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APPENDIX A  

NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) AND INITIAL STUDY 



 





































































 



 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B  

RESPONSES TO THE NOP AND EIR SCOPING MEETING 
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Nancy Peterson Walter 

Cultural Resource Section Trans-Sierran makes it clear there needs to be monitoring but some 
archeological resources need to be investigated further yet it is given little significance…you 
don’t know what is below the ground until you get there and I think it would behoove you once 
the snow melts the archeologist can get in there to do some of this testing.  You may find you 
have to relocate some of your buildings.   

Jo Bacon 

• Aesthetics:  I would request that you do a mapping of the tree heights since building 
height is going to be such a consideration and whether or not the staff comment says 50 
to 55 feet above the tree canopy it would be nice to know how tall those trees really are.  
And when you do your mock up you choose various points around town not just right 
there at Minaret in the low point looking up, but farther away and even in fact I know you 
are not using the new general plan but there is an excellent graph in there showing where 
to consider the view points; it would be nice to have mock up from those locations for 
comparisons.   

• Density:  And you have heard from everybody tonight trying to figure out the 
calculations from the density and all that is very confusing; please make it as simple as 
you can make that would be the better for everybody.   

• Alternatives:  9B – in the CEQA document that Craig had prepared with the staff 
comments talks about the 200 foot maximum height building not being consistent – I 
would ask that in your alternatives section that you also analyze the 160 foot level and the 
140 foot level sections and not just the 200 foot level when you are looking at your 
impacts  

• Noise:  11A – for the noise;  I question the fact that it would not produce noise levels that 
were in excess of the other EIR especially when it says there are more units for visitors 
and affordable housing.  So I question that comment and would ask you to look at the 
noise impact.   

• Public Services:  13A– Fire Protection; the staff comments say that the physical/density 
amount expected to change and therefore there is no effect but I doubt that the 1991 plan 
talked about trying to fight the fire in a 200 ft. tall building, So I would ask that there be 
an analysis of that in the fire protection area. 

• Air Traffic Patterns: 15C where it is talking about air traffic patterns where it says that 
proper lighting would provide mitigation, however nowhere in the aesthetics area was 
there a mention of what that proper lighting of the building might be and the impacts of 
it. 
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John Walter 

• Aesthetics: I would really like to know what it’s going to look like from 395 Lake Mary 
Road and Mammoth Lake Trail.   

• Air Quality: The noxious odors is marked that there won’t be any, I suggest you look at 
what all these buses are running from.  Particularly since you are taking out the 
mitigation when you transport people from this area to the ski area I assume there are 
going to have to be buses or something to substitute for that 30% and that is where I am 
going to have to rely on smelling diesel fuels.  

• Hazards: The project will, I take it, says it won’t affect the emergency plan and 
evacuation.  I think it will because it is right up against wildfire, right up against the more 
forested area of town.  You really have to appreciate having the right kind of escape 
corridors and things like that from that layout.  From one thing that’s been encouraged in 
South America ….looks like this project might be right in way of where lahar (i.e., 
mudslide) comes down if we were on the perk of the mountain ridge …. 20 feet of snow 
up there and we could get quite a mud flow swimming right there down that whole 
canyon side and I think that needs to be analyzed.  A heightened fire protection.   

• Recreation and parks detected no problem, you said you are not going to include them, I 
would refer you to the comments on recreation and parks to particularly Mammoth 
mountain’s comments on the inadequacy of the park analysis of the current EIR plan 
before you make that conclusion.  I think you really have to go back and look and make 
sure that the parks are being adequately handled and I think you have ask yourself what 
was not considered and that is how this project is going to affect the access to public 
lands including Mammoth mountain where you have a base area community to occupant 
capacity of how many units are going to be there and how many units it can take.   

• Transportation: The transportation model needs to be completely re-evaluated with the 
latest up-to-date data and I think you’ve got to factor in the rather disturbing problems 
we’re seeing in transportation lately not just go back to old studies.  We’ve got current 
measurements ….before this data turns into a mess.  We hope your studies will factor in 
up-to-date things and I think they have to factor in increased traffic because you are 
taking out the mitigation measures, which was the people mover.  While you are at it 
refers us to the comments on the current (General Plan) EIR and that should be carefully 
looked at. 

Julie Yost 

• Transportation:  There is a plan for a round-about at Minaret and Meridian, is that 
correct?  Did I see something referring to it when I was looking at this?  
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Terri McCracken

From: Rob Carnachan [robcarn@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 11:14 AM
To: terri@cajaeir.com
Subject: Sierra Star - e-mail comment sent to Town

________________________________

From: Ken Klein - ML [mailto:gumdoc@earthlink.net]
Sent: Saturday, February 04, 2006 5:00 PM
To: Craig Olson
Subject: SIERRA STAR MASTER PLAN

I am opposed to the Sierra Star Master Plan, in particular the proposed 200 foot building.
The latest Master Plan proposal (for Sierra Star) is so egregious in scope and intent in 
defying all logic and common sense that it is a tribute to the democratic process that it 
was not rejected out of hand. In the Environmental Initial Study, the Senior Planner 
determined that the proposed project MAY have a "potential significant impact" or 
"potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment. That is quite an 
understatement as thirteen (13) of seventeen (17) environmental factors would be effected 
by the project.
The Planning Commission and the Town Council have a fiduciary responsibility to act in the
best interest of the majority of voting citizens. We have seen dramatic growth and 
development within the town over the past five years and the infrastructure (including 
police, fire, transportation, traffic, access [to the Post Office, Vons, and restaurants],
open space and water) is already being strained. It is time to take a deep breath and 
evaluate the impact of current development on quality of life issues before permitting 
additional mass density projects. Wise and prudent predecessors on the Planning Commission
and Town Council have provided reasonable and acceptable standards for building height, 
population density and set-back requirements. These are currently being subverted by so-
called "Master Plans" and/or excessive mitigation. The town of Mammoth Lakes is losing its
soul, and if the unbridled development continues unchecked, I propose that the town 
consider changing its name to Mitigation Lakes.

Ken Klein
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1.0  INTRODUCTION

1.1  Purpose

WRA biologists performed a biological assessment of the proposed Intrawest-Sierra Star
Development (Project Site), located on a 70-acre parcel in Mammoth Lakes, Mono County,
California (Figure 1). The purpose of the assessment was to determine:

1)  habitat suitability and subsequent likelihood of occurrence of special status wildlife and
plant species potentially occurring on the site;

2) the presence of wetlands or waters potentially subject to federal jurisdiction under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act; and

3) the presence of stream or riparian areas potentially subject to state jurisdiction under
Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code;

A biological assessment provides general information on the potential presence of sensitive
species or habitats.  The biological assessment is not an official protocol level survey for listed
species that may be required for project approval by local, state, or federal agencies.  However,
specific findings on the occurrence of any species or the presence of sensitive habitats may require
that protocol surveys be conducted.  This assessment is based on information available at the time
of the study and on conditions that were observed in site photographs.

1.2  Description of Proposed Project

The proposed Sierra Star Development Project (Project) proposes to develop approximately 70
acres within the existing Sierra Star Golf Course.  The proposed development in the golf course
would be comprised of residential housing and a resort hotel, accommodating 1,251 residential and
hotel units.  The Project will provide overnight accommodations, residences, and commercial
facilities to the users of the Sierra Star Golf Course, residents of the Town of Mammoth Lakes, and
visiting recreationists.  The Project will contain multi- and single-family residences, restaurants,
retail stores, and affordable housing sites.  A two-lane paved road will be constructed between
Minaret Road and Main Street (Highway 203), providing the primary access to the development.
Several smaller roads will be constructed to access the individual building sites.  The Project will
require the culverting of portions of two existing drainages for road crossings and location of
residential and commercial facilities.

The Project is to be completed in three phases.  Phase 1 will include construction of Grove Road,
the main north/south roadway connecting Minaret Road and Main Street.  Phase 1 is to be
completed during the 2006 construction season.  Phase 2 will include an affordable housing area,
associated roads and parking located east of Fairway 8 and will be completed during the 2007
construction season.  Phase 3 will include commercial and residential housing located west of
Grove Road and will be completed during the 2008 construction season.  No detailed development
plans have yet been created for Phases 2 and 3.
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1.3  General Project Site Description

The Project Site is located in Mammoth Lakes, Mono County, California.  The site includes various
undeveloped parcels or portions of parcels surrounding the Sierra Star Golf Course located at
Minaret Road and Meridian Boulevard.  Meridian Boulevard borders the golf course to the south,
Main Street to the north, and residential developments lie along the east and west borders.  Minaret
Road bisects the golf course.  The Project Site is entirely surrounded by golf fairways and
residential and/or commercial development and is characterized by Jeffrey pine forest with a sparse
understory. 

1.4  Regulatory Background

1.4.1  Special Status Species

Special status species include those plants and wildlife species that have been formally listed, are
proposed as endangered or threatened, or are candidates for such listing under the federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA) or California Endangered Species Act (CESA).  These Acts afford
protection to both listed and proposed species.  In addition, California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) Species of Special Concern, which are species that face extirpation in California
if current population and habitat trends continue, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Birds of
Conservation Concern, sensitive species included in USFWS Recovery Plans, and CDFG special
status invertebrates are considered special status species.  Although California and USFWS
species of concern generally have no special legal status, they are given special consideration
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  In addition to regulations for special status
species, most birds in the United States, including non-status species, are protected by the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918.  Under this legislation, destroying active nests, eggs, and young
is illegal.  Plant species on California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Lists 1 and 2 are also
considered special status plant species.  Impacts to these species are considered significant
according to CEQA.  The CNPS List 3 and 4 plants have little or no protection under CEQA, but
are included in this analysis for completeness.  (The assessment may also include species of local
concern as indicated by the USFWS list for the quad/county, or as designated by a City or County).

1.4.2  Sensitive Plant Communities and Aquatic Features

Sensitive habitats include habitats that fulfill special functions or have special values, such as
wetlands, streams, and riparian habitat.  These habitats are regulated under federal regulations
(such as the Clean Water Act), state regulations (such as the Porter-Cologne Act, the CDFG
Streambed Alteration Program, or the CEQA), or local ordinances or policies (city or county Tree
Ordinances, Special Habitat Management Areas or General Plan Special Land Use areas).

Waters of the United States

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regulates “Waters of the United States” under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act.  “Waters of the U.S.” are defined broadly as waters susceptible to use
in commerce, including interstate waters and wetlands, all other waters (intrastate waterbodies,
including wetlands), and their tributaries (33 CFR 328.3).  Potential wetland areas, according to the
three criteria used to delineate wetlands stated in the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation
Manual (1987), are identified by the presence of (1) hydrophytic vegetation, (2) hydric soils, and
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(3) wetland hydrology.  Areas that are inundated for sufficient duration and depth to exclude growth
of hydrophytic vegetation are subject to Section 404 jurisdiction as “other waters” and are often
characterized by an ordinary high water line (OHW).  Other waters, for example, generally include
lakes, rivers, and streams.  The placement of fill material into “Waters of the U.S.” (including
wetlands) generally requires an individual or nationwide permit (NWP) from the Corps under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Waters of the State

“Waters of the State” are defined by the Porter-Cologne Act as “any surface water or groundwater,
including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state.”  The RWQCB protects all waters in its
regulatory scope, but has special responsibility for isolated wetlands and headwaters.  These
waterbodies have high resource value, are vulnerable to filling, and are not systematically protected
by other programs.  RWQCB jurisdiction includes “isolated” wetlands and waters that may not be
regulated by the Corps under Section 404.  “Waters of the State” are regulated by the RWQCB
under the State Water Quality Certification Program which regulates discharges of fill and dredged
material under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control
Act.  Projects that require a Corps permit, or fall under other federal jurisdiction, and have the
potential to impact “Waters of the State,” are required to comply with the terms of the Water Quality
Certification determination.  If a proposed project does not require a federal permit, but does
involve dredge or fill activities that may result in a discharge to “Waters of the State,” the RWQCB
has the option to regulate the dredge and fill activities under its state authority in the form of Waste
Discharge Requirements or Certification of Waste Discharge Requirements.

Streams, Lakes, and Riparian Habitat

Streams and lakes, as habitat for fish and wildlife species, are subject to jurisdiction by the CDFG
under Sections 1600-1616 of the State Fish and Game Code.  Alterations to or work within or
adjacent to streambeds or lakes generally require a 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement.  The term stream, which includes creeks and rivers, is defined in the California Code
of Regulations (CCR) as follows: “a body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently
through a bed or channel having banks and supports fish or other aquatic life.  This includes
watercourses having a surface or subsurface flow that supports or has supported riparian
vegetation” (14 CCR 1.72).  In addition, the term stream can include ephemeral streams, dry
washes, watercourses with subsurface flows, canals, aqueducts, irrigation ditches, and other
means of water conveyance if they support aquatic life, riparian vegetation, or stream-dependent
terrestrial wildlife (CDFG ESD 1994).  Riparian is defined as, “on, or pertaining to, the banks of a
stream;” therefore, riparian vegetation is defined as, “vegetation which occurs in and/or adjacent
to a stream and is dependent on, and occurs because of, the stream itself” (CDFG ESD 1994).
Removal of riparian vegetation also requires a Section 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement from CDFG.

