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ATTN: William Taylor 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
 
Dear Mr. Taylor,  
 
The Inyo National Forest (INF) appreciates the opportunity to provide input regarding the Town 
of Mammoth Lake’s (TML) Draft Environmental Impact Report and accompanying Draft 
General Plan.  

Recreation, as identified in the Inyo National Forest LRMP, is the most important public 
resource available on the Inyo National Forest. The Forest Service would like to take this 
opportunity to state again, the Inyo National Forest recognizes the role of public lands as a 
“backyard” critical to the well-being of Mammoth Lakes residents, and the role of the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes as a gateway community providing access and amenities that augment 
recreation on the INF. The Forest Service also recognizes the central role of tourism and related 
public lands recreation in the economy of Mammoth Lakes.  

 

The majority of land within the town limits of Mammoth Lakes, and surrounding those limits, is 
public land administered by the Inyo National Forest. Consistency and coordination between the 
Inyo National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) and Town of Mammoth 
Lakes General Plan is of critical importance to both agencies.  

 

General Plan Comments 
(1) The General Plan should include guidance regarding set-backs for development occurring 
along the UGB/ Federal Land interface. Set-backs are necessary to discourage development up to 
the property line, or encroachment in areas where future Forest Service uses have not been 
determined. Provision of set-backs was previously adopted as an informal practice between the 
Town of Mammoth Lakes and the Inyo National Forest, however, given the current scale of 
development and in anticipation of future proposals, it is appropriate to formalize this practice 
within the General Plan. I recognize from our discussions on the matter, the general plan may not 
be the appropriate vehicle within which to address setbacks. If this is indeed the case, I request 
continued attention to the matter by TML when appropriate.  

 

 

Public Safety and Hazards  
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(2) The Forest Service requests clarification on Snow Deposition Design Zones as depicted in the 
General Plan. Specifically, where appropriate, design zones should include consideration of 
starting zones on Forest Service lands with potential to affect private property or TML permitted 
developments within the Town Boundary. It is not clear from the included maps, whether Snow 
Deposition Design Zones include consideration of all lands within the Municipal Boundary. This 
is of principal importance in reference to structures within the Town Boundary, outside the UGB 
and located on Forest Service lands. These structures, resorts, cabins and other facilities are, as 
noted in the general plan, subject to building permits and other municipal requirements. 
Ostensibly, this would include siting and design standards as they relate to mitigation of 
avalanche hazards.  

 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
(3) The Inyo National Forest (INF) is concerned about any future TML water supply reliant on 
groundwater pumping in the Dry Creek watershed, located almost entirely on INF land. It is 
probable, although impossible to predict, that there will be periods before 2020 during which a 
drought we may endure drought conditions for three dry or more years in a row. In that case, 
further water conservation or new water supplies would be required to meet water demand. We 
note the only new water supply discussed is new groundwater pumping in the Dry Creek 
watershed, on INF land. 
 
As stated in the RDEIR on page 4-268, new groundwater sources are not a certain supply. 
Installation of groundwater pumps on INF lands would require review and authorization by the  
INF. Installing new production wells on INF land would necessitate federal environmental 
analysis and is known to be a controversial issue for Federal and other agencies and downstream 
private landowners. Forest Service regulations require that groundwater from Forest Service land 
not be used solely to provide a less expensive water supply when other sources are available. 
Further, groundwater pumping must minimize effects to groundwater dependent resources on 
Forest Service land. It is currently unknown whether groundwater pumping within the Dry Creek 
watershed would meet INF Standards and Guidelines and whether the Forest Service would 
approve such pumping.  
 
The Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact Report would benefit from a discussion of the 
availability of any other feasible new water supplies and a better description of water-saving 
measures that would be implemented during a drought longer than three years. On page 4-268, 
the Town states that, “While additional water volumes available from more firm supply sources 
(i.e., water conservation and system loss reduction) would augment supplies by 797 AFY, 
certainty of these sources occurring does not exist.” Consideration should be given to why these 
sources are not certain in addition to development of specific mitigation measures to ensure these 
supplies are more certain, such as better education about water saving measures, or greater 
enforcement of these measures.  
 

(4) The General Plan and Draft EIR should discuss and reference application of the 2004 SNFP 
Record of Decision direction to IP and OS lands under Forest Service jurisdiction, within the 
UGB. The Draft EIR mistakenly references the 2001 SNFP Record of Decision and tiers to 
information contained therein. Although much of the information contained tin the 2001 SNPF 



 

 

FEIS and Record of Decision carried forward into the supplemental EIS, the 2004 Decision 
differs in several key ways from the previous decision.  

 

Mineral Resources Management 
(5) Regarding Mineral Resource Management on General Plan CHS-13, it is not clear how TML 
jurisdiction for mineral extraction or geothermal leasing within the town limits may be applied to 
lands administered by the FS and BLM under the relevant mining laws. The General Plan should 
clarify the limits of TML jurisdiction or at minimum note TML’s coordinating role with the 
Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management in mineral resource management within the 
town boundary.  

 

(6) The Forest Service looks forward to working collaboratively with the TML in further 
development of public education regarding CO2 and high hazard areas. As well as working 
collaboratively to ensure that all high-hazard areas are marked and/or closed to public access 
during high-risk periods. 

 

Land Use and  Planning 
(7) The Town of Mammoth Lakes has indicated an interest in extension of the UGB to 
encompass adjacent Forest Service Lands such as the Visitor Center, Ranger Station, and 
employee housing complexes. The INF notes UGB policies, specifically V.1.A.b.2 allow for 
later inclusion of FS lands in the UGB. The Forest Service does not believe inclusion of lands 
such as the Visitor Center, Ranger Station and employee-housing complex need occur at this 
time. The General Plan provides adequate guidance to ensure a reasoned and timely process can 
occur should the issue become ripe. Regardless, the INF believes a thorough and public 
discussion of the merits and motives in expanding the UGB should occur outside the General 
Plan Process. Towards this end, we are pleased TML does not appear to be considering inclusion 
of these lands at this time.  

 

(8) UG-3 does not appear to be consistent with UGB Policies on UG-5. This may be intentional; 
however, restricting TML Land Designations to IP for FS lands within the UGB should be 
accomplished carefully and in consultation with the INF. Although the IP Land Designation may 
make sense for the East Gateway property, it may not for others.  

 

(9) The intent of application of OS to Ski-Back Trail lands, and lands located in T.4.S, R.27.E, 
sec. 4, in all project alternatives is not clear. Consistent application of Land Designations 
suggests these lands should be designated NF. It appears from a review of Fig. 3-4, the oversight 
has been corrected. As stated on LU-10, this “designation is applied to lands administered by the 
Inyo National Forest that are outside the adopted Urban Growth Boundary.  

 

Recreation Access and Planning 



 

 

(10) The INF requests clarification of General Plan 1.3.A.1 & IV.3.A.a - Accessibility of public 
lands for outdoor recreation. Although the Town of Mammoth Lakes acknowledges the Forest 
Service role in provision of recreation opportunities and management of adjacent lands, the 
intended outcome of ensuring accessibility should be clarified sufficient to ensure a common 
understanding between governments. Specifically, I.3.A.1b should be revised and made 
consistent with I.3.A.1a to reflect coordination between agencies for access to public lands. It 
may not be the case, in all instances, that pedestrian access to public lands is desired or 
appropriate from adjacent private land developments. 

 

(11) General Plan RE-8, Paragraph 2, regarding public access to the Lakes Basin, the Inyo 
National Forest may consider restrictions on modes of access through better coordination of 
transit, parking and day use. It is not our base intent to limit or restrict access in terms of 
numbers of people within the limits of the Lakes Basin’s available recreation and natural 
resources. The text should be rephrased to reflect INF policies and to make it more consistent 
with the right margin box statement on RE-8.  

 

(12) General Plan IV.1.B.a.2 on RE-14, TML should coordinate Winter Recreation Planning 
with the INF as most motorized and non-motorized modes occur almost exclusively on FS lands.  

 

(13) General Plan T&C-22 Development Impacts. Specifically, “traffic is expected to increase as 
a result of expansion of the Mammoth Mountain Ski Area (MMSA).” No expansion on FS, other 
than in delivery of services within existing capacity, is expected, planned or reasonably 
foreseeable at this time. The INF recognizes both TML and MMSA seek a better balance of 
weekday and peak period skier visits. It is anticipated, over time, as weekday skier visits 
increase, overall weekday and annual utilization of MMSA would also increase. However, any 
increase in skier visits is expected to occur within existing ski area capacity. The Forest Service 
notes this concern has been addressed in part at 4-286. 

 

(14) Revised Draft EIR ES 2-1, 3-2, 4-280. Estimates of ski area capacity should be used with 
caution. It is incorrect to assert MMSA has expanded to a capacity of 24,000 SAOT. Calculation 
of Skiers At One Time (SAOTs) is based in part on assessment of terrain and lift capacities, but 
is also generally understood to be a factor of social perceptions of crowding. Although lift 
capacity and terrain capacity has been enhanced at MMSA over the last planning cycle, 
attainment of maximum SAOTs as depicted in the MMSA Master Development Plan has not 
been achieved. Substantial planned components including terrain expansion have not been 
implemented. A more meaningful, and conservative approach would be to model ski area use 
around the typical Saturday (generally 80% of peak annual one-day use). The RDREIR 
mistakenly states capacity as set in the Mammoth Mountain Ski Area permits as 24,000 SAOTs. 
A determination or authorization of capacity is not made within the ski area permit.  
 
(15) Table 4.12.-1 depicts existing and planned park land including acres own by the town and 
acres developed. Forest Service lands permitted for use to the TML at both Shady Rest and 
Mammoth Creek Parks are included. With reference to the TMLs stated intent at 4-281 and in 



 

 

IV.1.D.A.a.1, it appears lands authorized for use by the Forest Service may be utilized by the 
TML to meet QuimbyAct (GC 66477) requirements. The Forest Service notes, while these lands 
are authorized for TML use, they are also located outside the UGB. It may not be appropriate to 
include these lands as contributing components towards community park lands. Special uses 
authorizations could be viewed and may become a future constraint on use of these lands. The 
Forest Service strongly encourages TML to seek out opportunities to provide park lands and 
recreation amenities within the UGB consistent with the Quimby Act, rather than looking to 
acreage on National Forest Lands as a significant component of TML park lands.  
 
(16) Discussion of potential effects of TML population growth on adjacent public lands should 
be better developed within the regional context. Although the analysis notes Forest Service lands 
serve as the primary release valve when TML park capacity is exceeded, it may be more 
appropriate to base the analysis in the context of TML as a gateway community reliant on public 
lands recreation for the majority of local area recreation opportunities.  

 

The central role of public lands recreation should be recognized in this context as a critical 
amenity and driver in population change in the Eastern Sierra.  As such, the analysis should also 
reference current information on recreation trends in California, which I believe will show there 
is a stronger correlation between regional population change and public lands recreation on the 
Inyo National Forest than between TML population change and local area public lands 
recreation.  

Into the foreseeable future, population growth in Southern California will remain the primary 
driver for growth in Eastern Sierra public lands recreation. As impacts associated with regional 
scale growth are anticipated and better understood, the INF will respond accordingly and 
appropriately to maintain and enhance public lands recreation opportunities in and adjacent to 
the Town of Mammoth Lakes. The need for action in response to changes in population, desired 
recreation experiences and opportunities in the local area will arise under all General Plan 
Alternatives.   

 

We look forward to working more closely with the TML in the future on efforts aimed at 
addressing future recreation and management of landscapes in the Eastern Sierra.  

 
Sincerely, 
 
MOLLY BROWN /S/ 
 
  
MOLLY BROWN 
District Ranger 
MAMMMOTH/ MONO DISTRICTS 
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December 14 2005 
 
 
 
Ms. Sonja Porter 
Senior Planner 
Town of Mammoth Lakes 
P.O. Box 1609 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546-1609 
 
Dear Ms. Porter: 
 
Subject: Comments on Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Town of 

Mammoth Lakes 2005 General Plan Update (Draft Program EIR) 
 
Thank you for providing the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) the 
opportunity to comment on the above referenced Draft Program EIR. 
 
The City of Los Angeles (City) derives its main source of water supply from the Eastern 
Sierra region and possesses water rights on most of the streams flowing from Eastern Sierra 
Nevada Mountains to the Owens River Basin.  Mammoth and Hot Creeks are major 
contributors to the flows into the upper Owens River.  LADWP is responsible for protecting 
the City’s vast water rights in the Eastern Sierra, and is concerned about the effects of the 
proposed General Plan on its ability to exercise these rights.   
 
Additionally, the City is a major landowner in the Eastern Sierra region, and it is greatly 
concerned about any project’s potential degradation of the environment and its impact on the 
water quality that are associated with increased pollution, increases in waste disposal, 
pollutants from storm runoff, and dilapidation of the air quality.   
 
Therefore, our comments to the Draft Program EIR are directed to any potential impacts of 
the proposed General Plan on the City‘s water rights, water quality, and land management.  
Please ensure that the issues listed below are addressed in the Final Program EIR. 
 
Water Supply and Demand 
 
• Section 4.6.1.6 describes groundwater hydrology and the Town of Mammoth Lakes 

increased reliance on groundwater pumping for meeting its future demands.  There are a 
number of springs throughout the basin that contribute to the flows in the Mammoth and 
Hot Creeks.  Spring flow and the relationship between groundwater pumping and spring 
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flows are not described in the Draft Program EIR.  The Final Program EIR should analyze 
these impacts and identify mitigation measures to ensure the historical contribution of 
these springs to the Mammoth and Hot Creeks is not impacted by this project in the 
future.   
 
Mammoth Creek interacts with the groundwater system.  Sections of Mammoth Creek are 
either gaining or losing flow to the groundwater system depending on the water level in 
the aquifer adjacent to the creek.  Whether a section is gaining or losing flow is a function 
of the recharge that the groundwater aquifer receives from runoff from the Eastern 
Sierras.  Determining a threshold water level in the aquifer adjacent to Mammoth Creek is 
critical to an understanding of the surface/groundwater interaction in the area and the 
switch from a gaining to losing condition in each section of Mammoth Creek.  A reliable 
surface/groundwater flow model should be developed that can be used to determine a 
safe level of pumping that would not impact the flow in Mammoth Creek.  

 
• Section 2.4, page 2-11, states that “the water supply at this time is uncertain,” and Section 

4.11.3, Page 4-268, states “Water conservation activities are initiated as needed.”  These 
statements clearly indicate the uncertainty of water supply and the need for conservation.  
This demonstrated need requires immediate action that should not be deferred to a later 
date. It is imperative that the Town of Mammoth Lakes and the Mammoth Community 
Water District (MCWD) join the preeminent water conservation organization in the state, 
the California Urban Water Conservation Council (Council), and immediately begin 
implementation of the Council’s Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce long-term 
urban water demands.  If the BMPs cannot be implemented legally or cost effectively, the 
Public Utilities section should explain why they cannot be implemented and institute other 
equally effective programs to reduce long-term water demand.  Enclosed, for your 
reference, is a copy of the Council’s BMPs. 

 
Additionally, the Town of Mammoth Lakes and MCWD should investigate and adopt 
regulations that would lead to increased water conservation associated with both indoor 
and outdoor water uses.  Examples include a retrofit on resale requirement that mandates 
the replacement of all non-water saving toilets, urinals and showerheads prior to the sale 
of improved real property; landscape requirements for all new and rehabilitated 
landscapes (if applicable); and prohibition of wasteful water practices (e.g. unattended 
leaks, single pass cooling, use of water to clean outdoor hardscapes). 

 
• Section 4.11.1.1, pages 4-255 and 4-256 describe figures depicting groundwater levels in 

MCWD monitoring wells. These figures are not included in the document and should be 
added to the document. 

 
• In Table 4.11-1, a 1,500 acre-feet of supply is listed as becoming available from Dry 

Creek in 2015; however, there are no discussions regarding the measures that will be 



Ms. Sonia Porter 
Page 3 
December 14, 2005 
 

 

taken should this alternative source of water supply not be realized.  The Final Program 
EIR should address the potential environmental impacts of utilizing Dry Creek as a source 
of water supply for the Town of Mammoth Lakes. 

 
• Table 4.11-5 lists water supply in normal, single dry year, two dry years, and three dry 

years.  From 1987 to 1992 and from 1999 to 2004, the Eastern Sierra experienced six 
consecutive years of below normal runoff conditions. The Final Program EIR should 
evaluate the impact of up to six years of dry runoff conditions on the water supply for the 
area and the impact of such condition on groundwater pumping as well as flows in 
Mammoth and Hot Creeks. 

 
Water Quality 
 
• The Drainage Master Plan should include in its list of priorities the reduction of high 

sediment loads and improvement of water quality as to the runoff into Mammoth and Hot 
Creeks.  

 
• Provide discussion and analysis regarding the adequacy of the existing siltation basin at 

the downstream end of Murphy Gulch channel as improvements are made to construct 
adequate trunk capacity for the ultimate development with the attendant increase in 
siltation. 

 
• Analyze the impacts associated with snow removal, use of salts for deicing of the road 

surface, and gravel for traction on water quality, and identify mitigation measures to 
address those impacts.  

 
Land Management 
 
• Section 4.11.4, page 4-273 states, “MCDPW has indicated that based on their projections, 

there is sufficient capacity for the projected buildout under the Updated Plan.  The Town 
also has an option for five years at the Pumice Valley Landfill.”  This leads to the 
conclusion on page 4-274, “The Updated Plan would result in less than significant impacts 
with regard to disposal of solid waste.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.”  
Provide in the Final Program EIR calculations from the Mono County Department of Public 
Works (MCDPW) to demonstrate no significant impact to the solid waste disposal sites 
located on Benton Crossing Landfill and Pumice Valley Landfill. 

 
• Section 4.11.1.3, page 4-259 states, “The Benton Crossing Landfill is owned and operated 

by the County of Mono.”  This is not correct.  A lease between LADWP and Mono County 
covering use of LADWP property as the Benton Crossing Landfill has expired and is in the 
process of being renewed.  In a communication by MCDPW to 
LADWP, it was stated that it would take 10-15 years to permit a new landfill to replace the 
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Benton Crossing Landfill.  Despite LADWP’s desire to close the facility by 2015, 
negotiations have led LADWP management to pursue extending the capacity of Benton 
Crossing provided that Mono County would close Benton Crossing Landfill, relocate to an 
entirely new location and obtain permits for that new facility by 2023.  However, the 
proposed lease has not been drafted or submitted to our Board and City Council for 
review and approval.  The Final Program EIR should include an analysis and proposal for 
the location of the new facility.  The EIR should also provide updated information on the 
status of the lease renewal and a tentative date as to when it will be approved. 

 
• The other lease on City property, Pumice Valley Landfill, is scheduled to expire in 2006.  

LADWP management is willing to present to its Board of Water and Power 
Commissioners a new lease extending the term consistent with Mono County’s plans for 
use of the facility as a transfer station and landfill that accepts construction waste only.  In 
the event that Mono County proposes other uses for Pumice Valley (i.e., as a replacement 
to Benton Crossing Landfill and/or as a regular landfill) those uses must be evaluated in 
the Final Program EIR.  The EIR should also provide updated information on the status of 
this lease renewal. 

 
• The cost and planning associated with permitting a new landfill site is significant.  

Section 4.9.1, page 4-216 states that the resident population of the Town in 2000 
comprised 55% of the County population (7,094 out of 12,853), which has increased 6.6 
percent to 61.6% of the County population as of 2004.  Page 4-217 of the same section 
states that population intensity of the Town for 2004, defined as the PAOT (people at one 
time) representing an average winter Saturday as 34,265 people, is forecasted to 
increase to 60,727 people by 2024 (an increase of 77 percent).  The number of housing 
units is forecasted to increase from 9,871 to 16,710 (69 percent).  Section 4.11.1.3, page 
4-259 states that the Benton Crossing Landfill “ receives an average of 108 tons per day 
(tpd) of nonhazardous and hazardous solid waste, with peak daily loading rate of 400 tpd.  
The maximum daily permitted throughput is 500 tons per day.”  Peak daily loading of 
400 tpd is pinpointing to days associated with population intensities as discussed above 
(i.e. average winter Saturdays).  Therefore, as the population intensity in Mammoth, 
represented as a PAOT, increases from 34,265 to 60,727 over the next 20 years, the 
average and peak daily loading rate at the landfill should also increase by 77 percent.  It is 
unclear whether this was considered in Mono County’s estimate to the Town.  The Final 
Program EIR must demonstrate and provide calculations that support your findings that 
no significant impact is expected.  Since the majority of the county’s waste is produced by, 
and coming from the Town, then the Town should plan and mitigate for the development 
of a new landfill for the future. 
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Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program EIR for your General 
Plan Update.  Should you have any questions about our comments, please contact Mr. Milad 
Taghavi of my staff at (213) 367-1032. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Thomas M. Erb 
Director of Water Resources 
Enclosure 
 
c: Mr. Milad Taghavi 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
  
 
 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
 

REGARDING 
 

URBAN WATER CONSERVATION 
 

IN CALIFORNIA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As Amended March 10, 2004 
(Except Section 4.5 & 4.6, Amended on March 9, 2005)  
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EXHIBIT 1. BMP DEFINITIONS, SCHEDULES AND REQUIREMENTS 
 
 
This Exhibit contains Best Management Practices (BMPs) that signatory water suppliers 
commit to implementing. Suppliers’ water needs estimates will be adjusted to reflect 
estimates of reliable savings from this category of BMPs. For some BMPs, no estimate of 
savings is made. 
 
It is recognized by all parties that a single implementation method for a BMP would not be 
appropriate for all water suppliers. In fact, it is likely that as the process moves forward, 
water suppliers will find new implementation methods even more effective than those 
described. Any implementation method used should be at least as effective as the methods 
described below. 
 
Best Management Practices will be implemented by signatory water suppliers according to 
the schedule set forth in Section B of each BMP’s definition. These schedules set forth the 
latest dates by which implementation of BMPs will be underway. It is recognized that some 
signatories are already implementing some BMPs, and that these schedules do not prohibit 
signatories from implementing BMPs sooner than required. 
 
“Implementation” means achieving and maintaining the staffing, funding, and in general, the 
priority levels necessary to achieve the level of activity called for in Section A of each 
BMP’s definition, and to satisfy the commitment by the signatories to use good faith efforts 
to optimize savings from implementing BMPs as described in Section 4.4 of the MOU. 
BMPs will be implemented at a level of effort projected to achieve at least the coverages 
specified in Section C of each BMP’s definition, and in accordance with each BMP’s 
implementation schedule. 
 
Section D of each BMP definition contains the minimum record keeping and reporting 
requirements for agencies to document BMP implementation levels and efforts, and will be 
used to guide Council development of BMP implementation report forms and database. 
 
The evaluation criteria presented in Section E of each BMP definition shall be used to 
evaluate compliance with the implementation definitions, schedules, and coverage 
requirements specified in Sections A, B, and C of each BMP definition. 
 
Section F of each BMP definition contains the assumptions of reliable savings to be used in 
accordance with Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of the MOU 
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EXHIBIT 1 
 
1. WATER SURVEY PROGRAMS FOR SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 

AND MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS 
 
A. Implementation

 
Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 
 

a) Develop and implement a strategy targeting and marketing water use 
surveys to single-family residential and multi-family residential customers. 

 
 b) Directly contact via letter or telephone not less than 20% of single-family 

residential customers and 20% of multi-family residential customers each 
reporting period. 

 
 c) Surveys shall include indoor and outdoor components, and at minimum shall 

have the following elements: 
 
   Indoor 

 
   i) Check for leaks, including toilets, faucets, and meter check 
 
   ii) Check showerhead flow rates, aerator flow rates, and offer to replace or 

recommend replacement, as necessary 
 
iii) Check toilet flow rates and offer to install or recommend installation of 

displacement device or direct customer to ULFT replacement program, 
as necessary; replace leaking toilet flapper, as necessary  

 
   Outdoor 
 
   iv) Check irrigation system and timers 

 
   v) Review or develop customer irrigation schedule 
 
   Recommended but not required 
 
   vi) Measure currently landscaped area 
 
   vii) Measure total irrigable area 
 

d) Provide customer with evaluation results and water saving 
recommendations; leave information packet with customer. 

 
  e) Track surveys offered, surveys completed, survey results, and survey costs. 
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EXHIBIT 1 
 
B. Implementation Schedule
 
 a) Agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation shall 

commence no later than July 1, 1998. 
 
 b) Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 31, 

1997, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the year following 
the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
 c) Agencies shall develop and implement a strategy targeting and marketing water 

use surveys to single-family residential and multi-family residential customers by 
the end of the first reporting period following the date implementation was to 
commence. 

 
 d) The coverage requirement for this BMP, as specified in Section C of this Exhibit, 

shall be realized within 10 years of the date implementation was to commence. 
 
C. Coverage Requirements

 
a) Not less than 15% of single-family residential accounts to receive water use 

surveys within 10 years of the date implementation was to commence.  For the 
purposes of calculating coverage, 15% of single-family residential accounts 
means the number of accounts equal to 15% of single-family accounts in 1997 
or the year the agency signed the MOU, whichever is later. 

 
b) Not less than 15% of multi-family residential units to receive water use surveys 

within 10 years of the date implementation was to commence. For the purposes 
of calculating coverage, 15% of multi-family residential units means the number 
of units equal to 15% of multi-family units in 1997 or the year the agency signed 
the MOU, whichever is later. 

