individual summer ranges and
migration routes by returning to the same ranges year after year
(Taylor 1988a). This is largely due to topography and landscape
and the existence of natural travel lanes that become established
trails.

Track counts and ground surveys indicate that as deer
migrate west toward Lee Vining Canyon, they contour the northern
side of the ridge located immediately south of the Project Area
(Figure 3). This east-west orientation along the base of the
slope is the likely reason deer intercept the track survey route
in the general vicinity of segment 4, which begins just south of
the Project Area’'s Parcel 4.

Hiding cover is a feature of habitat that provides an animal
security or a means to escape predators or harassment (Skovlin
1982). For mule deer, hiding cover is generally recognized as
some form of vegetation, such as a brushy thicket, but may also

be a drainage corridor. The pinyon pine (Pinus monophylla)

forest which occupies the lower north and west slopes of the
ridge located just south of the Project Area (above the LADWP
aqueduct road), likely provides migrant deer with adequate

security cover as they move along the lower portion of the
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escarpment. With the exception of a few fragmented clumps of 3-5
foot high Sagebrush Scrub vegetation, the Project Area appears to
be lacking adequate security cover for deer.

In addition to security cover, the Pinyon Pine type also
provides habitat edge effect where it contacts the Sagebrush
Scrub type just south of segment 4. An abrupt ecotone such as
this likely furnishes deer with a greater variety of food and
cover along the contact zone.

Because of the location of the Project Area near the
intersections of Highways 120 and 395 (the gateway to Yosemite),
human intrusion is rampant. Tourists seeking an unobstructed
view of Mono Lake were often observed walking or driving roads
located within and adjacent to the Project Area, especially
within Parcel 1 which is adjacent to the Highway 120 pullout.
This high level of human intrusion, when coupled with poor
security cover and lack of habitat edge effect, likely makes the
lower, more accessible portions of the Project Area unattractive

to- deer.

It is appropriate to emphasize that track counts provide a
very crude estimate to deer numbers and usage throughout the
Project area and surrounding vicinity. This is primarily due to
problems associated with weather and poor tracking substrate
which prevent track registration.- According to Salwasser (1976)
and Connolly (1981), track counts may underestimate total numbers

of deer moving through an area for several reasons: rain, sleet,
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snow, or wind may prevent track registration; during periods of
heavier movement some tracks may obliterate others.

Conversely, track counts can also overestimate animal
numbers because a potential exists for multiple counts of the
same animals tracks. This source of error is impossible to
quantify especially for holdover and summer resident deer because
it may be the same individuals holding over for an unknown number
of days. For these reasons, estimates of deer abund%nce provided
in this report are meant only as approximations of relative deer
use within the Project Area and surrounding vicinity.
Furthermore, the precise number of deer using the project area at
one time is not important; what matters is the estimate of
magnitude. Track count data indicates that the Project Area and

vicinity was used by approximately 100 deer during the 1992

spring migration.
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VII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
A. INTRODUCTION

Impending development of the Tioga Inn has initiated
concerns with respect to potential adverse impacts on
migratory mule deer and other wildlife. Concerns regarding
mule deer were based on knowledge obtained from a radio-
telemetry studies of the Casa Diablo deer herd (Taylor 1988a)
which Iindicate that approximately 300 deer migrate through
the project vicinity. A site review of the Project Area

conducted by White (1984) was considered by CDFG and other

agencies to be deficient in data on the timing, amount and
specific locations of migratory deer use. In addition, the
White (1984) study did not address potential environmental
impacts of the proposed development or provide mitigation
measures to avoid or minimize impacts. The present
investigator was subsequently contracted to update previous
work and provide an assessment of migratory deer use of the
area.

This section describes the potential environmental
effects of the Tioga Inn on plant and animal communities
occurring within the Project Area. Impact assessment will
include an analysis of potential impacts of the project by
describing activities associated with each phase of the
proposed project description that may have a direct, and

indirect significant effect on biological resources.

-30-



Accompanying the impact assessment will be mitigation
measures which would avoid or minimize potentially adverse

impacts to insignificant or acceptable levels. This section

also identifies those significant environmental effects which
cannot be avoided if the project is implemented, including
those effects which can be mitigated but not to a level of
insignificance. The discussion of impacts to biological
resources also include discussions pertaining to cumulative
impacts or the incremental impact of the project when added

to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future

actions.

B. IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

1. Loss of Native Vegetation and Wildlife Species

Construction of the proposed Tioga Inn will directly impact
existing Great Basin Sagebrush Scrub vegetation, a
significant environmental effect that cannot be avoided.
However, the proportion of acreage taken out of production’
compared to the remaining acreage of Great Basin Sagebrush
Scrub vegetation in the Mono Basin is very low. Removal of
existing vegetation will result in decreased biomass
production from replacement of vegetation by parking lots,
roads and buildings. Vegetation removal would reduce the
amount of suitable habitat for Sagebrush Scrub dependent
species, since food and shelter resources provided by
vegetation are no longer present. As a result, there would be
a corresponding reduction in diversity and abundance of
Sagebrush Scrub dependent species, both on the development
site and in adjacent natural areas (Howald 1982). Most
adversely effected would be animals having relatively small
home ranges, such as small mammals and birds. Local abundance
of common and typical wildlife species, e.g., chipmunk
(Tamias sp.), ground squirrel (Spermophilus sp.) and Brewer’s
sparrow (Spizella breweri), will decrease, since development
results in loss of high quality habitat. In most cases, it
is not possible for displaced animals to successfully
establish themselves in nearby natural areas, since these
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areas already contain as many animals as they can support
(Howald 1982). If the area impacted by development is
relatively small, larger wide-ranging species such as mule
deer, coyote and mountain lion, can often find resources on
adjacent ranges. However, when animals attempt to move,
greater competition for scarce resources occurs, and weaker
individuals gradually die out, resulting in decreased
population size (Ingles 1965). Species diversity can also be
reduced by local extirpation of common and typical species.
This can occur when development eliminates or prevents the
use of an essential resources in scarce supply, e.g.,

isolated thickets of vegetation required as hiding cover for
mule deer fawns.

Natural plant revegetation within disturbed areas can be
expected to develop extremely slow due to severe climate and
poor soils. Secondary succession in disturbed areas would
probably initially become dominated with a mixture of
herbaceous species (grasses and forbs) and weeds. It is
likely that shrub species would eventually reestablish on

these sites provided that the soil resources were left
intact.

Increased erosion potential on steep slopes within the
Project Area would likely occur as a result of vegetation
removal. The intensity of erosion would depend on a number of
factors including volume and intensity of precipitation,
relative slope of terrain, and soil condition (Owen 1975).

The potential impacts to wildlife from vegetation removal
associated with the proposed project include:

# Over utilization of adjacent habitats

# Decreased availability of forage and cover (e.g., loss
of Purshia as browse for mule deer)

* Adverse physiological effects and reduce reproductive
potential

* Interference or alteration of migration routes and
movement patterns

* Reduced wildlife numbers

2. Impacts From The Spread of Weeds

Natural areas characterized by low levels of disturbance and
relatively harsh climates, such as the Mono Basin, typically
support few weed species (Howald 1882). However, soil
disturbance over large areas, in conjunction with overgrazing
from domestic livestock and increased traffic, results in the
decline of native plant species (decreasers) and encourages
the spread of more tolerant weed species (invaders) into the
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area. There are numerous plants from throughout the world
that have been introduced into California. These plants have
the ability to survive without cultivation (Raven and Axelrod
1977). The presence of weeds can inhibit regrowth of native
vegetation and also alter the availability of food supplies
for herbivores (Howald 1982). In addition, some species of
weeds also produce toxins that can be debilitating to some
animals (Cronin et al. 1978).

3. Impacts From Free Roaming Pets

A typical problem associated with most development located in
rural areas is harassment of wildlife by domestic pets. Free
roaming domestic dogs can create an intolerable stress to
deer (Reed 1981) and other wildlife, including rodents and
small mammals (Most 1981). Free roaming house cats can
interfere with the courtship and feeding of birds and small
mammals (Most 1980). Free roaming pets are a significant
environmental effect which can be mitigated, but not reduced
to a level of insignificance.

The potential impacts to wildlife from free roaming domestic
pets associated with an increased population base include:

* Permanent decreased use or temporary desertion of
traditional habitat

Shift of home range and change in distribution
Interference and alteration of migration routes
Reduced wildlife numbers

Reduced feeding efficiency

Use of more marginal habitats

Increased stress and energy expenditure
Decreased productivity

X X X Xk X %X X

4. Impacts From Noise and Lights

Noise generated during construction activities and
operational phases of the project is a form of human
intrusion that can adversely effect wildlife behavior (Howald
1982). Many animals respond to frequent noise disturbance by
moving further from its source, resulting in lower wildlife
diversity and abundance and crowding of adjacent natural
areas (Howald 1982). Some species, however, which are less
mobile or occupy smaller home ranges (e.g., small mammals)
cannot readily vacate an area subjected to frequent noise
disturbance. This can influence an individuals ability to
forage efficiently and successfully rear young.