Sensitive Plant Communities

Sensitive plant communities include habitats that fulfill special functions or have special values.
Natural communities considered sensitive are those identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the CDFG.  CDFG ranks sensitive communities as ‘threatened’ or ‘very
threatened’ and keeps records of their occurrences in its Natural Diversity Database.  Sensitive
plant communities are also identified by CDFG on their List of California Natural Communities
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Recognized by the CNDDB.  Impacts to sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFG or USFWS must be considered and evaluated under
the California Environmental Quality Act (California Code of Regulations: Title 14, Div. 6, Chap. 3,
Appendix G).

2.0  METHODS

A site visit was conducted by WRA biologists on July 26, 2006, to determine (1) plant communities
present within the Project Site, (2) if existing conditions provided suitable habitat for any special
status plant or wildlife species, and (3) if sensitive habitats were present.  Biological resources in
the Project Site were also assessed in the past during field surveys conducted by a wildlife biologist
on June 16 through 18, 1990 and by a botanist on June 26 through 27, 1990 (Town of Mammoth
Lakes 1991).  More recently, an update to the EIR Biotic Resources Report was prepared by
Resource Concepts, Inc. (RCI) for the Sierra Star Master Plan on February 17, 2003.  The following
materials were reviewed prior to conducting the site visit: aerial photographs, 2006 permit
applications for the Corps, RWQCB, and CDFG permits, a wetland delineation report (Resource
Concepts, July 17, 2006), USGS topographic maps, current CNDDB records (CDFG 2006), and
the CNPS on-line inventory (2006).  In addition, the Soil Survey of Mono County, California [U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA)] was examined to determine if any unique soil types that could
support sensitive plant communities and/or aquatic features could be present in the Project Site.

2.1  Plant Communities

Plant communities were classified based on existing descriptions developed by the Preliminary
Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California (Holland 1986).  However, in some
cases it is necessary to identify variants of plant community types or to describe non-vegetated
areas that are not described in the literature.

2.2  Sensitive Habitats and Aquatic Features

Plant communities identified within the Project Site were evaluated to determine if they are
considered sensitive under federal or state regulations or policies.  Special methods used to
determine potential jurisdiction under these regulations and policies are given below.

2.2.1  Wetlands and Waters
 
On July 27, 2006, a Section 404 jurisdictional wetland delineation was performed by biologists from
WRA and Christopher Joseph & Associates within the Project Area.  The purpose of this study was
to  determine if any wetlands and “waters” potentially subject to jurisdiction by the Corps, RWQCB,
or CDFG were present.  The delineation was based on methods contained in the Corps Manual
(Environmental Laboratory 1987).  The Project Site was evaluated for the presence of wetland
indicators including dominance by hydrophytic plant species, presence of hydric soils, and
presence of wetland hydrology.  A summary of potential wetland and waters observed in the Project
Site is provided in Section 3.2.1 of this report.
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2.2.2  Riparian Habitat

An inspection of aerial photographs and site photographs was conducted to determine if the banks
of drainages, streams, and other aquatic features within the Project Site supported hydrophytic or
stream-dependent woody plant species (riparian species).  In addition, CDFG, RWQCB, and Corps
application packages were reviewed to determined whether riparian habitat was noted during
studies conducted by the RCI Environmental Specialist.

2.3  Special Status Species

2.3.1  Literature Review

Potential occurrence of special status species on the Project Site was evaluated by first
determining which special status species have potential to occur in the vicinity of the Project Site
through a literature and database search.  Database searches for known occurrences of special
status species included the Old Mammoth 7.5 minute USGS quadrangle and the eight surrounding
USGS quadrangles.  The following sources were reviewed to determine which special status plant
and wildlife species have been documented to occur in the vicinity of the Project Site:

1. California Natural Diversity Database records (CNDDB) (CDFG 2006)
2. USFWS Quadrangle Species Lists (USFWS 2006)
3. CNPS Electronic Inventory records (CNPS 2006)
4. CDFG publication “California’s Wildlife, Volumes I-III” (Zeiner et al. 1990)
5. CDFG publication “Amphibians and Reptile Species of Special Concern in

California” (Jennings 1994)

2.3.2  Species Assessment

A species assessment was conducted by evaluating the suitability of habitats within the Project Site
for those species recorded within the vicinity of the site.  Potential for special status species to
occur in the Project Site was then evaluated according to the following criteria:

(1) Not Present. Habitat on and adjacent to the site is clearly unsuitable for the species
requirements (foraging, breeding, cover, substrate, elevation, hydrology, plant community,
site history, disturbance regime).

(2) Unlikely.  Few of the habitat components meeting the species requirements are present,
and/or the majority of habitat on and adjacent to the site is unsuitable or of very poor
quality.  The species is not likely to be found on the site.

(3) Moderate Potential.  Some of the habitat components meeting the species requirements
are present, and/or only some of the habitat on or adjacent to the site is unsuitable.  The
species has a moderate probability of being found on the site.

(4) High Potential.  All of the habitat components meeting the species requirements are
present and/or most of the habitat on or adjacent to the site is highly suitable.  The species
has a high probability of being found on the site.
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(5) Present.  Species is observed on the site or has been recorded (i.e. CNDDB, other
reports) on the site recently.

Appendix A presents the special status plant and wildlife species with a potential to occur within
the Project Site, their habitat requirements, and a rating of potential for occurrence.  A site visit was
conducted to evaluate habitat suitability and to determine the potential for the Project to impact
special status plant and wildlife species. 

3.0  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The following sections present the results and discussion of the biological assessment for special
status species and sensitive habitats within the Project Site.  A map of plant communities and
sensitive habitats including aquatic features is provided in Figure 2. 

3.1  Plant Communities

Jeffrey pine-fir forest is the dominant plant community within and surrounding the Sierra Star Golf
Course parcels.  Within the Project Site, this community has been disturbed and fragmented by
various types of developments, including roads, homes, and a golf course (Figure 2).  Jeffrey pine-
fir forest is not recognized as sensitive in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the
CDFG.  The forest canopy consists of Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi), red fir (Abies magnifica), white
fir (Abies concolor), and lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta).  Common understory plants are
comprised of montane chaparral species, including Great Basin sagebrush (Artemesia tridentata),
tobacco brush, (Ceanothus velutinus), greenleaf manzanita (Arctostaphylos patula), creeping
snowberry (Symphoricarpos mollis), and wax currant (Ribes cereum).  The drainages contain
herbaceous plants such as mule ears (Wyethia mollis), sedges (Carex spp.), and yarrow (Achillea
millefolium).  This plant community has an open understory, well-drained soils and transitions into
subalpine coniferous forest and lodgepole pine forest at its upper elevation limit.

3.2  Sensitive Habitats

The Corps of Engineers regulates “waters of the United States” under Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act.  Such “waters” include a variety of features including streams, wetlands, and
impoundments.  Based on our initial review of available literature and photographs covering the
Project Site, our biological assessment focused on three types of features–wetlands, other waters,
and riparian habitat.

3.2.1  Other “Waters of the United States” and “Waters of the State”

Two unnamed streams were observed in the Project Site, identified on Figure 2 as Drainage A and
Drainage B.  Drainage A is a hydrologically isolated, remnant channel that may have been
connected to the stormwater system.   This feature did not exhibit any connection to a Water of the
U.S.  Drainage A did not contain well-defined bed and bank topography and did not exhibit signs
of recent flow, such as sediment deposits or scour.  Accumulation of pine cones and leaf litter also
indicate that the feature did not convey water during the recent spring runoff resulting from snow
melt. 
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Drainage B is an ephemeral stream that flows between two golf course fairways (Figure 2).  The
channel is intermittently open and culverted under the golf course, discharging into a subsurface
stormwater system that eventually flows into Mammoth Creek.  The channel has flowing water only
during and for a short duration following precipitation events in a typical year; runoff from rainfall
and snow melt is the primary source of hydrology.  The streambed is located above the water table
year-round, therefore groundwater is not a primary source of water for stream flow.  This feature
meets the definition of “waters of the U.S.” and “waters of the State”, as it is inundated for sufficient
duration and depth to exclude growth of hydrophytic vegetation, convey water, and is defined by
the presence of an ordinary high water (OHW) mark.  All areas that are below or contained by an
OHW mark are considered to be “waters of the United States” and “waters of the State”. 

3.2.2  Wetlands

In addition to the drainages described in the previous section, one potential jurisdictional wetland
feature was observed just south of Minaret Road.  This feature appeared to be sustained by
groundwater seepage that surfaced near the base of an earthen dam impounding a constructed
pond.  This area supported a predominance of hydrophytic vegetation, including wetland-classified
northern willow herb (Epilobium ciliatum) and fireweed (Epilobium angustifolium).  Sampled soil was
determined to be hydric, as it exhibited a low chroma matrix and was distinct from soils observed
in an adjacent upland area.  Direct evidence of hydrology was also observed, in the form of
sediment deposits, a well defined drainage pattern within the wetland, and algal mats on the soil
surface.  The wetland drained into a two foot-wide channel that entered a culvert, flowed under a
newly constructed road off-site, and eventually entered a stormwater ditch.  The wetland and
associated channel did not exhibit a hydrologic connection to a jurisdictional “water of the U.S.”,
however, it did eventually flow into the stormwater system along Minaret Road.  The jurisdictional
status of this wetland would need to be verified by the Corps. 

3.2.3  Riparian Habitat

Drainages within the Project Site did not support hydrophytic or stream-dependent woody plant
species (riparian species).  In addition, the presence of riparian habitat was not noted during past
biological studies. 

3.3  Special Status Species

3.3.1  Wildlife

The site visit did not constitute a protocol-level survey for potentially occurring special status wildlife
species; however, if a special status species is observed during the site visit, its presence was
recorded and potential impacts were evaluated under CEQA.  Eighty-one special status species
of wildlife have been recorded in the vicinity of the Project Site.  Appendix A summarizes the
potential for occurrence for these species.  Of these species, 20 species are not likely to ever be
present, 57 wildlife species are unlikely to occur, and ten species have a moderate potential.  One
species has a high potential for occurrence, Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis).

Many of the species were considered unlikely to occur because the Project Site is surrounded by
development and a golf course.  The species that were present during the site assessment or with
a high or moderate potential for occurrence are discussed below.
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High Potential

Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis), Western Bat Working Group (WBWG) Low-Medium
Priority.    This bat species is known for its ability to survive in urbanized environments.  It is also
found in heavily forested settings.  Day roosts are found in buildings, trees, mines, caves, bridges
and rock crevices.  Night roosts are associated with man-made structures.  This species may
forage over the waters of the ponds and nearby grassland habitat.  Suitable roosting and foraging
habitat is available on site.

Moderate Potential

Long-eared myotis (Myotis evotis).  WBWG Medium Priority.  Long-eared myotis is a bat
species that primarily inhabits coniferous forest and woodland, including juniper, ponderosa pine,
and spruce-fir.  It typically forages over rivers, streams, and ponds within the forest-woodland
environment.  During summer, it roosts in a wide variety of structures, including cavities in snags,
under loose bark, stumps, buildings, rock crevices, caves and abandoned mines.  During winter,
it typically hibernates primarily in caves and abandoned mines.  Suitable foraging habitat is
available on site.

Fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes).  WBWG High Priority.  This bat species has been found
in hot desert scrubland, grassland, xeric woodland, sage-grass steppe, mesic old-growth forest,
and multi-aged subalpine coniferous and mixed-deciduous forest.  Xeric woodlands (oak and
pinyon-juniper) appear to be the most commonly used.  Where available, caves, buildings,
underground mines, rock crevices in cliff faces and bridges are used for maternity and night roosts,
while hibernation has only been documented in buildings and underground mines.  Tree-roosting
has also been documented in Oregon, New Mexico, and California.  Suitable roosting and foraging
habitat is available on site.

Long-legged myotis (Myotis volans).  WBWG High Priority.  Habitat of the long-legged myotis
is primarily coniferous forests, but the species also occurs seasonally in riparian and desert
habitats.  They establish roosts in trees, rock crevices, fissures in stream banks, and buildings.
Caves and mines are not used in the day, but M. volans can be captured there at night (Van Zyll
de Jong, 1985).  Suitable roosting and foraging habitat is available on site.

California Gull (Larus californicus).  CDFG Species of Special Concern.  California Gulls live
in areas that contain lakes, marshes, and along the seacoast.  They also reside on offshore
islands, near rivers, agricultural land, and garbage dumps.  When breeding, they often construct
their nests near shrubs by bodies of water.   Suitable roosting and foraging habitat is available on
site. 

Vaux’s Swift (Chaetura vauxi).  CDFG Species of Special Concern.  Vaux's Swifts generally
can be found in old-growth forests consisting of coniferous and deciduous vegetation.  Very
important to swifts' nesting grounds are large, hollow trees that are either dead or alive (Bull,
Collins 1993).  During the breeding season, Vaux's Swifts occupy forests of coast redwood and
Douglas firs.  They forage for food in naturally occurring openings in the forest and along streams
as well as high above the tree-tops.   Suitable roosting and foraging habitat is available on site. 
 
Lewis’ Woodpecker (Melanerpes lewis).  USFWS, Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC).



11

Lewis' Woodpeckers prefer logged or burned out areas.  They prefer old growth woodlands rather
than dense forest.  In winter they choose oak woodland or commercial orchards such as almond
and walnut and pecan trees (Winkler et al. 1995).  Suitable roosting and foraging habitat is
available on site. 

White-headed Woodpecker (Picoides albolarvatus).  USFWS BCC.  White-headed Woodpecker
requires mature ponderosa pine stands.  They have also been found in ornamental gardens, mixed
ponderosa pine/Douglas fir forest, Douglas fir forest, Engelmann spruce/lodgepole pine forest and
black cottonwoods.  Suitable roosting and foraging habitat is available on site. 