 
D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation
 
 a) Number of single-family residential accounts in service area. 
 
 b) Number of multi-family residential accounts in service area. 
 
 c) Number of single-family residential surveys offered during reporting period. 
 
 d) Number of single-family residential surveys completed during reporting period. 
 
 e) Number of multi-family residential surveys offered during reporting period. 
 
 f) Number of multi-family residential surveys completed during reporting period. 
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EXHIBIT 1 
 
 
E. Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status
 
 a) Agency has developed and implemented a strategy targeting and marketing 

water use surveys to single-family residential and multi-family residential 
customers by the end of the first reporting period following the date 
implementation was to commence. 

 
 b) Agency has directly contacted not less than 20% of single-family residential 

accounts and 20% of multi-family residential units during period being reported. 
 
 c) Agency is on schedule to complete surveys for 15% of single-family residential 

accounts and 15% of multi-family units within 10 years of the date 
implementation was to commence.  Agencies will receive credit against the 
coverage requirement for previously completed residential water use surveys 
according to the following schedule∗: 

 
   % Credit 
  Before 1990 0.0% 
  1990 12.5% 
  1991 25.0% 
  1992 37.5% 
  1993 50.0% 
  1994 62.5% 
  1995 75.0% 
  1996 87.5% 
  1997 100.0% 
 
 d) Agencies will be considered on track if the percent of single-family accounts and 

the percent of multi-family accounts receiving water use surveys equals or 
exceeds the following:  1.5% by end of first reporting period following date 
implementation to commence; 3.6% by end of second reporting period; 6.3% by 
end of third reporting period; 9.6% by end of fourth reporting period; and 13.5% 
by end of fifth reporting period. 

 

                                            
∗ ∗ In its study “What is the Reliable Yield from Residential Home Water Survey Programs: The Experience of 
LADWP” (AWWA Conf. Proceedings, 1995), A & N Technical Services, Inc., found that the average level of 
savings from home water surveys decreased over time, reaching about 50% of initial yield by the fourth year 
following the survey, on average. The above decay schedule used for crediting past surveys utilizes these 
findings to recognize and account for the limited persistence of water savings over time from home water use 
surveys 
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F. Water Savings Assumptions
 
  Pre-1980 Post-1980 
  Construction Construction 
 
 Low-flow showerhead retrofit 7.2 gcd 2.9 gcd 
 
 Toilet retrofit (five year life) 1.3 gcd 0.0 gcd 
 
 Leak repair 0.5 gcd 0.5 gcd 
 
 Landscape survey (outdoor use reduction) 10% 10% 
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2. RESIDENTIAL PLUMBING RETROFIT 
 
A. Implementation
 
 Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 
 
 a) Identify single-family and multi-family residences constructed prior to 1992. 

Develop a targeting and marketing strategy to distribute or directly install high-
quality, low-flow showerheads (rated 2.5 gpm or less), toilet displacement 
devices (as needed), toilet flappers (as needed) and faucet aerators (rated 
2.2 gpm or less) as practical to residences requiring them. 

 
 b) Maintain distribution and/or direct installation programs so that devices are 

distributed to not less than 10% of single-family connections and multi-family 
units each reporting period, or require through enforceable ordinance the 
replacement of high-flow showerheads and other water using fixtures with their 
low-flow counterparts, until it can be demonstrated in accordance with Section E 
of this Exhibit that 75% of single-family residences and 75% of multi-family units 
are fitted with high-quality, low-flow showerheads. 

 
 c) Track the type and number of retrofits completed, devices distributed, and 

program costs.  
 
B. Implementation Schedule
 

a) Agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation shall 
commence no later than July 1, 1998. 

 
b) Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 31, 

1997, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the year following 
the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
c) Agencies shall develop and implement a strategy targeting the distribution 

and/or installation of high-quality, low-flow plumbing devices to single-family 
residential and multi-family residential customers by the end of the first reporting 
period following the date implementation was to commence. 

 
d) An agency may elect to discontinue its device distribution programs without filing 

a formal budget or cost-effectiveness exemption when it can demonstrate that 
75% of its single-family residences and 75% of its multi-family units constructed 
prior to 1992 are fitted with high-quality, low-flow showerheads. 
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C. Coverage Requirements
 

a) Plumbing device distribution and installation programs to be maintained at a 
level sufficient to distribute high-quality, low-flow showerheads to not less than 
10% of single-family residences and 10% of multi-family units constructed prior 
to 1992 each reporting period; or the enactment of an enforceable ordinance 
requiring the replacement of high-flow showerheads and other water use fixtures 
with their low-flow counterparts. 

 
b) Plumbing device distribution and installation programs to be operated until it can 

be demonstrated in accordance with Section E of this Exhibit that 75% of single-
family residences and 75% of multi-family units are fitted with high-quality, low-
flow showerheads. 

 
D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation
 

a) The target population of pre-1992 single-family residences and multi-family units 
to be provided showerheads and other water saving devices. 

 
b) The number of showerhead retrofit kits distributed during previous reporting 

period. 
 

c) The number of device retrofits completed during the previous reporting period. 
 

d) The estimated percentage of pre-1992 single-family residences and multi-family 
units in service area fitted with low-flow showerheads. 

 
E. Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status
 

a) Agency has developed and implemented a strategy targeting and marketing 
water use surveys to single-family residential and multi-family residential 
customers by the end of the first reporting period following the date 
implementation was to commence. 

 
b) Agency has tracked the type and number of retrofits completed, devices 

distributed, and program costs. 
 
 c) Agency EITHER 
 

i) has distributed or directly installed high-quality, low-flow showerheads and 
other low-flow plumbing devices to not less than 10% of single-family 
residences and 10% of multi-family units constructed prior to 1992 during 
the reporting period; and/or has enacted an ordinance requiring the 
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replacement of high-flow shower-heads and other water use fixtures with 
their low-flow counterparts. 

 
OR 
 
ii) can demonstrate through customer surveys with 95% statistical confidence 

and a ±10% error that 75% of single-family residences and 75% of multi-
family units constructed prior to 1992 are fitted with low-flow showerheads.  

 
F. Water Savings Assumptions
 
  Pre-1980 Post-1980 
  Construction Construction 
 
 Low-flow showerhead retrofit 7.2 gcd 2.9 gcd 
 
 Toilet retrofit (five year life) 1.3 gcd 0.0 gcd 
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3. SYSTEM WATER AUDITS, LEAK DETECTION AND REPAIR 
 
A. Implementation
 
 Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 
 

a) Annually complete a prescreening system audit to determine the need for a 
fullscale system audit. The prescreening system audit shall be calculated as 
follows: 

 
i) Determine metered sales; 

 
ii) Determine other system verifiable uses; 

 
iii) Determine total supply into the system; 

 
iv) Divide metered sales plus other verifiable uses by total supply into the 

system. If this quantity is less than 0.9, a fullscale system audit is indicated. 
 
 b) When indicated, agencies shall complete water audits of their distribution 

systems using methodology consistent with that described in AWWA’s Water 
Audit and Leak Detection Guidebook. 

 
 c) Agencies shall advise customers whenever it appears possible that leaks exist 

on the customer’s side of the meter; perform distribution system leak detection 
when warranted and cost-effective; and repair leaks when found. 

 
B. Implementation Schedule
 

a) Agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation shall 
commence no later than July 1, 1998. 

 
b) Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 31, 

1997, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the year following 
the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
C. Coverage Requirements
 
 a) Agency shall maintain an active distribution system auditing program. 
 
 b) Agency shall repair identified leaks whenever cost-effective. 
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D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation
 

a) Prescreening audit results and supporting documentation; 
 
b) Maintain in-house records of audit results or the completed AWWA Audit 

Worksheets for each completed audit period. 
 
E. Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status
 
 a) Agency has annually completed a pre-screening distribution system audit. 
 
 b) Agency has conducted a full system audit consistent with methods described by 

AWWA’s Manual of Water Supply Practices, Water Audits and Leak Detection 
whenever indicated by a pre-screening audit. 

 
F. Water Savings Assumptions
 
 Unaccounted water losses assumed to be no more than 10% of total water into the 

water supplier’s system. 
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4. METERING WITH COMMODITY RATES FOR ALL NEW 

CONNECTIONS AND RETROFIT OF EXISTING CONNECTIONS 
 
A. Implementation
 
 Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 
 

a) Requiring meters for all new connections and billing by volume of use. 
 
b) Establishing a program for retrofitting existing unmetered connections and billing 

by volume of use. 
 

c) Identifying intra- and inter-agency disincentives or barriers to retrofitting mixed 
use commercial accounts with dedicated landscape meters, and conducting a 
feasibility study to assess the merits of a program to provide incentives to switch 
mixed use accounts to dedicated landscape meters. 

 
B. Implementation Schedule
 

a) Agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation shall 
commence no later than July 1, 1999. 

 
b) Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 31, 

1997, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the second year 
following the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
 c) A plan to retrofit and bill by volume of use existing unmetered connections to be 

completed by end of the first reporting period following the date implementation 
was to commence. 

 
 d) A feasibility study examining incentive programs to move landscape water uses 

on mixed-use meters to dedicated landscape meters to be completed by end of 
the first reporting period following the date implementation was to commence. 

 
C. Coverage Requirements
 
 100% of existing unmetered accounts to be metered and billed by volume of use 

within 10 years of date implementation was to commence. 
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D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation
 

a) Confirmation that all new connections are metered and are being billed by 
volume of use.  

 
b) Number of unmetered accounts in the service area. For the purposes of 

evaluation, this shall be defined as the baseline meter retrofit target, and shall 
be used to calculate the agency’s minimum annual retrofit requirement. 

 
 c) Number of unmetered connections retrofitted during the reporting period. 
 
 d) Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters. 
 
 e) Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters retrofitted with dedicated 

irrigation meters during reporting period. 
 
E. Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status
 

a) Agency with existing unmetered connections has completed a meter retrofit plan 
by end of first reporting period following the date implementation was to 
commence. 

 
b) Agency has completed a feasibility study examining incentive programs to move 

landscape water uses on mixed-use meters to dedicated landscape meters by 
end of first reporting period following the date implementation was to commence. 

 
c) Agency with existing unmetered connections is on track to meter these 

connections within 10 years of the date implementation was to commence. An 
agency will be considered on track if the percent of unmetered accounts 
retrofitted with meters equals or exceeds the following: 10% by end of first 
reporting period following date implementation to commence; 24% by end of 
second reporting period; 42% by end of third reporting period; 64% by end of 
fourth reporting period; and 90% by end of fifth reporting period. 

 
F. Water Savings Assumptions
 
 Assume meter retrofits will result in a 20% reduction in demand by retrofitted 

accounts. 
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5. LARGE LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION PROGRAMS AND 

INCENTIVES 
 
A. Implementation
 
 Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 
 
 Customer Support, Education and Assistance 
 
  a) Agencies shall provide non-residential customers with support and 

incentives to improve their landscape water use efficiency. This support 
shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

 
 Accounts with Dedicated Irrigation Meters 
 

a) Identify accounts with dedicated irrigation meters and assign ETo-based 
water use budgets equal to no more than 100% of reference 
evapotranspiration per square foot of landscape area in accordance with the 
schedule given in Section B of this Exhibit. 

 
b) Provide notices each billing cycle to accounts with water use budgets 

showing the relationship between the budget and actual consumption in 
accordance with the schedule given in Section B of this Exhibit; agencies 
may choose not to notify customers whose use is less than their water use 
budget. 

 
 Commercial/Industrial/Institutional Accounts with Mixed-Use Meters or 
 Not Metered 
 
  a) Develop and implement a strategy targeting and marketing large landscape 

water use surveys to commercial/industrial/institutional (CII) accounts with 
mixed-use meters.  Each reporting period, directly contact via letter or 
telephone not less than 20% of CII accounts with mixed-use meters and 
offer water use surveys. (Note: CII surveys that include both indoor and 
outdoor components can be credited against coverage requirements for 
both BMP 5 and BMP 9.) 

 
  b) Unmetered service areas will actively market landscape surveys to existing 

accounts with large landscapes, or accounts with landscapes which have 
been determined by the purveyor not to be water efficient. 

 
  c) Offer the following measures when cost-effective: 
 
   i) Landscape water use analysis/surveys 
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   ii) Voluntary water use budgets 
 
   iii) Installation of dedicated landscape meters 
 
   iv) Training (multi-lingual where appropriate) in landscape maintenance, 

irrigation system maintenance, and irrigation system design. 
 
   v) Financial incentives to improve irrigation system efficiency such as 

loans, rebates, and grants for the purchase and/or installation of water 
efficient irrigation systems. 

 
   vi) Follow-up water use analyses/surveys consisting of a letter, phone call, 

or site visit where appropriate. 
 
  d) Survey elements will include: measurement of landscape area; 

measurement of total irrigable area; irrigation system check, and distribution 
uniformity analysis; review or develop irrigation schedules, as appropriate; 
provision of a customer survey report and information packet. 

 
  e) Track survey offers, acceptance, findings, devices installed, savings 

potential, and survey cost. 
 
 New or Change of Service Accounts 
 

Provide information on climate-appropriate landscape design, efficient irrigation 
equipment/management to new customers and change-of-service customer 
accounts. 

 
 Recommended 
 
  a) Install climate appropriate water efficient landscaping at water agency 

facilities, and dual metering where appropriate. 
 
  b) Provide customer notices prior to the start of the irrigation season alerting 

them to check their irrigation systems and make repairs as necessary. 
Provide customer notices at the end of the irrigation season advising them 
to adjust their irrigation system timers and irrigation schedules. 

 
B. Implementation Schedule
 
 a) Agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation shall 

commence no later than July 1, 1999. 
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 b) Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 31, 

1997, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the second year 
following the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
 c) Develop ETo-based water use budgets for all accounts with dedicated irrigation 

meters by the end of the second reporting period from the date implementation 
was to commence. 

 
 d) Develop and implement a plan to target and market landscape water use 

surveys to CII accounts with mixed-use meters by the end of the first reporting 
period from the date implementation was to commence. 

 
 e) Develop and implement a customer incentive program by the end of the first 

reporting period from the date implementation was to commence. 
 
C. Coverage Requirements
 
 a) ETo-based water use budgets developed for 90% of CII accounts with dedicated 

irrigation meters by the end of the second reporting period from the date 
implementation was to commence. 

 
 b) Not less than 20% of CII accounts with mixed-use meters contacted and offered 

landscape water use surveys each reporting period. 
 
 c) Irrigation water use surveys completed for not less than 15% of CII accounts 

with mixed-use meters within 10 years of the date implementation was to 
commence. (Note:  CII surveys that include both indoor and outdoor 
components can be credited against coverage requirements for both BMP 5 and 
BMP 9.) For the purposes of calculating coverage, 15% of CII accounts means 
the number of accounts equal to 15% of CII accounts with mixed-use meters in 
1997 or the year the agency signed the MOU, whichever is later. 

 
D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation
 
 Dedicated Landscape Irrigation Accounts 
 
 Agencies shall preserve water use records and budgets for customers with 

dedicated landscape irrigation accounts for a period of not less than two reporting 
periods. This information may be used by the Council to verify the agency’s reporting 
on this BMP. 

 
 a) Number of dedicated irrigation meter accounts. 
 
 b) Number of dedicated irrigation meter accounts with water budgets. 
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 c) Aggregate water use for dedicated landscape accounts with budgets. 
 
 d) Aggregate budgeted water use for dedicated landscape accounts with budgets. 
 
 Mixed Use Accounts 
 
 a) Number of mixed use accounts. 
 
 b) Number, type, and dollar value of incentives, rebates, and no, or low interest 

loans offered to, and received by, customers. 
 
 c) Number of surveys offered. 
 
 d) Number of surveys accepted. 
 
 e) Estimated annual water savings by customers receiving surveys and 

implementing recommendations. 
 
E. Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status
 
 a) Agency has developed water use budgets for 90% of accounts with dedicated 

irrigation meters by end of second reporting period from date implementation 
was to commence. 

 
 b) Agency has implemented irrigation water use survey program for CII accounts 

with mixed-use meters, and directly contacts and offers surveys to not less than 
20% of accounts each reporting period. (A program to retrofit mixed-use 
accounts with dedicated landscape meters and assigning water use budgets, or 
a program giving mixed-use accounts ETo-based budgets for irrigation uses 
satisfies this criterion.) 

 
 c) Agency is on track to provide water use surveys to not less than 15% of CII 

accounts with mixed-use meters within 10 years of the date implementation was 
to commence. Agency may credit 100% of the number of landscape water use 
surveys for CII accounts with mixed-use meters completed prior to July 1, 1996, 
that have received a follow-up inspection against the coverage requirement; and 
50% of surveys that have not received follow-up inspections. Agency may credit 
100% of the number of landscape water use surveys completed for CII accounts 
with mixed-use meters after July 1, 1996 against the coverage requirement.  (A 
program to retrofit mixed-use accounts with dedicated landscape accounts, or a 
program giving mixed-use accounts ETo-based budgets for irrigation uses 
satisfy this criterion.) 
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 d) An agency will be considered on track if the percent of CII accounts with mixed-

use meters receiving a landscape water use survey equals or exceeds the 
following: 1.5% by end of first reporting period following date implementation to 
commence; 3.6% by end of second reporting period; 6.3% by end of third 
reporting period; 9.6% by end of fourth reporting period; and 13.5% by end of 
fifth reporting period. (A program to retrofit mixed-use accounts with dedicated 
landscape accounts, or a program giving mixed-use accounts ETo-based 
budgets for irrigation uses satisfy this criterion.) 

 
 e) Agency has implemented and is maintaining customer incentive program(s) for 

irrigation equipment retrofits. 
 
F. Water Savings Assumptions
 
 Assume landscape surveys will result in a 15% reduction in demand for landscape 

uses by surveyed accounts. 
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6. HIGH-EFFICIENCY WASHING MACHINE REBATE PROGRAMS 
 (This version expires June 30, 2004) 
 
A. Implementation
 
 Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 
 
 Council Actions and Responsibilities 
 
 a) Within 6 months from the adoption of this BMP, the Council will develop interim 

estimates of reliable water savings attributable to the use of high-efficiency 
washing machines based on the results of the THELMA Study and other 
available data. Water purveyors may defer implementing this BMP until the 
Council has adopted these interim estimates. [NOTE: INTERIM ESTIMATE OF 
RELIABLE WATER SAVINGS ADOPTED BY COUNCIL PLENARY APRIL 8, 
1998, SEE SECTION F.] 

 
 b) Within two years from the adoption of this BMP, the Council will complete 

studies quantifying reliable savings attributable to the use of high-efficiency 
washing machines. 

 
 c) At the end of two years following the adoption of this BMP, the Council will 

appoint a committee to evaluate the effectiveness of triggering high-efficiency 
washing machine financial incentive programs operated by MOU signatories 
with programs operated by energy service providers. This committee will consist 
of 2 group 1 representatives, 2 group 2 representatives, and the Council 
Administrator or Executive Director or his/her designee. This BMP will be 
modified by the appointed committee to require agencies to implement financial 
incentive programs for high-efficiency washing machines whenever cost-
effective and regardless of the absence of a program operated by an energy 
service provider if the committee concludes from available evidence the 
following: 

 
i) the Council has verified that significant water savings are available from 

high-efficiency washing machines; 
 
ii) there is widespread product availability; and 
 
iii) financial incentive programs offered by energy service providers in 

California have either not materialized, been largely discontinued or 
significantly scaled back. 
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 Water Purveyor Responsibilities 
 
 a) In conjunction with the Council, support local, state, and federal legislation to 

improve efficiency standards for washing machines. 
 
 b) If an energy service provider or waste water utility within the service territory is 

offering a financial incentive for the purchase of high-efficiency washing 
machines, then the water agency shall also offer a cost-effective financial 
incentive based on the marginal benefits of the water savings. Incentive levels 
shall be calculated by using methods found in A Guide to Customer Incentives 
for Water Conservation prepared by Barakat and Chamberlain for the CUWA, 
CUWCC, and US EPA, February 1994. A water purveyor is not required to 
implement a financial incentive program if the maximum cost-effective rebate is 
less than $50. 

 
B. Implementation Schedule
 
 a) Agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation shall 

commence no later than July 1, 1999. 
 
 b) Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 31, 

1997, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the second year 
following the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
C. Coverage Requirements
 
 Cost-effective customer incentive for the purchase of high-efficiency washing 

machine offered if incentives are being offered by local energy service providers or 
waste water utility. 

 
D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation
 
 a) Customer incentives to purchase high-efficiency washing machines being 

offered by local energy service providers, if any. 
 
 b) Customer incentives to purchase high-efficiency washing machines being 

offered by agency, if any. 
 
E. Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status
 
 a) Agency has determined if energy service providers or waste water utilities 

operating within service territory offer financial incentives for the purchase of 
high-efficiency washing machines. 
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 b) If energy service provider or waste water utility operating within agency’s service 

territory is offering financial incentives, agency has calculated cost-effective 
customer incentive using methods found in A Guide to Customer Incentives for 
Water Conservation prepared by Barakat and Chamberlain for the CUWA, 
CUWCC, and US EPA, February 1994, and is offering this incentive to 
customers in service territory. 

 
F. Water Savings Assumptions
 
 The interim estimate of reliable annual water savings per replacement of a low-

efficiency washing machine with a high-efficiency washing machine is 5,100 gallons, 
which is the mean yearly water savings derived from THELMA study data on water 
savings and washing machine load frequencies. Signatory water suppliers may use 
an estimate of annual water savings exceeding 5,100 gallons at their discretion, and 
may also select a lower estimate, so long as it is not below 4,600 gallons per year 
per retrofit, and there is a data supported reason for adopting an estimate lower than 
5,100 gallons. 
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6. HIGH-EFFICIENCY CLOTHES WASHING MACHINE FINANCIAL 

INCENTIVE PROGRAMS  
 (This version adopted March 10, 2004 and effective July 1, 2004)   
 
A. Implementation
 
 Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 
  

1. Until January 1, 2007, the water agency shall offer a financial incentive, if cost 
effective, for the purchase of high-efficiency clothes washing machines (HEWS) 
meeting a water factor value of 9.5 or less.         

 
2. Any financial incentive offered shall be not less than the marginal benefits of the 

water savings, reduced by the necessary expense of administering the incentive 
program. Incentive levels shall be calculated by using methods found in A Guide 
to Customer Incentives for Water Conservation prepared by Barakat and 
Chamberlain for the CUWA, CUWCC, and US EPA, February 1994.  A water 
agency is not required to implement a financial incentive program if the maximum 
cost-effective financial incentive is less than $50. 

 
The Council shall begin to review this BMP before July 1, 2005. This review shall 
determine appropriate agency implementation activities after 2007.   The purpose of 
this review is to revise this BMP to account for potential Federal and State 
standards, the market share of HEWs with various water factors, further advances in 
washer efficiency, funding partner activities, and consumer participation.   

 
B. Implementation Schedule 
 

1. For Agencies signing the MOU prior to July 1, 2003, implementation shall 
commence no later than July 1, 2004. 

 
2. For Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after July 1, 

2003, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the second year 
following the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
C. Coverage Requirements  
 

Overview 
 

The Council’s objective is to transform the clothes washer market by increasing 
sales of HEWs.  The Council anticipates this interim program will have a positive and 
long-lasting effect on the market share of HEWs; thus decreasing the future efforts 
needed by the Council and its members to achieve water efficiency in this sector.   
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The goal for this BMP is to at least triple the market share of HEWs purchased for 
use inside residential dwelling units, where no incentive program exists.  For 
purposes of determining coverage requirements, the Council's estimates a non-
incentive market share of HEWs at 12% of all clothes washing machine sales 
(derived from year 2000 Energy Star data).  The coverage requirements are based 
upon the goal of increasing the market share of HEWs to thirty-six percent (36%) of 
all clothes washing machine sales. 
 
Coverage Goal 
 
The Council developed a Coverage Goal (CG) system to more easily determine 
coverage progress, and allow agencies to obtain additional credit for promoting the 
purchase of ultra high efficiency machines with water factor values of 8.5 or less.   
The CG is based on the total quantity of dwelling units (single-family and multi-
family) in each agency's service territory.   The Council chose to use the quantity of 
both single-family and multi-family dwelling units because US Census data on in-
home clothes washing machines includes both types of dwelling units. 
 
Agency determines its CG by the following calculation: 
 

CG = Total Dwelling Units x 80% x 6.67% x 12% x 3 x 2.5 
 
Where:   CG = Coverage Goal 
 Dwelling Units = total SF and MF dwelling units in agency service territory 
 80% = percentage of all dwelling units with in-home clothes washers 
 6.67% = percentage of washers requiring replacement each year 
 12% = Average HEW market share when no incentives exist 
 3 = tripling non-incentive market share 
 2.5 = years of program activity from July-2004 to January-2007 
  
Simplified Formula: CG = Total Dwelling Units x 0.048 

 
Agencies may request an adjusted CG where US Census data or other statistically 
valid surveys prove that less than 80% of all dwelling units (single-family and multi-
family) in their service territory include a clothes washing machine. Agencies signing 
the MOU after July 1, 2003, shall use a prorated CG based on implementation 
period of less than 2.5 years. 
 

 Coverage Points 
 
Agency shall earn points towards its Coverage Goal for the purchase and installation 
of HEWs in its service territory where agency provides a financial incentive of $25 or 
more per HEW.  In efforts to transform the market place towards ultra-high efficiency 
washers, agency may earn additional points for HEWs with water factor values of 
8.5 or less.   
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1. Agency shall earn 1 point for each HEW incentive issued on or after July 1, 2004, 
which results in the purchase and installation of a HEW with a water factor value 
greater than 8.5 but not exceeding 9.5. 

 
2. Agency shall earn 2 points for each HEW incentive issued on or after July 1, 

2004 resulting in the purchase and installation of a HEW with a water factor value 
greater than 6.0 but not exceeding 8.5. 

 
3. Agency shall earn 3 points for each HEW incentive issued on or after July 1, 

2004 resulting in the purchase and installation of a HEW with a water factor value 
of 6.0 or less. 