Night lighting, like noise, typically accompanies
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both construction and operation phases of development. The
collective glow of lights associated with hotel, restaurant,
mini-mart, and employee housing facilities will likely
illuminate areas well outside the Project Area boundaries.
This will inhibit nocturnal use of these adjacent areas by
some species, (e.g., mule deer and owls). With respect to
impacts to wildlife resources, noise and lighting are
significant environmental effects which can be mitigated to
a level of insignificance.

Collectively, potential impacts to wildlife from noise and
lights associated with the proposed development include:

* Permanent decreased use or temporary desertion of
traditional habitat

Shift of home range and change in distribution
Interference and alteration of migration routes
Reduced wildlife numbers

Reduced feeding efficiency

Use of more marginal habitats

Increased stress and energy expenditure

Decreased productivity

X X X % X X X

5. Impacts to Mule Deer

There was an estimated 88 deer-days of use (75% of all deer
use) of segments 1-4 during the 54 day survey period. As
many as 60 migrants may have crossed this portion of the

track survey route, illustrating its relative importance as a
migration corridor.

The Project Area received an estimated 25 deer-days of use
during the 54 day survey period. This relatively light
amount of use indicates that the Project Area itself is of
little importance to the Casa Diablo herd as a migration
corridor, at least during the spring migration period. It
may, however, be an important foraging area for a small
number of summer resident and holdover deer.

a. Direct and Indirect Impacts

The construction and operation of the Tioga Inn within the
proposed Project Area could impact deer use of the project
vicinity in a variety of ways. The following discussion
categorizes potential direct (primary), indirect (secondary)
and cumulative effects to mule deer resulting from human
intrusion, habitat removal, habitat alteration, and direct
mortality. For clarity, direct, or primary impacts, are
environmental effects resulting from development due to
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construction and operation activities (e.g., loss of foraging
and fawning habitat for deer) (Comer 1S82). Indirect
(secondary) environmental effects typically occur outside the
Project Area as the result of increased permanent or seasonal
population growth within the community, and do not readily
show a cause-effect relationship (Dodge 1982). Examples of
indirect effect impacts include increased deer-vehicle
collisions, increased physiological stress and lowered
productivity in migratory and resident deer, and permanent
decreased use or temporary desertion of traditional habitat
due to human intrusion. Cumulative effects are the composite
of all environmental effects (direct and indirect) for the
region resulting from past, present and reasonably

foreseeable projects that are not related to the prbposed
project.

Direct and indirect impacts that would occur within and
adjacent to the Project Area as a result of habitat removal,
habitat alteration, human intrusion, and direct mortality,
could adversely effect the herd segment which migrates
through the area, particularly those animals (2-25 deer)
which currently use the Project Area. Secondary impacts that
would mostly be independent of the Tioga Inn and that would
occur outside the proposed Project Area as a result of
project generated human growth, e.g., dog harassment,
increased deer-vehicle collisions, could adversely effect
that portion of the Casa Diablo herd which migrates to the
immediate south of the Project Area. Potential significant
adverse impacts to this herd segment could have deleterious
effects to overall herd productivity by contributing to the

already poor recruitment rates currently experienced by the
Casa Diablo deer herd.

1) Human Intrusion: Reflects disturbances to deer behavior
which would render undisturbed habitat immediately
adjacent to the Project Area unsuitable for deer without
physically impacting habitat (indirect impact). Human
intrusion could result from construction and maintenance
activities; and visual stimulus, noise, domestic dogs,
increased human activity, and increased traffic associated

with an increased permanent and seasonal (summertime)
population.

Potential Impacts:

# Permanent decreased use or temporary desertion of
traditional habitat: Construction activities (e.g.,
noise generated by heavy equipment), could displace
migrant, holdover and summer resident deer which
currently use the Project Area and immediate vicinity
by forcing animals further upslope. This response
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2)

would constitute a significant environmental effect

since as much as 3% of the Casa Diablo herd may be
involved.

* Increased use of marginal habitat types: Migrant,
holdover and summer resident deer which use habitats
within and adjacent to the Project Area, could be
forced to use less suitable habitat for migration,
foraging and fawning (e.g., does which fawn near Lee
Vining Creek could be forced to more marginal fawning
habitats located further from Lee Vining Creek, an area
which provides adequate food, cover and water).