Olive-sided Flycatcher (Contopus cooperi).  USFWS BCC.  This species historically used
recently burned areas, but now that most fires are suppressed, it often takes advantage of areas
that have been logged, as well as other clearings and edges, which are superficially similar to
post-fire stands.

Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii adastus).  State Endangered.  Found in willow thickets
and other brushy areas near streams, marshes, or other wetlands, and in clear-cuts and other open
areas with nearby trees or brush.  May forage and nest in the Project Site.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus).  Federal Endangered.  Breeds
in California from the Mexican border north to Independence in the Owens Valley, the South Fork
Kern River, and the Santa Ynez River in Santa Barbara County.  May forage and nest in the Project
Site.

3.3.2  Plants

Based upon a review of the resources and databases given in Section 2.3.1, 31 special status plant
species have been documented to occur in the general vicinity of the Project Site.  Appendix A
summarizes the potential for occurrence and habitat requirements for special status plant species
in the Project Site. WRA conducted a protocol-level rare plant survey on July 26, 2006, which
captured peak blooming periods of all special status plant species with potential to occur within the
Project Site.  Plant species were identified to the level necessary to determine if they were rare or
not; no special status species were found in the Project Site.  A list of observed species is provided
in Appendix B. 

4.0  CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results of the biological assessment, eleven special status wildlife species have a
moderate or high potential to occur within the Project Site; their potential habitat may be impacted
by the proposed Project.  Sensitive aquatic habitat features, including two drainages and one
potential wetland feature, were also identified within the Project Site.  No special status plant
species were observed during the assessment. 

The following sections present recommendations for future studies and/or measures to avoid or
reduce impacts to these sensitive resources.



12

4.1  Sensitive Plant Communities and Aquatic Features

4.1.1  Wetlands and Waters

The jurisdictional delineation identified a potential wetland and two drainages that have the potential
to be considered jurisdictional by the Corps, CDFG, and Regional Water Quality Control Board.
Results of the wetland delineation study will be submitted to the Corps for verification.  Impacts to
aquatic or wetland features are considered a potentially significant impact and would need to be
authorized through Section 404 and 401permits.  Impacts to the bed or bank of any stream or
tributary channel may also require a CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement.  

Waters of the U.S. including Wetlands

The potential water features identified within the Project Site appear to be ephemeral.  For the Los
Angeles Corps District, the 300 linear foot fill limit allowed under the Nationwide Permit Program,
does not apply to ephemeral streams.  The area of mapped wetlands was less than 0.5 acre, the
upper limit allowed to be filled under the Nationwide Permit Program.  It is expected that impacts
to both potential wetland and water features can be permitted under the Nationwide Permit
Program. 

“Waters of the State”

When the Corps of Engineers issues a permit for fill of “waters of the United States”, it must also
receive a Certification of Water Quality from the RWQCB under Section 401 of the Clean Water
Act.  The Regional Boards often follow the Corps lead on jurisdictional issues.  However, in cases
when the Corps does not exert federal jurisdiction over either wetlands or streams due to
exemptions or exclusions from the Clean Water Act, the State claims these features as “waters of
the State”.  In addition, the CDFG also regulates fill within streams under Section 1600 of the Fish
and Game Code.  Both the RWQCB and the CDFG use similar definitions of “bed and bank” for
determining their jurisdiction in streams.  However, the CDFG also requires that the stream support
aquatic life.

For the golf course site, all the areas described above would also be “waters of the State” and
subject to regulation by both RWQCB and CDFG, even if the Corps does not exert jurisdiction.  It
is possible that the ephemeral streams may not require a Section 1600 Streambed Alteration
Agreement if it can be shown they do not possess “aquatic life”.  However, even these features can
be regulated and are subject to permitting depending upon the local policies. 

4.2  Plants

WRA conducted a protocol-level rare plant survey on July 26, 2006, which captured peak blooming
periods of all special status plant species with potential to occur within the Project Site.  The site
visit confirmed their absence with certainty; therefore, potential adverse impacts to special status
plants are not expected to occur as a result of the proposed Project. 
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4.3  Wildlife

4.3.1  Bats

Suitable roost habitat is present for four special status bat species: long-eared myotis, long-legged
myotis, fringed myotis and Yuma myotis.  Potential roost habitat within the Project Site includes any
mature (>25" dbh) tree stand and any large snags or felled trees.  To avoid impacting breeding or
hibernating bats, it is recommended that tree and snag removal occur in September and October,
after the bat breeding season and before the bat hibernation season.  If snag and tree removal is
to take place outside of this time frame, a bat survey should be conducted.  If no roosting bats are
found during the survey, no further mitigation would be required.  If bats are detected, a 50-foot
buffer exclusion zone should be established around each occupied snag or tree until the roosting
period has ended.  Implementation of these impact avoidance measures would reduce potential
impacts to roosting bats to a less than significant level.

4.3.2  Birds

Since raptors and other birds may potentially nest within the trees and shrubs that occur in and
adjacent to the Project Site, there is a potential for construction-related impacts to nesting birds.
Snags are also an important habitat requirement for cavity nesting bird species.  Disturbance that
results in the abandonment of an active nest is considered a significant impact.

There are two approaches to avoid impacts to these species.  The first approach is to limit
construction to September through March, when birds are not nesting.  The second approach is
to conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting birds (a standard CEQA requirement) if
construction is to take place during the nesting season.  The purpose of these surveys is to avoid
project-related impacts and establish a disturbance buffer if nests are located.  A minimum
exclusion buffer of 25 feet is required by CDFG for songbird nests, and 200 to 500 feet for raptor
nests, depending on the species and location.
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LIST OF POTENTIAL SPECIAL STATUS PLANT AND ANIMAL SPECIES
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Appendix A.  Special status wildlife and plant species that may occur, or are known to occur in habitats

similar to those found in the Project Area.  List compiled from the California Department of Fish and

Game (CDFG) Natural Diversity Database (CDFG 2006) and USFW S Species lists (USFW S 2006) of

Old Mammoth, Mammoth Mountain, June Lake, Bloody Mountain, Crestview, Convict Lake, Dexter

Canyon, Crystal Crag, and W hitmore Springs USGS 7.5 minute quadrangles.

SPECIES STATUS* HABITAT POTENTIAL FOR

OCCURRENCE

Mammals

Townsend’s western big-

eared bat

Corynorhinus townsendii

townsendii

CSC Primarily found in rural

settings in a wide variety of

habitats including oak

woodlands and mixed

coniferous-deciduous forest. 

Day roosts highly associated

with caves and mines.  Very

sensitive to human

disturbance.

Unlikely.  Study Area

surrounded by

development and

disturbance.

W estern small-footed myotis

Myotis ciliolabrum

W BW G:

Medium

Priority

Commonly found in arid

uplands of California.  Feeds

on a variety of small flying

insects.  Seeks cover in

caves, buildings, mines,

crevices, and occasionally

under bridges.

Unlikely.  Study Area

lacks suitable roosting

habitat.

long-eared myotis

Myotis evotis

W BW G:

Medium

Priority

Primarily a forest associated

species.  Day roosts in

hollow trees, under

exfoliating bark, rock

outcrop crevices and

buildings.  Other roosts

include caves, mines and

under bridges.

Moderate Potential. 

Study Area contains

suitable day roosts.

fringed myotis

Myotis thysanodes

W BW G:

High

Priority

Associated with a wide

variety of habitats including

mixed coniferous-deciduous

forest and redwood/sequoia

groves.  Buildings, mines

and large snags are

important day and night

roosts.

Moderate Potential. 

Study Area contains

suitable day roosts.
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long-legged myotis

Myotis volans

W BW G:

High

Priority

Generally associated with

woodlands and forested

habitats.  Large hollow trees,

rock crevices and buildings

are important day roosts. 

Other roosts include caves,

mines and buildings.

Moderate Potential. 

Study Area contains

suitable day roosts.

Yuma myotis

Myotis yumanensis

 W BW G:

Low-

Medium

Priority 

Known for its ability to

survive in urbanized

environments.  Also found in

heavily forested settings. 

Day roosts in buildings,

trees, mines, caves, bridges

and rock crevices.  Night

roosts associated with man-

made structures.

High Potential.  Study

Area contains suitable day

roosts and species is not

sensitive to disturbances.

spotted bat

Euderma maculatum

CSC Prefers ponderosa pine

forest or marshland. Roosts

in small cracks found in cliffs

and stony outcrops.

Unlikely.  Study Area

lacks suitable roosting

habitat.

 western mastiff bat

Eumops perotis californicus

CSC Found in a wide variety of

habitat.  Distribution appears

to be tied to large rock

structures which provide

suitable roosting sites,

including cliff crevices and

cracks in boulders.

Unlikely.  Study Area

lacks suitable roosting

habitat.

Mt. Lyell shrew

Sorex lyelli

CSC Found in high elevation

riparian areas in the

southern Sierra Nevada.

Requires moist soils, lives in

grass or under willows, uses

logs for cover.

Unlikely.  Only known to

occur at high elevation in

Yosemite National Park. 

Sierra Nevada bighorn

sheep

Ovis canadensis californiana

FE All bighorn sheep migrate

between high mountain

slopes in the summer and

foothill slopes in winter. They

live in areas that are rarely

disturbed by humans.

Unlikely.  Study Area is

disturbed and surrounded

by development.

Pygmy rabbit

Brachylagus idahoensis

CSC Requires tall, dense, large-

shrub stages of sagebrush,

greasewood, and

rabbitbrush.

Unlikely.  Study Area is

south of known range.
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Mono Basin (Sierra Nevada)

mountain beaver

Aplodontia rufa californica

CSC

Typically occur in dense

riparian-deciduous and

open, brushy stages of most

forest types.  Typical habitat

in the Sierra Nevada is

montane riparian.

Unlikely.  Typical habitat

not present in Study Area.

Sierra Nevada snowshoe

hare

Lepus americanus tahoensis

CSC Occurs in boreal zones of

riparian communities. They

typically occupy altitudes

between 5000 and 8000

feet.

Unlikely.  Study Area is

south of known range.

W estern white-tailed

jackrabbit

Lepus townsendii

CSC Frequents pastures and

cultivated grainfields,

bordered by willow thickets

and wild rose tangles, as

well as the native

short-grass sagebrush

plains.

Unlikely.  Typical habitat

not present in Study Area.

Sierra Nevada red fox

Vulpes vulpes necator

ST Dense vegetation and rocky

areas are used for cover and

den sites. Prefer forests

interspersed with meadows

or alpine fields.

Unlikely.  Rare species at

higher elevations.

California wolverine

Gulo gulo luteus

ST Uses caves, logs, and

burrows for den sites.

Requires water source.

Hunts in more open areas.

Disperses long distances.

Unlikely.  Study Area is

disturbed and surrounded

by development.

American marten

Martes americana

CSC Prefers mixed evergreen

forests with more than 40%

crown closure. Particularly

likes old-growth conifers and

snags with cavities for dens.

Unlikely.  There are

recorded occurrences in

the mammoth ski area,

however, the  Study Area

is disturbed and

surrounded by

development.

fisher

Martes pennanti

CSC Primarily inhabit mixed

conifer forests composed of

Douglas fir and associated

conifers. They prefer heavy

stands of mixed species of

mature timber. They prey on

a variety of small and

medium sized mammals.

Unlikely.  There are

recorded occurrences in

the mammoth ski area,

however, the  Study Area

is disturbed and

surrounded by

development.
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American badger

Taxidea taxus

CSC This nocturnal carnivor

prefers to live in dry, open

grasslands, fields, and

pastures.

Unlikely.  Study Area is

disturbed and surrounded

by development.

Birds

Double-crested Cormorant

Phalacrocorax auritus

CSC They require water for

feeding and nearby perches,

such as rocks, sandbars,

pilings, , wires, trees or

docks for resting on and

drying out during the day.

Unlikely.  Quality aquatic

habitat not available.

American Bittern

Botaurus lentiginosus

CSC Occurs in fresh emergent

wetlands, often hiding,

resting, and roosting

solitarily amidst tall, dense,

emergent vegetation, on

ground, or near ground on

log, stump, or on emergent

plants.

Unlikely.  Dense

emergent vegetation not

present.

Snowy Egret (rookery)

Egretta thule

SLC W idespread along shores of

coastal estuaries, fresh and

saline emergent wetlands,

ponds, slow-moving rivers,

irrigation ditches, and wet

fields.  Feeds primarily on

small fish, crustaceans and

large insects.

Unlikely.  Dense

emergent vegetation not

present.

Bald Eagle

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

 FT, SE,

CFP

Requires large bodies of

water, or free-flowing rivers

with abundant fish adjacent

snags or other perches. 

Nests in large, old-growth, or

dominant live tree with open

branchwork.

Unlikely.  Suitable aquatic

habitat not available.

Northern Harrier

Circus cyaneus

CSC Frequents meadows,

grasslands, rangelands,

fresh and saltwater

emergent wetlands

throughout California.  Nests

in shrubby vegetation on

ground.

Unlikely.  Study Area is

disturbed and surrounded

by development.

Sharp-shinned Hawk

Accipiter striatus

CSC Generally associated with

woodland habitats.  Typically

nests in isolated areas away

from human disturbance.