 
Past Credit Points 
 
Agency shall have the option to receive points towards its Coverage Goal for past 
efforts (efforts prior to July 1, 2004) by one of the following methods of agency’s 
choosing: 
 
1. Agencies shall earn points according to point scale described above in 

“Coverage Points; 1, 2 and 3” for each HEW incentive issued before July 1, 
2004, resulting from agency incentive program, where agency has 
documentation of participation.   Agency shall not receive any credit for HEWs 
with water factors greater than 9.5.  Agencies shall not receive credit for any 
HEW sales or installations where the agency did not materially and substantially 
participate in the incentive program, and agency did not provide a financial 
incentive of $25 or more. 

 
OR 
 
2. Agencies shall earn 1 point for each HEW incentive issued before July 1, 2004, 

resulting from agency incentive program, where agency has documentation of 
participation.  Agencies shall not receive credit for any HEW sales or installations 
where the agency did not materially and substantially participate in the incentive 
program, and agency did not provide a financial incentive of $25 or more.  

 
D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation
  

1. Agency shall provide documentation for all of the following items: 
 

a)  The quantity of single-family and multi-family dwelling units in the agency 
service area and the calculated Coverage Goal. 

 
b) The quantity and value of financial incentives issued for HEWs with water 

factor values greater than 8.5, but not exceeding 9.5. 
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c) The quantity and value of financial incentives issued HEWs with water factor 
values greater than 6.0 but not exceeding 8.5.  

 
d) The quantity and value of financial incentives issued for HEWs with water 

factors of 6.0 or less.  
 
e) Average or estimated administration and overhead costs to operate the 

program. 
 
f) To receive credit for past programs, agency shall provide: quantity and value 

of financial incentives, water factor values and date of incentives issued for 
high-efficiency clothes washers installed before July 1, 2004. 

 
2. Agency shall retain records of each participant of the incentive program, 

including: name, address and telephone number of participant; water account 
number of building or dwelling unit; make and model of HEW purchased; water 
factor value; dollar amount of the agency’s financial incentive; dollar amount of 
program partner’s financial incentive (if applicable); and name of program 
partner(s).   

 
E. Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status
 

Agency is offering a financial incentive to customers in its service territory for the 
purchase of high-efficiency clothes washing machines with water factors of 9.5 or 
less, and agency is meeting the coverage requirement as stated in this BMP.   
 
Agency shall be considered on-track to meet its coverage requirements according to 
the following table: 
 

Implementation Status Schedule 

Date Percent of Points Earned 
Towards Coverage Goal 

January 1, 2005 10% 

July 1, 2005 30% 

January 1, 2006 50% 

July 1, 2006 75% 

January 1, 2007 100% 
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Agencies signing the MOU after July 1, 2003, shall have a prorated Implementation 
Status Schedule, based on implementation period of less than 2.5 years. 

 
F. Water Savings Assumptions  
 
 Gross water savings (gallons) from financial incentive programs that result in the 

purchase and installation of High Efficiency Washing Machines with water factors 
equal to or less than 9.5 shall be calculated using the following formula: 

 

( )∑ ×−××=
i

i iNGWS
yr.
gal. 170,13.13 yr.14  

 
Where:  Ni is the number of machines replaced with water factor i (i < 9.5) 

 
13.3 is the Baseline WF for washers sold in 1994, as supplied to DOE by the 
Association of Home Appliance Manufacturers (AHAM). 
 
14 yr. is the assumed average useful life of residential washers.  (Based on 
information from the Bern Kansas study) 

 
1,170 gallons/year is the average change in water use for a unit change in 
water factor. This value was developed by the California Energy Commission. 

 
Net water savings (gallons) from financial incentive programs shall be calculated 
using the following formula: 
 

NWS = GWS × 1− FR( ), 
 
Where:  FR is the estimated rate of free ridership for the BMP 6 financial incentive 

program. 
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7. PUBLIC INFORMATION PROGRAMS 
 
A. Implementation
 
 Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 
 
 a) Implement a public information program to promote water conservation and 

water conservation related benefits. 
 
 b) Program should include, but is not limited to, providing speakers to employees, 

community groups and the media; using paid and public service advertising; 
using bill inserts; providing information on customers’ bills showing use in 
gallons per day for the last billing period compared to the same period the year 
before; providing public information to promote water conservation practices; 
and coordinating with other government agencies, industry groups, public 
interest groups, and the media. 

 
B. Implementation Schedule
 
 a) Agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation shall 

commence no later than July 1, 1998. 
 
 b) Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 31, 

1997, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the first year 
following the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
C. Coverage Requirements
 
 Agencies shall maintain an active public information program to promote and 

educate customers about water conservation. 
 
D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation
 
 a) Number of public speaking events relating to conservation during reporting 

period. 
 
 b) Number of media events relating to conservation during reporting period. 
 
 c) Number of paid or public service announcements relating to conservation 

produced or sponsored during reporting period. 
 
 d) Types of information relating to conservation provided to customers. 
 
 e) Annual budget for public information programs directly related to conservation. 
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E. Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status

 
Agency has implemented and is maintaining a public information program consistent 
with BMP 7’s definition. 

 
F. Water Savings Assumptions
 
 Not quantified. 
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8. SCHOOL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
 
A. Implementation
 
 Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 
 
 a) Implement a school education program to promote water conservation and water 

conservation related benefits. 
 
 b) Programs shall include working with school districts and private schools in the 

water suppliers’ service area to provide instructional assistance, educational 
materials, and classroom presentations that identify urban, agricultural, and 
environmental issues and conditions in the local watershed. Education materials 
shall meet the state education framework requirements, and grade appropriate 
materials shall be distributed to grade levels K-3, 4-6, 7-8, and high school. 

 
B. Implementation Schedule
 
 a) Agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation shall 

commence no later than July 1, 1998. 
 
 b) Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 31, 

1997, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the first year 
following the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
C. Coverage Requirements
 
 Agencies shall maintain an active school education program to educate students in 

the agency’s service areas about water conservation and efficient water uses. 
 
D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation
 
 a) Number of school presentations made during reporting period. 
 
 b) Number and type of curriculum materials developed and/or provided by water 

supplier, including confirmation that curriculum materials meet state education 
framework requirements and are grade-level appropriate. 

 
 c) Number of students reached. 
 
 d) Number of in-service presentations or teacher’s workshops conducted during 

reporting period. 
 
 e) Annual budget for school education programs related to conservation. 
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E. Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status
 
 Agency has implemented and is maintaining a school education program consistent 

with BMP 8’s definition. 
 
F. Water Savings Assumptions
 
 Not quantified. 
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9. CONSERVATION PROGRAMS FOR COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, 
 AND INSTITUTIONAL (CII) ACCOUNTS 
 
A. Implementation 
 
 Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 
 

 BOTH  (a) AND (b) 
 
 (a) CII Accounts 
 
  Identify and rank commercial, industrial, and institutional (CII) accounts (or 

customers if the agency chooses to aggregate accounts) according to water use.  
For purposes of this BMP, CII accounts are defined as follows: 

 
  Commercial Accounts: any water use that provides or distributes a product or 

service, such as hotels, restaurants, office buildings, commercial businesses or 
other places of commerce.  These do not include multi-family residences, 
agricultural users, or customers that fall within the industrial or institutional 
classifications. 

 
  Industrial Accounts: any water users that are primarily manufacturers or 

processors of materials as defined by the Standard Industrial Classifications 
(SIC) Code numbers 2000 through 3999. 

 
  Institutional Accounts: any water-using establishment dedicated to public 

service.  This includes schools, courts, churches, hospitals, and government 
facilities.  All facilities serving these functions are to be considered institutions 
regardless of ownership. 

 
(b) 3-Year Interim CII ULFT Program 

 
Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 

 
  i)  A program to accelerate replacement of existing high-water-using toilets with 

ultra-low- flush (1.6 gallons or less) toilets in commercial, industrial, and 
institutional facilities. 

 
ii)  Programs shall be at least as effective as facilitating toilet replacements over 
a 3-year implementation period, commencing July 1, 2001, sufficient to produce 
cumulative water savings over 10 years equal to 3% of Total Water Savings 
Potential, as defined by Exhibit 8 of this MOU. 
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iii)   Annual reporting to the Council of all available information described in 
Section D, subsection (b) of this BMP.  The Council shall develop and provide 
agencies with a concise reporting form by March 31, 2001. 
 
iv)    By July 1, 2004,  a committee selected by the Steering Committee shall 
complete for submittal to the Steering Committee a written evaluation of the 
interim program, including an assessment of program designs, obstacles to 
implementation, program costs, estimated water savings, and cost-
effectiveness.  By August 2004, the Steering Committee will reconvene to review 
the evaluation and recommend to the Plenary the next course of action on BMP 
9 targets for CII toilet replacement programs. 

 
AND EITHER (c) OR (d) 

 
(c) CII Water-Use Survey and Customer Incentives Program  

 
Implement a CII Water-Use Survey and Customer Incentives Program.  Develop 
a customer targeting and marketing strategy to provide water use surveys and 
customer incentives to CII accounts such that 10% of each CII sector’s accounts 
are surveyed within 10 years of the date implementation is to commence.  
Directly contact (via letter, telephone, or personal visit) and offer water use 
surveys and customer incentives to at least 10% of each CII sector on a 
repeating basis. Water use surveys must include a site visit, an evaluation of all 
water-using apparatus and processes, and a customer report identifying 
recommended efficiency measures, their expected payback period and available 
agency incentives.  Within one year of a completed survey, follow-up via phone 
or site visit with customer regarding facility water use and water saving 
improvements.  Track customer contacts, accounts (or customers) receiving 
surveys, follow-ups, and measures implemented.  The method for crediting 
water use surveys completed prior to the revision of this BMP is described in 
Section E. 
 

(d) CII Conservation Performance Targets 
 

Achieve a water use reduction in the CII sectors equaling or exceeding the CII 
Conservation Performance Target.   Implement programs to achieve annual 
water use savings by CII accounts by an amount equal to 10% of the baseline 
use of CII accounts in the agency's service area over a ten-year period.  The 
target amount of annual water use reduction in CII accounts is a static value 
calculated from the baseline amount of annual use. Baseline use is defined as 
the use by CII accounts in 1997.  Water purveyors may justify to the Council the 
use of an alternative baseline year. 
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B. Implementation Schedule 

 
(a) For agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation 

other than CII ULFTs shall commence no later than July 1, 1999.  
Implementation of Section A (b) --CII ULFTs -- shall commence July 1, 2001.    

 
(b) For agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 

31, 1997, implementation other than the 3-Year Interim CII ULFT Program shall 
commence no later than July 1 of the second year following the year the agency 
signed or became subject to the MOU.  Implementation of Section A (b) -- CII 
ULFTs -- shall commence July 1, 2001.  Agencies signing the MOU or becoming 
subject to the MOU after July 1, 2001 shall not be subject to the Coverage 
Requirements set forth in Section C, subsection (a) -- 3-Year Interim CII ULFT 
Program.   

 
(c) The coverage requirement for this BMP, as specified in Section C of this Exhibit, 

with the exception of CII ULFTs, shall be realized within10 years of the date 
implementation was to commence. 

 
C.  Coverage Requirements 
 

(a) 3-Year CII ULFT Program  
 

CII ULFT program water savings equal to 3% of Total Water Savings Potential, 
as defined by Exhibit 8 of this MOU, by July 1, 2004. 

 
EITHER 

 
(b) CII Water Use Survey and Customer Incentives Program 

 
10% of each of the CII sector’s accounts to accept a water use survey within 10 
years of the date implementation is to commence. For the purposes of 
calculating coverage, 10% of CII accounts means the number of accounts equal 
to 10% of CII accounts in 1997 or the year the agency signed the MOU, 
whichever is later. 
 

 OR 
 

(c) CII Conservation Performance Targets 
 

Reduce annual water use by CII accounts by an amount equal to 10% of the 
annual baseline water use within 10 years of the date implementation is to 
commence, including savings resulting from implementation of section A (b) -- 
CII ULFTs. 
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D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation 
 

(a) CII Accounts 
 
The number of accounts (or customers) and amount of water use within each of the 
CII sectors. 
 
(b) 3-Year Interim CII ULFT Replacement Program 
 
(1) Customer participant information, including retail water utility account ID’s, 
primary contact information, facility address, facility type, number of toilets being 
replaced, number of toilets in facility (if available), primary reasons for toilet 
replacement and program participation (if available). 
 
(2) Number of CII ULFTs replaced or distributed by CII sub sector by year. 
 
(3) Total program cost by year, including administration and overhead, labor (staff 
salaries and benefits), marketing, outside services, incentives, and implementation 
(agency installation, rebate, permitting and remedial costs), and any required 
evaluation and reporting by the Council.  Costs for program development and 
program operation shall be reported separately. 
 
(4) Total program budget by year. 
 
(5) Program funding sources by year, including intra-agency funding mechanisms, 
inter-agency cost-sharing, and state/federal financial assistance sources. 
 
(6) Description of program design and implementation, such as types of incentives, 
marketing, advertising methods and levels, customer targeting methods, customer 
contact methods, use of outside services (e.g., consultants or community-based 
organizations), and participant tracking and follow up. 
 
(7) Description of program acceptance or resistance by customers, any obstacles to 
implementation, and other issues affecting program implementation or effectiveness. 
 
(8) General assessment of program effectiveness. 

 
 AND EITHER (c) OR (d) 
  
 (c) CII Water Use Survey and Customer Incentives Program 
 

1) The number of CII accounts (or customers) offered water use surveys during 
the reporting period. 
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2) The number of new water use surveys completed during the reporting 

period. 
 
3) The number of follow-ups completed during the reporting period. 

 
  4) The type and number of water saving recommendations implemented. 

 
5)  Agency’s program budget and actual program expenditures. 

 
 
 (d) CII Conservation Performance Target 
 

The estimated reduction in annual water use for all CII accounts due to agency 
programs, interventions, and actions.  Agencies must document how savings 
were realized and the method and calculations for estimating savings, including 
the savings resulting from agency-assisted CII ULFTs replacements under 
section A (b). 

 
E.  Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status 
 
 (a) CII Accounts 
 
  Agency has identified and ranked by water use its CII accounts. 
 
 (b) CII ULFTs 
 

Agency is on schedule to meet the coverage requirement for section A (b) within 
3 years of the start of implementation. An agency will be considered on track if 
by the end of the first year of implementation the 10-year cumulative water 
savings equals or exceeds 0.5% of Total Savings Potential; by the end of the 
second year of implementation the 10-year cumulative water savings equals 
1.5% of Total Savings Potential; and by the end of the third year of 
implementation the 10-year cumulative water savings equals or exceeds 3.0% 
of Total Savings Potential.  
 
During the 3-year interim implementation period, cumulative savings from CII 
ULFT replacement programs occurring prior to January 1, 2001, may not be 
applied towards the interim coverage requirement.  However, cumulative 
savings from all previous agency CII ULFT replacement programs may be 
applied toward any long-term CII ULFT coverage requirement. 

 
 AND EITHER (c) OR (d) OR (e) 
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 (c) CII Water Use Survey and Customer Incentives Program 

 
1) Agency has developed and implemented a strategy targeting and marketing 

water use surveys to CII accounts (or customers) by the end of the first 
reporting period following the date implementation is to commence. 

 
2) Agency is on schedule to complete surveys for 10% of commercial 

accounts, 10% of industrial accounts, and 10% of institutional accounts 
within 10 years of the date implementation is to commence.  Agencies may 
credit 50% of the number of surveys completed prior to July 1, 1996 that 
have not received follow-up verification of implementation, and 100% of the 
number of surveys completed prior to July 1, 1996 that have received a 
follow-up survey.  Agencies may credit 100% of the number of surveys 
completed after July 1, 1996 against the coverage requirement. 

 
3) Agencies will be considered on track if the percent of CII accounts receiving 

a water use survey, in aggregate, equals or exceeds the following: 0.5% of 
the total number of surveys required by end of first reporting period following 
date implementation is to commence; 2.4% by end of second reporting 
period; 4.2% by end of third reporting period; 6.4% by end of fourth reporting 
period; and 9.0% by end of fifth reporting period. 

 
 (d) CII Conservation Performance Targets 
 

1) Agency is on schedule to reduce water use by CII accounts by an amount 
equal to 10% of baseline use (as defined in Section A) for CII accounts 
within 10 years of the date implementation is to commence. 

 
2) Agencies will be considered on track if estimated savings as a percent of 

baseline water use equals or exceeds the following: 0.5% by end of first 
reporting period following date implementation is to commence; 2.4% by end 
of second reporting period; 4.2% by end of third reporting period; 6.4% by 
end of fourth reporting period; and 9.0% by end of fifth reporting period. 

 
3) Credited water savings must be realized through agency actions performed 

to increase water use efficiency within the CII sector. Agencies may credit 
100% of estimated annual savings of interventions since 1991 that have 
been site verified, and 25% of estimated annual savings of interventions that 
have not been site verified. 

 
4) Agencies may claim the estimated savings for regulations, ordinances, or 

laws intended to increase water use efficiency by the CII sector, subject to 
the review and approval of the savings estimates by the Council.  To avoid 
double counting, agencies justifying savings on the basis of rate structure 
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changes may not claim savings from any other actions undertaken by CII 
customers, third parties, or the agency. 

 
 (e) Combined Targets 
 

Agencies may choose different tracks for different CII sectors, and will be 
considered in compliance with this BMP if they are on track to meet each 
applicable coverage requirement for each sector.  In addition, agencies may 
implement both tracks for a given CII sector, and will be considered in 
compliance with this BMP if the percent of surveys completed and the percent of 
water savings realized, when added together, equals or exceeds the applicable 
compliance requirement.  For example, at the end of the second reporting cycle 
an agency would be considered on track to meet the coverage requirement if the 
percent of surveys completed and the percent of water savings achieved, when 
added together, equaled or exceeded 2.4%.  Agencies may combine tracks only 
if they make a convincing demonstration that savings attributable to counted 
surveys are not also included in their estimate of water savings for meeting the 
water savings performance track. 

 
F.  Water Savings Assumptions 
 

Commercial water reduction results from Best Management Practices such as 
Interior and Landscape Water Surveys, Plumbing Codes, and Other Factors 
(Includes savings accounted for in other BMPs.)  Estimated reduction in gallons per 
employee per day in year 2000 use occurring over the period 1980-2000: 12%. 

 
Industrial water reduction results from Best Management Practices, Waste 
Discharge Fee, New Technology, Water Surveys, Plumbing Codes and Other 
Factors (Includes savings accounted for in other BMPs.)  Estimated reduction in 
gallons per employee per day in year 2000 use occurring over the period 1980-2000: 
15%. 
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10. WHOLESALE AGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
 (Version adopted March 10, 2004 and effective July 1, 2004) 
 
A.  Implementation 
 

Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 
 
Financial Support 

 
1.  Wholesale water suppliers will provide financial incentives, or equivalent 

resources, as appropriate, beneficial, and mutually agreeable to their retail water 
agency customers to advance water conservation efforts and effectiveness. 

 
2.  All BMPs implemented by retail water agency customers that can be shown to be 

cost-effective in terms of avoided cost of water from the wholesaler’s perspective, 
using Council cost-effectiveness analysis procedures, will be supported. 

 
Technical Support 
 
Wholesale water agencies shall provide conservation-related technical support and 
information to all retail agencies for whom they serve as a wholesale supplier. At a 
minimum this requires: 
 
3.  Conducting, funding or promoting workshops addressing the following topics: 
 

a)  Council procedures for calculating program savings, costs and cost-
effectiveness; 

 
b)  Retail agencies’ BMP implementation reporting requirements; and 
 
c)  The technical, programmatic, strategic or other pertinent issues and 

developments associated with water conservation activities in each of the 
following areas: ULFT replacement; residential retrofits; commercial, industrial 
and institutional surveys; residential and large turf irrigation; and 
conservation-related rates and pricing. 

 
4. Having the necessary staff or equivalent resources available to respond to retail 

agencies’ technical and programmatic questions involving the Council’s BMPs 
and their associated reporting requirements. 
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Program Management 
 
Wholesale and retail agencies will retain maximum local flexibility in designing and 
implementing locally cost-effective BMP conservation programs.  Cooperatively 
designed regional programs are encouraged. 
 
5.  When mutually agreeable and beneficial, the wholesaler may operate all or any 

part of the conservation-related activities which a given retail supplier is obligated 
to implement under the BMP’s cost-effectiveness test. The inability or 
unwillingness of the wholesaler to perform this function, however, in no way 
relieves or reduces the retailer’s obligation to fully satisfy the requirements of all 
BMPs which are judged cost-effective from the retailer’s perspective. 

 
Water Shortage Allocations 
 
6.  Wholesale agencies shall work in cooperation with their customers to identify and 

remove potential disincentives to long-term conservation created by water 
shortage allocation policies; and to identify opportunities to encourage and 
reward cost-effective investments in long-term conservation shown to advance 
regional water supply reliability and sufficiency. 

 
B.  Implementation Schedule 
 

1.  Agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation shall 
commence no later than July 1, 1999. 

 
2.  Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 31, 

1997, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the second year 
following the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
C.  Coverage Requirements 

 
1.  Cost-effectiveness assessments completed for each BMP the wholesale agency 

is potentially obligated to support.  The methodology used will conform to Council 
standards and procedures, and the information reported will be sufficient to 
permit independent verification of the cost-effectiveness calculations and of any 
exemptions claimed on cost-effectiveness grounds.  Any subset of the BMPs 
being directly implemented by a wholesale agency will be reported.   

 
All other BMPs supportable by the retailers located in a wholesaler’s service area 
will be considered for financial and technical support, and will be dependent on 
agreement between the wholesaler and its retailers. 

 

- 51 - 



 
 

EXHIBIT 1 
 

2.  Agency avoided cost per acre-foot of new water supplies. The methodology used 
will conform to Council standards and procedures, and the information reported 
will be sufficient to permit independent verification of the avoided cost 
calculations. 

 
3.  The total monetary amount of financial support, incentives, staff support and 

equivalent resources provided to retail members to assist, or to otherwise 
support, the implementation of BMPs.  

 
4.  The total amount of verified water savings achieved by each wholesaler-assisted 

BMP. 
 
5. At each reporting cycle, wholesale agencies shall provide a written offer of 

support to each of their retailers, and request a response from each retailer.  
Verification of such offers and responses shall be submitted to the Council at 
each regular reporting cycle via the “notes” section in the BMP reporting 
database. 

 
It is recognized that wholesale agencies have limited control over retail agencies 
that they serve, and must act in cooperation with those retail agencies on 
implementation of BMPs.  Thus, wholesale agencies cannot be held responsible 
for levels of implementation by individual retailers in their wholesale service 
areas.   

 
6.  Wholesale agencies will receive full credit and acknowledgement for previous 

BMP implementation. 
 

D.  Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation 
 

1. The total monetary amount of financial incentives and equivalent resources 
provided to retail members to assist, or to otherwise support, the implementation 
of BMPs, subtotaled by BMP.    

 
2. The total amount of verified water savings achieved by each wholesaler-assisted 

BMP. 
 

E.  Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status 
 

1.  Timely and complete reporting of all information as provided for above under 
"Reporting and Record Keeping Requirements." 

 
2.  Offering workshops covering all topics listed above under "Technical Support." 
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3.  Timely reconciliation of wholesaler and retailer BMP reports as provided for 
above under "BMP Reporting." 

 
F.  Water Savings Assumptions 
 

Not quantified.  Wholesalers shall use the Council’s Cost and Savings Document to 
assess the total amount of water savings achieved by each wholesaler-supported 
BMP. 
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11. CONSERVATION PRICING 
 
A. Implementation 
 
 Implementation methods shall be at least as effective as eliminating non-conserving 

pricing and adopting conserving pricing. For signatories supplying both water and 
sewer service, this BMP applies to pricing of both water and sewer service. 
Signatories that supply water but not sewer service shall make good faith efforts to 
work with sewer agencies so that those sewer agencies adopt conservation pricing 
for sewer service.  

 
 a) Non-conserving pricing provides no incentives to customers to reduce use. Such 

pricing is characterized by one or more of the following components: rates in 
which the unit price decreases as the quantity used increases (declining block 
rates);rates that involve charging customers a fixed amount per billing cycle 
regardless of the quantity used; pricing in which the typical bill is determined by 
high fixed charges and low commodity charges. 

 
 b) Conservation pricing provides incentives to customers to reduce average or 

peak use, or both. Such pricing includes: rates designed to recover the cost of 
providing service; and billing for water and sewer service based on metered 
water use. Conservation pricing is also characterized by one or more of the 
following components: rates in which the unit rate is constant regardless of the 
quantity used (uniform rates) or increases as the quantity used increases 
(increasing block rates); seasonal rates or excess-use surcharges to reduce 
peak demands during summer months; rates based upon the longrun marginal 
cost or the cost of adding the next unit of capacity to the system. 

 
 c) Adoption of lifeline rates for low income customers will neither qualify nor 

disqualify a rate structure as meeting the requirements of this BMP. 
 
 CUWCC Rate Impact Study 
 
 Within one year of the adoption of this BMP revision, the Council shall undertake a 

study to determine the relative effect of conservation rate structure influence on 
landscape and indoor water use. The study shall develop sample areas that 
incorporate varying rate structure environments (e.g., low, uniform commodity rates,; 
high uniform commodity rates; increasing block rates, etc.). As practical, the study 
shall utilize direct metering of customer end uses, and shall control for weather, 
climate, land use patterns, income, and other factors affecting water use patterns. If 
the study shows significant potential savings, as determined by a balanced 
committee of voting Council representatives, a revised pricing BMP containing 
numeric targets or other appropriate standards shall be developed for a Council 
vote. 
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B. Implementation Schedule 
 
 a) Agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation shall 

commence no later than July 1, 1998. 
 
 b) Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 31, 

1997, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the first year 
following the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
C. Coverage Requirements 
 
 Agency shall maintain rate structure consistent with BMP 11’s definition of 

conservation pricing. 
 