# Alteration/interference of migration routes and shift
of home ranges: Deer which currently migrate through
the Project Area vicinity could abandon traditional
habitats due to construction related activities (e.g.,
noise from heavy machinery) and operational phases
(night lighting, human activity, dogs, etc.)

* Increased energy expenditure and stress: Increased
physiological stress could result from increased energy
expenditures associated with use of more nontraditional
habitats for migration and summer range.

Habitat Removal: Reflects permanent physical reduction in
the amount of available habitat within the Project Area
due to the placement of facilities (primary effect), and
outside the Project Area due to increased community growth
(secondary effect). Considered to be a significant
environmental effect.

Potential Impacts:

# QOver utilization of adjacent habitat: Deer displaced
from the Project Area (direct impact) and adjacent
migration routes (indirect effect) could concentrate
activity outside the project’s zone of influence. This
could create excessive crowding and increased
competition for resources, which could, over time,

result in over utilization of adjacent habitats. This
response would constitute a significant environmental
effect.

* Declines/elimination of forage and cover availability:
Reductions in available deer habitat due to placement
of facilities and increased community growth.

#* Alteration/interference of migration routes and shift
- of home ranges: Deer which currently migrate through or

summer within the project vicinity could abandon
traditional habitats.
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* Adverse physiological effects and reduced reproductive
potential: Forage loss, alteration of migration routes,
and over utilization of habitats could result in
reduced productivity in migrant, holdover, and summer

resident deer potentially displaced by the proposed
development.

3) Habitat Alteration: Represents change in plant species
composition and structural characteristics due to the
growth inducing effects of development.

Potential Impacts:

¥ Change in availability of forage and cover within the
Project Area and adjacent migration route.

¥ Change in utilization of adjacent habitats.

# Change in animal reproductive success: Increased
physiological stress from habitat alteration from
placement of facilities (direct impact) and increased
community growth (indirect impact) resulting in
decreased productivity.

4) Direct Mortality: Losses of deer due to construction
activities as a result of increased deer-vehicle
collisions created by utilization of alternate migration
routes, e.g., across Route 385 or Route 120. Considered to
be a significant environmental effect.

Potential Impacts:

* Decreased deer numbers.

# Decreased prey base for predators, mainly coyotes and
mountain lions.

b. Cumulative Impacts

Comer (1882) defined cumulative effects as "the totality of
interactive impacts over time; or the sum incremental
synergistic effects on fish and wildlife habitats caused by
all reasonable future actions over time and space".
Cumulative impacts for an individual project may be minor,
but collectively significant.

There are several reasonably foreseeable projects proposed on
Casa Diablo deer herd migration routes and seasonal ranges
which could have cumulative impacts to the Casa Diablo deer
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herd. These projects include:

# The Arcularius Ranch located on the upper Owens River
holding area is planning a substantial expansion of
their 1,080 guest ranch facility. The upper Owens River
holding area is used by approximately 70% of the Casa
Diablo deer herd during annual spring and fall
migrations. For this reason, the holding area appears
to be an extremely important component of the Casa
Diablo deer herd’s year-round range and likely plays an
integral role in the productivity of this herd. Habitat
degradation and human intrusion within the holding area
could contribute to declining recruitment rates by
lowering the ability of deer to overcome nutritional
stress acquired over the winter.

# The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
is proposing a highway expansion from 2-4 lanes within
the vicinity of Sandhouse Hill, located between the
south June Lake Junction and approximately two miles
south of Lee Vining. Telemetry data (Taylor 1988a) and
track count data (Taylor 1990) indicates that between
50% and 66% of the Casa Diablo herd crosses this
section of highway during annual spring and fall
migrations. Therefore, the proposed highway expansion
could result in additional direct mortality of deer due
to the increased risk of deer-vehicle collisions.

* Mammoth Mountain Ski Area has proposed development of
the Hartley Springs, White Wing Mountain and San
Joaquin Ridge areas for alpine skiing. These areas
provide important migration and summer range habitat
for the Casa Diablo herd.

Other considerations regarding migratory mule deer which
should be addressed in the impact analysis include:

1)

# The Casa Diablo deer herd is currently experiencing low

recruitment rates primarily as a result of a prolonged
drought.

Human Intrusion: Reflects disturbances to deer behavior
which would render undisturbed habitat immediately
adjacent to the Project Area unsuitable for deer (indirect
impact). Human intrusion could result from construction
and maintenance activities; and visual stimulus, ambient
noise, domestic dogs, increased human activity, and
increased traffic associated with an increased permanent
and seasonal (summertime) population.
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2)

3)

Potential Impacts:

* Permanent decreased use or temporary desertion of
traditional habitat: Construction activities could
displace migrant deer which currently use the area
immediately south Project Area by forcing animals
further upslope. This response would constitute a
significant environmental effect since as much as 3% of
the Casa Diablo herd may be involved.