Unlikely.  Study Area is

disturbed and surrounded

by development.
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Coopers Hawk

Accipiter cooperii

CSC Inhabits areas with dense

tree stands or patchy

woodlands.  Usually nests in

deciduous riparian areas or

second-growth conifer

stands near streams. 

Unlikely.  Study Area is

disturbed and surrounded

by development.

Ferruginous Hawk

Buteo regalis

CSC Frequents open grasslands,

sagebrush flats, desert

scrub, low foothills

surrounding valleys and

fringes of pinyon-juniper

habitats.

Unlikely.  Suitable nest

trees are on site, but

typical foraging area is

not.

Swainson’s Hawk

Buteo swainsoni

ST Breeds in stands with few

trees in juniper-sage flats,

riparian areas and oak

savannah.  Requires

adjacent suitable foraging

areas such as grasslands or

grain fields supporting

rodent populations.

Unlikely.  Suitable nest

trees are on site, but

typical foraging area is

not.

Northern Goshawk

Accipiter gentilis

CSC Prefers dense, mature

conifer and deciduous forest

usually near open space.

Usually nests on north

facing slopes near water.

Unlikely.  Typical nesting

habitat not available in the

Study Area.

Prairie Falcon

Falco mexicanus

CSC Inhabits dry, open terrain. 

Breeding sites located on

cliffs.  Forages widely.

Unlikely.  Suitable nesting

habitat not available.

American Peregrine Falcon

Falco peregrinus anatum

FD, SE,

CFP

W inters throughout Central

Valley.  Requires protected

cliffs and ledges for cover. 

Feeds on a variety of birds,

and some mammals,

insects, and fish.

Unlikely.  Suitable nesting

habitat not available.

Osprey

Pandion haliaetus

CSC Nests in tree tops near

ocean shores, bays, fresh-

water lakes, and larger

streams.

Unlikely.  Suitable aquatic

habitat not available.

Long-billed Curlew

Numenius americanus

CSC W inters in large coastal

estuaries, upland

herbaceous areas, and

croplands.  Breeds in

northeastern California in

wet meadow habitat.

Unlikely.  Suitable

foraging habitat not

available.
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California Gull

Larus californicus

CSC Overwinters on farmland

and along the Pacific coast

from southern W ashington

to Guatemala

Moderate Potential. 

Mono Lake is the second

largest California Gull

rookery in North America.

California Spotted Owl

Strix occidentalis

occidentalis

CSC Resides in dense, old

growth, multi-layered mixed

conifer, redwood, and

Douglas fir habitats.

Unlikely.  Typical nesting

habitat not present.

Short-eared Owl

Asio flammeus

CSC Found in open, treeless

areas with elevated sites for

perches and dense

vegetation for roosting and

nesting.

Unlikely.  Typical nesting

and foraging habitat not

present.

Long-eared Owl

Asio otus

CSC Inhabit open woodlands,

forest edges, riparian strips

along rivers, hedgerows,

juniper thickets, woodlots,

and wooded ravines and

gullies. Breeding habitat

must include thickly wooded

areas for nesting and

roosting with nearby open

spaces for hunting.

Unlikely.  Typical nesting

and foraging habitat not

present.

Great Grey Owl

Strix nebulosa

SE Resident of mixed conifer or

red fir forest habitat, in or

near meadows. Requires

large diameter snags with

high canopy closure.

Unlikely.  Typical nesting

habitat not present.

Flammulated Owl

Otus flammeolus

CSC Prefers mature stands of

ponderosa pines and Jeffrey

pines with douglas fir

understory.

Unlikely.  Typical nesting

and foraging habitat not

present.

W estern Burrowing Owl

Athene cunicularia hypugea

CSC Frequents open grasslands

and shrublands with perches

and burrows.  Preys upon

insects, small mammals,

reptiles, birds, and carrion. 

Nests and roosts in old

burrows of small mammals.

Unlikely.  Typical nesting

and foraging habitat not

present.

Greater Sage Grouse

Centrocercus urophasianus

CSC They are typically found in

areas with low, rolling hills

adjacent to valleys. They

prefer medium-density

sagebrush mixed with a

variety of other plants.  

Unlikely.  Typical sage

brush habitat minimal

within Study Area.
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Black Swift

Cypseloides niger

CSC Breeds in small colonies on

cliffs behind or adjacent to

waterfalls in deep canyons

and sea-bluffs above surf. 

Forages widely.

Unlikely.  Suitable nesting

habitat not available.

Vaux’s Swift

Chaetura vauxi

CSC Forages high in the air over

most terrain and habitats but

prefers rivers/lakes. 

Requires large hollow trees

for nesting.

Unlikely.  Preferred

foraging habitat not

available.

Lewis’ W oodpecker

Melanerpes lewis

FW S:BCC Found in riparian areas,

nests in cavities excavated

by other woodpeckers.

Moderate Potential.

Large snags present on

Study Area. 

W hite-headed W oodpecker

Picoides albolarvatus

CSC Strongly associated with

pine forests of the Transition

and lower Canadian life

zones. Breed primarily

between 4000 to 7500 feet

in elevation.

Moderate Potential.

Large snags present on

Study Area.

Olive-sided Flycatcher

Contopus cooperi

FW S:BCC Most often found in montane

conifer forests where tall

trees overlook canyons,

meadows, lakes or other

open terrain

Moderate Potential.

Possible summer resident.

W illow Flycatcher 

Empidonax traillii adastus

SE Found in willow thickets and

other brushy areas near

streams, marshes, or other

wetlands, and in clear-cuts

and other open areas with

nearby trees or brush.

Moderate Potential.

Possible summer resident.

Southwestern W illow

Flycatcher

Empidonax traillii extimus

FE Breeds in California from the

Mexican border north to

Independence in the Owens

Valley, the South Fork Kern

River, and the Santa Ynez

River in Santa Barbara

County.

Moderate Potential.

Possible summer resident.

California Horned Lark

Eremophila alpestris actia

CSC The Horned Lark inhabits

open ground with short

grass or scattered bushes.

Unlikely.  Typical open

habitat not abundant in

Study Area.
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Yellow-headed Blackbird

Xanthocephalus

xanthocephalus

Their habitat requirements

are similar to those of

Red-winged Blackbirds, but

Yellow-headed Blackbirds

require larger wetlands with

deeper water.

Unlikely. Preferred large

wetland areas not present

in Study Area.

Bank Swallow

Riparia riparia

ST Migrant in riparian and other

lowland habitats in western

California.  Nests in riparian

areas with vertical cliffs and

bands with fine-textured or

sandy soils in which to nest.

Unlikely.  Typical nesting

area not present in Study

Area.

LeConte’s Thrasher

Toxostoma lecontei

CSC A ground nesting bird of

successional-scrub habitat.
Unlikely.  Typical nesting

area not present in Study

Area.

Loggerhead Shrike

Lanius ludovicianus

CSC Prefers open habitats with

scattered shrubs, trees,

pots, utility lines from which

to forage for large insects. 

Nest well concealed above

ground in densely-foliaged

shrub or tree.

Unlikely.  Typical open

habitat not abundant in

Study Area.

Yellow W arbler

Dendroica petechia

CSC Prefers areas of scattered

trees, dense shrubbery, and

any other moist, shady areas

Unlikely.  Typical dense

shrub habitat not abundant

in Study Area.

Virginia W arbler

Vermivora virginiae

CSC Preferred habitats include

scrub oak and other

chaparral, pinyon-juniper

brushland, pine and oak

woodlands.

Moderate Potential. 

Suitable habitat present in

Study Area.

Yellow-breasted Chat

Icteria virens

CSC Requires dense riparian

thickets of willows, vine

tangles, and dense brush

associated with streams,

swampy ground and the

borders of small ponds

Unlikely.  Typical dense

shrub habitat not abundant

in Study Area.

Brewer’s Sparrow

Spizella breweri

CSC Prefers extensive, unbroken

stands of sagebrush and

bitterbrush.

Unlikely.  Typical sage

brush habitat minimal

within Study Area.

Bell’s Sage Sparrow

Amphispiza belli belli

CSC Nests in chaparral with

dense stands of chamise.

Nests beneath shrubs.

Unlikely.  Typical brush

habitat minimal within

Study Area.

Reptiles and Amphibians
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Panamint alligator lizard 

Elgaria panamintina

CSC Occurs only in Inyo and

southeastern Mono

counties.

Unlikely.  Typical desert

habitat not in Study Area.

northern sagebrush lizard

Sceloporus graciosus

graciosus

BLM:

Sensitive

Ground dweller usually

found near bushes, logs, or

rocks. Needs good light,

open ground, and scattered

low bushes.

Low Potential.  Suitable

habitat not present in

Study Area.

Owens Valley web-toed

salamander

Hydromantes sp.

CSC Prefers granite rock

exposures, talus, and rock

fissures, near seepages

from streams or melting

snow

Unlikely.  Typical granite

rock outcroppings not

present.

Mt. Lyell salamander

Hydromantes platycephalus

CSC Found in massive rock

areas in mixed conifer, red

fir, lodgepole pine, and

subalpine habitats between

4000 to 11,600 feet in

elevation. Active on the

surface only when free water

is available.

Unlikely.  Typical granite

rock outcroppings not

present.

Yosemite toad

Bufo canorus

CSC Found in vicinity of central

High Sierras 6400 to 11,300

feet in elevation. Prefers wet

meadows and seasonal

ponds associated with

conifer forest. 

Unlikely.  Golf course

ponds only aquatic habitat

available.

Northern leopard frog

Rana pipiens

CSC It prefers to live where there

is a permanent body of

standing or slowly flowing

water, and among the

aquatic vegetation of such

places.  May be found in golf

courses.

Unlikely.  Golf course

ponds may provide

suitable habitat but there

are no recorded

occurrences near Study

Area.

mountain yellow-legged frog

Rana muscosa

CSC Found in sunny riverbanks,

meadow streams, and

isolated pond of the High

Sierra usually higher than

4500 feet in elevation.

Always encountered within a

few feet of water. Tadpoles

may require up to two years

to complete development.

Unlikely.  Aquatic habitat

in Study Area either

unsuitable or highly

disturbed.

Fishes
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Mountain sucker

Catostomus platyrhynchus

CSC The mountain sucker lives in

mountain streams with clear

cold water with sand,gravel,

or boulder bottoms.

Not Present.  Suitable

aquatic habitat not

available.

Owens sucker

Catostomus fumeiventris

CSC Inhabits silty to rocky pools

and runs of creeks in Owens

River drainage.

Not Present.  Suitable

aquatic habitat not

available.

Amargosa pupfish

Cyprinodon nevadensis

amargosa

CSC Found in the Amargosa

River northwest of Saratoga

Springs in Death Valley.

Not Present.  Outside of

range.

Owens tui chub

Gilia bicolor snyderi

FE, SE Prefer undercut banks or

aquatic plants to provide

cover from predatory birds.

Owens tui chubs of all ages

spend the winter in deeper

waters.

Not Present  Suitable

aquatic habitat not

available.

Owens pupfish

Cyprinodon radiosus

FE, SE Prefers habitats with good

water quality, vegetation and

a silt or sand-covered

substrate along the Owens

River.

Not Present  Suitable

aquatic habitat not

available.

Owens speckled dace

Rhinichthys osculus

CSC Inhabits rocky riffles, runs

and pools of headwaters,

creeks and small to medium

rivers.

Not Present  Suitable

aquatic habitat not

available.

Lahontan cutthroat trout

Oncorhynchus clarki

henshawi

FT Historically found in all

accessible cold waters of the

Lahonton Basin. Cannot

tolerate other salmonids.

Requires gravel riffles in

streams for spawning. 

Not Present  Suitable

aquatic habitat not

available.

Paiute cutthroat trout

Oncorhynchus clarki

seleniris

FT Requires cool well-

oxygenated waters. Cannot

tolerate the presence of

other salmonids. Requires

clean gravel for spawning. 

Not Present.  Suitable

aquatic habitat not

available.

Sacramento perch

Archoplites interruptus

CSC Originally occurs in

vegetated sloughs, pools of

sluggish rivers and lakes;

now most common in ponds

and impoundments

Unlikely.  Suitable aquatic

habitat consists of golf

course pond.
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Longfin Smelt

Spirinchus thaleichthys CSC

Found close to shore, in

bays and estuaries and

ascends coastal streams to

spawn however, there are

landlocked populations.

Not Present.  Suitable

aquatic habitat not

available.

Sacramento splittail

Pogonichthys

macrolepidotus

FT, CSC Splittail are primarily

freshwater fish, but are

tolerant of moderate salinity

(saltiness) and can live in

water with salinities of 10-18

parts per thousand.  Found

in Sacramento Delta.

Not Present Suitable

aquatic habitat not

available.

Red Hills roach

Lavinia symmetricus

CSC Found in small streams near

Sonora. Found in areas with

serpentine soil. 

Not Present Outside of

range.

Invertebrates

vernal pool fairy shrimp

Branchinecta lynchi

FT Inhabit small, clear-water

sandstone-depression pools,

grassy swales, slumps, or

basalt-flow depression

pools.

Not Present.  Suitable

habitat not present in

Study Area.

vernal pool tadpole shrimp

Lepidurus packardi

FE Pools commonly found in

grass bottomed swales of

unplowed grasslands. 

Some pools are mud-

bottomed and highly turbid.

Not Present.  Suitable

habitat not present in

Study Area.

valley elderberry longhorn

beetle

Desmocerus californicus

dimorphus

FT Occurs in  mature elderberry

bushes in the Central Valley.