D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation 
 
 a) Report annual revenue requirement by customer class for the reporting period. 
 
 b) Report annual revenue derived from commodity charges by customer class for 

the reporting period. 
 
 c) Report rate structure by customer class for water service and sewer service if 

provided. 
 
E. Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status 
 
 Agency rate design shall be consistent with the BMP 11’s definition of conservation 

pricing. 
 
F. Water Savings Assumptions 
 
 Not quantified. 
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12. CONSERVATION COORDINATOR 
 
A. Implementation 
 
 Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 
 
 a) Designation of a water conservation coordinator and support staff (if necessary), 

whose duties shall include the following: 
 
  i) Coordination and oversight of conservation programs and BMP 

implementation; 
 
  ii) Preparation and submittal of the Council BMP Implementation Report; 
 
  iii) Communication and promotion of water conservation issues to agency 

senior management; coordination of agency conservation programs with 
operations and planning staff; preparation of annual conservation budget; 
participation in the Council, including regular attendance at Council 
meetings; and preparation of the conservation elements of the agency’s 
Urban Water Management Plan. 

 
 b) Agencies jointly operating regional conservation programs are not expected to 

staff duplicative and redundant conservation coordinator positions. 
 
B. Implementation Schedule 
 
 a) Agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation shall 

commence no later than July 1, 1998. 
 
 b) Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 31, 

1997, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the first year 
following the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
C. Coverage Requirements 
 
 Agency shall staff and maintain the position of conservation coordinator and provide 

support staff as necessary. 
 
D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation 
 
 a) Conservation Coordinator name, staff position, and years on job. 
 
 b) Date Conservation Coordinator position created by agency. 
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 c) Number of Conservation Coordinator staff. 
 
 d) Duties of Conservation Coordinator and staff. 
 
E. Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status 
 
 a) Creating and staffing a Conservation Coordinator position within the agency 

organization. 
 
 b) Providing the Conservation Coordinator with the necessary resources to 

implement cost-effective BMPs and prepare and submit Council BMP 
Implementation Reports. 

 
F. Water Savings Assumptions 
 
 Not quantified. 
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13. WATER WASTE PROHIBITION 
 
A. Implementation 
 
 Implementation methods shall be enacting and enforcing measures prohibiting gutter 

flooding, single pass cooling systems in new connections, non-recirculating systems 
in all new conveyer car wash and commercial laundry systems, and non-recycling 
decorative water fountains.   

 
 Signatories shall also support efforts to develop state law regarding exchange-type 

water softeners that would: (1) allow the sale of only more efficient, demand-initiated 
regenerating (DIR) models; (2) develop minimum appliance efficiency standards that 
(a) increase the regeneration efficiency standard to at least 3,350 grains of hardness 
removed per pound of common salt used; and (b) implement an identified maximum 
number of gallons discharged per gallon of soft water produced; (3) allow local 
agencies, including municipalities and special districts, to set more stringent 
standards and/or to ban on-site regeneration of water softeners if it is demonstrated 
and found by the agency governing board that there is an adverse effect on the re-
claimed water or groundwater supply.   

 
 Signatories shall also include water softener checks in home water audit programs 

and include information about DIR and exchange-type water softeners in their 
educational efforts to encourage replacement of less efficient timer models. 

 
B. Implementation Schedule 
 
 a) Agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation shall 

commence no later than July 1, 1998. 
 
 b) Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 31, 

1997, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the first year 
following the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
C. Coverage Requirements 
 
 Agency shall adopt water waste prohibitions consistent with the provisions for this 

BMP specified in Section A of this Exhibit. 
 
D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation 
 
 Description of water waste prohibition ordinances enacted in service area. 
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E. Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status 
 
 Agency’s water waste prohibition ordinances meet the requirements of the BMP 

definition. 
 
F. Water Savings Assumptions 
 
 Not quantified. 
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14. RESIDENTIAL ULFT REPLACEMENT PROGRAMS 
 
A. Implementation 
 
 Implementation shall consist of at least the following actions: 
 
 a) Implementation of programs for replacing existing high-water-using toilets with 

ultra-low- flush (1.6 gallons or less) toilets in single-family and multi-family 
residences. 

 
 b) Programs shall be at least as effective as requiring toilet replacement at time of 

resale; program effectiveness shall be determined using the methodology for 
calculating water savings in Exhibit 6 of this MOU. 

 
 After extensive review, on July 30 1992, the Council adopted Exhibit 6, 

"ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING ESTIMATES OF 
RELIABLE WATER SAVINGS FROM THE INSTALLATION OF ULF TOILETS."  
Exhibit 6 provides a methodology for calculating the level of effort required to satisfy 
BMP 14. 

 
B. Implementation Schedule 
 
 a) Agencies signing the MOU prior to December 31, 1997, implementation shall 

commence no later than July 1, 1998. 
 
 b) Agencies signing the MOU or becoming subject to the MOU after December 31, 

1997, implementation shall commence no later than July 1 of the first year 
following the year the agency signed or became subject to the MOU. 

 
 c) The coverage requirement for this BMP, as specified in Section C of this Exhibit, 

shall be realized within 10 years of the date implementation was to commence. 
 
C. Coverage Requirements 
 
 Water savings from residential ULFT replacement programs to equal or exceed 

water savings achievable through an ordinance requiring the replacement high-
water-using toilets with ultra-low-flow toilets upon resale, and taking effect on the 
date implementation of this BMP was to commence and lasting ten years. 

 
D. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation 
 
 a) The number of single-family residences and multi-family units in service area 

constructed prior to 1992. 
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 b) The average number of toilets per single-family residence; the average number 

of toilets per multi-family unit. 
 
 c) The average persons per household for single-family residences; the average 

persons per household for multi-family residences. 
 
 d) The housing resale rate for single-family residences in service area; the housing 

resale rate for multi-family residences in service area. 
 
 e) The number of ULFT installations credited to the agency’s replacement program, 

by year.  
 
 f) Description of ULFT replacement program 
 
 g) Estimated cost per ULFT replacement. 
 
 h) Estimated water savings per ULFT replacement 
 
E. Criteria to Determine BMP Implementation Status 
 
 Calculated ULFT replacement program water savings at the end of each reporting 

period are within 10% of calculated retrofit-on-resale water savings, using Exhibit 6 
methodology and water savings estimates. 

 
F. Water Savings Assumptions 
 
 See Exhibit 6. 
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POTENTIAL BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 
 
This section contains Potential Best Management Practices (PBMPs) that will be studied. Where 
appropriate, demonstration projects will be carried out to determine if the practices meet the criteria 
to be designated as BMPs. Within one year of the initial signing of this MOU, the Council will 
develop and adopt a schedule for studies of these PBMPs. 
 
1. Rate Structure and other Economic Incentives and Disincentives to Encourage 

Water Conservation. 
 
 This is the top priority PBMP to be studied. Such studies should include seasonal rates; 

increasing block rates; connection fee discounts; grant or loan programs to help finance 
conservation projects; financial incentives to change landscapes; variable hookup fees tied 
to landscaping; and interruptible water service to large industrial, commercial or public 
customers. Studies on this PBMP will be initiated within 12 months from the initial signing of 
the MOU. At least one of these studies will include a pilot project on incentives to encourage 
landscape water conservation. 

 
2. Efficiency Standards for Water Using Appliances and Irrigation Devices 
 
3. Replacement of Existing Water Using Appliances (Except Toilets and 

Showerheads Whose Replacements are Incorporated as Best Management 
Practices) and Irrigation Devices. 

 
4. Retrofit of Existing Car Washes. 
 
5. Graywater Use 
 
6. Distribution System Pressure Regulation. 
 
7. Water Supplier Billing Records Broken Down by Customer Class 
 
8. Swimming Pool and Spa Conservation including Covers to Reduce 

Evaporation 
 
9. Restrictions or Prohibitions on Devices that use Evaporation to Cool Exterior 

Spaces. 
 
10. Point of Use Water Heaters, Recirculating Hot Water Systems and Hot Water 

Pipe Insulation. 
 
11. Efficiency Standards for New Industrial and Commercial Processes.
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Date: December 14, 2005 
 
From: Julie Fisher & Tom Gasaway 
 
Re: Public Comments for DEIR for proposed General Plan. 
Submitted: via email attachment, Word 2000 doc. 
 
 
Mammoth’s Vision statement needs to be reflected in goals and policies and Codes.  It does not.  
The only assurance the DEIR makes is that mitigation is (usually) not offered and infeasible, or that 
weak and un-measurable and non-existent (future) policies will correct the impacts. 
 
What the new Gen Plan and DEIR does insure is that citizens and Town officials will be tossed into 
a vague world of uncertain policies and goals...perfect for the developers who are the only ones 
whose goals are met with the plan as it is currently written. 
 
Required Elements of a General Plan 
As stated on p. 15 of the proposed General Plan, California Government Code section 65302 
requires 7 elements to be included in a General Plan. 
 
Are these required (separate) elements in the proposed General Plan?  
 
The Open Space element and Conservation element are now discussed in various chapters, 
particularly the biological resources section.   However, there is no detail presented as a means to 
measure what open spaces, if any, the Town hopes to save.  There is no wetlands delineation map 
presented, and no goals of protecting natural resources other than vague assurances that the Town 
will adopt careful plans and strategies at some point in the future.  The DEIR simply states that this 
loose wording and deferral of mitigation to a future date is sufficient.  This is inadequate, as it allows 
no measure of how the Town will achieve the already vague goals. 
 
Furthermore, the DEIR simply states that impacts to open space within the Town limits and even 
outside the town limits will be significant, and no detailed alternatives are given to lessen or prevent 
that impact.  In fact, passive open space with natural features (versus active open space and 
recreation such as tennis courts, pools, ice rinks, etc) is given virtually no assessment or mitigation 
alternatives.   
 
p. 17 of the new Gen Plan cites well-designed and accessible open spaces that enhance community 
livability.  The next sentences describe, “the linear open spaces of Main St. Old Mammoth Rd. and 
Meridian.   
Does the new Gen Plan imply that roads are now open spaces?   
Does the DEIR comment upon this description of roadways as open spaces?   
This section also cites pedestrian plazas as open space.   
Does the DEIR comment on just how pedestrian plazas are considered open space?  Is this consistent 
with an open space classification? 
This section also discusses the private developments of Snowcreek, Sierra Star, and Eagle Lodge as 
having open spaces.   
Does the DEIR discuss whether these (private?) open spaces are really available to the general 
public in a manner consistent with regular open space uses (i.e. free access and use for the general 
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public for walking, hiking etc.?   Are gold courses now considered community open space even 
though they cater to a narrow segment of the population and are quite expensive? 
 
The current 1987 Gen Plan does not count private open spaces and private recreational facilities as 
part of community open space and recreation.   
Does the DEIR discuss whether the new Gen Plan is now counting those private amenities as open 
space?  If it does, this seems to run in contrast to the “environmental justice” goal of providing 
quality open space and recreational opportunities for all income levels. 
 
p. 56 describes uses allowed in OS zoning.  The wording is loose and says the zone may include 
environmentally sensitive areas. “May” is a very vague word.  OS zoning now mixes in active 
recreational uses such as golf courses, athletic fields, etc.   
The draft EIR notes that most, if not all of the passive open spaces (which highlights the natural 
resources) may be developed to active recreational uses.   
What alternatives does the DEIR propose to mitigate this loss? 
 
Does the DEIR discuss mitigation measures that will allow currently undeveloped lots in 
environmentally sensitive areas to be acquired for permanent preservation as passive/natural open 
spaces?   
 
p. 64 provides open space guidelines that are significantly weaker than in the current Gen Plan.  
Essentially saying “where feasible, it may be saved”.  Does the DEIR recommend mitigation to 
improve the obvious potential impacts of such weak policy language? 
 
p. 65 says the City will formulate open space programs with outside agencies (USFS, DWP, etc.) but 
gives not specific goals, no specific policies to implement that.  It does not even say why that would 
be needed given that these other lands (USFS, DWP, etc) are already in open space.  This cursory 
review is so vague as to not constitute any meaningful discussion.  It also defers to the future 
something the city will do, but creates no measure of what the Town hopes to achieve or whether the 
Town actually will do anything. 
 
p. 76 last chapter says the Town will require new construction to incorporate design to minimize 
impact to views and the natural environment.  This is an amazingly vague policy.  The DEIR should 
discuss alternative language that provides for stronger protections. 
 
p. 82 discusses water courses (including intermittent streams).  The policies are weak on protecting 
natural drainage courses, and in fact, do not mandate protection.  The DEIR needs to present 
alternatives that would allow for more protection of watercourses.   
 
p. 82 also says that town will continue to efforts to pursue a continuous corridor along Mammoth 
Creek, including a defined width.  The DEIR needs to discuss how the Town has not pursued this 
effort in the past, despite 19 years of opportunity to buy out remaining parcels near or within the 
creek OSSC area.  The DEIR needs to present alternatives and action plans that improve upon this 
weak claim that the Town has not pursued in the past.  The new Gen Plan and the DEIR present no 
detailed action plan to acquire properties that are good candidates for full preservation. 
 
p. 83 discusses wetland mitigations as required via Federal or State Fish & Game, but where could 
these mitigations go?  The DEIR needs to discuss alternatives that reduce or eliminate the possibility 
of wetland losses within the Town. 



 
The DEIR p. 4-72 mentions Town Codes that protect natural resources.  Does this list include the 
current 50’ streambank setback?  That setback should be presented in DEIR, as it is a measurable 
Code; therefore it carries some strong protections. 
 
 
 
 
 
The policies and implementation measures in the updated General Plan, which relate to protection of 
natural resources and open space, are inadequate.  The DEIR states that implementation of these 
policies will reduce the impact of development to less than significant.  However, reliance on the 
minimal standards of the Army Corp and State Fish and Game cannot lead to that conclusion.  Those 
agencies are restricted in their scope of comments and in their enforcement.   
The vague language in these new Gen Plan policies does not create any measure upon which to 
judge whether these policies will mitigate impacts to less than significant.  In fact, the policies defer 
even the creation of strategies and plans to a future date.   
 
The new Gen Plan policies related to natural resources do not offer guidelines to present to the other 
agencies (BLM USFS, etc.) upon which to discuss strategies, so the promise that the Town will work 
closely with those agencies to ensure that regional ecosystems is maintained is not a measurable 
policy.  The Town has not presented any defined areas that they wish to maintain in natural open 
space, or to what measurable extent they hope limit impacts, so there is nothing to measure.  The 
DEIR cannot then claim that the impacts of these policies reduce the level of impacts to less than 
significant.   
The DEIR fails to note that this deferring of plans and strategies to a future time is inadequate and 
does not permit an assumption of mitigation to less than significant levels. 
 
State law mandates an ambitious and detailed planning effort for open space that is comparable only 
to the requirement for the Housing element.   Such vague wording and deferred future plans and 
strategies do not appear to meet this test.  The DEIR needs to present alternatives that would meet 
the test of the required open space element, including actual strategies that can be measured today, 
not at some future date. 
 
The DEIR needs to assess the fact that the Town has very little natural open space now.  The new 
Gen Plan leaves the very real probability that the remaining open space will be developed or sold.  It 
is the Town itself that claims that it wants natural open space preserved within the Town, not 
mitigated with restoration projects outside of the Town.  The DEIR needs to assess that the Town’s 
vision statement is not consistent with policies that may very well delete remaining natural open 
spaces from within the Town limits. 
 
The DEIR goes on to state that there are no mitigations offered for impacts created by the Town on 
natural resource and recreation areas outside the Town’s boundaries.  The DEIR is remiss in not 
assessing the Town’s ability to alter this new Gen Plan such that impacts will be reduced or 
eliminated on resources outside of the Town’s boundaries.  The DEIR’s assertion that the Town has 
no jurisdiction over lands outside its boundaries, therefore impacts cannot be mitigated is specious in 
that it is the Town’s new Gen Plan, applicable to within the Town, that is a major contributing cause 
to future impacts on natural open space areas both within the Town and outside the Town. The Town 
has the power to adopt policies that will reduce those impacts, perhaps greatly.    



 
The current and new General Plan make much reference to the importance of preserving natural 
resources both within and outside the Town’s boundaries, in large part because visitors come to the 
Mammoth region for the natural outdoor scenery and recreational opportunities, particularly the 
summer tourists.  Therefore, the new Gen Plan should contain policies that reflect that concern for 
the natural environment and the economy that is so directly connected to it.  The DEIR should offer 
alternatives that achieve better internal consistency of Gen Plan goals and policies. 



The DEIR simply lists passive open space and conservation areas that are outside the Town and 
which are available for the residents and the Town’s tourists to use.  However these USFS, 
wilderness, DWP lands are already at or beyond carrying capacity.  The Town has profited from its 
location next to Federal and DWP lands, yet the proposed General Plan will lead to impacts on those 
Federal and DWP lands that cannot be mitigated.  How is this consistent with the goal of 
“sustainability with the natural environment” and “supporting that relationship with visitors”?  And 
how is that consistent with the goal of attracting summer visitors whose interest is in nature-oriented 
activities (camping, fishing, hiking, biking, etc.) 
 
The DEIR does not mention the lack of detailed element policies, and it makes little or no effort to 
discuss alternatives to lessen or eliminate those impacts.  It simply notes that under the proposed 
General Plan, the current open spaces within the town may be converted to developed/active 
recreational uses (ice rinks, etc.) and that some open spaces may be sold for private development.  
This is inadequate as it leaves the decision maker with no alternatives from which to choose as a 
means to modify the proposed General Plan policies and lessen impacts to open spaces (which is 
very likely the intent of leaving out alternatives).   
 



Past Documents 
Incorporated via reference and for comparison purposes is the current 1987 General Plan and its full 
EIR, including supporting documentation (inc the Mono County Plan that was used as one reference 
for that 1987 General Plan) and more recent MCWD documents and EIRs.   
 
Natural resources in this submission of comments includes: natural habitats, view amenities of 
natural resources, trails in and near natural resources, natural vegetation including large trees, 
wetland areas, and vegetation associated with wetlands and stream corridors, and animal species 
associated with those habitats). 
 
 
  
The Draft EIR for the Proposed General Plan presents insufficient alternatives to mitigate 
impacts. 
 
The DEIR is extremely weak on presenting alternatives that lessen or eliminate impacts associated 
with the proposed General Plan.  There is a pattern of assurances that the Town will formulate future 
policies and guidelines that will lessen impacts.  But a future action is vague and uncertain and does 
not provide tangible policies upon which the public can comment or rely upon, as they do not exist 
as yet.  In many cases, the DEIR notes that the city may not even formulate such policies since many 
of the policies contain non-mandatory language (might, can, may, where feasible, etc.).  Thus, an 
impact is impossible to determine based on a “might policy”, and even more difficult upon which to 
make public comment. 
 
Furthermore, the proposed General Plan contains policies that say that the Town will rely on other 
agencies for natural resource protection policies (Army Corp. of Engineers, USFS, State Fish & 
Game, etc.).  However, the DEIR does not discuss alternatives to this reliance upon other agencies 
(i.e. stronger Town policies that would better protect the natural resources).   (More detailed 
discussion of this below). 
 



Old General Plan versus New General Plan 
 
Does the DEIR for the proposed General Plan assess alternatives that include keeping portions of the 
current 1987 General Plan and incorporating them back into the proposed General Plan? 
 
If not, why not?   
 
The most obvious alternative to mitigate negative impacts of the proposed General Plan is to review 
the previous General Plan for policies that lessen or eliminate those impacts.  Years of research and 
expense went into creating that 1987 document, including the documents that were referenced for 
the 1987 General Plan.   A thorough examination of those policies should be made as a means to 
offer better alternatives that lessen or mitigate impacts of the proposed General Plan.   
 
Where the current 1987 General Plan failed to achieve its goals regarding natural resource 
protection, an assessment should be done by the DEIR to note how that can be improved.  Was the 
failure due to lack of implementing policies strictly (as occurred under the Mono County Plan) or 
was it a failure of the policy itself?   Such an assessment can lead to viable and effective alternatives 
to lessen or eliminate impacts associated with the proposed General Plan. 
 
It’s useless to simply write new General Plans when as assessment of the successes and failures of 
the current General Plan has not been made.  Otherwise, the Town runs the risk of failing to meet 
goals again, particularly goals that have long been part of Mammoth’s values, and a big stated goal 
has always been to protect the Town’s natural resources.  
 
 
Specific policies and goals in the current 1987 General Plan, including OS, SCP, and OSSC overlays 
and current Town Codes (including height limits) provide significant protection (when followed 
without the use of variances or liberal use of density bonuses) for the Town’s natural resources. 
 
Does the proposed (new) General Plan provide as much protection as the current General Plan for 
the Town’s natural resources, including the view shed amenities and protections offered via the 
current OS/SCP/and OSSC overlays? The DEIR should compare the current and new Gen Plan to 
determine which is stronger in protecting natural resources, etc. 
 
Does the proposed General Plan have more, or fewer, detailed protections for natural resources?  
Specifically, more or fewer detailed protections for habitat types, not just certain protected/listed 
species? 
 
Which policies relating to natural resources in the current 1987 General Plan contain mandatory 
language? (shall, will, must, require, etc.) 
 
Does the proposed General Plan change or delete mandatory language policies of the current General 
Plan related to protecting natural resources and view shed amenities?    
 
If so, which specific mandatory language protecting natural resources and habitat types and view 
shed amenities of the current General Plan are deleted or changed?   
 
As a result of those changes/deletions, is the current General Plan or the proposed General Plan more 
likely to protect natural resources (including resources within the Town?) 



 
What policies (relating to natural resource protection) of the proposed General Plan contain non-
mandatory language (should, could, may, can, might, where feasible, where possible, etc.) 
From a legal standpoint, looser language allows for more development, not less.   The DEIR should 
offer alternative, mandatory, language that will improve the changes that resources will be protected. 
 
As it relates to natural resource protection, does the DEIR examine how effective (or ineffective) 
such non-mandatory language is compared to mandatory language?   
 
Comparing the current 1987 General Plan and the proposed General Plan, which one contains the 
stronger mandatory language for protecting natural resources? 
  
Does the proposed General Plan preserve any of the OS/SCP/OSSC overlays within the Town? 
How does any deletion of these overlays reduce the probability of those resource areas being 
protected as strongly as in the current General Plan?  What mitigations are offered, and how do they 
compare in effectiveness to current General Policies and overlays? 
 
The 1986 EIR for the current 1987 General Plan cited that the Mono County Plan did not go far 
enough in protecting natural resources.  Is the proposed General Plan a step forward or a step 
backward in its probable effectiveness for protecting natural resources as compared to the current 
General Plan? 
 
Meaningful Citizen input 
 
The record of citizen input listed in the DEIR gives the appearance of meaningful citizen input, but 
is it?   
 
The DEIR makes much mention of numerous public input and citizen committee meetings related to 
developing/reviewing the new General Plan.  But a meaningful input is more than just collecting 
people’s views, it also means incorporating them.   
 
Does the DEIR assess whether the opinions and recommendations of committee participants and of 
those citizens who commented on the new General Plan and the DEIR were (or were not) 
incorporated into the new General Plan? 
Were any of the committee members who gave recommendations for the General Plan, or any of the 
general public who submitted comments, interviewed to see if they felt their concerns were actually 
incorporated into the General Plan in a meaningful way? 
 
Without such an assessment, the inference made by the DEIR that citizens had significant input into 
the actual General Plan is unsubstantiated. 
 
 
 
 



  
Vision statement of new General Plan 
As the overriding goals, this list includes references to the importance of protecting the Town’s 
natural resources.  Yet the General Plan policies that follow are extremely vague and weakly 
worded, providing, in effect, only a suggestion that the Town attempt to protect natural resources 
where feasible, or where mandated by other agencies (Federal or State).  This does not appear to be 
consistent with the overriding Vision Statement. 
 
Secondly, regarding protecting natural resources, including wetland areas, the General Plan places 
much emphasis on relying upon the standards of the USFS, State Fish and Game, and other 
regulatory agencies, even though such agencies are not intended to provide the primary guiding 
policies for a Town or County agency.  In fact, those agencies (USFS, etc.) defer the specific 
planning to the Town.  Therefore, the policies of that Town had better be strong, specific, and 
measurable.  The current General Plan avoids that responsibility by shifting the burden for resource 
protection to agencies that are known to be underfunded, understaffed, and overburdened with too 
large a caseload.   
 
Furthermore, the protections offered by these Federal and State agencies are very weak as compared 
to what a Town or County can create through Town/County policies.  And legally, stronger policies 
generally override weaker ones.  It is this police power of local government that the Town can use 
(or not use) to increase protections for natural resources. 
 
How does the DEIR address this reality?  What impacts are likely to occur with a General Plan that 
relies on agencies that do not have the time, staff, or money to properly monitor and protect natural 
resources within the Town’s limits, certainly those agencies will not have time to review every site 
specific, small project that might have a significant impact? 
 
Does the DEIR address the effectiveness of Federal and State policies as compared to the power that 
a Town/County can exercise if that Town chooses to adopt stronger policies that go beyond the 
limited scope of power of Federal and State Agencies?   
Without such an assessment, the DEIR fails to point out one of the most effective and legal means 
that a Town has to increase protections for natural resources, thereby greatly reducing or eliminating 
impacts that are likely to occur if the Town relies extensively on Federal and State policies.   
 



Open Space impacts on Residents and Tourists 
 
Does the current 1987 General Plan, with its current SP/SCP/OSSC overlays and Codes (which set 
streambank setbacks of 50’)  provide more or less probable protection than the proposed General 
Plan for the Town’s and the areas natural resources? 
 