* Increased use of marginal habitat types: Migrant,
holdover and summer resident deer which use habitats
south of the Project Area could be forced to use less
suitable habitat for migration and foraging.

* Alteration of migration routes and shift of home
ranges: Deer which currently migrate and summer

adjacent to the Project Area could abandon traditional
habitats.

* Increased stress and energy expenditure

Habitat Removal: Reflects permanent physical reduction in
the amount of available habitat due to unrelated,
reasonably foreseeable projects. Considered to be a
significant environmental effect.

Potential Impacts:

*# Declines/elimination of forage and cover availability
and over utilization of adjacent habitats: Deer
displaced from the increased growth could concentrate
activity outside the project’s zone of influence. This
could create crowding and increased competition for
resources, which could, over time, result in
over utilization of adjacent habitats. This response
would constitute a significant environmental effect.

Interference to daily movement patterns of holdover and
summer resident deer: As proposed, the locations of

facilities could alter movement patterns of summer
resident and holdover deer.

* Adverse physiological effects and reduced reproductive
potential: Forage loss could result in reduced
productivity of summer resident deer potentially
displaced by the proposed development.

Habitat Alteration: Represents change in plant species

composition and structural characteristics due to the

_39_




\
33

growth inducing effects of unrelated, reasonably
foreseeable development projects.
Potential Impacts:

* Change in availability of forage and cover within the
migration route.

# Change in utilization of adjacent habitats.
* Change in animal reproductive success: Increased
physiological stress from increased community growth

resulting in decreased productivity.

4) Direct Mortality: Losses of deer due increased deer-
vehicle collisions on Mono County roadways.

Potential Impacts:

* Decreased deer numbers.

¥ Decreased prey base for predators, mainly coyotes and
mountain lions.

C. MITIGATION MEASURES

Direct, indirect, and cumulative significant environmental
effects to mule deer and other wildlife that would occur as a
result of the proposed Tioga Inn development are attributed
to human intrusion, permanent losses and alteration of
existing habitat, and direct mortality. Mitigation measures
designed to minimize the magnitude of a significant
environmental effect or reduce impacts to a level of
insignificance are presented below.

1. Construction Activities

During spring migration, mule deer does in their third
trimester of pregnancy are experiencing increased
nutritional demands due to accelerated fetal development
and migration to the summer range. Mule deer does from the

Casa Diablo herd typically breed in late October and early
November and give birth to fawns in late June and early
July (Taylor 1988b). Noise, lights and other forms of
human intrusion associated with construction activities
could disturb pregnant does migrating through the project
vicinity in the spring, resulting in increased stress and
reduced reproductive success.
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Impacts from construction activities will be minimized
through the following measures:

Construction will be scheduled to minimize disturbance to
migratory deer during the spring and fall
migration/holding periods. Track count data indicates
that in the spring deer arrive in the project vicinity as
early as late April. The fall migration period can extend
from mid-September through mid-December depending on the
severity of weather. Therefore, construction activities
within Parcel 4 should be scheduled during the interim
period between spring and fall migration periods (1 June-
15 September).

The objective of this measure is to minimize disturbance
to migrant deer which use the project vicinity, especially
the area south of Parcel 4, during the spring and fall
holding/migration periods. Restricting the timing of
construction to the interim period between spring and fall
migrations will reduce, but not to a level of
insignificance, direct human intrusion impacts associated
with construction activities. However, this measure will
not minimize construction associated impacts to summer
resident deer. Nor will it reduce impacts to migratory
deer in the event of an early migration (prior to 15
September).

Construction will be conducted during daytime hours in
order to reduce disturbance to nocturnal wildlife species,

particularly migratory mule deer.

Control of Domestic Dogs

Many researchers have documented cases of deer mortality
from dog attacks (Lindsale and Tomich 1953, Boyles 1976,
Moser 1975, Dasmann and Taber 1956). For this reason
domestic dogs would be controlled within the Project Area
during both construction and operation phases. Mono County
leash laws would be enforced to the greatest extent
possible through adequate signing and regular patrol.
Hotel guests and all patrons will be provided an enclosed
area located away from the migration corridor to walk
pets. Tioga Inn employees will be required to keep dogs in
an enclosed area. A full-time project employee will likely
be needed to successfully enforce this measure.