Adults are rarely

encountered, but their

presence is inferred by

distinctive oval emergence

holes in elderberry

branches. Prefers to lay

eggs in branches 2-8 inches

in diameter.

Not Present.  Suitable

habitat not present in

Study Area.

Plants

Arabis cobrensis

Masonic rock cress

List 2 Great Basin sagebrush

scrub, pinyon and juniper

woodland, on sandy soils. 

Blooming period June-July. 

1375-2800 m. 

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit. 
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Arabis pinzliae

Pinzl's rock cress

FSC,

List 1B

Deep, loose, sandy to

gravelly granitic scree or

alluvium in mostly steeply-

sloped dry drainages,

avalanche chutes, and snow

depressions on north to east

aspects, in the subalpine

conifer forest, subalpine

sagebrush, and alpine fell-

field zones. Blooming period

July. 3000 - 3350 m.

Not Present.  Site is

below typical species

elevation range and it

does not support suitable

subalpine or alpine

habitats. Furthermore,

species was not observed

during July site visit. 

Astragalus johannis-howellii

Long Valley milk-vetch

SR, 

List 1B

Great Basin sagebrush

scrub.  In sandy volcanic

ash or pumice with

sagebrush scrub. 

2030-2530m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit. 

Astragalus lemmonii

Lemmon’s milk-vetch

List 1B Great Basin sagebrush

scrub, meadows and seeps,

marshes and swamps. 

Lakeshores, meadows and

seeps. Blooming period

May-August. 1280-2200m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit. 

Astragalus monoensis var.

monoensis

Mono milk-vetch

SR, 

List 1B

Great Basin scrub, and

upper montane coniferous

forest/ pumice, gravelly or

sandy.

Blooming period

Jun-August.

2110 - 3355 m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit. 

Botrichium ascendens

upswept moonwort

List 2 Lower montane coniferous

forest.  Grassy fields,

coniferous woods near

springs and creeks.

Blooming period July-

August. 1500-2060m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit. 

Carex scirpoidea ssp.

pseudoscirpoidea

single-spiked sedge

List 2 Alpine boulder and rock

fields, meadows and seeps,

subalpine coniferous forest

(rocky)/mesic, often on

carbonate soils.  Blooming

period July-September.

3200-3700 m.

Not Present.  Site is

below typical species

elevation range and it

does not support suitable

subalpine or alpine

habitats. Species was not

observed during July site

visit. 
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Crepis runcinata ssp. hallii

Hall’s meadow hawksbeard

List 2 Mojave desert scrub,

pinyon-juniper woodland. 

Moist, alkaline valley

bottoms.  Blooming period

May-July.  375-2100m.

Not Present.  Site is

above typical species

elevation range and it

does not support suitable

pinyon juniper or alkaline

wetland habitat. Species

was not observed during

July site visit. 

Draba breweri var. cana

hoary draba

List 2 Alpine boulder, rock field, 

meadows, seeps, and

subalpine coniferous forest.

Blooming period July.

3000 - 3505 m.

Not Present.  Site is

below typical species

elevation range does not

support subalpine, alpine,

or  upper montane

meadow habitats. Species

was not observed during

July site visit.

Draba incrassata

Sweetwater Mountains

draba

List 1B Alpine boulder and rock

field.  Endemic to the rhyolite

substrates of the

Sweetwater Mtns, on loose,

steep talus slopes. Blooming

period July-August.

2500-3500m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.

Draba lonchocarpa var.

lonchocarpa

spear-fruited draba

List 2 Alpine boulder and rock

field.

Blooming period Jun-July.

3000 - 3295 m.

Not Present.  Site is

below typical species

elevation range and it

does not support suitable

subalpine or alpine

habitats.  Species was not

observed during July site

visit.

Draba praealta

subalpine draba

List 2 Meadows and seeps. 

Blooming period Jul-August.

2500 - 3415 m.

Not Present.  Site does

not support suitable upper

montane meadow and

seep habitats.  Disturbed

site conditions would likely

preclude the occurrence of

this species. 

Elymus scribneri

Scribner’s wheat grass

List 2 Alpine boulder and rock

field.  On rocky slopes.

Blooming period July-

August. 2900-4200m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.
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Epilobium howellii

subalpine fireweed

List 1B Meadows, subalpine

coniferous forest.  W et

meadows, mossy seeps.

Blooming period July-

August. 1970-2700m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.

Helodium blandowii

Blandow’s bog-moss

List 2 Meadows and seeps,

subalpine coniferous forest. 

Moss growing on damp soil.

Moss.  2000-2700m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.

Hulsea brevifolia

short-leaved hulsea

List 1B Lower and upper montane

coniferous forest/ granitic or

volcanic, gravelly or sandy.

Blooming period May-

August. 1500 - 3200m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.. 

Hulsea vestita ssp.

inyoensis

Inyo hulsea

SLC,

List 2

Chenopod scrub, Great

Basin scrub, pinyon and

juniper woodland / rocky.

Blooming period April -

June. 1645 - 3000 m.

Not present.  Site does

not support chenopod

scrub, or juniper woodland

habitats.  Species was not

observed during July site

visit.

Ivesia kingii var. kingii

alkali ivesia

List 1B Meadows, great basin scrub,

playas.  Alkaline meadows,

alkaline flats, and low-lying

alkaline basins; w/Distichlis,

Sporobolus, Juncus, etc.

Blooming period June-

August. 1200-2130m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.

Kobresia bellardii

seep kobresia

List 2 Alpine boulder and rock field

(mesic), meadows and

seeps (carbonate), and

subalpine coniferous forest. 

Blooming period August.

2955 - 3230 m.

Not Present.  Site does

not support suitable

subalpine or alpine

habitats. Species was not

observed during July site

visit.

Lupinus duranii

Mono Lake lupine

List 1B Great Basin scrub,

subalpine coniferous forest,

and upper montane

coniferous forest/ volcanic

pumice, gravelly

Blooming period May-August

2000 - 3000 m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.

Lupinus lepidus var.

culbertsonii

Hockett Meadows lupine

List 1B Meadows and seeps, upper

montane coniferous forest

(mesic, rocky).  Blooming

period July-August.  2440-

3000 m. 

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.
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Pedicularis crenulata

scalloped-leaved lousewort

List 2 Meadows and seeps.  Near

streams in wet meadows.

Blooming period June-July.

2100-2300m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.

Phacelia inyoensis

Inyo phacelia

List 1B Meadows and seeps. 

Alkaline meadows. 

Blooming period April-

August. 1025-3200m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.

Potamogeton filiformis

slender-leaved pondweed

List 2 Shallow, clear water of

freshwater marshes and

swamps, drainage channels,

edges of ponds and lakes. 

300-2150 m.  Blooms May-

July.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.

Potamogeton robbinsii

Robbins's pondweed

List 2 Marshes and swamps (deep

water, lakes).

Blooming period July-August

1585 - 3300 m.

Not Present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.

Salix brachycarpa ssp.

brachycarpa

short-fruited willow

List 2 Alpine dwarf scrub,

meadows and seeps,

subalpine coniferous forest/

carbonate soils.

Blooming period June-July.

3200 - 3500 m.

Not present.  Site is

below typical species

elevation range and it

does not support suitable

subalpine, alpine, or upper

montane meadow

habitats. Species was not

observed during July site

visit.

Salix nivalis

snow willow

List 2 Alpine dwarf scrub. 

Blooming period July-

August. 3100 - 3500 m.

Not present.  Site is

below typical species

elevation range and it

does not support suitable

subalpine or alpine

habitats.  Species was not

observed during July site

visit.

Scirpus pumilus

dwarf bulrush

List 2 Alpine dwarf scrub.  W et

sites, limestone soils. 

Blooming period August. 

2875-3250m.

Not present.  Site is

below typical species

elevation range and it

does not support suitable

subalpine or alpine

habitats.  Species was not

observed during July site

visit.
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Sedum pinetorum

Pine City sedum

List 3 Unknown habitat

requirements. Known only

from the type collection from

deserted Pine City above

Mammoth.  Blooming period

July.  2650 - 2650 m.

Not present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.

Sphaeromeria potentilloides

var. nitrophila

alkali tansy-sage

List 2 Meadows and seeps,

playas. Usually alkaline

soils.  Blooming period

June-July. 2100-2400m.

Not present.  Species

was not observed during

July site visit.

* Key to status codes:

Status codes used above are: 

FE - Federal Endangered

FT - Federal Threatened

FC - Federal Candidate

FD - Federal Delisted

FSC - United States Fish and W ildlife Service Federal Species of Concern

USFW S BCC Fish and W ildlife Service Bird of Conservation Concern

NMFS - Species under the Jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Service

SE - State Endangered, CFP - CDFG Fully Protected Animal

CSC - CDFG Species of Special Concern, CSC (Draft) - 4 April 2001 Draft CDFG Species of Special

Concern

CFP - California Fully Protected

SLC - Species of Local Concern

W BGB- W estern Bat W orking Group

None - No status given but rookery sites are monitored by CDFG      

List 1B - CNPS 1B List, Endangered, Threatened, or Rare in California



A-18

APPENDIX B

LIST OF OBSERVED PLANT AND ANIMAL SPECIES



B-2

Appendix B.  List of animal and plant species observed in the Project Site during the site visit
conducted on July 26, 2006.

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME

Wildlife

Mammals

Spermophilus lateralis Golden-mantled Ground Squirrel

Sylvilagus nuttallii Nuttall’s Cottontail

Tamias sp. Chipmunk

Tamiasciurus douglasii Douglas’s squirrel

Ursus americanus American black bear (scat)

Birds

Anas platyrhynchos Mallard

Sphyrapicus ruber Red-breasted Sapsucker

Colaptes auratus Northern Flicker

Contopus sordidulus Western Wood Peewee

Cyanocitta stelleri Steller’s Jay

Nucifraga columbiana Clark’s Nutcracker

Corvus brachyrhynchos American Crow

Corvus corax Common Raven

Poecile gambeli Mountain Chickadee

Sitta canadensis Red-breasted Nuthatch

Sitta pygmaea Pygmy Nuthatch

Junco hyemalis Dark-eyed Junco

Turdus migratorius American Robin

Plants

Abies magnifica red fir

Abies concolor white fir

Achillea millefolium yarrow

Achnatherum hymenoides rice grass
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Agoseris retrorsa spear-leaf agoseris

Agrostis idahoensis Idaho bentgrass

Allium sp. onion

Amsinckia menziesii var. intermedia common fiddleneck

Angelica lineariloba Sierra angelica

Antennaria rosea pink pussytoes

Arabis platysperma broad-seeded rock cress

Arabis rectissima Bristly-leaved rock cress

Arctostaphylos patula green leaf manzanita

Artemisia ludoviciana tarragon

Artemisia tridentata Great Basin sagebrush

Aster ascendens long-leaved aster

Bromus japonicus Japanese brome

Calochortus leichtlinii subalpine Mariposa lily

Calyptridium umbellatum var. umbellatum pussy paws

Camomila suaveolens pineapple weed

Carex abrupta abrupt-beaked sedge

Carex athrostachya slender beaked sedge

Ceanothus cordulatus snow bush

Ceanothus velutinus tobacco bush

Chenopodium album goosefoot

Chrysolepis chrysophylla golden chinquapin

Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus rabbit-brush

Corallorhiza striata striped coral root

Crepis acuminatus long-leaved hawksbeard

Daucus pusillus rattlesnake weed

Delphinium nuttalianum common larkspur

Descurania pinnata western tansy mustard
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Elymus elymoides squirrel tail grass

Epilobium angustifolium fireweed

Epilobium ciliatum northern willow herb

Epilobium lactiflorum white-flowered willow herb

Erigeron breweri var. breweri Brewer’s daisy

Eriogonum nudum slender buckwheat

Gayophytum diffusum var. parviflorum diffuse gayophytum

Gilia capillaris smooth-leaved gilia

Lactuca serriola prickly lettuce

Lepidium nitidum common peppergrass

Leymus triticoides

Linanthus ciliatus whisker brush

Linanthus nuttallii Nutall’s linanthus

Linum perenne western blue flax

Lolium perenne Italian ryegrass

Lupinus breweri Brewer’s lupine

Melica sp. Melic grass

Melilotus indica sourclover

Melilotus alba white sweetclover

Minuartia douglasii Douglas’ sandwort

Osmorhiza occidentalis western sweetroot

Pedicularis canadensis wood betony

Penstemon eatonii firecracker penstemon

Perideridia bolanderi Bolander’s yampah

Phlox hoodii cushion phlox

Pinus jeffreyi jeffrey pine

Pinus contorta lodgepole pine

Plagiobothrys/Cryptantha sp. 

Poa annua bluegrass
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Poa secunda pine bluegrass

Polygonum amphibum water smartweed

Populus tremuloides quaking aspen

Potentilla glandulosa sticky cinquefoil

Potentilla gracilis slender cinquefoil

Pterospora andromedea pinedrops

Pursia tridentata antelope bitterbrush

Ribes roeslii Sierra gooseberry

Ribes nevadense Sierra Nevada currant

Ribes cereum wax currant

Rumex paucifolius alpine sheep sorrel

Spergularia sp. 

Symphoricarpos albus common snowberry

Tragopogon dubius yellow salsify

Triteleia ixioides golden brodiaea

Veratrum californicum corn lily

Viola sp. violet

Wyethia mollis mules ears
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PROJECT SITE PHOTOGRAPHS



Above: Typical Jeffrey pine forest habitat found within
the Project Site. 