The proposed General Plan states that current, in Town, open spaces may be developed.  The Town 
will also need to lease Federal lands and other agency lands just to attempt to meet it’s own, in Town 
generated recreational needs.  The General Plan is thus creating a high probability that not only will 
in Town natural resources and open space areas be vulnerable to loss or impacts, but the new 
General Plan will also spread that impact out to Federally owned or DWP lands which are already 
near maximum capacity.   
 
Does the DEIR address the impacts to tourists who are entitled to a quality experience on lands 
owned by the public?   What mitigations are offered?    
 
The DEIR states that mitigations can be implemented (even wetland impact mitigations), but how 
can mitigations be implemented within Town boundaries when there is virtually no open space 
available to which impacts can be mitigated?   
 
The new General Plan leaves the real possibility that the current open spaces may be developed to 
some greater level than is likely under the current General Plan zoning (when policies and open 
space overlays are followed strictly and variances are not used). 
 
How is the first vision statement then consistent with the rest of the General Plan?  As stewards, the 
Town, via its new General Plan, is not meeting its first vision statement to protect natural resources 
and it certainly is not meeting its stated obligation to the Town’s visitors/tourists.  The General Plan 
EIR clearly states that impacts will be greater on natural open spaces via the new Gen Plan policies 
and those impacts will spread out to property not owned by the Town, indeed, not even within the 
Town limits.    This does not appear to meet internal consistency of the Gen Plan. 
 
The goal to increase Summer Visitation 
 
The current and new General Plan aspire to increase summer recreation, with a goal to attract 
summer tourists to even out the income flow to the yearly economy.  The summer visitor is 
documented to be interested in the natural environment, fishing, camping, boating, hiking, 
backpacking, horseback riding, etc. 
 
However, the proposed General Plan, with its maximum growth policies, density bonuses, and 
greatly reduced open space protections within the Town are in seeming contrast to the goal of 
attracting the nature oriented summer visitor.  Furthermore, the fact that the new General Plan 
policies will likely result in loss of in Town open spaces, only adds to the loss of a natural amenity 
(within the Town) that would likely attract the summer tourist and his/her dollar.  Worse, the new 
policies will create more impacts from residents on Federal & DWP lands, further pushing the nature 
oriented summer tourist out to less crowded areas of the Federal & DWP lands.   
 
Does the DEIR address this conflict?  This does not seem to meet the measure of internal 
consistency of policies and goals. 



Biological Resources section of the new General Plan 
The new General Plan talks of using other agencies guidelines for home-owners so that they can 
properly manage their lands in areas of sensitive natural resources.  Does the DEIR exam the 
effectiveness of advisory guidelines for home-owners, condo managers, etc. when it comes to long 
term management?   
 
How is any Town official going to know if a home-owner improperly disposes of household 
products, or uses harmful chemicals, or even uses common (not as harmful) chemicals, that due to 
their use near sensitive resources, do create an environmental impact? 
 
Does the DEIR address the likelihood of the Town monitoring and discovering non-compliance with 
suggested guidelines?  How realistic is that, given the Town’s limited ability to staff such a site by 
site assessment on a year round basis, and on a daily basis?    
 
What is the likelihood that a home-owner will report him/herself for letting grease or soap from 
washing of a car, which grease and soap then creeps into a sensitive resource area?   
 
How effective is such a policy that states that guidelines will be given to home-owners so that they 
can follow them on their own?  The DEIR needs to address the reality of such a hopeful and 
unrealistic scenario. 
 
To allude that guidelines handed out to home-owners or condo managers will mitigate impacts to 
sensitive resources is insufficient without some evidence that this can actually work.   
 
Past and present studies of the water quality of Mammoth Creek indicate a continued problem with 
pollution and siltation, and this continues to occur even with the relatively stronger policies of the 
current General Plan.   
 
Does the DEIR address whether the proposed General Plan policies (including home-owner 
guidelines for self compliance) are likely to be more or less effective than current General Plan 
policies (which include streambank setbacks and OS/SCP/OSSC overlays)? 
 
 
Urban Growth Boundary 
The p. 12 of new General Plan states that the Urban Growth Boundary is limited to lands not now 
designated for open space.  This implies that current open spaces would remain undeveloped.  Please 
clarify since the new General Plan also sets policies to delete many areas currently zoned as some 
form of open space. 
 
 
 



p. 30 of the 2005 DEIR??? states that Design Guidelines do not apply to Single Family Residential. 
 
An internally consistent General Plan document must provide policies that interrelate at all levels 
from the General Plan on down to more detailed policies such as the Town Code and Design 
Guidelines.   
 
The undeveloped portions of the Mammoth Creek Corridor are zoned Residential and are also 
currently (as of 2005) zoned Special Conservation Planning and Open Space Stream Corridor.  
Therefore, design guidelines that do not apply to SFR areas would provide zero protection to the 
Mammoth Creek areas with Residential zoning and current SCP and OSSC overlays.    
 
How then do design guidelines provide internal consistency if they do not apply to single family 
residential areas, which is a zoning category that occurs adjacent to, and within, the Town’s only 
major creek, a creek which feeds one of the largest fish hatcheries in the state? 
 
If design guidelines do not apply to SFR areas, how is this impact assessed in the DEIR and what 
mitigations are suggested.   
Of the mitigations, which ones provide the greatest protection for scenic views as well as for 
protection for streams, including the visual amenity provided by wetland areas surrounding the 
creek, such as vegetation (inc. trees) within and near the currently zoned OSSC and SPC overlays? 
 
 
Does the DEIR address the impact of the new General Plan policies (including deletions of the 
SPC/OSSC overlays) on those currently zoned SPC/OSSC areas?   
What mitigations are offered?   
Are the new General Plan policies (and deletions) as effective in providing protection of the 
currently zoned SPC/OSSC overlay areas as the current General Plan that is still in use as of 2005?   
 
The DEIR does not appear to make reference to the current 1987 Gen Plan as a possible alternative 
for stronger policies that could mitigate natural resources impacts created by the new Gen Plan.  
The DEIR should consider current Gen Plan policies as an alternative to mitigate impacts. 
 
Forest Service Exchange Lands 
P. 35 shows a map with yellow around the Town.  Does this yellow indicate Forest Service land that 
may be exchanged to the Town?  If yes, does the DEIR address this added growth? 
 
 
 
. 
 
 



Recreation Element 
 
Why is town allowed to use federal/state lands outside of it’s jurisdiction as a means to absorb 
recreational demands generated from within the Town.  The General Plan states that open space and 
recreation areas outside the town boundaries are already at, near, or are over capacity. 
 
Does the Quimby Act require passive open space allotments per 1,000 people.  The General Plan 
appears to focus only on active recreation, and most of that occurs on leased land from USFS, which 
impacts the visitors to Mammoth who rely on USFS and other open space lands for their recreational 
needs. 
 
The General Plan is very thin on assessment of impacts to Non-Town owned open space and it’s 
affect on tourists who come to the Mammoth area.   If the town’s residents are heavily using non-
town owned (but leased) land, then that leaves less for tourists. 
 
 
As a whole, the new Gen Plan and the DEIR do not offer sufficient data upon which the Town or 
citizens can measure progress towards goals, that is particularly true of the open space/conservation 
strategies, most of which are deferred to plans and strategies not yet created. 
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Thom Heller 
PO Box 1765 

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
Town of Mammoth Lakes 
PO Box 1609 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
  
Re: Comments on the Revised  Draft EIR for the General Plan Update 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the General Plan.  I have three comments 
to offer concerning the plan and each relate to workforce housing. 
  
1.      Workforce housing needs to be located throughout the community.  There needs to 

be a mix of new and purchase of existing housing possibilities for employees to 
obtain/rent.  As a general rule, there should not be large accumulations of units, 
possibly not greater than 40 units.  Certainly that may not be possible throughout 
town, but the larger projects that are currently underway should not be the standard.  
While I understand that smaller projects are going to be more expensive in the big 
picture, the ability to scatter the workforce housing will offer a more cohesive setting 
and less concentrations of possible problems associated with the larger housing 
groups. 

2.      There should not be a large component of workforce housing placed in the South 
Gateway parcel.  The GPAC was unanimous in not wishing to see any type of 
concentrated housing project at that location.  A housing subdivision with a mix of 
different housing types (single family, duplexes, multi-family units) might work, but 
developing a concentrated housing project at the entry of town should be avoided at 
all cost.  The concept was not looked at favorably when the Trails Subdivision was 
created and the effort to try to keep our existing private land boundaries intact should 
be paramount in our minds as we move forward.  With the spread of workforce 
housing throughout town, the expansion of the private boundary should not be 
necessary. 

3.      The bell shaped parcel should be declared open space, but only the northern portion 
of the parcel should fall into this designation.  The southern portion should be 
available for development and based upon the location, workforce housing would 
seem to be the best use of the land.  The southern parcel is located adjacent to existing 
housing, has no wetland characteristics, and is positioned near existing transit 
opportunities.  The northern portion could be minimally developed as a neighborhood 
park with large passive areas contain within. 

  
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the plan.  It has been a lot of work, 
but it finally appears that we may be on the way to a decision and whatever will follow. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
  
Thom Heller  
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Owen Maloy [mailto:owen.maloy@verizon.net] 
Sent: Sunday, December 18, 2005 1:13 PM 
To: Sonja Porter 
Subject:  Error in GP DEIR 
 
Hi Sy:via – 
 
The tables in section 4 have the wrong units for pullutant [sic] 
concntration,[sic] especially PM10 and possibly others. 
 
Air pollution concentrations are given in mg/m3. The mg (milligrams) 
should be micrograms/m3 (Greek mu followed by g/m3). I'm sure the Town 
does no [sic] want to say hat [sic] the air pollution is 1000 times 
higher than it is. 
 
I'm not sure how Greek letters go through email. so I spelled it out. 
 
Owen Maloy  <owen.maloy@verizon.net> 
 
-- 
No virus found in this incoming message. 
Checked by AVG Free Edition. 
Version: 7.1.371 / Virus Database:  267.14.1/206 – Release Date:  
12/16/2005 
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December 14, 2005 
 
Sonja Porter, Senior Planner 
Town Of Mammoth Lakes 
Community Development Department 
P.O. Box 1609 
Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546 
 
Dear Ms. Porter: 
 
Mammoth Mountain Ski Area (MMSA) thanks you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (RDPEIR) for the Town of Mammoth Lakes General 
Plan dated October.  One of our primary reasons for commenting on the RDPEIR is to ensure that 
MMSA’s proposed developments are consistent with the direction of the updated General Plan.  In 
particular, improvements at the three base lodges (Eagle, Canyon, and Main) are important not only 
to MMSA but to the U.S. Forest Service as the permit holder, which recognizes that redevelopment 
is in the public interest.  The goal is to allow growth to an acceptable level while protecting the 
environment and natural resources that make Mammoth Lakes the ideal location for residents and 
visitors alike.  We have organized our reply by providing comments on the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report in order of its contents. 
 
• Project Description 
 

1. Section 3.0 Project Description, Page 3-5, It should be noted in the FPEIR that MMSA 
skier visits in 2004/2005 were 1.43 million and with additional uses including Tamarack 
X-Country Ski Center, Scenic Gondola Rides, and Snowmobile Adventures, MMSA 
accounted for a total of 1.46 million guests. 

 
• Aesthetics, Light and Glare 
 

2. Section 4.1:  Aesthetics, Light, and Glare – 1.5.B.b.4 “no new development on 
prominent ridge lines” could create a potential conflict with MMSA’s master plans. 
MMSA will build future skier support facilities on Lincoln Mountain/Saddle, not to 
mention other chair lift replacements or additions.  Such projects will follow the 
appropriate NEPA environmental approvals as administered by the Forest Service at the 
time of implementation. This measure should be re-written to state that all proposed 
development on prominent ridge lines will be required to meet visual quality analysis 
criteria as may be administered by the applicable public agency having jurisdiction, 
whether or not required by the zoning code applicable to the land use designation.  As 
currently drafted, the overall policy statement appears vague and overreaching.  For 
example, it does not specifically indicate which ridge lines are prominent from particular 

MAMMOTH MOUNTAIN SKI AREA  
Post Office Box 24 / 1 Minaret Road 

Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546 
Telephone – 760.934.0639 
Facsimile – 760.934.0609 

E-mail – thodges@mammoth-mtn.com 
E-mail – afabbro@mammoth-mtn.com 
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vantage point(s).  Ambiguities of this nature should be addressed in the project specific 
approval process. 

 
• Air Quality 
 

3. Section 4.2:  Air Quality – With respect to Section 4.2, MMSA believes that its plans for 
the Ski Back Trail to the Village and Eagle Lodge development will contribute to the 
reduction in PM-10 particulate matter from re-suspended road dust.  One of the goals for 
each of these projects is to reduce motor vehicle traffic by ski area guests, especially 
along Highway 203 from the Village to Main Lodge.  The Ski Back Trail would help 
accomplish this by offering guests a way to ski back to the Village at the end of the day 
and thus avoid waiting for shuttle buses, the Village Gondola, or private vehicles at 
guest pick-up or day skier parking areas in the Main Lodge area.  Ecosign Mountain 
Resort Planners has estimated the Ski Back Trail comfortable carrying capacity at 900-
1200 skiers.  Ecosign has also estimated that each privately-owned vehicle (POV) carries 
an average of 2.5 skiers.  Thus, if the Ski Back Trail were utilized at even the low end of 
the trail capacity (900 skiers), approximately 360 POV trips in the Main Lodge area 
could be eliminated, or roughly 2,880 vehicle miles traveled (VMT). 

 
Additionally, the Eagle Lodge development will further reduce PM-10 levels by offering 
more guestrooms and amenities in that area, so that once guests have arrived they will 
not have to drive their personal vehicles until the end of their stay.  Projected traffic 
reduction figures (or VMT) will be presented in the NEPA analyses for the Ski Back 
Trail.  As is the case with the proposed Eagle Lodge as well, by providing destination 
services that allow guests to park their cars or arrive in Mammoth via air service without 
a private vehicle, an overall reduction in town-wide VMT is achieved with a 
commensurate reduction in PM-10 levels. 

 
Implementation measures should incentivize private developers by providing offsets to 
other mitigations where reductions in PM-10 (and also ambient noise from autos) are 
realized through comprehensive development designs which reduce overall traffic levels 
in Town as verified through project-specific traffic analyses. Projects such as Eagle 
Lodge and the Ski Back Trail are examples of this process.  Where a project, such as the 
Ski Back Trail, is not attributable to a specific development of dwelling units per se, the 
project proponent should be allowed to quantify to the extent possible and bank credits 
towards mitigation on future projects. 
 

4. On page 4-35, Implementation Measure VII.2.B.a.1 states that, “The Town shall require 
major traffic generators, including the school district and ski resort to develop and 
implement trip-reduction measures. In particular, ski area ops should be managed to 
reduce the overall pm peak traffic generation and to disperse these trips between the 
various mountain portals.” It should be noted in the FPEIR that at current peak visitation 
to MMSA, traffic is at or near maximum levels and will not change drastically with 
build-out relative to peak daily VMT associated with alpine skiing at MMSA.  The 
incremental increase in peak daily VMT will be attributable primarily to non-skiers, as 
MMSA does not anticipate an increase in its currently permitted 24,000 SAOT during 
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the term of the contemplated community build-out.  Implementation measures should be 
amended to allow for offsets or banked credits (see above).  Furthermore, the Traffic and 
Circulation and Air quality sections of the FPEIR should acknowledge that MMSA is 
already providing free public transportation to and from its major portals via bus service 
and the Village Gondola.  
 

• Biological Resources 
 

5. Species impacts.  The RDPEIR identifies several broad policies regarding special status 
plant and animal protections that would be implemented by the TOML when 
discretionary approvals are sought. In certain respects, these policies can be read to 
impose burdens and requirements above those required by existing state and federal 
species laws. The FPEIR should clarify that the TOML does not intend to independently 
develop or implement species protection measures beyond those required by state and 
federal resource laws. The RDPEIR further states that the implementation of the 
TOML’s General Plan policies regarding wildlife assures that no significant impacts will 
occur to candidate, sensitive or special status species with the Town’s urban growth 
boundary and that no mitigation is therefore required (RDPEIR page 4-77).  Given this 
analysis, the FPEIR should state that any development proposal within the urban growth 
boundary that is subject to the same TOML General Plan policies identified in the 
RDPEIR will not generate significant impacts to candidate, sensitive or special status 
species and not require further mitigation. 

 
6. Wetlands and waters.  The General Plan update  and RDPEIR should define wetlands in 

terms of the U.S. Army Corps or Engineers 1987 Delineation Manual three-part criteria 
(soils, vegetation and ponding) and not utilize the more ambiguous Code of Federal 
Regulations definition (see, RDPEIR, page 4-65). The RDPEIR identifies several broad 
policies regarding wetland, waters and riparian protections that would be implemented 
by the TOML when discretionary approvals are sought. In certain respects, these policies 
can be read to impose burdens and requirements above those required by existing state 
and federal aquatic and riparian area regulations. The FPEIR should clarify that the 
TOML does not intend to independently develop or implement wetland, waters and 
riparian protection measures beyond those required by state and federal resource laws. 
The RDPEIR also states that, with the implementation of the TOML’s General Plan 
policies regarding riparian and aquatic areas, no significant impacts will occur to 
wetlands or waters within the Town’s urban growth boundary (RDPEIR page 4-80 and 
4-82).  Given this analysis, the FPEIR should state that any development proposal within 
the urban growth boundary that is subject to the TOML General Plan policies would not 
generate significant impacts to wetlands, waters or other aquatic areas and would not 
require further mitigation. 

 
• Geology and Soils 
 

No comment. 
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• Public Safety/Hazards 
 

7. Section 4.5:  Public Safety and Hazards – As the airport is to be included as part of the 
Proposed Action Alternative, then the analysis of Community Health and Safety should 
include the airport, including fire protection (especially since there are proposed 
residential units at or near that location). 

 
• Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
8. Creek and hydrology protection.  The General Plan update  and RDPEIR should clarify 

that the TOML policies (i.e., General Plan policy II.4.A.a.3) and mitigation measures 
designed to “preserve” creeks to the “maximum extent possible” (i.e., RDPEIR at 4-163) 
apply to perennial waterbodies within the Town’s jurisdiction. Intermittent and 
ephemeral watercourses would continue to be regulated by state and federal resource 
agencies and protected consistent with TOML policies by obtaining applicable permits 
from these agencies. The RDPEIR states that, with the implementation of the TOML’s 
General Plan policies, no significant impacts will occur to water quality as a result of 
new or existing stormwater facilities (i.e., RDPEIR pages 4-164 and 4-170). As a result, 
the FPEIR should state that any development proposal that is subject to TOML General 
Plan policies would not generate significant impacts to water quality and would not 
require further mitigation.  

 
9. Section 4.6:  Hydrology and Water Quality – This section currently can be read to 

suggest that MCWD has finished the upgrades to the wastewater facility. To be accurate, 
the RDPEIR should note that these upgrades are proposed for completion in 2006. On 
page 4-258 it is acknowledged that the upgrades are not yet complete but in the 
Executive Summary and Project Description and Hydrology Section, and in the 
discussion of issue 4.11-2, the RDPEIR appears to assume that the upgrades are already 
complete.  

 
• Land Use and Planning  

 
10. Revised Population Growth Projections.  MMSA does not support the reduction in 

HDR2 from 12 DU’s per acre to 10 DU’s per acre in the Canyon Lodge Area.  This 
proposal is inconsistent with one of the explicit goals of the General Plan, the clustering 
of density immediately adjacent to the resort amenities and public transportation 
facilities. Reducing existing zoning densities adjacent to major resort destinations such 
as the Canyon Lodge area and along public transportation corridors would, in contrast, 
created incentives for development away from major resort amenities.  MMSA supports 
the prior plan to designate at least certain of the Canyon Lodge area as HDR3 with a 48 
unit per acre density.  at a minimum, MMSA requests that  HDR2 densities be 
maintained at the present 12 DU’s per acre in all areas generally adjacent to public 
transportation corridors and/or resort amenities to help create affordable workforce 
housing and/or an improved transient occupancy bed base. 
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11. Rezoning of Arrowhead Drive/Chaparral Road Properties. MMSA does not support the 
rezoning of three MMSA-owned properties at the corner of Arrowhead Drive and 
Chaparral Road from the previous RMF2 designation to the proposed HDR1 
designation.  These locations provide critical seasonal employee housing for MMSA and 
the proposed rezoning will adversely affect MMSA’s current and planned future 
employee housing operations.  The entire adjoining neighborhood has already been 
developed under the RMF2 zoning and would be subject to the new HDR2 designation.  
As a result, it would be inconsistent to rezone the three MMSA parcels to HDR1 in 
conflict with historical and future adjacent uses.  MMSA also requests that the existing 
density of 12 DU’s per acre be retained specifically for each of the three MMSA-owned 
parcels. 

 
12. Density transfers.  The RDPEIR should clarify that although HDR areas have been 

nominally downzoned to 10 units per acre, the Town expects that the new General Plan 
density transfer policy will allow for appropriate concentration of development at or near 
recreational hubs, including ski lifts. The RDPEIR further states that density transfers 
must conform with a number of policies, including reductions in traffic and the 
avoidance of “new significant environmental effects” or an increase in a previously 
identified effect (RDPEIR at 4-193). The FPEIR should clarify existing language in the 
RDPEIR (e.g., page 4-193) regarding the need for additional environmental review and 
indicate that, given the transfer criteria, no review would be necessary beyond the simple 
determination of no new impacts. 

 
13. Density transfers.  Table 4.7-1 states that “density may be increased within 500 yards of 

a ski lift through HDR2 transfers or other Resort Properties.” A similar statement should 
be added to the RDPEIR Executive Summary and Project Description and in the 
discussion of Land Use Designations for the HDR2 and Resort zone to fully characterize 
the allowable uses in the applicable areas. 

 
14. Density transfers.  Table 4.7-1.  The discussion of both the HDR and Resort land use 

designations must include the statement that densities may be transferred to the HDR2 
land use designation in addition to the Resort and NVSP designations.  Without this 
specification density transfers may be adversely affected in the immediate vicinity of 
Canyon Lodge and other areas within 500 yds of a ski lift terminus and thus conflict 
with a significant General Plan update objective. 

 
15. Industrial and commercial development projections.  The General Plan update will 

significantly increase build out levels of industrial and commercial development (see 
Table 3-5). It is not clear that the reallocation of the TOML economic development 
capacity from the area’s core visitor-serving and resort -residential business to industrial 
and commercial/office uses represents an achievable or desirable result. As a result, the 
FPEIR and General Plan update should be revised to allow for the reallocation of unused 
commercial or industrial capacity to visitor-serving uses in the event that TOML growth 
deviates from the RDPEIR projections.  
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16. Page 4-185, Juniper Ridge Master Plan.  Amend FPEIR to include the proposed Eagle 
Base Lodge development, a currently submitted application, as part of the overall 
Juniper Ridge Master Plan. 

 
• Noise 
 

No specific comments. The Noise section should generally note that proposed Ski Back 
facilities will reduce traffic and noise associated with skier transportation (see comment #3 
above). 

 
• Population, Housing, and Employment 
 

17. Section 4.9, Page 4-217 and 4-218 analyze and interpret data to derive current average 
peak population figures (PAOT).  As this data points out, a major contributor to the 
current PAOT figure is the 18,476 skiers on an average peak winter Saturday.  
Following this same logic through to the estimated 60,700 PAOT at build out, the 
TOML needs to identify what additional winter time recreational amenities will be 
provided to support the 60,700 PAOT population at build-out.  MMSA does not 
anticipate any substantial growth in the average peak winter Saturday visitation figures 
(ref. Page 4-286, paragraph 2).  Therefore, the FPEIR must provide some type of 
combined analysis of the overall “comfortable” carrying capacity for all community and 
resort recreational amenities to support the estimated 60,700 PAOT at build out in some 
fashion similar to the current PAOT calculation as represented in Table 4.9-3.   

 
18. Daycare Facilities.  The RDPEIR does not discuss the significant impact on employment 

due to a lack of daycare facilities within the community. This is a major issue that has 
been brought to the attention of town authorities at recent Planning Commission and 
Town Council meetings.  MMSA provides one of the few infant and pre-school day care 
facilities in town at a net operating loss. This issue should be discussed as one of the 
impacts of increased population and employment.  Implementation measures should 
encourage the development of further daycare facilities within the community.  
Commensurate mitigation should be required of developers in direct correlation to 
employee generation figures to account for the incremental demand created for daycare 
facilities.  

 
• Public Services 
 

No comment. 
 

• Public Utilities 
 

19. Water supply.  The RDPEIR concludes that, at build out, Mammoth Community Water 
District (MCWD) water supplies are not adequate to meet demand during three 
consecutive drought years. An element of this analysis is the assumption that Sierra Star 
Golf Course will use recycled water.  The FPEIR should clarify that Sierra Star Golf 
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Course is under an obligation to use recycled water at the time that the MCWD develops 
such supplies for its use but is not required to build recycled supplies on its own.  

 
20. Mitigation Measure 4.11-1 states that no development will be approved that would 

“result in an excess of water demand” above the levels indicated in the MCWD 20-year 
analysis.  The FPEIR should clarify this measure to mean that as long as a proposed 
project is consistent with (i.e., does not cause an exceedance of) the population and 
water use projections cited in the RDPEIR, the project would not conflict with the 
availability scenarios identified in the RDPEIR. Mitigation Measure 4.11-1 should 
primarily apply to projects that would result in an exceedance of the projected 60,700 
PAOT level or that propose substantially more intensive and unanticipated water uses 
compared with those considered in the RDPEIR. 