Implementation of this measure will minimize direct and
indirect significant adverse impacts associated with human
intrusion, and direct and indirect mortality, injury and
harassment of deer and other wildlife from free roaming
domestic dogs.
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Noise and Lights

Vegetative Screening--Screening cover will be established
on the south, west and east sides of Parcel 4 where
employee housing is proposed. Screening cover should be
planted in a 20 foot wide band consisting of an inner
strip of native shrubs and an outer strip of trees. This
design will effectively reduce illumination and noise into
the migration corridor, screen employee houses from
migrating deer, and provide additional wildlife habitat.
Smith and Conner (1988) suggested that deer avoidance of
structures declines with the amount of vegetation adjacent
to them. Vegetative screening also has the function of
sound pollution abatement, because it is particularly
effective in absorbing high frequency sounds (Owen 18975).
Visual screening will not be effective until a number of
years after its implementation, when plants are large
enough to provide a visual barrier. Therefore, the use of
larger planting stock is recommended in order to
accelerate this process. Fast growing tree species that
may work well as screening cover and provide migrating and
holdover deer with additional forage once they become
established include; poplars (Populas sp.), alder (Alnus
sp.), and willow (Salix sp.). Willow and alder are
hydrophilic species that require copious amounts of water
in order to survive. For this reason, it will be
necessary to establish an irrigation system to ensure both
rapid growth and longevity of these species. Poplars
require less water than willows and alders, but still need
mesic soils in order to survive. Slower growing endemic
species requiring less water include: Jeffrey pine (Pinus
jeffreyi), single-leaf pinyon pine (Pinus monophylla),
western juniper (Juniperus occidentails)

(Appendix. Figure 8).

Regardless of the tree species used as screening cover, it

will be necessary to protect the terminal shoots of young
individual trees from deer, rodents and domestic
livestock. Several types of individual tree barriers have

been designed to protect tree leaders, allowing them to
grow quickly beyond the reach of deer. Wire cages have
been widely used (Longhurst et al. 1962, Mealy 1969), but
are expensive and must be removed as enclosed trees grow.
Yawney and Johnson (1974) found that a 1.52 m (5 ft) wire
fence surrounding seedlings worked well to protect them
from deer. Vexar tubing (E.!. DuPont de Nemours and

Company, Inc.) has been successful in protecting Douglas

fir seedlings (Campbell and Evans 1969) and oak seedlings
(Lasher and HIIll 1977).

Impacts from night lighting can also be minimized by
avoiding unnecessary lights and unnecessarily bright
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lights. Lights which could potentially illuminate the
migration corridor should be avoided or adequately
screened.

Implementation of these measures would minimize direct and
indirect significant adverse impacts associated with human
intrusion resulting from employee housing and commercial
lighting.

Fencing

Fencing, depending on the type and location, can have
indirect significant adverse effects on deer by .
intertering with migration and the use of seasonal
habitats. Fencing can also result in direct mortality of
deer (Urness 1976, Papez 1976). Therefore, any wire
fences, except those required for retaining pets, will be
prohibited. Any other impediments to deer movements such
as spoil piles, open ditches, and excessive cut-fill
slopes will be minimized to the greatest extent possible.
For example, care must be taken to avoid leaving ditches
or trenches open for a prolonged period of time since they
can be hazardous to migrating deer and other wildlife.

Utilize Existing Dirt Roads

Access and maintenance roads will be designed to follow
existing dirt road alignments whenever possible to avoid
unnecessary removal of additional vegetation. This would
minimize significant environmental effects associated with
habitat loss and alteration.

Establish Driver Warning Signs

Establishing driver warning signs along Highway 395 and
Highway 120 (west), would minimize significant

environmental effects associated with direct mortality
from deer-vehicle collisions.

Controlling Vehicle Access

Limiting vehicular access within the migration corridor
immediately south of the Project Area would minimize
significant environmental effects to deer resulting from
increased human intrusion.

v

Maintain Existing Native Vegetation

Vegetative disturbance due to construction activities
would be confined only to those areas designated for
development to protect surrounding vegetation. In this
way, landscaping needs are minimized by retaining the
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10.

maximum amount of native vegetation possible. The pad
cleared for a particular building usually alters more
habitat then just the building itself. Development
designers are encouraged to use techniques to reduce the
area altered by pads and drives. This could minimize
significant environmental effects to deer associated with
habitat loss and alteration.

Revegetation with Native Plants.

Revegetation of disturbed areas shall be conducted using
native plants as soon as possible following construction.
This could reduce significant environmental effects to

deer associated with habitat loss and alteration. A list

of native plants appropriate for revegetation are provided
in Appendix Figure 8.