Below: Detention basin located along Drainage A
(Figure 2).

Photographs taken July 26, 2006.



Above: Ephemeral Drainage B
                                   

Below: Potential wetland observed south of Minaret
Road.

                           Photographs taken July 26, 2006.



Above: Non-jurisdictional Drainage A; note lack of bed-
and-bank topography and OHW mark.

Below: Jeffrey pine forest surrounded by development
in southwestern portion of Project Site. 

Photographs taken July 26, 2006.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDY  
FOR THE S IERRA STAR MASTER PLAN 

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY/ABSTRACT 
Purpose and Scope: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates (CAJA) retained SWCA Environmental 
Consultants (SWCA) to conduct a cultural resources study for the Sierra Star Master Plan (project) 
focused on five areas totaling approximately 40 acres. This study was conducted a part of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process for a proposed residential development located in 
Mono County, California. Located within the town of Mammoth Lakes, the project area is bisected by 
Minaret Road and bounded by Main Street to the north and Meridian Boulevard to the south. SWCA 
conducted a literature review, records search, initial Native American consultation, and analysis of 
potential project impacts on cultural resources. This report documents the results of the study. 

Dates of Investigation: SWCA initiated the literature review in January 2006. The California Native 
American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File search was initiated on April 19, 2006; the results are 
pending. SWCA conducted the California Historical Resources Information System records search on 
April 26, 2006. This report was completed in May 2006. 

Findings of the Investigation: The records and literature search indicated that two previously recorded 
cultural resources are located within the project area. An additional 13 previously recorded cultural 
resources are located within approximately 0.5 mile of the project area. Prior to this study, a total of 14 
cultural resource studies had been previously conducted within 0.5 mile of the project area, several of 
which included a portion of the project area. The entire project area has been previously surveyed for 
cultural resources.  

Undertaking Effects: The project will not result in significant impacts to the two previously recorded 
cultural resources located within the project area. Prehistoric archaeological site CA-MNO-2487 (P26-
002487) has been previously determined ineligible for inclusion on the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR). This site is not considered a unique archaeological resource under CEQA. As such, 
any project-related impacts to CA-MNO-2487 (P26-002487) would not be considered significant under 
CEQA. Prehistoric archaeological site CA-MNO-529 (P26-000529) was previously determined eligible 
for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places; however, previous archaeological investigations 
at the site were considered to have exhausted the site’s data potential. As such, the site is not considered 
eligible for CRHR inclusion, nor is it considered a unique archaeological resource under CEQA. 
Therefore, any project-related impacts to CA-MNO-529 (P26-000529) would not be considered 
significant under CEQA.  

The project area is sensitive for prehistoric and historic archaeological resources. It appears that ground-
disturbing construction associated with the project has the potential to result in significant impacts to 
unrecorded buried archaeological deposits, features, or diagnostic artifacts. However, any such impacts 
can be mitigated to a less than significant level through the implementation of mitigation measures.  

Recommendations: SWCA recommends that a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan be prepared 
prior to project construction and that a qualified archaeologist monitor all ground-disturbing construction 
in native soils. Previously unknown cultural resources identified during project construction should be 
protected until formally evaluated for significance under CEQA; if considered significant, such resources 
should be subjected to further treatment to mitigate project-related impacts to a less than significant level. 
Implementation of these mitigation measures will ensure that the project will not result in significant 
impacts to cultural resources under CEQA.  

Disposition of Data: This report will be filed with the Eastern Information Center, located at University 
of California, Riverside; with CAJA; and with SWCA. 
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UNDERTAKING INFORMATION/INTRODUCTION 
Contracting Data: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates (CAJA) retained SWCA Environmental 
Consultants (SWCA) to conduct a cultural resources study for the Sierra Star Master Plan (project).  

Purpose: This study was completed under the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). Public Resources Code SS5024.1, Section 15064.5 of the Guidelines and Sections 21083.2 and 
21084.1 of the Statutes of CEQA were also used as the basic guidelines for the cultural resources study 
(Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 1998). Public Resources Code SS5024.1 requires evaluation 
of historical resources to determine their eligibility for listing on the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR). The purposes of the CRHR are to maintain listings of the state’s historical resources 
and to indicate which properties are to be protected from substantial adverse change (Office of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation 1997).  

According to Section 15064.5(a)(3)(A–D) in the revised CEQA guidelines (Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research 1998), a resource is considered historically significant if it meets at least one of 
the following criteria: 

A. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage; 

B. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction, or 

represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 
D. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

In order to be considered a “unique archaeological resource” as described under California Public 
Resources Code 21083.2, it must be demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of 
knowledge, there is a high probability that the resource satisfies at least one of the following criteria: 

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific questions and there is a demonstrable 
public interest in that information. 

2. Has a special and particular quality, such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 
example of its type. 

3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 
person. 

A nonunique archaeological resource means an archaeological artifact, object, or site that does not meet 
one of the above criteria. 

The format of this report follows Archaeological Resource Management Reports (ARMR): 
Recommended Contents and Format (Office of Historic Preservation 1990). 

Undertaking: The proposed project entails construction of resort, multi-family, single family, and 
affordable housing units, as well as some mixed-use development. 

Project Limits: Bounded by Main Street to the north and Meridian Boulevard to the south, and bisected 
by Minaret Road, the project area is located within the town of Mammoth Lakes in Mono County, 
California. The project area comprises five distinct and contiguous areas proposed for development 
(Development Areas 1, 2, 4, 5, and 7), totaling roughly 40 acres (Figure 1).  

Personnel: The principal investigator for the project is SWCA Archaeologist James Clifford. SWCA 
Archaeologists Alex Wesson, Jim Clifford, and Shaina Seivers produced this report. SWCA GIS 
Specialists Burt McAlpine and Michael Agena created the figures, and Technical Editor Kimm Thompson 
edited and formatted the document. 

SWCA Env i ronmenta l  Consu l tan ts  1 



CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDY  
FOR THE S IERRA STAR MASTER PLAN 

 

Figure 1. Project Location Map 
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SETTING 

NATURAL SETTING 
The study area is located in Mono County, California, within Section 34, Township 3S, Range 27E on the 
1994 Old Mammoth, California, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle, in 
the town of Mammoth Lakes (Figure 1). The project area is situated on a relatively flat terrace north of 
Mammoth Creek in Long Valley, which lies adjacent to the Sierra Nevada Mountains. Elevations within 
the project area range from approximately 2,410 to 2,460 meters (7,900 to 8,070 feet) above mean sea 
level. Portions of the project area have been previously disturbed by the construction of a golf course and 
residential development. The surrounding area is primarily characterized by residential and commercial 
development with scattered remnants of natural forest. Vegetation types present on the property reflect 
the previous development and primarily consist of non-native grasses and ornamental plants, with several 
areas of native forests remaining more or less intact. The natural vegetation of the area consists of a 
mixture of forest types containing many varieties of trees, shrubs, and grasses including Jeffrey pine 
(Pinus Jeffreyi), lodgepole pine (Pinus murrayana), red fir (Abies magnifica), white fir (Abies concolor), 
quaking aspen (Populus tridentata), basin sagebrush (Atemesia tridentatda), greenleaf manzanita 
(Arctostaphylos patula), snowberry (Symphoricarpos vaccinoides), tobacco brush (Ceanothus velutinus), 
bitter cherry (Prunus emarginata), buckwheat (Eriogonum spp.), clover (Trifolium sp.), lupine (Lupinus 
sp.), yarrow (Achillea lanulosa), wheatgrass (Agropyron sp.), and cheatgrass (Bromus sp.) (Kautz 1991).  

CULTURAL SETTING 
The archaeological record of central California is traditionally divided into temporal units based largely 
on changes in artifact types, styles, and frequencies of occurrence. This record reflects a progressive 
complexity in native cultures’ economic and technological modes of subsisting within the context of 
California’s notably diverse environments. Along the Pacific Coast, native cultures developed maritime 
economies augmented by terrestrial plants and animals, while further inland they adapted to a series of 
altitude-sensitive biotic zones, including the sage scrub, chaparral, riparian, oak woodland, and pine forest 
communities. Settlement patterns, population movement, trade, and other modes of social culture 
provided behavioral matrices for the use of material cultural to obtain and process natural resources. 

Prehistoric Overview 
The majority of archaeological researchers in east central California generally worked in isolation and 
gave localized names to the various archaeological periods they were studying. The result was a plethora 
of names for each segment of the archaeological sequence, even though the same broad characteristics 
could be found over a large region.  

A generally accepted overall regional chronology was presented by Bettinger and Taylor (1974). More 
recent studies such as Gilreath and Hildebrandt’s (1991) have correlated the Bettinger and Taylor cultural 
sequence with obsidian hydration data from numerous sites in the area, proposing six prehistoric periods. 
These periods include Little Lake (5500–3500 years before present [BP]); Newberry (3500-1275 BP), 
which is subdivided into Early (3500–2800 BP), Middle (2800–2300 BP), and Late (2300–1275 BP); 
Haiwee (1275–650 BP); and Marana (650–200 BP) (Gilreath and Hildebrandt 1997). Pre-Newberry 
evidence in the Long Valley area is relatively unknown and human activity in the area may have been 
sporadic. The Newberry Period saw the intensification of obsidian quarrying and biface production, 
possibly for trade. During the Haiwee and Marana Periods there is evidence of decreasing biface 
production and an increase in direct subsistence activity with occupation sites that were primarily 
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associated with riparian settings (Burton 1990a). The intensification of resource use in the area 
concentrated primarily on seed collection and processing, supplemented by the hunting of small game, as 
evidenced from the many seed processing sites found from this period (Gilreath and Hildebrandt 1997). 
The pattern of direct subsistence persisted through the Marana Period, although there appears to have 
been a partial abandonment of the upland and desert scrub areas after A.D. 1000 (Bettinger 1977). 

Ethnographic Overview 
The study area is located within Long Valley, which lies near the intersection of several ethnic groups. 
The ethnic groups in the area include the Owens Valley Paiute to the south, Mono Lake Paiute to the 
north, Benton and Round Valley Paiute to the east, Monache to the west, and the Southern Sierra Miwok 
to the northwest. These groups represent two different language families: the Southern Sierra Miwok 
represent a branch of the Utian language family, while the Paiute groups and the Monache are Numic 
speakers of the Uto-Aztecan language family (Burton 1990).  

Evidence suggests that the groups in the area, particularly the Northern Paiute groups, regarded their 
territorial borders as being fluid and that subsistence was heavily influenced by the seasonal availability 
of many resources. Also dictated by the seasons, trade between groups was very important; such activity 
most likely occurred primarily during the warm summer months when the high mountain passes were not 
covered in deep snow (Burton 1990a). Commonly traded items included piñon (pine) nuts, seeds, 
obsidian, baskets, pigments, salt, pumice stones, acorns arrows, and shell money (Hall 1983).  

Historic Overview 
The first strong European presence in the region occurred during the late 1850s after the discovery of the 
Comstock Lode silver ore in 1858, east of Lake Tahoe. Other gold and silver discoveries at Aurora and 
Bodie kept many prospectors searching the area for their lucky strike. In 1878 General George Dodge of 
Civil War fame bought a group of claims and organized the Mammoth Mining Company. Rumors 
claimed that the tunnels into Mineral Hill and construction of a tramway and 20-stamp mill signaled the 
“largest bonanza outside Virginia City.” These rumors sparked a short-lived rush to the Mammoth gold 
mines; More than a thousand people flocked to Mammoth City the summer of 1878 and approximately 
1,500 the following year. When the bonanza did not materialize, the Mammoth Mining Company shut 
down in early 1889 and the majority of the prospectors left the area (Doyle 1934). From this time until the 
early 1900s the only people in the Mammoth were ranchers who drove cattle from Owens Valley up into 
the mountain meadows for summer and fall grazing (City Concierge 2006). During the early 1900s, Old 
Mammoth began to be promoted as a tourist destination and resort community, and tourism became most 
important industry in the region (Burton 1990). The completion of a modern highway in 1937 made the 
area accessible to great numbers of people who continue to use the area for both summer and winter 
outdoor recreational activities. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW AND RECORDS SEARCH 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
SWCA conducted a cultural resources literature review of documents provided by CAJA to compile and 
synthesize pertinent previous cultural resources research within the project area and immediate vicinity. 
The purpose of the literature review was to obtain and review information regarding known cultural 
resources and previously conducted cultural resources studies within the project area.  

CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL RESOURCES INFORMATION SYSTEM RECORDS SEARCH 
SWCA conducted a search of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records 
housed at the Eastern Information Center (EIC) at University of California, Riverside, in April 2006. The 
records search area included the project area and a 0.5-mile radius around it. The search included a review 
of all previously recorded historic and prehistoric archaeological sites as well as a review of all cultural 
resources studies filed with the EIC. The GeoFinder Historical Resource Database, which consolidates 
various lists of historic architectural resources, was also consulted. EIC sources reviewed include: 

• The EIC’s historical resources files (site records). 
• National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 

1997). 
• California State Historic Resources Inventory. 
• California Points of Historical Interest (California Department of Parks and Recreation 1992). 
• California Historical Landmarks (California Department of Parks and Recreation 1990). 
• USGS Quadrangles: Old Mammoth, CA 1994 (7.5 minute). 
• GeoFinder Historical Resource Database. 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND RECORDS SEARCH RESULTS 
Prior to this study, a total of 14 cultural resource studies had been previously conducted within 0.5 mile of 
the project area, several of which included a portion of the project area. The entire project area has been 
previously surveyed for cultural resources. The previous studies include cultural resources surveys and 
testing programs, as well as large-scale data recovery excavations. These studies are presented in Table 1 
on the following page. 
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Table 1. Previous Cultural Resources Studies within 0.5 Mile of the Project Area 

Author(s) Date Study 
Basgall, Mark E. 1982 The Archaeology of Camp High Sierra (CA-MNO-1529) 
Basgall, Mark E.  1983 Archaeology of the Forest Service Forty Site 

(CA-MNO-529), Mono County, CA 
Bettinger, Robert L. 1980 Archaeology of the Triple R Site FS-05-04-52-10  

(CA-MNO-714) Mono County, CA 
Burton, Jeffery F. 1989 An Archaeological Survey of the Minaret Road Extension, 

Mammoth Lakes, CA 
Burton, Jeffery F. 1990a An Archaeological Survey of the Lodestar Property, 

Mammoth Lakes, CA 
Burton, Jeffery F. 1990b Archaeological Testing at the Minaret Road Site  

(CA-MNO-2482), Mammoth Lakes, CA 
Burton, Jeffery F. 2002 Archaeological Resources, Sierra Star Master Plan 
Burton, Jeffery F. 2004a Sierra Star Historic Site Evaluation 
Burton, Jeffery F. 2004b Archaeological Testing at the Sierra Star Site  

(CA-MNO-2487), Mammoth Lakes, CA 
Hardesty, Donald L. 1991 A Class III Cultural Resources Inventory of the 493-Acre 

Bodie Study Area, Mono County, CA 
Kautz, Robert R. 1991 Archaeological Testing Procedures at Six Sites in 

Mammoth Lakes, CA 
Taylor, William T. 1980a Archaeological Reconnaissance Report – Forest Service 

Forty Land Exchange 
Taylor, William T. 1980b Archaeological Reconnaissance Report – Mono County 

Park/Rayson 
Taylor, William T. 1981 The Archaeology of Camp High Sierra (CA-MNO-1529) 

 

The literature review and CHRIS records search revealed 15 previously recorded cultural resources 
located within 0.5 mile of the project area (see Table 2 and Figure 2). Two of these resources are located 
within the project area itself. The records and literature search indicated that two previously recorded 
cultural resources are located within the project area. An additional 13 previously recorded cultural 
resources are located within approximately 0.5 mile of the project area.  
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Table 2. Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites within the Project Area 

Primary 
Number Trinomial Description Recorder / Date 

 CA-MNO-529 Prehistoric lithic artifact scatter; only a small portion 
within the project area; site was recommended 
significant and subjected to data recovery; data 
potential exhausted 

Taylor / 1980 

 CA-MNO-714 Prehistoric lithic artifact scatter Derby and Rockwell / 1975 
Bettinger / 1980 

 CA-MNO-1529 Prehistoric lithic artifact scatter and milling station Taylor / 1981 
 CA-MNO-2480 Prehistoric lithic artifact scatter Burton / 1989 
 CA-MNO-2481 Prehistoric lithic artifact scatter in cut bank Burton / 1989 
 CA-MNO-2482 Prehistoric sparse lithic artifact scatter; site tested in 

1990 recommended significant; site destroyed by 
road construction; later, in 1991, recommended not 
significant 

Burton / 1990 
Kautz / 1991 

 CA-MNO-2485 Prehistoric lithic artifact scatter; tested in 1991, 
found subsurface deposit to 80 cm but not significant 

Burton / 1989 
Kautz / 1991 

 CA-MNO-2486 Prehistoric lithic artifact scatter; testing in 1991 was 
limited although the site was recommended to be not 
significant 

Burton / 1989 
Kautz / 1991 

 CA-MNO-2487 Prehistoric large dense lithic artifact scatter; tested in 
1991; large-scale testing in 2004 in which research 
potential was exhausted 

Burton / 1989 
Kautz / 1991 
Early / 2001 

 CA-MNO-2720 Prehistoric lithic artifact scatter of obsidian debitage Botti / 1991 
26-3727 CA-MNO-3497 Prehistoric site modernized by the addition of a 

cement culvert 
Hall / 2001 

26-4215 CA-MNO-3749H Prehistoric lithic artifact scatter Burton / 2003 
26-4357 
26-3575 

CA-MNO-3834 Historic household trash scatter; tested in 2004, 
recommended not significant 

Kautz / 1991 
Early / 2001 
Burton / 2004 

26-3728  Historic Hayden Cabin Site 1992 
 

Twelve of the previously recorded cultural resources identified are prehistoric; two resources are from the 
historic period. The two historic resources consisted of a historic trash scatter and a cabin site. The high 
frequency of prehistoric sites present within the study area suggests that the area was intensively used and 
occupied by prehistoric inhabitants. Although a variety of activities are represented at several of these 
sites, it appears that lithic tool manufacture (biface production in particular) was the primary focus at the 
sites in the immediate area. All of the prehistoric sites are described as lithic artifact scatters consisting 
primarily of obsidian chipping waste with few associated tools. Each of the previously recorded cultural 
resources identified through the literature review and records search is discussed separately below. 

CA-MNO-529 (P26-000529) 
Site CA-MNO-529 was originally recorded by Taylor in 1980 as a temporary campsite located along 
Meridian Boulevard. No features were observed but one metate, one Cottonwood point, and many 
obsidian flakes were documented. Previous construction of condominiums and paved roads on private 
land may have destroyed the western end of this site. Site CA-MNO-529 was officially determined to be 
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eligible for NRHP inclusion; however, data recovery excavations conducted at the site were considered to 
have exhausted the research potential of the site (Basgall 1983). The northernmost portion of this site lies 
within Sierra Star Development Areas 5F and 7F.  

CA-MNO-714 (P26-000714) 
Derby and Rockwell initially recorded site CA-MNO-714 in 1975 as a lithic artifact scatter with several 
features. Several large metates in granite boulders and a bedrock mortar were documented within the 
roughly 4-acre site. Throughout the area, many scattered obsidian flakes and tools were also found. Four 
years later in the summer of 1979, Bettinger updated records for site CA-MNO-714, describing it as a 
lithic artifact scatter with bedrock mortars and metates. Six boulders with milling features were recorded: 
two features comprised a combination of mortars and metates and four features were single metates. The 
same types of artifacts were noted: flakes, debitage, unifaces, and cores. The site is located outside of the 
project area.  

CA-MNO-1529 (P26-001529) 
Site CA-MNO-1529 was originally recorded by Taylor in 1981 as a lithic artifact scatter and milling 
station located adjacent to an ephemeral stream. Four bedrock mortars were documented on the side of a 
single granite boulder. Black obsidian flakes were noted but not collected. This site lies outside the 
project area.  

CA-MNO-2480 (P26-002480) 
Site CA-MNO-2480 was originally recorded by Burton in 1989 as a dense lithic artifact scatter located 
along an ephemeral drainage. The site consisted of more than 100 obsidian flakes in an area of 
approximately 24,200 square meters. Site CA-MNO-2480 is bisected by Minaret Road and lies outside 
the project area. 

CA-MNO-2481 (P26-002481) 
Site CA-MNO-2481 was originally recorded by Burton in 1989 as a dense lithic artifact scatter in a cut 
bank consisting of more than 100 obsidian flakes. This site, approximately 1,400 square meters in area, 
was characterized by lithic production waste of Casa Diablo and Mono Glass Mountain obsidian. In the 
densest portion of the site, a 1 × 1 m surface sample area contained five complete flakes (two with 
cortex), eight flake fragments, and one piece of black Casa Diablo obsidian debris (Burton 1989). This 
site lies alongside a road and tennis court north of the project area. 

CA-MNO-2482 (P26-002482) 
Site CA-MNO-2482 was originally recorded by Burton in 1989 as two lithic artifact scatters in a clearing 
within a forested area. One of the scatters (Locus 1) was focused around a cluster of granite boulders, and 
the other (Locus 2) was located approximately 30 meters north of a small drainage. Locus 1 was 
excavated to a depth of 50 cm, and 52 flakes were recovered. Locus 2 was also excavated to 50 cm, and 
50 flakes were recovered. The majority of the flakes appeared to be of Casa Diablo obsidian (Burton 
1990b). Site CA-MNO-2482 was subjected to a testing program in 1990 (Burton 1990b) and was 
recommended to be significant under CEQA; the site was subsequently destroyed by the construction of 
the Minaret Road extension. 
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Figure 2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within Approximately 0.5 Mile of Project Area 
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In 1991, Kautz revisited the site, which had been badly disturbed by the construction of Minaret Road. 
Two shovel test pits were excavated revealing a small numbers of flakes. This site was considered 
ineligible for NRHP inclusion due to the degree of disturbance and resulting loss of resource integrity. 
Site CA-MNO-2482 is located outside of the project area.  

CA-MNO-2485 (P26-002485) 
Site CA-MNO-2485 was originally recorded by Burton in 1989 as a surface lithic artifact scatter 
consisting of 25 flakes and 1 biface fragment in an area of approximately 5,400 square meters (Burton 
1990a). The site was subsequently subjected to a testing program in 1991 (Kautz 1991), which consisted 
of the excavation of five shovel tests and a single 1 × 1 m test unit. The unit was excavated to a maximum 
depth of 80 cm; more than 1,000 artifacts recovered, including several tools. Although a large amount of 
artifacts were recovered and no special studies or in-depth analysis were conducted, the site was 
recommended as not significant according to CEQA criteria (Kautz 1991). Site CA-MNO-2485 presently 
lies under an existing golf course outside the project area. 

CA-MNO-2486 (P26-002486) 
Site CA-MNO-2486 was originally recorded by Burton in 1989 as a small surface lithic artifact scatter 
consisting of 100 obsidian flakes in an area of approximately 75 square meters located at the intersection 
of two unpaved roads. Burton reported that the site was only visible in areas disturbed by the road; the 
surrounding undisturbed areas were heavily forested at the time of documentation (Burton 1990a).  

A portion of the site was subsequently subjected to a testing program, which consisted of the excavation 
of two shallow shovel test pits near one of the unpaved roads (Kautz 1991). The shovel test excavations 
recovered 58 artifacts. Kautz recommended that the site was not significant; however, the testing was 
limited to a disturbed area near the road, and the excavations extended to a depth of only 20 cm. It 
appears that the site boundaries, as well as the nature and extent of the subsurface deposit, have not been 
completely defined. The site lies in a strip of trees within an existing golf course outside the project area. 

CA-MNO-2487 (P26-002487) 
Prehistoric site CA-MNO-2487 was originally recorded by Burton in 1989 as a dense lithic scatter. A 
reconnaissance survey revealed obsidian flake scatters over an area of roughly 2.5 acres; no artifacts were 
collected (Burton 1989). Kautz revisited the site in 1991 and noted four major flake concentrations. Three 
shovel test pits and a single 1 × 1 meter test unit were excavated, revealing a Stage III or IV biface and 
the base of a mahogany obsidian Stage III or IV biface. Site CA-MNO-2487 was recommended not 
eligible for NRHP inclusion due to the site’s similarity to other nearby sites and lack of assemblage 
diversity.  

Site CA-MNO-2487 was subsequently subjected to a large-scale testing program in 2004, the results of 
which ultimately captured the research potential of the site and were sufficient to fulfill CEQA mitigation 
requirements (Burton 2004b). This site is almost entirely within the project area. 

CA-MNO-2720 (P26-002720) 
Prehistoric site CA-MNO-2720 was originally recorded by Botti in 1991 as a small lithic artifact scatter 
of obsidian debitage in a forest clearing. Approximately 118 square meters in area, the site was informally 
probed, revealing 19 obsidian flakes and 5 unidentifiable fragments; no artifacts were collected. This site 
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was highly impacted due to disturbance associated with vehicular traffic. The site lies adjacent to Minaret 
Road outside the project area. 

CA-MNO-3497 (P26-003497) 
Hall originally recorded prehistoric site CA-MNO-3497 in 2001 during an intensive pedestrian survey. 
This site of 242 square meters is recorded as a small lithic artifact scatter of obsidian flakes and debitage. 
Additionally, one obsidian flake tool was also recovered. The entire site has been disturbed by road and 
culvert construction. This site lies outside of the project area. 

CA-MNO-3749H (P26-003749) 
Site CA-MNO-3749H1 was originally recorded by Burton in 2003 as a very small and sparse lithic scatter 
observed in the immediate vicinity of a fire hydrant adjacent to Meridian Boulevard. The site is 
approximately 5 m in diameter. Burton (2003) suggested that this site might represent a single-use, short-
term flaking episode; however, he also suggested that the flakes might have been brought to the surface 
when the hydrant was excavated. The site is located outside the project area.  

CA-MNO-3834 (P26-003575 / P26-004357) 
Historic archaeological site CA-MNO-3834, a trash scatter, was originally recorded by Kautz in 1991 and 
assigned the primary number P26-003575. A variety of historic artifacts were noted, including hole-in-top 
cans, ceramic fragments, multiple colored glass fragments, whiskey bottle remnants, and a metal bucket. 
Additionally, a shallow depression was recorded 12 m east of the trash scatter.  