 
21. On page 4-256, there is no corresponding graph to the sentence in paragraph one.  
 
22. Pg 4-276, re: Electricity and Geothermal, Implementation Measure 1.1.C.b.3 should be 

expanded to provide off-set or banked mitigation credits to private developers who 
provide a significant contribution to the realization of geothermal district heating within 
the community or attainment of LEED certification.  MMSA is pursuing the potential for 
both LEED certification and direct use geothermal heating at Eagle Lodge at significant 
out-of-pocket cost, yet for benefits that may potentially serve the entire community. 

 
• Recreation 
 

23. Page 4-279 references a children’s daycare facility. As noted above, no daycare facility 
is provided by the Town for public use at this or any other location. The FPEIR should 
specifically address infant and child care measures and polices to be integrated into the 
General Plan update. 

 
24. Page 4-280, MMSA accommodated 1.43 million skiers in 2004/2005 on Mammoth 

Mountain and 1.46 million guests annually when Tamarack X-Country Ski Center, 
Scenic Gondola Rides, and Snowmobile Adventures are included.    

 
25. Page 4-282, Table 4.12.2, Meeting Facilities, should also include the Village’s Grand 

Sierra Lodge, Main Lodge Mountainside Conference Center, and Eagle Lodge is also 
available.    The ski museum might also be appropriate for Table 4.12.2. 

 
• Transportation and Circulation 
 

26. Section 4.13:  Transportation and Circulation.  The traffic analysis appears to include 
certain significant errors that should be corrected in the FPEIR.  Attachment “A” to this 
letter includes comments from LSA Associates that identify specific analysis concerns.  
The FPEIR should re-evaluate the traffic study based on LSA’s comments and 
particularly assess whether the projected LOS at some negatively impacted intersections 
will be improved under the corrected assumptions. 
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27. Live-work policies and zoning.  The TOML should clarify that the proposed General 
Plan update zoning already incorporates substantial consideration of the live-work 
policies identified in the RDPEIR (i.e., page 4-308 to 4-310).  Absent such a 
clarification, the live-work policies could be read to require significant zoning 
modifications in the future to reduce traffic loads, a result inconsistent with other 
General Plan provisions and possibly requiring further environmental review. 

 
28. Parking. RDPEIR Section 4.13-6 should be revised to state that LSA Associates has 

prepared a parking analysis that has been considered and circulated by the TOML.  The 
analysis indicates that the Town’s construction of a planned parking facility along 
Canyon Blvd. in the North Village Specific Plan area is essential to address regional 
parking needs.  As a result, the construction of the Canyon Blvd. facility should be 
added to Section 4.13-6 as a specific mitigation measure to be implemented by the 
TOML as soon as possible. 
 

29. On page 4-296 it is stated that the parking lot on the corner of Old Mammoth and Tavern 
is free parking and implies that it will remain in this form and use.  The Land Use 
section map on page 4-180, however, designates the lot as the future site of the Police 
Station. This should be clarified as it appears to be in error.  

 
30. In Table 4.13.1, the superscript “a” in the Project Action Alternative (2024) column is 

not defined.  One of the most impacted roadway-intersection combinations is Highway 
203 from Main Lodge through the Village to the Minaret-Main Street intersection.  It 
would be helpful to assign a LOS to that section of roadway for both existing conditions 
as well as the alternatives.  The mitigations listed in Table 4.13.8, or a substitute 
approved by a traffic engineer, should be enforced by the Town so that development can 
proceed as described in the Project Action Alternative.  The analysis should also 
specifically state that LOS exceedances will occur only on peak days and that mitigation 
measures will ensure acceptable LOS performance for average winter (and other low 
volume) days.  

 
• Cultural Resources 
 

31. RDPEIR Section 4.14 should be revised to note that cultural resources are regulated by 
state and federal agencies and that the primary TOML protection policies focus on  
implementing applicable state and federal law.  Mitigation Measures 4.14-1 to 4.14-7 
should be clarified to state that they are intended to implement state and federal 
requirements and not to generate an independent TOML regulatory process. Section 4.14 
should conclude that compliance with state and federal cultural protection requirements 
will reduce impacts associated with the implementation of the General Plan to less than 
significant levels. 

 
• Irreversible Environmental Changes 
 

No comment. 
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• Growth-Inducing Impacts 
 

No comment. 
 
• Significant Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 
 

32. Significant and unavoidable impacts.  RDPEIR Section 4.3 repeatedly states that the 
TOML General Plan policies will reduce biological impacts to less than significant 
levels. RDPEIR Section 6 should be revised to be consistent with this approach and to 
state that since the General Plan will be limited to focus in the urban growth area, 
impacts to biological resources will not be significant and unavoidable.  Similarly, given 
that the RDPEIR concludes that air impacts are generally being caused by extra-regional 
factors that the TOML cannot control, the FPEIR should also indicate that air quality 
impacts associated with the General Plan update will be mitigated to levels that are not 
significant and unavoidable. 

 
• Potential Secondary Effects 
 

No comment. 
 
Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RDPEIR for the Town General Plan. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
    _ 
Tom Hodges 
Director of Planning 
Mammoth Mountain Ski Area 
 
 
 
 _________________________ 
Alexandria Fabbro 
Government Relations Manager 
Mammoth Mountain Ski Area 
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M E M O R A N D U M  
 
 
DATE:  December 2, 2005 
 
TO:  Scott Schoenfeld and Alex Fabbro 
 
FROM:  Les Card 
 
SUBJECT:  Comments on Town of Mammoth Lakes (Town) General Plan and Draft EIR 

Transportation Elements 
 
I have reviewed the subject documents and prepared the following comments.  Some of the 
comments are very technical in nature but have profound impacts on future land development 
permitting and required mitigation measures. For these reasons and the fact that many times during 
a formal EIR comment and response process there is misunderstanding and final responses do not 
accurately address the intended comment, I recommend that a face-to-face meeting with Town staff 
and their consultants be conducted to fully elaborate and clearly articulate these issues. 
 

1. General Plan LU-12:  The exhibit illustrating North Village Specific Plan (NVSP) does not 
reflect abandoned streets and new alignments for Berner Street and Canyon Boulevard. 

 

2. General Plan T&C-6:  The circulation plan shows Berner Street connecting to Minaret Road, 
which is inconsistent with the adopted NVSP. 

 

3. General Plan T&C-21:  The description of congestion on SR-203 overstates actual conditions. 
The description should be revised to emphasize that the congestion on SR-203 typically occurs 
only on winter weekends and holidays and only in the afternoon. 

 

4. General Plan T&C-21:  The local transit discussion should highlight the significant system 
provided by MMSA during the most congested traffic conditions. This system provides 
extensive coverage throughout the Town for free. 

 

5. EIR Page 2-40:  Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 regarding Minaret Road is not required. The traffic 
demand at the north end of the segment is not over capacity (1,029 demand equals 0.79 v/c ratio 
or LOS C) and at the south end of the segment, Minaret Road is already four lanes. 

 

In addition, the traffic model highway network for 2024 assumes Berner Street connecting to 
Minaret, which will influence Minaret Road traffic volumes inconsistent with the adopted 
NVSP.  It is recommended that the overall traffic network and traffic analysis zone loading 
assumptions be reviewed in the NVSP area due to their sensitivity to traffic demand on Minaret 
Road. 

 

6. Page 2-41, Mitigation Measure 4-13-3:  The need for the eastbound acceleration lane has not 
been technically demonstrated. The primary mitigation measure, providing separate southbound 
left- and right-turn lanes, appears sufficient to adequately mitigate the deficient LOS condition. 
It is recommended that the eastbound acceleration lane recommendation be deleted. 
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7. Page 4-305/306:  The peak-hour traffic volume shown for Minaret Road, 1,346 vehicles, 
represents the volume at the approach to the Main Street/Lake Mary Road intersection, where 
the roadway is four lanes, and therefore has a capacity of 2,600 vehicles, not 1,300 vehicles. See 
additional discussion on comment #5. 

 
8. Page 4-309, Policy VII.1.B.c.1: This policy appears to require a full general plan build out 

cumulative analysis for a land development project. This analysis should only be required if a 
project exceeds or is otherwise inconsistent with the adopted General Plan intensity. If a project 
is consistent with the general plan, then the analysis in this General Plan EIR is adequate. 

 
The cumulative analysis for General Plan-consistent projects should be the existing traffic 
condition plus all projects in the pipeline (approval or in process, but not built) plus the specific 
development project. 

 
9. Page 4-318, Mitigation Measure 4.13-7, Main Street/Meridian:  The traffic volumes driving this 

mitigation measure appear out of context with the design day of a typical winter “Saturday.” 
 

The projected peak-hour volume of 521 northbound left turns seems way out of context, as well 
as 375 east-bound right turns. These 521 left turns drive the deficiency and should be 
reexamined to verify accuracy. 
 
The traffic generation for TAZ 114 (immediately adjacent to the intersection) does not appear to 
realistically reflect typical winter Saturday conditions. This zone assumes a generation of 
44,245 daily trips and the vast majority are a Home to Other attraction. This is probably the 
college, which would not be in full session on a Saturday. 
 
In summary, the Traffic generation of TAZ 114 should be reevaluated to reflect the design day 
and the mitigation at Meridian/Main Street should be reconsidered. 

 
10. Traffic generation in TAZ 119:  This zone assumes 150,000 sf of retail use and generates in 

excess of 30,000 trips, one of the highest zones in the Town. This appears unrealistic since the 
type of retail use expected in this zone would not be comparable to other conventional retail use 
like North Village. 

 
11. Peak Hour Factor: Level of Service Analysis (12/6/04) by LSC Consultants:  It should be 

acknowledged that the long-range Town build out traffic forecasts represent an extremely 
conservative assessment of traffic conditions by assuming two critical factors: (1) an occupancy 
rate of 100 percent for all residential units, and (2) a “peak hour factor” that increases the 
projected traffic an additional 10 percent (5 percent on Main Street [Old Mammoth to Lake 
Mary] and Old Mammoth [Main Street to Meridian]) above that forecast by the traffic model. 

 
12. Typical Winter Saturday Design Day:  It appears that the previously stated Town policy of 

designing a highway system for a “typical winter Saturday” has been lost in the analytical traffic 
modeling process. The town has consistently stated that it was not its intent to design a 
transportation system sufficient for the 10 to 15 peak winter days of the year.  Yet, it appears 
that the Town build out 2024 traffic forecasts represent a “peak” Saturday condition. This is 
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substantiated by the assumption of 24,000 skiers, 100 percent occupancy of all visitor 
accommodations, and further, the increase of all traffic volumes, an additional 10 percent above 
the 100 percent occupancy levels via the Peak Hour Factor (PHF) adjustments noted in 
comment #11. All of these conditions combined represent that mitigation measures are being 
recommended for the absolute highest traffic day of the year. 
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TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES PLANNING COMMISSION 
Special Adjourned Meeting 

Wednesday, November 30, 2005 – 9:00 a.m. 
Council Chambers, Suite Z 

Minaret Village Shopping Center 
 

MINUTES 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
 

The Special Adjourned Meeting was called to order at 9:07 a.m. 
 

II. ROLL CALL 
 

Present were Commissioners Rhonda Duggan, David Harvey, 
Elizabeth Tenney and Vice Chair Roy Saari.  Chair Neil McCarroll had 
an excused absence due to being out on vacation.  Also present were 
Mark Wardlaw, Community Development Director; Bill Taylor, Deputy 
Director of Community Development; Sonja Porter, Senior Planner; 
and Tina Bohannan, Administrative Coordinator. 
 

III. REPORTS FROM THE COMMISSION 
 

Commissioner Tenney commented on the following: a local’s mode of 
transportation; new sewer line being installed from Reno to Mt. Rose – 
could cause increased development; traffic jams in Bend, Oregon due 
to lack of transit system; Level of Service “D” is troubling for our 
community. 
 
Vice Chair Saari complemented the Town Recreation staff for the light 
posts and banners along Old Mammoth Road and Main Street. 
 

IV. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 

John Hooper spoke on the topic of affordable housing in Mammoth 
Lakes.  He suggested an alternative solution to the affordable housing 
mitigation fee (DIF) by allowing larger new single family homes to be 
designed with a caretaker accessory unit.  He suggested creating this 
as an incentive to the property owner or developer.  He said it could 
add more living units for locals.  He said the issue of increased density 
would not be an issue as most of the larger second homes are vacant 
most of the year.   
 
The Commission expressed interest in further discussion of this 
concept. 
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Jo Bacon commented on the Use Permit for a Verizon cellular tower 
approved by the Commission on November 9, 2005.  She said the 
tower was to be placed on a prominent ridge and would be very visible.  
She suggested asking Verizon to consider using a tower that utilizes 
the artificial tree antennas.  She also questioned whether it was 
consistent with the General Plan. 
 

V. BUSINESS MATTERS 
 

1. General Plan Amendment Application 2003-01 Draft General Plan 
Update for the Town of Mammoth Lakes and the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report – Receive public testimony (No action 
will be taken). 

 
Vice Chair Saari provided introductory comments prior to the public 
comment period. 
 
Paul Payne inquired about an executive summary comparing the 
existing General Plan with the new draft document. 
 
Senior Planner Sonja Porter directed Mr. Payne to the Draft PEIR, 
Chapter 3. 
 
Jo Bacon commented on the following: she recommended that the 
Commission address one or two topics per meeting during their 
deliberations. 
 
- Commercial, retail and industrial: She expressed concern that the 

amount planned for build-out may not be sufficient to sustain the 
needs of the number of persons who will occupy all the new units 
proposed.  She said we don’t have a financial analysis that 
illustrates how hot beds will result in a viable economy.  She said 
we run the risk of overbuilding units without enough commercial, 
retail and industrial to provide needed services.  She said the 
proposed designations are not always conducive to services that 
are needed.  She gave an example of the need for a second 
grocery store but with no place to put it.  She said a mixed use 
commercial designation probably would not provide enough square 
footage for a large scale market. 

- Recreation – town is lacking in recreational facilities for all the 
visitors.  Parks and Recreation Element not being updated until 
2006; it needs to be included in the Update.  Supports identification 
of sensitive lands; should continue and expand the Special 
Conservation Overlay; should identify access points to wilderness 
corridors; should identify biological resources; recommends setting 
up separate designation in Land Use for parklands because they 



Town Planning Commission Minutes 
November 30, 2005 – 9:00 a.m. 

 3

are different than open space; don’t use IP designation for 
Mammoth Creek Park; the Bell-shaped parcel should be placed into 
new parkland designation; use DIF to purchase more land along 
Mammoth Creek corridor. 
     

Thom Heller commented on the following: as member of GPAG, he 
spoke about the committee’s views on workforce housing – members 
had mixed views; interest by some members but not consensus to 
build new units, rehab older units, any new units should be built 
throughout town; most members felt there should not be a large 
amount of workforce housing between college and MCWD. 
 
George Sandvig, owner of unit at Mammoth Creek condos, spoke 
favorably about the Update to General Plan.  Felt the Plan is good as 
long as the spirit of the Plan prevails; need to adopt the Plan in a timely 
fashion in order to face challenge of many development projects; 
spoke of proposed project at corner of Old Mammoth Road and 
Minaret Road; very concerned that large development with potential for 
hotel, restaurant and excessive height will be in direct conflict with 
existing residential neighborhood; requests that Commission consider 
the character and density of neighborhood prior to project approval and 
to strongly support the policies in the Environmental Sustainability 
chapter. 
 
Director Wardlaw encouraged those in attendance to participate in the 
public process by voicing their concerns, comments and ideas to the 
Planning Commission.  He said there are several more opportunities to 
address the Commission – this evening at 6:00 p.m. and two sessions 
on December 14, 2005. 

 
VI. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 

1. Director’s Department Report  
 
Director Wardlaw spoke of an application by Mammoth Hillside which 
is currently under staff review.  He announced that the applicant did 
not meet submittal requirements necessary to move forward with the 
public hearing in December, 2005.  He said the project would require 
further ADP review. 
 
Director Wardlaw also spoke about a new Code Compliance Master 
Log that will give staff the ability to track Conditions of Approval and 
Mitigation Measures for approved projects.  He said this should provide 
a more responsive approach for staff.  He said work has begun on the 
Log and should take several weeks to complete. 
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VII. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The Special Adjourned Meeting ended at 9:50 a.m. and adjourned to a 
Special Adjourned Meeting at 6:00 p.m. in Suite Z for the purpose of 
receiving public testimony on General Plan Amendment Application 
2003-01 Draft General Plan Update for the Town of Mammoth Lakes 
and the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report. 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Mark Wardlaw 
Community Development Director 
 
 
Tina Bohannan 
Administrative Coordinator 

 



TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES PLANNING COMMISSION 
Special Adjourned Meeting 

Wednesday, November 30, 2005 -6:00 p.m.  
Council Chambers, Suite Z 

Minaret Village Shopping Center 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
 
 The Special Adjourned Meeting was called to order at 6:05 p.m. 
 
II. ROLL CALL 
 

Present were Commissioners Rhonda Duggan, David Harvey, Elizabeth 
Tenney and Vice Chair Roy Saari.  Chair Neil McCarroll had an excused 
absence due to being on vacation.  Also present were Mark Wardlaw, 
Community Development Director; Bill Taylor, Deputy Director of 
Community Development; Sonja Porter, Senior Planner; and Greta  Boyer, 
Administrative Assistant. 

 
III. REPORTS FROM THE COMMISSION 
 
 None.   
 
IV. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 
 None.   
 
V.  BUSINESS MATTERS 
 

1. General Plan Amendment Application 2003-01 Draft General Plan 
Update for the Town of Mammoth Lakes and the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report – Receive public testimony (No action 
will be taken). 

 
Vice Chair Saari stated the purpose of the evening meeting was for the 
purpose of taking public testimony, with no action to be taken, and that the 
Commission will listen, may ask clarification questions, but will not discuss 
nor debate comments received or questions asked.  Vice Chair Saari 
requested that speakers keep comments to three minutes with a five 
minute maximum.  Individuals with multiple issues may consider bringing 
some issues forward now and others at the next meetings on December 
14th.  Vice Chair Saari also emphasized that there were two mechanisms 
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for submitting input, oral and written, both of which are equally valid. The 
following individuals spoke to the Commission:   

 
1. Brigitte Berman stated that she retired to Mammoth in 1986.  Ms. 

Berman’s comments were received by the Commission as follows:  (a) 
The Village facility is okay but the Starbuck’s box is not pretty.  The 
affordable housing looks awful—it is too dense; a professional would 
not want to live in them and these are not what was discussed in public 
meetings (dots) where the community stated how they wanted 
Mammoth to be developed  We must improve our style, not build 
boxes because they are not incentives for visitors to come here.  We 
need to develop Destination Resort standards and building codes for 
major streets.  (b)  Mammoth Mountain Ski Area (MMSA) should be in 
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) because it wants to connect 
into the sewage system.  There is not enough communication between 
the Town and MMSA.  Where are the extra people going to go?  
MMSA may put limits on the number of people on the mountain at one 
time-- where will the rest of the people go?  (c) Back country – 
documents state that there is no impact; this is not so, the EIR is not 
sufficient on this topic.  The Lakes Basin is full, look at the last fishing 
tournament.  Where are people going to go?  Is there communication 
with the Forest Service?  Ms. Berman stated that she can see day 
passes and other restrictions in the future that should be worked out 
with FS, even with National Parks, now.  What are the impacts on 
Yosemite?  (d)  Deer mitigation states no significant impact-- there is a 
tremendous impact.  Deer will continue to be on the golf course, in 
Snowcreek, Old Mammoth Road, Valentine Reserve, etc.  There 
should be open spaces, speed limits, some mitigation to keep deer 
safe.  There should not be gated communities so that we can manage 
deer.  The EIR is not sufficient on seismic impacts; (e) Sherwin Road 
should be paved and plowed for better access.  Seismic and volcanic 
dangers, with fire being the biggest hazard.  People should be aware.  
Oregon has big signs telling people where to go in emergency.  The 
Town needs another escape route through Sherwin when Snowcreek 
further develops.  We should also advise people that we have an 
active volcano.  Ms. Berman’s written comments were received.    

2. Nancy Petersen Walter, PhD in Anthropology.  (a) Mrs. Walters stated 
she has spent a lot of time looking at and reviewing EIRs and is 
impressed with Cultural Resources section and that the inclusion of 
State and Federal laws are important.  (b) Table 2.3 is well done, but a 
few minor details need to be incorporated.  Mrs. Walter recommended 
improving upon the wording “startled” as it relates to what is below 
ground, because a person will not know what is below ground until 
construction starts. (c) The new revised report references Town 
archives.  Town not very old and a great deal of information is 
contained in the vaults of Mono County in Bridgeport, with the 



documents being easily accessible.  (d) Table 2.3 and the section 
dealing with Cultural Resources, references public education.  This is 
true and should be well done or much could disappear.  Pot hunting 
throughout the Eastern Sierra is a pet peeve--people are not afraid of 
prosecution.  People need to be informed that this activity is illegal.  
The Paiutes referenced in document are Mono Lake Paiutes and some 
wintered in various places such as Round Valley, the back side of 
Mono Lakes and Hot Creek.  (e) There are a few spelling errors.  
Finally, those who inhabit the Eastern Sierra chose places to live and 
camp and sit under trees to make projectile points.  The same places 
attractive to residents and visitors today, are only a few miles from 
downtown Mammoth. 

3. Doug Jung, Petroleum Engineer, Geologist, MBA from USC.  Mr. Jung 
spoke to the Town’s water supply.  Mammoth Community Water 
District (MCWD) indicates only minimal surplus water supply is 
available, approximately 31 acre feet, which is not much of a cushion.  
A 5 to 6 year drought period is not included in the EIR.  History shows 
that precipitation is highly variable.  The EIR mentions an unnamed 
expert, who is it, what are the individual’s qualifications?  The EIR 
mentions new methodology for calculating supply and demand but 
nothing states how it is calculated.  CWS is not defined in EIR.  Mr. 
Jung’s calculations show shortage in any dry period and recommends 
development of a safe water supply as soon as possible to provide a 
100 percent excess of supply and demand. Don’t permit connections 
that exceed the safe water supply.  What is MCWD cushion—it was 
never defined at the MCWD meeting.  Mr. Jung recommended that the 
Council not count on additional supply from line repair, dry creek, 
irrigation cutbacks or anything other than surface and new ground 
water supply.   

4. Pat Eckert stated that she has been a member of the water board and 
water concerns are her main issue.  Ms. Eckert stated that she has 
attended most water board meetings and read many, many documents 
and has much information regarding water loss.  A lot of attention must 
be paid to water supply compared to demand.  Ms. Eckert has been 
following water losses monthly since 1998 and this October is higher 
than last year.  The Commission must be aware of a lot of information 
to be knowledgeable in all areas.  Charts from 1992 to 1994 show that 
the wells have dropped.  Water loss is also higher than last year.  Who 
is on the Town staff is monitoring water?  Who is knowledgeable 
historically as well a currently?  Commissioner Tenney requested 
information regarding the relationship between TOML and MCWD.  
Deputy Director Bill Taylor stated that the Town is required to consult 
with MCWD and then provide water analysis.  In the end, the MCWD 
has the ultimate control because if they do not have water, they will not 
connect.   



5. John Cunningham, in his 50th year in Mammoth, expressed the 
following concerns and comments regarding the EIR and the General 
Plan Update (GPU).  Where are we now and where are we going?  
Business is good in Mammoth, but how do we sustain a good business 
community?  We will be completely build out in five years, but the GPU 
does not address what will happen in that event in a 20 year plan.  The 
GPU should not incentivize development but must set high standards, 
reduce density, require landscaping, large setbacks, and adequate 
snow storage.  The public workshops make it clear what the 
community wants.  We must build a beautiful community in order to 
attract residents and visitors.  Does the GPU implement the Town’s 
Vision Statement and vision of the community?   Mr. Cunningham does 
not think so.  The GPU is not in alignment  with the Vision Statement.  
(a) The documents are thick and there is not sufficient time for the 
public to read thoroughly.  Although the GPAG and PC have worked 
hard, the Town Council is trying to ram the document through.  (b) The 
EIR is good, much improved over previous.  (c) Comments contained 
in the Executive Summary are not mitigated.  Mr. Cunningham stated 
that he would leave his written comments.  (d) Significant but not 
mitigated impacts are buried.  Light, air, pollution, animal habitat, 
emergency, etc. state that policies are place but are not discussed.  
Fire, traffic noise, impacts on schools, libraries, hospitals, water 
shortage, Benton Crossing landfill concerns are not mentioned at all, 
together with the impact on recreation facilities and forest service land, 
level of service D exceeded with mitigation not funded, and the 
shortage of parking.  (e) The GPU comments are more global.  The 
town is congested on holidays and weekends.  Can  we get 20,000 
more visitors to come here regularly?  We need a marketing study.  
Regarding population, the current GP, page 11, maximum PAOT is 
48,000.  The new EIR interprets this to mean 61,376.  No where in the 
GP does it mention any other number than 48,000. The EIR states a 
reduction from the old plan; this is not true.  (f) Density transfers and 
density bonuses are good for developers but not the community with 
increased building heights and densities.  Only state mandated bonus 
density should be granted.  (g) The traffic analysis is inappropriate, as 
it does not acknowledge current problems such as snow storms.  (h) 
The water supply is uncertain, and water is a big issue.  (i) The GPU 
recommends open space and parks be rezoned to allow development 
which is inconsistent with the Town’s Vision Statement.  (j) The 
Quimby Act for parks are not being met.  (k) The GPU has no limitation 
on building height.  Building heights should be limited to 35/55.   