Control of Weeds

11.

At the Tioga Inn project site, the spread of weeds can be
deterred by revegetating disturbed sites as soon as
possible, using mulches free of weed seeds, and covering
stockpiled topsoil (Dodge 1992).

Contro!l of Erosion

Unfortunately, many development projects are associated
with extensive soil erosion largely because of either lack
of planning or carelessness. For example, studies by the
Soil Conservation Service (USDA 1870) have shown that
erosion of soils on land used for development projects
(highways, buildings, homesites, etc.,) is 10 times
greater than on land in pasture and 2,000 times greater
than on land in timber. Erosion control measures that
might be effectively implemented at the construction site
include:

No more vegetation should be removed from the site than is
absolutely necessary for immediate construction purposes.

Steep road cuts should be revegetated as soon as possible
after construction.

Disturbed areas should be reseeded as soon as possible
after construction with native vegetation.

Temporary catch basins may be constructed to intercept
run-off water and trap its sediment load. After
construction has been completed and revegetated, the
basins may be removed and the area graded and blended into
the surrounding landscape.
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12.

Boards can be arranged in rows across steep areas to serve
as temporary terraces, thus establishing soils and
allowing seeding (USDA 1870).

Mitigation Monitoring

Several mitigation measures will require monitoring.
California law (PRC 210801.6) requires that mitigation
monitoring be conducted. A plan will be developed to
comply with measures outlined in the mitigation plan.

_45_




VIII. REVIEW OF LITERATURE RELEVANT TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

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 analysis 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.
Armstrong et al. (1883), indicated that cottage development
in Ontario reduced the quality of winter white-tailed deer
habitat. Mann (1985), suggested that deer use of an area
decreased with increased development of recreational lot and
second home subdivisions, but the intensity of use is
dependent upon location, year, season and human activity.
Cornett et al. (1979), provided evidence that deer use of a
meadow near cabins received only 40 percent of the use of a
similar control meadow located in an undisturbed area.
Cornett et al. (1879) also reported that deer use was reduced
by 30 percent within a 30-50 yard distance to hiking trails.
Freedy et al. (1986) concluded that mule deer were more
disturbed by people afoot then by snowmobiles.

Reproduction and condition studies of several local deer
herds have shown that deer in the eastern Sierra exist on a
negative energy budget during the winter months (Kucera 1988,
Taylor 1988b). The energy required by activity is derived
from products of digestion and stored fat reserves. In the
winter, deer rely heavily on fat stores accumulated over the
summer and fall months to supplement digestible energy
available from the winter range (Mackie and Pac 1980, Short
1981). Deer also attempt to conserve energy by lowering their
metabolic rate and by conducting energy-efficient activity
and range use patterns (Mackie and Pac 1980). When normal
activity patterns are disrupted due to development, drought,
overgrazing, excessive snowfall, interaction with humans, or
other factors, digestible energy intake can be reduced
severely and the rate at which fat reserves are used will
increase. This will ultimately decrease an animals ability to

_46-




survive the winter and reproduce the following year (Mackie
and Pac 1880). This is especially true of deer with limited
fat reserves, such as fawns or animals from poor-quality
summer or intermediate ranges. In severe winters, these
animals can tolerate little additional energy costs if they
are to survive. Under repeated harassment, they will rapidly
deplete stored fat and succumb to malnutrition when
sufficient energy is no longer present to maintain normal
bodily functions (Short 1881). According to Mattfeld (1973),
the energy costs of running, especially in deep snow,

is many
times that of walking on bare ground.
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Appendix Table 1. Total nuaber of tracks by direction of travel recorded on 16 track
count surveys conducted in the Tioga Inn Project Area from 17 April-10 June 1992.
Tioga Inn wildlife and vegetation study.

Survey
No. Date NV SE Total
1 041792 0.0 0.0 0.0
2 042092 0.0 0.0 0.0
3 042392 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 042692 2.0 0.0 2.0
5 050192 2.0 0.0 2.0
6 050592 7.0 5.0 12.0
7 051092 5.0 4.0 9.0
8 051392 3.0 2.0 5.0
9 051692 0.0 0.0 0.0
10 052092 0.0 1.0 1.0
11 052392 2.0 3.0 5.0
12 052692 0.0 0.0 0.0
13 053092 2.0 2.0 4.0
14 060292 0.0 2.0 2.0
15 060592 0.0 1.0 1.0
16 061092 0.0 1.0 1.0
23.0 21.0 44,0
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Appendix Table 2, Calculated data fros 16 track counts conducted in the Tioga Inn

Project Area from 17 April-10 June 1992. Tioga Inn vildlife and vegetation assessment
study.