6. Jo Bacon commended the Planning Commission for all their hard work 
on the Vision Statement, policies and implementation measures. (a) 
The Alternatives section provides no quantitative analysis.  The other 
alternatives are supposed to be descriptive enough to allow us to 
determined the distinct aesthetic impacts of each alternative.  (b) 



Although the EIR states that the impacts will be mainly around the 
resort nodes (which are highly visual areas) there is no discussion on 
the impacts of taller buildings and requested that the cumulative affects 
be analyzed. There is also no analysis of the cumulative effects of light 
and glare. (c) Regarding population and employment, the impact of 
fractional ownership is not analyzed in the EIR, these units have higher 
occupancy than traditional units.  There is no definition of fractional in 
the EIR.  (d) Table 4.9.4 points out density of remaining development 
in town, less space with more asphalt; multi-unit transit at 16 units an 
acre and remaining development projected at 33 units an acre.  (e) 
Single family transient category is not defined in category.   

7. Marshall Minobe, a member of the General Plan Advisory Group, 
stated that none of the alternative are cohesive in the GPU.  Town staff 
made the alternatives by simply grouping related policies according to 
category and this grouping had nothing to do with a cohesive plan.  Mr. 
Minobe stated that he had requested staff to put together a 
presentation on how the plan might be cohesive and how trade offs 
could have occurred to preserve the small town feel while also 
supporting development.  None of his requests have been met.  Mr. 
Minobe addressed the public stating that whether you are for 
development or not, the elements of the GPU should be reviewed to 
ensure that the controls protect the community.  Mr. Minobe stated that 
the EIR is an informational document only and can be adopted and 
Council can override significant impacts.  The EIR does not protect the 
community, and the burden is on the community to be vigilant to 
assure that their interest(s) are acknowledged.  Mr. Minobe stated that 
the GPU suffered from a flawed process from day one.  Outreach did 
not reach a broad classification of community and results were not 
cross checked.  Mr. Minobe stated that the document does not show 
the true statement of the community and lacks accountability.  GPAG 
has spent a lot of time on a project that could have been better.  Mr. 
Minobe encouraged the  community to speak now.   

8. Julie Yost a 30 year owner and a 10 year permanent resident thanked 
the Planning Commission for their hard work, especially Mr. Saari with 
his article in the Real Estate Times encouraging comment on the GPU 
and EIR.  Mrs. Yost stated that she will submit written comments.  Mrs. 
Yost also stated that while development is inevitable, it is how it is 
done that is important.  The community should look for smart, well 
planned and unhurried development not just development oriented 
toward Town revenue sources.  Town revenue concerns have worked 
their way into the heart of the GPU and also the EIR.  Everything 
appears to be oriented toward revenue sources.  (1) Policy issue 
number 4, don’t change the meaning of institutional public. Don’t allow 
rezoning or redefinition.  Don’t put work force housing in South 
Gateway.  Additionally, there is a need for a decent size grocery, not a 
chain, but with sufficient parking as residents will not ride the bus to 



grocery shop.  (b) Policy issue 10, define open space as open space 
not buildings – keep the  bell shaped parcel as Open Space with 
perhaps a bike path, wooden plank walkway, an area for people who 
are not able to go into the mountains to also have a  mountain 
experience.  Don’t put big buildings in it.  (c)  Policy issue 6, growth 
rate, think about controlling the rate of growth with infrastructure to go 
along with it.  Needs to be spelled out.  State mandates that you can’t 
build unless you have water (d) Policy issue 10, transient rentals in 
single family residential could affect the character of town – keep singe 
family residential areas as they are, don’t change zoning to raise more 
money.   It does not make sense to put multi-family workforce housing 
in with single family.  Mrs. Yost stated that she is assuming that this 
will not happen, but should not be left open within the GPU and EIR, 
Mrs. Yost expressed her feeling against density transfers and her 
belief that they should not be a commodity.   (e) Policy issue 1, don’t 
overbuild condominiums, doing so could make our community too 
dense and cause traffic gridlock.  Mrs. Yost stated that a service level 
D is bad.  Mrs. Yost clarified that college housing was appropriate but 
any additional workforce housing is a violation. 

9. Ken Cline, a new resident to Mammoth Lakes, expressed concern 
about the shift in emphasis toward maximum density development.  
Parks, creeks, viewscapes, etc. are important for a well managed 
community.  Concessions to developers will undermine a sensitive 
community.  Mr. Cline urged prudence and restraint.   

10. Evanne Jardine, a 13 year resident and a longer visitor, expressed her  
selfish plea for people who live here.  (a) We need a market if 20,000 
more people are anticipated.  There is currently no plan for space for 
another market (b) In town, where people live and where there are 
children, we don’t have but one park.  Some space must be dedicated 
to parks—a park in Sierra Valley Sites perhaps.  (c) Water quality is 
now no better than Santa Barbara’s water.  Water is a real issue for 
quality as well as quantity and should be addressed more.  (d) Traffic 
and making left hand turns is difficult of any weekend.  There is not a 
lot of accommodations for traffic issues.  (e)  Access to resources is 
difficult; the Village is not that accessible.  We need to think about 
accessibility for residents to avail themselves of amenities in town as 
well as the visitors.  (f) Roofs coming over treetops, how many more 
will violate height limit?   

11. Wilma Wheeler, Sierra Club, wondered how the projected population 
wonders will affect public land and parks, how the increased density of 
town will affect quality of life of those who live here.  Additionally, 
commercial development at Mammoth Creek Park is a very big 
concern and we cannot afford to give up park space.  Mrs. Wheeler will 
submit further comments.  Mrs. Wheeler provided a white paper for 
public lands to the Commission.   



12. Dan Dawson, SNARL, asked how have we come to this point stating 
he has attended workshops leading up to the formation and provided 
input to consultants, staff, Planning Commission, and Town Council.  
The GPU and EIR that analyzes runs contrary to the bulk of input 
provided by the populous.  Section 7 lays out other alternatives and 
then rejects those in favor of preferred alternative.  Mr. Dawson urged 
the Commission to give strong consideration to the reduced 
development alternative rather than the alternative driven by town 
revenue needs.  The EIR supports that argument; the reduced 
development alternative (maximum population of 51,000) is the 
environmentally superior alternative but is rejected because of 
economic interests.  Urges Commission  to recommend to Town 
Council a different alternative.   

13. Heather Johnson stated her concerns are with over development so 
that people will not want to come to Mammoth Lakes.  Ms. Johnson 
further encouraged open space, the protection of the Mammoth Creek 
corridor as sacrosanct, remembering that this is a recreational 
community where walking through the forest and enjoying the aesthetic 
value of the community is also important to those of us who live here.  
It is the Planning Commission’s duty to protect open space and 
sensitive areas.  The Town should buy lands along Mammoth Creek 
and expand the OSSC overlay.  Additionally, building heights should 
be no higher than trees--money is not more important than the integrity 
of the area.  Ms. Johnson thanked the Commission for all their time 
and service.   

14. Stan Heller stated his  biggest concern is at  build-out and the number 
of people going out to do something--what are 60,000 people doing to 
do for shopping, recreation?  The town should pay more attention to 
sales tax income.  A visitor’s experience should be pleasant and they 
must have access to shopping, getting around--it doesn’t matter how 
beautiful thing are.  (2) The town is currently marketed by the resort—
Intrawest and MMSA.  Other resorts have true reservations that 
represents the entire town.  If we build all, marketed by Intrawest-
Starwood Mammoth, how will the rest of the town’s businesses 
survive?   

15. Wendy Sugimura speaking on behalf of Andrea Lawrence and 
ALIMAR.  Ms. Sugimura stated that they have been listing to what is 
being said, that people lack confidence in the process in that the 
documents do not reflect what people have expressed.  People are 
confused by the complicated documents and constantly changing 
numbers. ALIMAR wants to have a better process that builds 
transparency.  Wendy Sugimura suggested a different process using 
charettes, a professional planner and trained facilitator in order to build 
community consensus.   

16. John Walter presented a partial list of concerns from the Advocates.  
Mr. Walter stated that longer descriptions will be submitted when their 



comments are submitted.  (a) The Advocates biggest worry is lack of 
balance or emphasis.  The project alternative of 10,000 additional 
people at one time (from today) was thrown out because it did not 
meet the town objectives of resort development for affordable housing.  
Nowhere has anybody quantified how much is required.  (b) How much 
development and how fast?  If they don’t come, we’ve invested a lot in 
infrastructure and we won’t have the money to pay for it.  If we proceed 
too fast with too much, we could overshoot or create a bad experience.  
The Advocates recommend that the Town go slower and amend the 
General Plan as necessary.  Building too much could make for a bad 
experience with no return visits.  If we build less they will have to come 
during the week.  Building more does not fill mid-weeks.  The EIR 
should fit general plan, they should work together.  The EIR should not 
be certified and General Plan made to fit to EIR.   

 
VI. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 

1.  Director’s Department Report 
   
 None.   
 
VII. ADJOURNMENT   
 

The Special Adjourned Meeting ended at 7:40 p.m. and adjourned to the 
next regular meeting of December 14, 2005, at 9:00 a.m. in Suite Z.   

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Mark Wardlaw 
Community Development Director 
 
 
Greta J. Boyer 
Administrative Assistant  
 

 



TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES PLANNING COMMISSION 
Regular Meeting 

Wednesday, December 14, 2005 - 9:00 a.m. 
Council Chambers, Suite Z 

Minaret Village Shopping Center 
 

MINUTES 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER 
  
 The meeting was called to order at 9:05 a.m.   
 
II. ROLL CALL 
 

Present were Commissioners Rhonda Duggan, David Harvey, Elizabeth Tenney, 
Vice Chair Roy Saari, and Chair Neil McCarroll.  Also present were Mark Wardlaw, 
Community Development Director; Bill Taylor, Deputy Community Development 
Director; Craig Olson, Senior Planner; and Sonja Porter, Senior Planner.   

 
III. REPORTS FROM THE COMMISSION 
  
 Commissioner Tenney (1) displayed a copy of the High Sierra telephone book 

stating how proud she was of the cover and how we should think about our 
amenities as we go through the general plan—that is why we are here; (2) stated 
that she had viewed a cell tower tree which should be reconsider for Mammoth use; 
(3) asked about completion of a report on the peer resort.  Tourism and Recreation 
Director Danna Stroud stated that she and Deputy Town Manager Karen Johnston 
are working on the report, the last communication has just been received, will be 
incorporated into the report, and should be available by the first of the year; and (4) 
Will talk to Ruth Harrell at the Village regarding a more coordinated effort with music 
could make the Village experience more pleasant.     

 
Commissioner McCarroll stated that he has had conversations with Marshall Minobe 
regarding becoming a wired community, has read an article on a town that started 
wireless community for purposes of coordination between town departments that 
also had dividends for the community.  Mr. McCarroll stated that he has spoken with 
Tony Barrett who will further research the project.   

 
IV. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 

Senior Planner Craig Olson reported to the Commission that he has been in contact 
with Tim Sanford regarding the Fairway Road access gate.  Mr. Sanford has 
informed the Town that there will be a provision in the easement documents 
between the owners and Chadmar for a four foot easement for pedestrian access.  
When staff has received a copy, the gates will be activated.  Commissioner Saari 
stated that in the winter time, when the roads are plowed, the access will be 
inaccessible and should be maintained.  In his opinion “pedestrian access should be 
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provided” means access and snow removal.  Mr. Olson stated that there is no 
provision in the document for snow removal.  Deputy Director Bill Taylor stated that 
staff will follow up with Mr. Sanford for clarification.   

 
John Wentworth, a resident of Mammoth Lakes for 5 years, who resides at 42 
Davison Road, #2, read a prepared statement regarding the vehicle gate on Ranch 
Road and supporting the Sherwin access, which was presented to staff and included 
30 signatures.  Commissioner Tenney requested that the Commission receive 
copies.   

 
Marshall Minobe, a member of the General Plan Advisory Group, stated that it is 
important to look at the Sherwins access as a proactive situation and anticipate 
future.  Access to the Sherwins needs a plan—a gate and vacation of land is not 
enough.  Staff should have taken time to determine how access would affect the 
community.   

 
V. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

1. Minutes of September 28, 2005 
Action:  It was moved by Commissioner Tenney, seconded by Vice Chair Saari, 
and carried by a 4-0-1 vote, with Commissioner Duggan abstaining, to approve 
the Minutes of September 28, 2005, with the following corrections:  (1) page 2, 
during Gordon Shaw’s statement, include:  Gordon Shaw stated that levels of 
service were calculated with no snow on the roads, and (2) page 3, last 
paragraph, include in Heather Johnson’s statement that she stated she would be 
willing to donate her own contiguous property to the Town if Mr. Kenney sells his 
property to the Town..   

 
2. Minutes of October 12, 2005 

Action:  It was moved by Commissioner Tenney, seconded by Vice Chair Saari, 
and carried by a 4-0-1 vote, with Commissioner Duggan abstaining, to approve 
the Minutes of October 12, 2005, with the following correction:  The statement on 
page 3 attributed to Chair McCarroll should read Vice Chair Saari.   

 
3.  Minutes of November 30, 2005  - 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. 
 Action:  It was moved by Vice Chair Saari, seconded by Commissioner Tenney, 

and carried by a 4-0-1 vote, with Commissioner Harvey abstaining, to approve 
the Minutes of November 30, 2005, 9:00 a.m. meeting, with the following 
correction:  Page 1, item 3, should be amended to note that the sewer line to Mt. 
Rose should reflect that it is going to the ski area.   

 
Action:  It was moved by Vice Chair Saari, seconded by Commissioner Tenney, 
and carried by a 4-0-1 vote, with the Chair McCarroll abstaining, to approve the 
Minutes of November 30, 2005, 6 p.m. meeting, with the following corrections:  
(1) page 3, item 3, in the comment from Doug Jung, the reference to Dry Creek 
should be capitalized; (2) page 6, item 10, Evanne Jardine’s statement including 
“selfish plea for people who live here” should be in quotes; (3) Item 12, Dan 
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Dawson statement includes a reference to populous, the correct spelling is the 
populace.   

 
VI. CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 None.   
 
VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

1.  Tentative Tract Map 36-235 and Use Permit Application 2005-09 – Request to 
construct a 193 Unit Condominium Hotel, understructure parking hearing, or 259 
vehicles with full-time valet parking services, spa, pool and patio facilities, 
meeting facilities, restaurant/bar, and associated landscape improvements on 
five parcels of land consisting of seven acres.  Applicant: Mammoth Hillside, LLC.  
Location: Canyon Boulevard, north of Lake Mary Road.  APNs: 33-020-10, -11, -
21, -33 and 31-110-27.  Zoning/General Plan: The property is designated Plaza 
Resort (PR) as Specific Plan (SP) with an Activity Node Overlay by the General 
Plan.  Staff contact: Craig Olson, Senior Planner – x269.  STAFF IS 
RECOMMENDING A CONTINUANCE TO A DATE TO BE DETERMINED.  A 
STAFF REPORT HAS NOT BEEN INCLUDED AT THIS TIME.  NO ACTION 
WILL BE TAKEN. 

 
 Chair McCarroll open the public hearing at 9:31 a.m.  Rhona Hunter, 

representing Meridian Partners, stated that no Planning Commission date has 
been set to review this item.  Ms. Hunter stated that the applicants feel they have 
gone above and beyond incorporating staff and ADP comments.  Ms. Hunter 
stated that delays impact them and continued delays may cause them to loose 
an additional opportunity to work with another 5 star operators.   

 
 Vice Chair Saari stated that the January 11 special meeting is full but felt the item 

should be continued to a date certain.  Mr. Wardlaw advised the Commission that 
staff continues to work diligently to accommodate the applicants and felt it a good 
strategy to hold an introductory hearing, with no action taken and with 
subsequent review by ADP.  Mr. Wardlaw also stated that this project is 
significant and that the plans have been modified from the first ADP review.  Mr. 
Wardlaw further stated that ADP comments should be received in order for staff 
to make an informed recommendation to the Commission.  It was the Consensus 
of the Commission that this item be continued to Thursday, January 12, 2006, at 
3:00 p.m., the only item on the agenda.   

 
 Taken out of order:  Upon reconvening at 1:10 p.m., Chair McCarroll stated that 

he was uncomfortable with the earlier tenor of item 1; that the Commission did 
not wish to hear the item until staff was ready to bring it to the Commission.  
Community Development Director Mark Wardlaw stated that staff has had 
extensive meetings and negotiations with the applicant, but will place the item on 
the agenda for January 12, 2006, as a non-action item.   
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2. General Plan Amendment Application 2003-01 Draft General Plan Update 
for the Town of Mammoth Lakes and the Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report.  Receive public testimony.  No action will be taken.  

 
 Chair McCarroll opened the meeting for general public testimony:   
 

Gordon Alper distributed written comments to the Commission and staff.  Mr. Alper 
stated that the General Plan is the single most critical document to determine 
livability of the community and that he is disappointed in the draft general plan as 
presented.  The document is different than previously reviewed and has not included 
information for the document to be complete.  Mr. Alper recommended forwarding 
the updated general plan, without a recommendation, and let the Council make the 
decisions.  The General Plan Update fails to adhere to the guiding principles of the 
Town’s Vision Statement.  Projects being built are too dense.  The proposed build-
out does not deliver an acceptable transportation level.  South Gateway is not 
reflected in build-out numbers.   IP zoning specifically to include housing is contrary 
to the Vision Statement.  Population, density, assumptions, and logic for 60,700 
does not match today’s data.  Additionally, we must understand what people will be 
doing before we invite them to Mammoth.  The mountain only has 30% more 
capacity therefore this should be our limit.  The general plan update falls short by not 
considering it as part of the plan.  Why isn’t the Main Lodge development part of the 
plan—this should be added to the general plan for the document to be meaningful.  
How will fractional ownership in single family residential areas affect neighborhoods, 
what are the hospital and college plans for 20 years, etc.?  The proposed general 
plan is a good effort but falls short of meeting the community needs.  We are 
approving development but we are not taking care of ourselves.  What about park 
acquisition?  We should identify, zone and acquire land for parks.  Our priorities 
need to take precedent over developer priorities.   

 
Jo Bacon stated that the EIR provides no cushion in water supply and demand; 
there is no mention of potential loss of surface water because of the Mammoth 
Creek EIR; and including Dry Creek in the supply is against water code.  Ms. Bacon 
stated her concern about Chapter 7 and how new development could use only a 
small amount of water.  This section requires more study and a more detailed 
comparison.  The transportation study has serious flaws it does not deal with 
pedestrian crossings and only deals with the LOS of intersections not entire streets.  
Ms. Bacon recommended less population versus widening streets to solve LOS D.  
There is no data to analyze increased traffic.  What will Sierra Park and Meridian 
Boulevard look like?  Work force housing for South Gateway is not included in the 
data and should be included.  Ms. Bacon stated that there is conflict between 
document pages that speak to the housing element but in other places statements 
that say we are not changing the element.  Ms. Bacon reiterated Thom Heller’s 
comment of November 30th wherein he stated that workforce housing should be 
distributed throughout the community, with emphasis on refurbishing existing stock.   
Finally, an alternative outlined in chapter, states that the reduced development 
alternative would result in a lack of workforce housing but has no supporting data.   
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Jesse Langley, representing Cardinal Real Estate Investments, stated that they are 
currently in escrow on property at Minaret and Old Mammoth Road.  Mr. Langley 
provided a document to the Commission asking that the Commission not change the 
current zoning.   Current zoning permits 36 hotel rooms per acre and the proposed 
density of the General Plan would limit them to 20 rooms per acre.  Jesse Langley 
stated that a hotel such as the one they are proposing supports numerous other 
goals of the general plan.  Hotel design would decrease lot coverage and increase 
public space above an beyond the requirements of current zoning. 

 
Dan Dawson stated he has served as a Mono County Planning Commissioner for six 
years as well as three years on the Technical Advisory Commission during the 1987 
general plan process.  Mr. Dawson stated that a general plan should reflect the will 
of the people and that the interpretation of the people is not included.  Mr. Dawson 
also felt that those who attend workshops should carry the weight on how things 
shape up as they have participated and that this is the public process that should be 
followed.  Mr. Dawson stated that he does not like the draft general plan but does 
support the reduced development alternative, which would mean less revenue to the 
Town.  Mr. Dawson does not support an ice rink, police department, or a big 
government center.  Workforce housing is inconsistent with the original intent of the 
South Gateway acquisition and Mr. Dawson opposes the sale of 25 acres to 
Mammoth Lakes Housing.  Regarding heights, Mr. Dawson supports maintaining 
existing height limits.  The urban growth boundary does not accurately reflect the 
policy as adopted.  If we can contain boundaries, we can retain the small community 
flavor and not impact the surrounding areas.  The public facilities section is vague 
and needs to be tightened up.  A government center outside the urban growth 
boundary violates the proposed general plan.  Traffic level D is unacceptable and 
recommends a change to level C.   

 
Policy issue 1:  Does the Draft General Plan modify the intent of the current 
Urban Growth Boundary policy:   

 Public Testimony:  (1) John Walter (a) automatic inclusion of Forest Service 
exchanged  land, i.e., the Mill City Tract, would be a clear violation of the urban 
growth boundary and recommended that it not be included in the proposed general 
plan but amend the general plan at a later date if necessary.  (b) Allowing public 
facilities out of the urban growth boundary, i.e., performing arts, administrative 
offices, public parking lots is also a violation of the urban growth boundary.  Toilets 
and recreation supporting facilities are acceptable; however, the current language 
allows for too much discretion. (2) Gordon Alper stated that he authored the urban 
growth boundary accepted by the Town Council and only Council should make 
changes.  Additionally, if the proposed general plan is adopted, we are abandoning 
the urban growth policy previously accepted by the Town Council.  Rezoning South 
Gateway from SP to IP to allow single family residences was not the intent of policy.  
The UGB restricted development to the already urbanized portions of the 
community, Mr. Alper noted his disappointed to find the work of the GPAG ignored 
and abandoned at this late date.  South Gateway was not discussed during GPAG in 
spite of requests for information.  (Deputy Director Bill Taylor clarified that the 
proposed housing in the South Gateway district has been included in all drafts of the 
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General Plan). Chair McCarroll opened the meeting to general public comments.  
(3) Dan Dawson, referencing the Madden property, not contiguous but within the 
urban growth boundary, stated that there is a move to make the property contiguous 
to the town adjacent to the ski bridge.  This would require a land trade and would be 
an acceptable amendment to the UGB and require a general plan adjustment.   
Commission comments:  Commissioner Tenney stated that the South Gateway 
property is prime real estate with a southern exposure, bike path, etc. and should be 
park acreage.  Mrs. Tenney believes in living where you work and is troubled that 
there is consideration for a subdivision on the South Gateway property.  Mrs. 
Tenney supports housing along the transit corridors and student/employee housing 
on the college campus.  Additionally, more industrial land is needed and is not sure 
that is the highest and best use of that land is industrial as there is space at the 
Airport and Sierra Business Park.  Mrs. Tenney questioned if there is a method by 
which incentives may be offered to reorganize the industrial area so some uses 
could be placed in another spot.  Mrs. Tenney stated her support of the urban 
growth boundary.  Commissioner Saari expressed his support of the urban growth 
policy, believes we need to remain flexible, and that park lands should be identified 
now, perhaps South Gateway should be identified as a park.  Commissioner Harvey 
noted that restriction of South Gateway to college housing only has challenges as 
most family have two income earners and it would be difficult to draw the line.  Mr. 
Harvey also stated that parks could come from development and a source of 
revenue is needed to purchase and development them, the bell-shaped parcel 
requires a great deal of consideration.  Mr. Harvey stated that market forces will 
drive the amount of development.  Downzoning just to achieve a reduced population 
may not be the answer; this requires strong consideration and Commission 
discussion to fully understand the consequences.  Commissioner Duggan expressed 
her appreciation of the public’s comments.  Mrs. Duggan stated that the urban 
growth boundary definition requires clarification as a broad interpretation may be 
beneficial to the community but may also be detrimental in the future.  Mrs. Duggan 
stated that she will not reject the proposed general plan, but will continue to do her 
job.  Regarding the housing definition, Mrs. Duggan stated that it may not be strong 
enough and also believes that we must develop workforce housing that fits the vision 
of the community.  With regard to Mammoth Lakes Housing and the college, Mrs. 
Duggan previously understood that Mammoth Lakes Housing would develop the 
college’s student housing.  Parks, whether active and passive, are not clearly 
defined but believes the community to be looking for passive parks.  Mrs. Duggan 
supports the urban growth boundary and also supports an in-depth review of future 
projects.  Commissioner McCarroll stated he supports the urban growth boundary 
but also supports tightening language to make sure the town is unable to sell off land 
and build outside the urban growth boundary.  Mr. McCarroll also supports tightening 
language in the implementation measures and land exchange language so that land 
exchanges with the forest service would be limited to existing uses only.  Mr. 
McCarroll noted that hotel uses are not addressed in the general plan update.  The 
existing general plan calls out for hotel and the best way to address the general plan 
update is to insert the language back into the RMF2 zone.     
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Policy Issue 2:  Should the build-out capacity of the Draft General Plan be 
reduced?  Separate population from land use?    
Public Comments:  (1) John Walter stated the general plan update cannot be 
decoupled from Mammoth Mountain Ski Area capacity.  What is the right number?  
The Advocates of Mammoth have no idea.  But once a number is placed on paper, it 
almost becomes a right.  It is harder to reduce a number than to let it develop 
naturally.  If Mammoth becomes too crowded, visitors will not come.  If we achieve 
the objective and bring in double visitors, it is also bad if visitors don’t come because 
we could have empty buildings and low TOT.  Regarding bonus density transfer 
policies, densities transfers can promote growth.  The optimum resort development 
would be the reduced alternative.  Regarding affordable housing, the Advocates 
strongly support affordable housing but expressed concern that building anywhere 
and at any cost will require less affordable housing.  In addition the reduced 
development alternative would require less affordable housing, which was not 
factored into the analysis.  Mr. Walter recommended that the pie chart be placed in 
the EIR.  (2) Dan Dawson stated strong support for the reduced alternative.  Mr. 
Dawson also stated that the vision statement has conflicting principles to the general 
plan.  Mr. Dawson disagreed with Commissioner Harvey that the market can control 
us.  Clean air, clean water, and no congestion are environmentally superior 
alternatives that cannot be discarded for economic interests.  How else can we 
achieve a community that is livable for all of us?  He stated that the population is the 
crux of the General Plan and existing peak holiday weekends are already bordering 
on unlivable.  Development is not a right is a privilege. 
Commission comments:  Commissioner Duggan stated that the population number 
is arbitrary.  Mrs. Duggan recommended that Lynn Carpenter from Mammoth 
Mountain Ski Area present the Mountain’s marketing plan for the Commission and 
community benefit.  Mrs. Duggan stated that we should be explicit with density 
transfers so that we don’t have issues later.  Mrs. Duggan stated that she does not 
agree that a reduction in population reduces the need for affordable housing.  
Workforce housing includes our peers as well as doctors, nurses, teachers, etc.  
Additionally, everything cannot be tied to TOT.  Commissioner Harvey stated that he 
does not agree with tying all PAOT to the ski area because cross-country, 
snowmobiling, etc. are not directly associated with the ski area.  Mammoth Lakes is 
in competition with all other resort areas and Mr. Harvey finds it interesting that we 
still have the level of interest in light of our development impact fees, affordable 
housing mitigation and amazed that developers are willing to pay the price. Mr. 
Harvey felt that density transfers should be controlled very carefully since we don’t 
fully understand them and don’t know what can happen in the future.  Regarding 
affordable housing, affordable housing is not what it was five years ago--five years 
ago we were addressing service and industry workers who needed assistance to live 
here.  Today everyone who works in Mammoth requires assistance unless they own 
a home.  Mr. Harvey stated that the PAOT number is not relevant at this time and 
that the market will continue to drive development or lack of it in the future.  Mr. 
Harvey is not hung up on a build-out number nor trying to reduce it by utilizing 
different properties.  Commissioner Saari stated that he has reread Section 7 and 
though it sounds like a good alternative he agrees with Dan’s and John’s comments 
and how hard it would be to come off of 60,000 number.  We should continue to 
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learn more about density bonuses, don’t give them away, but is currently not in favor 
of downzoning.   Commissioner Tenney stated that there is not enough information 
in Section 7.6 regarding the impacts of “reduced alternative critical mass…” for 
conclusions at this time.  Commissioner McCarroll stated that we must look at each 
problem such as sustainability, smart growth, etc., but doesn’t believe that growth 
control is good.  Mr. McCarroll believes that growth control and downzoning leads to 
an elitist community.  Mr. McCarroll believes we want Mammoth to change the way 
the Mountain changed the way they moved people.  Additionally, Mr. McCarroll 
stated that there are many things we can do to make Mammoth special, bit by bit, 
project by project.  Mr. McCarroll noted that mobility plans are critical to maintain  
projects as part of that approved according to smart growth principles.  The Town’s 
affordable housing mitigation and development impact fees are the highest in the 
nation.  We are not a developer friendly community because it is hard to get through 
the process because our zoning is amongst the toughest in the nation which is an 
indication of our community changing itself for the better.  All communities visited on 
the peer resort tour have a transfer of development rights which is different than 
harvesting development rights.  Commissioner Duggan  stated her appreciation of 
the Advocates general plan table and its specific recommendations but stated that 
she would not use the table as a goal to reduce the PAOT, but would use it as a 
discussion item to do the right thing and utilize it to identify which pieces of property 
are too valuable to develop.  Commissioner McCarroll stated that the PAOT is not a 
scientific number, but is useful for generating discussion.  The general plan should 
not be based plan on PAOT.   

 
The Commission broke for lunch at 12:30 and reconvened at 1:10 p.m.   

  
Regarding Policy Issue 2, Commissioner Tenney questioned the Town’s ability to 
ask the applicant how they would support our community.  Staff will research our 
peer resorts.   

 
Policy Issue 3:  Should the Bell-Shaped Parcel, Mammoth Creek Park, East 
Gateway, and a portion of the South Gateway properties be designated as 
“Open Space? 
Deputy Director Bill Taylor stated that housing is only proposed on that portion of 
South Gateway owned by Mammoth Unified School District, Mono County, Kern 
Community, and the Foundation.  Regarding population, Mammoth Creek Park, East 
Gateway and portions of South Gateway do not affect the population numbers but 
making the bell shaped parcel open space could reduce development by 450 PAOT.  
Community Development Director Mark Wardlaw stated that the Commission may 
recommend different language for different sites.  
Public Comments: 
(1) John Walter stated that Mammoth Creek Park should be open space with 
passive recreation.  A line should be drawn between multi-purpose facilities with 
parking versus a true park like facility.  East Gateway should be designated as a 
park now.  Mammoth Community Water District has provided no analysis of further 
need for industrial park.  Staff should review viewshed impacts.  Mr. Walter stated 
that under this general plan, if we proceed as we are now, we will reach build-out in 
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about 10 years.  Property between Mammoth Community Water District and 
Foundation should be set it aside now for a park.  (2) Jo Bacon stated that she 
receives comments that people see the East Gateway parcel as open space.  We 
should maintain it as open space and protect the Mammoth Mountain RV Park, the 
only year-round camping facility .  Maintain open space by the South Gateway skate 
park.  Also save the view corridor to the Sherwins, this should be an open view not a 
view between buildings.   
Commission comments:  Commissioner Saari opened discussion on conservation 
easements for the bell-shaped parcel.  Mr. Saari also stated that he did not believe 
that the actual parcel to be transferred to Mammoth Lakes Housing within the South 
Gateway parcel has been clearly defined, but is owned by the Foundation.  We must 
weigh all values in order to achieve a balanced community and maintain open 
space, housing, industrial, and commercial.  Commissioner McCarroll stated his 
general concern that as much flexibility as possible be given in order to affect the 
best possible outcome.  Additionally, designating open space may preclude us from 
something better.  Neil stated that he did not agree with the concept of designating  
OS for the bell-shaped parcel..  Putting a portion of the bell-shaped parcel into a 
conservation easement and developing the rest, could bring the Town money.  Mr. 
Saari favors the existing zoning.  The east portion of South Gateway could be OS, 
but the IP designation allows the town more flexibility.  State Highway 203 and RV 
Park also known as the North Gateway should be IP in order to allow flexibility.  
South Gateway should be in the IP designation in order to give the community as 
much flexibility as possible to deal with the future.   Mr. McCarroll stated that he 
would not necessarily be in favor of workforce housing without seeing a project.  The 
Planning Commission needs to be tough on a project by project basis.  Mammoth 
Creek Park language should be toughened as to what is allowed on the property.  
Commissioner Harvey agreed with Commissioner McCarroll’s comments.  
Commissioner Saari stated that he also agrees with Commissioner McCarroll and 
that flexibility is necessary.  Commissioner Tenney stated her agreement with the 
need to be flexible, but we also cannot miss opportunities.  Mrs. Tenney stated that 
North Gateway sets the mood, should be left as OS and a buffer for the industrial 
park and 203; East Gateway should be set aside as park.  Mrs. Tenney stated that 
she is not in favor making the west side of Mammoth Community Water District 
industrial.  Mrs. Tenney stated that she is troubled by Mammoth Creek Park and an 
IP designation.  With regard to the bell shaped parcel, a large portion of the open 
space could be boardwalks and leveraged as an asset of the town to realize some 
preservation and benefit; same thing with Mammoth Creek Park.  Staff will draft 
language.  Commissioner Duggan stated that she does not want to see the bell 
shaped parcel for condominiums, favors leaving as designated but more definitive,     
incorporating policies more so not so generalized.  Mrs. Duggan believes the 
transportation element key to be the key to success.     

 
VIII.  BUSINESS MATTERS 
 

1.  Fiscal Year Annual Planning Activities Report 2004-2005.  Staff contact: Craig 
Olson, x269.   
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Deputy Community Development Director Bill Taylor stated that comments or 
suggestions for changes should be forwarded to Craig Olson as soon as possible 
so the document may be forwarded to the Town Council and the State.    

 
IX. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 

1.  Director’s Department Report 
   
 Community Development Director Mark Wardlaw advised the Commission that 

members of the Town Council and Planning Commission toured five projects and 
discussed concerns about some of the details.  He will be writing a paper to the 
Town Council to request direction as to whether or not the Planning Commission 
and Town staff should spend time scoping out issues, which would require a 
reallocation of resources an affect the current work program.  Vice Chair Saari 
requested a written summary.   

 
X. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The meeting ended at 2:25 p.m. and adjourned to a Special Adjourned Meeting of 
December 14, 2005, at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers to hold a public hearing 
to take public testimony on General Plan Amendment Application 2003-01 Draft 
General Plan Update for the Town of Mammoth Lakes and the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report. 
 

Respectfully submitted,   
 
 
 
Mark Wardlaw  
Community Development Director  
 
 
 
Greta J. Boyer 
Administrative Assistant  
 



TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES PLANNING COMMISSION 
Special Adjourned Meeting 

Wednesday, December 14, 2005 – 6:00 p.m. 
Council Chambers, Suite Z 

Minaret Village Shopping Center 
 

MINUTES 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
  
 The meeting was called to order at 6:10 p.m.   
 
II. ROLL CALL 
 

Present were Commissioners Rhonda Duggan, David Harvey, Elizabeth 
Tenney, Vice Chair Roy Saari and Chair Neil McCarroll.  Also present 
were Mark Wardlaw, Community Development Director; Bill Taylor, 
Deputy Community Development Director; and Sonja Porter, Senior 
Planner.   

 
III. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 
 None.   
 
IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

1. General Plan Amendment Application 2003-01 Draft General Plan 
Update for the Town of Mammoth Lakes and the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report.  Receive public testimony.  No action 
will be taken.  

 
Chair McCarroll stated that the purpose of today’s meetings is to take 
public testimony, with all discussions being preliminary in nature.  There 
will be no definitive discussion until all public comments on Draft EIR are 
responded to by staff.  On January 9, 10, and 11, 2006, the Planning 
Commission will begin to definitively discuss policy issues as well as each 
issue of the general plan.   
 
The public hearing at was opened at 6:13 p.m.   
 
Pastor Justin Everson stated his appreciation of the hard work the 
Planning Commission has put into general plan process.  Pastor Everson 
also stated he has spoken with David Wilbrecht regarding non-profits in 
general, faith based or not, concerning the loss of a community center, 
little green church, and the pricing of land not allowing for places to be 
available for meetings.  Pastor Everson encouraged establishment of a 
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plan providing for non-profits in particular.  Also in the existing general 
plan, churches are acknowledged as an integral part of community; the 
proposed general plan deletes any mention of churches.  Pastor Everson 
asked for consideration of churches and non-profits in the proposed 
general plan.  Deputy Director Bill Taylor stated that additional language is 
provided in IP zone to allow places of pubic assembly, including churches.  
Commissioner Saari stated his concern about addressing this issue and 
requested additional information to assist him in making a rational 
conclusion.   
 
Andrea Clark, Executive Director for Mammoth Lakes Housing (MLH), 
stated that workforce housing is necessary for a viable, sustainable 
community.  Current town policy is to house 80 percent of the workforce 
within the urban growth boundary; at a later date, MLH may choose to 
assist in housing the remaining 20 percent outside of the community.  In 
order to address the changing needs of the community, MLH requires as 
much flexibility as possible within all land use designations of the general 
plan, except the Open Space and Forest Service designations .  Housing 
would be provided through both new and refurbished units.  Ms. Clark 
stated that the proposed residential reduction in maximum density will 
constrain the ability of MLH in continuing to house 80 percent of our 
workforce within the community; the residential zone should allow for 
something other than state density bonuses, also MLH requests additional 
flexibility in how bonuses are applied; it would be also be appropriate to 
have higher densities in the C1 and C2 zones; and the transit core allows 
up to 20 units per acre and up to double density for projects with additional 
community benefit--workforce meets that need. Mrs. Clark also stated that 
MLH believes that work force housing should be allowed in the IP 
designation.  The current proposed draft recommends housing only in the 
South Gateway portion of IP, which may not be the appropriate location.  
Proposed draft should allow for housing in an entire IP designation so that 
housing can be placed where appropriate.  Workforce housing should also 
be allowed in industrial zones with implementing measures.  MLH believes 
that housing for the workforce is a health and safety issue, yet there is no 
mention of housing in Community Health and Safety section of the 
proposed general plan.  Ms. Clark requested a reference to work force 
housing in the Community Health and Safety section and stated that 
density transfers should be maintained as an option.   
 
David Dahl, a partner in the Sierra Nevada Inn, requested C2 density 
modifications, as greater density should be in the commercial zone rather 
than the residential areas.  Mr. Dahl stated that if the Town makes it too 
difficult to redevelop existing properties, existing properties will not be 
redeveloped.  Mr. Dahl asked that the Planning Commission carefully 
consider the modification to the C2 zoning.    
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John Walter representing the Advocates for Mammoth stated that the 
proposed general plan does not consider the impacts on public lands and 
the effect if we double population.  Our visitors come here for the natural 
environment, yet the proposed general plan does not analyze the effect on 
the wilderness, trailheads, Lakes Basin, etc.  Secondly, the Town and 
Mammoth Mountain Ski Area (MMSA) are not talking to each other.  The 
fact that MMSA is looking at redevelopment has not been a secret, yet 
they lack mention in the proposed general plan.  MMSA is the biggest 
employer, provider of amenities and transit provider and their actions need 
to be incorporated into the document.  Mr. Walter pointed out that there is 
no analysis of schools, little of hospitals, fire departments, etc. that the 
Town does not have responsibility to provide mitigations, although CEQA 
indicates that the Town must analyze.  Mr. Walter stated that the EIR has 
many good things, but also some glaring deficiencies. If existing policies 
are not adequate to mitigate we should strengthen them or mitigate them 
by adopting a project with a smaller PAOT.  The attorney for the 
Advocates feels the EIR has shortcomings in the water and air quality 
areas.  The document emphasizes resort density to get amenities, the 
Vision Statement is about quality of life, and there is no mention of 
economic diversification or maintaining a village in the trees.  A 
Conservation Element is required but is not included.  Mr. Walter stated 
that the staff should consider Alamar’s proposal to sit down and go 
through process one more time--put another year into it; it is worth doing 
right.  Mr. Walter requested withdrawal of the EIR to bring the document 
up to speed and circulate for comment. 
 
Mary K. Prentice, a resident of Mammoth Lakes, read a letter and 
provided a copy to staff for entry into the record.     
 
Marshall Minobe, a member of GPAG, stated that he supports a 
community based approach and the policy papers do not answer basic 
question of what the setback to workforce housing goal might be.  The 
policy papers do not attack the interrelatedness of the general plan 
elements.  Mr. Minobe stated that we have not been as informed as we 
should have been and requested that he be shown the plan’s 
cohesiveness 
 
Wilma Wheeler, Chair of Range of Light, Sierra Club, submitted written 
comments, concerning the impact on surrounding Forest Service lands 
and other public lands.  Mrs. Wheeler stated that the increase in visitors 
will have great impact on areas like the Lakes Basin with overcrowding 
and over use.  Mrs. Wheeler also stated that we must also consider water 
uses.  Additionally, the redevelopment that Mammoth Mountain Ski Area 
is proposing is not considered in general plan and should be because it 
impacts the town and surrounding lands.  Mrs. Wheeler also submitted 
written comments on behalf of her and her husband.   
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Policy Issue 4:  Is workforce housing an appropriate use in the South 
Gateway Master Plan area (serving student, faculty, and general 
community)?  Deputy Director Bill Taylor advised the Commission that 
the IP designation identified for workforce housing is for the South 
Gateway area, totaling approximately 80 acres and approximately 360 
units, mostly student housing, uses accessory to the college, or available 
for workforce housing.   
Public Testimony:  Jo Bacon stated that college enrollment is declining 
and recommended that reservation of housing units without turning them 
over to another purpose.  John Walter stated that land should be set aside 
for faculty, dorms, etc., and to limit to auxiliary uses supported by 
institutions and community facilities such as a performing arts center.  
More housing will result in urban sprawl.  Mammoth Lakes Housing should 
be encouraged to fix up the older units.  Mary Prentice stated that the 
property is exquisite, with unequaled views, perfect for performing arts, 
conference center, amphitheatre--workforce housing would considered 
urban sprawl.  Mrs. Prentice encouraged redoing some of the older units 
in town  keep the college area a beautiful spot for community/educational 
arts center.  Marshall Minobe reinforced his point about how the policy 
papers do not do a good job satisfying and informing as he is unable to 
determine the types of impacts without sufficient analysis.    
Commission Comments:  Commissioner Tenney stated that her 
preference is leaning toward housing on the college campus for faculty 
and students.  The area between the college and the water district parcel 
should be dedicate to OS, could be park land.  Vice Chair Saari stated that 
the zoning language should be both flexible and integrated and is opposed 
to a 10 or 25 acre parcel being segregated from the college parcel.  There 
should be flexibility for affordable housing on the South Gateway, just not 
a segregated parcel.  Chair McCarroll stated his agreement with Vice 
Chair Saari regarding the need for flexibility of workforce housing in the IP 
zone.  Mr. McCarroll also asked for additional research of the 
appropriateness of applications considering representations made to the 
Forest Service when the property was acquired.  Mr. McCarroll stated that 
he cannot comment specifically until he sees a project application and 
would favor a master or specific plan for this area.  Commissioner Harvey 
stated that there are many different mitigation solutions available in the 
affordable housing area that we did not have three and four years ago—
the idea of utilizing older stock in town and excluding workforce housing 
from the South Gateway parcel may not allow us to meet needs.  He said 
that we require flexibility and, is therefore, leaning in the direction of 
housing in South Gateway area.  Commissioner Duggan stated that the 
original master plan of the Foundation at build-out included residences for 
staff and students and a large component for the arts.  Mrs. Duggan 
encouraged caution so as not to impact previous commitments; workforce 
for this segment should be of the highest standard and quality, should be 
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well defined, overall in favor, but the language should be tightened.  Vice 
Chair Saari stated that he has had no input from staff excluding the arts.    
Commissioner Tenney stated that she would consider housing in the IP 
zone subject to further specificity and adopted changes to the zoning.  In 
response to Marshall Minobe comments regarding the housing element, 
Mr. Taylor stated that the Housing Element has been incorporated into the 
proposed general plan and does meet the requirements of State.  E. L.  
Smoogen commented that housing should be regulated and asked that a 
definition of student be added so the community is aware for whom they 
are subsidizing housing. 
 
Policy Number 5:  Should the Draft General Plan establish controls to 
regulate the rate of development in the community?   
Public testimony: John Walter stated that we are currently growing at the 
rate of 700 units per year and anticipates that it will higher in the future.  
We should put in place a slow down mechanism that will work; don’t give 
density bonuses, don’t make it easier for the developer.  The best way to 
slow down is to take out things that add development, like density 
bonuses and incentives and add them later if there is not enough 
development.  Marshall Minobe stated that in the past 5 years the growth 
rate has caused stresses in the community and recommended a study of 
other communities that have added growth control measures.  What is the 
growth rate that will stabilize our community and help alleviate some of the 
stresses that have occurred?   
Commission comments:  Commissioner Harvey stated that market forces 
will dictate how fast and how long we will grow.  Real estate development 
is cyclical, all triggered by different things that are hard to analyze.  Our 
past eight years of good development and growth are not normal, 
considering that we have one of the toughest resort towns in America 
within which to develop.  In light of our affordable housing mitigation and 
development impact fees, a developer must prove to his investment 
institution that there is a market and viability to building in our area.  
Commissioner Harvey stated that he is not in favor of permit cap as it 
does not solve the problem, but could compound it.  Commissioner 
Harvey stated that we need common sense approaches.  Chair McCarroll 
stated that he is leery of caps and believes that option 1 is way to deal 
with this issue.  Commissioner Saari stated his concern is that the product 
being built is condominium hotels.  Commissioner Tenney stated that this 
is her largest issue, and her fear that we are not getting the best possible 
outcome because we are not meeting the vision.  Mrs. Tenney stated that 
the peer resort tour was an eye opener.  Mrs. Tenney feels that 
development is coming too fast.  Mrs. Tenney noted that Missoula has 
adopted a lighting ordinance based on ours; unfortunately, we have not 
been able to enforce the lighting ordinance except on a complaint basis. 
Mrs. Tenney also expressed her concern about how we take it slower to 
make sure it turns out okay.  Our town can be fabulous and must be the 
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best we can make it.  How do we assure we do it better than anybody 
else?  A quick pace does not allow the Planning Commission to do their 
due diligence.  Mrs. Tenney stated that she did not believe caps was the 
answer.  The staff and Commission must take the time necessary to do 
their job correctly.  Commissioner Duggan stated that Aspen had limited 
their permits; she was shocked at the small number of permits that they 
did issue, and limiting them did not solve the problems.     
Further public testimony:  John Walter questioned that if caps were not the 
answer, then what will happen in two years when we are not meeting the 
water needs.  The Commission should determine some mechanism to 
slow development if monitoring programs say slow down.  Dieter Fiebiger 
questioned when and how we apply the brakes.  In the 70s and 80s it took 
many years to institute a water moratorium, now we’re down to three 
years, can we use this as a thermometer?  After two years of drought, can 
we use this as a measurement?    
 
Policy Issue 6:  Should the Draft General Plan set an objective of 
achieving LOS C or better, or should the Draft General Plan increase 
the Level of Service (LOS) standard for traffic performance from LOS 
C or better?  
Senior Planner Sonja Porter stated that LOS D has been the Town’s 
policy since 1997.  If the policy changes, roads would have to be widened, 
sidewalks removed, and the visual character of the town could be 
impacted.   
Public testimony: John Walter representing the Advocates for Mammoth 
stated a problem with Level D because if we accept a Level D we are 
setting ourselves up for failure when we have snow storms--we need to 
set a higher goal.  Once again, Mr. Walter stated that the reduced 
development alternative would make it easier.  Marshall Minobe stated 
that the Town has spent a lot of money on traffic modeling, yet we don’t 
continue to use it as a tool to address different alternatives.  Mr. Minobe 
proposed that the traffic model be used for more modeling to support 
planning activities.   
Commission comments:  Vice Chair Saari stated that traffic is a big 
concern. Moving from a LOS D to C could cause additional problems; our 
real goal should be to reduce from level D.  Reducing to a Level C has 
great consequences that as a Commissioner he would not recommend.  
Chair McCarroll stated that Level D is consistent with sidewalks, etc., 
making a more attractive community.  Mr. McCarroll recommended that 
we develop solutions that recognize who we are, what we are, and strive 
to get our residents and visitors out of cars.  We must continue to 
emphasize getting people out of cars by building strategic parking 
facilities--thus shrinking Main Street to make it more pedestrian oriented 
could improve our community.  Commissioner Harvey stated that our goal 
should be to be better than Level D.  Mr. Harvey noted that his dream walk 
would be from Mammoth Creek Park to the Village on sidewalks.  Mr. 
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Harvey stated that making larger roads and intersections will not solve our 
problems and believes that we can have a Lionshead-type transportation 
in Mammoth.  Transportation this summer was nice with the trolley; 
moving to a Level C as a standard defeats what we have been working 
toward the last several years.  Commissioner Duggan stated that a slower 
pace makes for a better community feel.  Mrs. Duggan stated that she 
cannot approve of making roads bigger to improve traffic flow.  Anything 
we can do to improve traffic flow is not tied to widening our roads but is 
tied to other issues that should be addressed.  Our policy of Level D with a 
goal to improve is appropriate.  Commissioner Tenney stated that our goal 
to leave cars at the lodging is based on our ability to provide adequate 
transportation.  Mammoth Mountain Ski Area has limited its parking and 
must provide fun, reliable, and frequent transportation.  Additionally, Mrs. 
Tenney felt that striving to achieve better than Level D should be our goal 
as a community but that it does not have to be our standard.   
Commissioner McCarroll stated that we are much larger than our peer 
resorts and because of our size we have issues they don’t have; 
transportation is an issue that we are facing.  Mr. McCarroll noted that the 
traffic through North Village is a problem and is going to continue to be a 
problem but there are solutions.  Mr. McCarroll’s concern is the level of 
traffic now.  Commissioner Duggan stated the need to address other 
options.  Senior Planner Sonja Porter noted that the Town does have a 
traffic model working in conjunction with our GIS that is used on a regular 
basis.  John Walter stated that we must consider the total traffic and must 
work with Mammoth Mountain Ski Area more.  Dieter Fiebiger stated that 
last January he spoke to the Commission about parking, how to get 
people out of their cars, and his suggestion at that time was to consider a 
huge parking structure as you come in to town that connects with a bus 
system that brings our visitors into town.   
 

V.  REPORT 
 

1. Director’s Department Report 
 

Director Mark Wardlaw recommended that the Commission adjourn to 
Tuesday, December 20, 2005, at 6:00 p.m. to continue with Policy Issues 
7-16.   
 
Thereafter, January 9, 2006, meeting has been rescheduled to 6:00 p.m., 
January 10, 2006, remains at 9:00 a.m. and January 11, 2006, remains at 
9 a.m.   
 

VI. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The meeting ended at 9:00 a.m. and adjourned to a Special Adjourned 
Meeting of Tuesday, December 20, 2005, at 9:00 a.m. in the Council 
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Chambers to hold a public hearing to take public testimony on General 
Plan Amendment Application 2003-01 Draft General Plan Update for the 
Town of Mammoth Lakes and the Draft Program Environmental Impact 
Report. 
 

Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
 
Mark Wardlaw 
Community Development Director 
 
 
 
Greta J. Boyer  
Administrative Assistant  
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