Total number of tracks observed on 16 surveys.
Total nuaber of tracks attributable to migrants (deterained by tracks N and V)
otal number of tracks attributable to nonmigrants (A-B).

T
Total nuaber of deer on a given survey represented by tracks of nonmigratory
deer (C/2). -

E = Total deer on a given survey (B + D).

A=
B =
C =
D=

Survey
No. Date A B c D E
1 041792 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2 042092 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3 042392 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 042892 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0
5 050192 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0
6 050592 12.0 7.0 5.0 2.5 9.5
7 051092 9.0 5.0 4.0 2.0 7.0
8 051392 5.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 4.0
9 051692 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
10 052092 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 0.5
11 052392 5.0 2.0 3.0 1.5 3.5
12 052692 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
13 053092 4.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 3.0
14 060292 2.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 1.0
15 060592 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 0.5
16 061092 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 0.5
Sum X 3.375 44.0 23.0 21.0 10.5 33.5
77.6 70.8 35.4 113.0
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. Appendix Table 3. Total number of track sets recorded in each survey segment of the

l Tioga Inn track count survey route on 16 track count surveys conducted froam 17 April-
10 June 1992. Tioga Inn wildlife and vegetation assessment study.

l Survey Segment Number
No Date 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 Total

l 1 041792 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

N 2 042092 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

l 3 042392 0 0 o o0 0 0 0 0

' ] 042892 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2

. 5 050192 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
6 050592 2 0 2 6 0 0 2 12

!’ 7 051092 { { { 5 0 { 0 9
8 051392 0 0 1 3 0 { 0 5

- 9 051692 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

l 10 052092 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 {
11 052392 2 1 0 2 0 0 0 5
12 052692 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

l 13 053092 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 4

’ 14 060292 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
15 060592 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

' 16 061092 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Total 6 4 5 19 6 2 2 44
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Appendix Table 4a. Calculated data from 16 track counts conducted adjacent to the
Tioga Inn Project Area (segments 1-4) from 17 April-10 June 1992. Tioga Inn wildlife
and vegetation assessment study.

A = Total nuaber of tracks observed on 16 surveys.
B = Total number of tracks attributable to migrants (determined by tracks N and W)
C = Total number of tracks attributable to nonmigrants (A-B).

D = Total number of deer on a given survey represented by tracks of nonaigratory
deer (C/2).

E = Total deer on a given survey (B + D),

D L T L L i T S

Survey
No. Date A B C D E
{ 041792 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2 042092 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3 042392 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 042892 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5 050192 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
6 050592 10.0 7.0 3.0 1.5 8.5
7 051092 8.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 6.0
8 051392 4.0 3.0 1.0 0.5 3.5
9 051692 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
10 052092 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 0
11 052392 5.0 2.0 3.0 1.5 3.5
12 052692 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
13 053092 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.5 1.5
14 060292 2.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 1.0
15 060592 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 0.5
16 061092 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sum X 3.375 34.0 18.0 16.0 8.0 26.0
60.8 54.0 27.0 87.7
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Appendix Table 4b. Calculated data from 16 track counts conducted in the Tioga Inn
Project Area (segments 5-7) from 17 April-10 June 1992. Tioga Inn wildlife and
vegetation assessaent study.

A = Total nuaber of tracks observed on 16 surveys.

B = Total number of tracks attributable to migrants (determined by tracks N and W)

C = Total number of tracks attributable to nonmigrants (A-B).

D = Total number of deer on a given survey represented by tracks of nonmigratory
deer (C/2).

E = Total deer on a given survey (B + D).

Survey
No. Date A B C D E
1 041792 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2 042092 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3 042392 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 042892 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0
5 050192 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
6 050592 2.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 1.0
7 051092 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
8 051392 1.0 . 0.0 1.0 0.5 0.5
9 051692 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
10 052092 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
11 -052392 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
12 052692 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
13 053092 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.5 1.5
14 060292 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
15 060592 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
16 061092 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 0.5
Sun X 3.375 10.0 5.0 5.0 2.5 7.5
16.8 16.8 8.4 25.3
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Appendix A Table 5

The following list includes those mammal species most likely to be found at or adjacent to the Tioga

Inn Project Area.
following sources

Abundance

C Comaon G
U Uncommon B

R Rare S

Cosaon Name

MAHMALS

Information used in this report comes from direct observations and from the
(Engles 19