In 2001, Early visited this site and recorded it as a new site. Early recorded the site as a 25 ft × 60 ft (w × 
l) historic trash scatter site located approximately 100 feet east of Sierra Star Parkway. An 8-foot diameter 
depression was noted at the southern end of the trash scatter. The cultural constituents described by Early 
were very similar to those noted by Kautz. Early apparently revisited the site in 2004; he notes on the site 
record dated June 25, 2004, that the site had been excavated since his September 2001 visit. Upon receipt 
of this site record, the EIC assigned the resource a new number: CA-MNO-3834 (P26-004357). 

On June 30, 2004, the same site was tested by Trans-Sierran Archaeological Research (Burton 2004a). 
Again, a similar suite of artifacts and features was described, as was a recently excavated percolation test 
pit, which is referenced in Early’s site record as well. Burton prepared an updated site record, referencing 
the original primary number (P26-003575), as the newer number (CA-MNO-3834 [P26-004357]) had not 
yet been assigned by the EIC. 

Although the EIC currently shows two separate site locations on their master site map and maintains the 
records for P26-003575 and CA-MNO-3834 (P26-004357) separately, it appears that both identifiers refer 
to the same resource. The location plotted by Burton, based on global positioning system (GPS) data, has 
been used for the purposes of the current study, and it is this location that is shown on Figure 2 and Figure 
3. The site is located outside of the project area. 

                                                      
1 Typically the “H” added to a trinomial denotes a historic period site; however, site CA-MNO-3749H is a 
prehistoric lithic artifact scatter lacking historic constituents. The ”H” in the trinomial is apparently a mistake. 
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P26-3728  
This historic cabin site is located outside of the project area. Construction of this cabin began in 1928 by 
Walter Emmet Hayden, Vincent Ruh, Jack Greth, and Norvil Aigner. Building additions and usage of this 
cabin was discontinued in 1940 for the duration of the war. Five years later, a kitchen, bathroom, and 
bunkroom were added. This cabin remains standing, and with the help of the Historical Society, a 
museum was started here. Today, the cabin is filled with memorabilia of Mammoth Lakes before there 
were paved roads and electricity (Mammoth Lakes 2006). 

NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

SB-18 TRIBAL CONSULTATION 
Government Code §65352.3 (Senate Bill [SB] 18) requires local governments to consult with California 
Native American tribes identified by the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) prior 
to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or specific plan. The purpose of this consultation is to 
preserve or mitigate impacts to cultural places.  

The Town of Mammoth Lakes (Town) contacted the NAHC on April 6, 2006 to request a Tribal 
Consultation List with contact information for the tribes identified by the NAHC as having traditional 
lands or cultural resources within the project vicinity.  

The NAHC responded on April 13, 2006, with a list of four tribal entities: 

• Benton Paiute Reservation 
• Bridgeport Paiute Indian Colony 
• Mono Lake Indian Community 
• Walker River Reservation 

The Town sent consultation letters to each of the four NAHC-listed tribal entities on April 28, 2006, 
inviting each group to consult with them directly regarding the potential for the presence of Native 
American cultural resources that may be impacted by the project. No responses have been received to 
date. 

SACRED LANDS FILE SEARCH 
SWCA contacted the NAHC on April 19, 2006, requesting identification of any areas or geographic 
features in the project area that are listed within the NAHC’s Sacred Lands File. SWCA also requested 
that the NAHC provide a list of Native American groups or individuals listed by the NAHC for Mono 
County who may have more information on traditional cultural properties within or adjacent to the project 
area.  

The NAHC responded on May 25, 2006, stating that their records search failed to indicate the presence of 
Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area but that the individuals identified on the 
provided list should also be asked if they are aware of any sacred lands or traditional cultural properties 
within the project area. SWCA will contact the listed individuals and include any responses in future 
drafts of this report.   
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DISCUSSION 
The project area and immediate vicinity have been subjected to multiple cultural resources studies over 
the past 35 years, including several studies within the past 5 years. The entire project area has been 
previously surveyed for cultural resources. A total of 15 previously recorded cultural resources were 
identified within approximately 0.5 mile of the project area; however, only two known resources (CA-
MNO-529 [P26-000529] and CA-MNO-2487 [P26-002487]) are located within the project area itself 
(Figure 3).  

KNOWN RESOURCES 

CA-MNO-529 (P26-000529) 
The northernmost portion of this prehistoric archaeological site lies within the project area (Development 
Areas 5 and 7). Site CA-MNO-529 was previously determined to be eligible for NRHP inclusion; 
however, data recovery excavations conducted at the site were considered to have exhausted the research 
potential of the site (Basgall 1983). The site is not considered to constitute a unique archaeological 
resource under CEQA. As such, any project-related impacts to site CA-MNO-529 would not be 
considered significant under CEQA.  

CA-MNO-2487 (P26-002487) 
The westernmost portion of prehistoric archaeological site CA-MNO-2487 presently lies under an 
existing golf course, but the majority of the site area lies within the project area (Development Area 5). 
However the site was tested in 1991 and subsequently site CA-MNO-2487 was recommended not eligible 
for NRHP inclusion (Kautz 1991). Site CA-MNO-2487 was subsequently subjected to a large-scale 
testing program in 2004, the results of which ultimately captured the research potential of the site and 
were sufficient to fulfill CEQA mitigation requirements (Burton 2004b). The site is not considered to 
constitute a unique archaeological resource under CEQA. As such, any project-related impacts to site CA-
MNO-529 would not be considered significant under CEQA.  

Thus, the project will not result in significant impacts to the two previously recorded cultural resources 
located within the project area. The remaining thirteen resources identified through the literature review 
and records search lie outside of the project area and will not be affected by the project. 

BURIED RESOURCES 
The project area is sensitive for prehistoric and historic archaeological resources. Buried (previously 
unrecorded) prehistoric and historic archaeological deposits may be present within the project area. In 
addition, previously unidentified features and/or diagnostic artifacts within previously recorded sites may 
be present within the project area. Ground-disturbing construction associated with the project has the 
potential to result in significant impacts to unrecorded buried archaeological deposits. However, any such 
impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level through the implementation of appropriate 
mitigation measures.  
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Figure 3. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within and Adjacent to Project Area 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
As the project area is sensitive for buried prehistoric and historic archaeological resources, and ground-
disturbing construction associated with the project has the potential to result in significant impacts to such 
resources, SWCA recommends the following mitigation measures to reduce project-related impacts to a 
less than significant level under CEQA.  

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN 
SWCA recommends that a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) be prepared prior to 
project construction. Prepared by a qualified archaeologist, the MMRP should outline the protocol for 
notification, temporary protection, documentation, and evaluation of previously unrecorded cultural 
resources encountered during construction, as well as mitigation of project-related impacts to any such 
resources that are considered significant under CEQA, and the curation of any artifacts or samples 
collected in the field. The MMRP should include a sample data recovery plan and a curation agreement. 
This document should be completed prior to commencement of any ground-disturbing activity associated 
with the project (including clearing, brushing, grubbing, vegetation removal, disking, grading, trenching, 
excavation, and/or boring).  

MONITORING 
SWCA recommends that a qualified archaeologist monitor all ground-disturbing construction in native 
soils. Construction work within stockpile material does not require monitoring. The construction monitor 
should be supplied with maps and site records for the previously recorded cultural resources within the 
project area, so that she/he can distinguish new resources from those that have been previously recorded 
and evaluated. The monitor should prepare a daily monitoring log recording the type of work monitored, 
soil conditions, discoveries, and general observations.  

Discoveries   
Previously unknown cultural resources identified during project construction should be protected through 
temporary redirection of work and possibly other methods such as fencing (to be outlined in the MMRP) 
until formally evaluated for significance under CEQA. In the event that previously unrecorded cultural 
resources are exposed during construction, the monitor must be empowered to temporarily halt 
construction in the immediate vicinity of the discovery while it is documented and evaluated for 
significance. Construction activities could continue in other areas. If the discovery is evaluated as 
significant under CEQA, additional work such as data recovery excavation may be warranted to mitigate 
project-related impacts to a less than significant level.  

Human Remains 
Procedures of conduct following the discovery of human remains have been mandated by Health and 
Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98 and the California Code of Regulations 
§15064.5(e) (CEQA). According to the provisions in CEQA, should human remains be encountered at the 
site, all work in the immediate vicinity of the discovery must cease, and any necessary steps to ensure the 
integrity of the immediate area must be taken. The Mono County Coroner must be immediately notified. 
The Coroner must then determine whether the remains are Native American. Once the Coroner 
determines the remains are Native American, the Coroner has 24 hours to notify the NAHC, who will, in 
turn, notify the person the NAHC identifies as the most likely descendent (MLD) of any human remains. 

SWCA Env i ronmenta l  Consu l tan ts  15 



CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDY  
FOR THE S IERRA STAR MASTER PLAN 

Further actions will be determined, in part, by the desires of the MLD. The MLD has 24 hours to make 
recommendations regarding the disposition of the remains following notification from the NAHC of the 
discovery. If the MLD does not make recommendations within 24 hours, the owner shall, with 
appropriate dignity, reinter the remains in an area of the property secure from further disturbance. 
Alternatively, if the owner does not accept the MLD’s recommendations, the owner or the descendent 
may request mediation by the NAHC. 

Reporting 
A monitoring report should be prepared upon completion of construction monitoring, summarizing the 
results of the monitoring effort. Site records for any newly recorded or updated cultural resources should 
be appended to the monitoring report. 

Curation 
Artifacts or samples collected during the course of construction monitoring and any testing or data 
recovery associated with newly discovered resources must be curated in perpetuity in an appropriate 
facility upon completion of analysis and processing. 

Implementation of these mitigation measures will ensure that the project will not result in significant 
impacts to cultural resources under CEQA.  
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16 June 2006

Ms. Michele DiGirolamo Ross
Christopher A. Joseph & Associates
179 H Street
Petaluma, California 94952

Subject: Third Party GeotechnicaVGeologicalReview
Environmental hnpact Report
Mammoth Sierra Star
Mammoth Lakes, California

Dear Ms. Kaufman:

This letter presents Treadwell & Rollo's (T&R's) third party geotechnical and geological review
comments for the proposed Mammoth Sierra Star project in Mammoth Lakes, California. The
proposed project site is south of Main Street, north of Meridian Boulevard, and lies east and west
of Minaret Road in the Town of Mammoth Lakes.

The proposed project will consist of creating transient occupancy units, establishing a more
efficient transportation and circulation system, and developing additional affordable housing
units. A total of 832 new dwelling units are proposed. Limited commercial development
(subject to the Town's discretionary approval) is allowed in Areas 2, 4, and 5, and on the existing
golf course. The May 2005 Sierra Star Master Plan also proposes a 200-foot height maximum
in Area 5, with the intent of attracting a five-star hotel.

SCOPE OF SERVICES

Our scope of services consisted of:

. reviewing available geotechnical and geologic information submitted by the project
applicant;

compiling and reviewing readily available published and unpublished geologic and
seismicity data for the site vicinity; and

.

. preparing a written letter describing the results of our study, including a discussion of
potential geotechnical and geological concerns, such as local seismicity, strong shaking
ITomnearby earthquakes on nearby active faults, volcanic hazards, soil liquefaction,
ground subsidence, and expansive soil and rock.

Our scope of services did not include visiting the site, performing on-site geologic mapping,
drilling borings, performing laboratory testing, or performing any type of subsurface exploration
for this study.

Treadwell & Rollo, Inc. Environmental & Geotechnical Consultants
50114th Street. Third Floor. Oakland. CA 94612

Telephone (510) 874-4500 Facsimile (510) 874-4507
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During the preparation of this letter, T&R reviewed the following documents:

. Update Geotechnical Investigation, Fairway 16, Mammoth Lakes, California, prepared
by Sierra Geotechnical Services Inc. (SGSI), dated 23 February 2004;

. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Fairways 4 and 5 Bungalows, Mammoth Lakes,
Mono County, California, prepared by SGSI, dated 19 October 2004; and

. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, The Grove - Area 8C, Mammoth Lakes,
California, prepared by SGSI, dated 9 November 2005.

REGIONAL AND SITE GEOLOGY

The site is located at the southwestern edge of the Long Valley caldera, near the eastern flank of
the Sierra Nevada. The caldera is an east-west elongated, oval depression formed approximately
760,000 years ago. The caldera experiences continued volcanic activity. The pre-volcanic
basement rock in the Mammoth Lakes area is predominately Mesozoic granite rocks ofthe Sierra
Nevada batholith. The batholith is a series of intrusions that displaced overlying ancient
sedimentary sea floor rocks during the Jurasic and Cretaceous Periods. Episodic glaciation, as
well as more recent volcanic eruptions occurred throughout the Pleistocene leaving a mantle of
glacial till and pyroclastic deposits covering the older basement and volcanic rocks throughout
the area now occupied by the Town of Mammoth Lakes.

SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

SGSI performed a several exploratory test pits at the site and encountered the following:

Alluvium
Up to 5-112-feetof alluvium was encountered at the site. The alluvium generally consisted of
loose, silty, very fine to coarse-grained sand and sand with silt, with abundant roots, rock
fragments, cobbles, and boulders.

Glacial Till Deposits
Glacial till deposits were encountered below the alluvium. The glacial till consists of medium
dense to dense, very fine to coarse sand and silty sand, with abundant gravels, cobbles, and
boulders. The glacial till became denser at deeper depths.
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Groundwater

Groundwater was not encountered during the SGSI investigation; however, mottling of on-site
soil indicates the potential of perched groundwater. SGSI indicates that excavations completed
in the spring and early summer may encounter some seepage.

REGIONAL SEISMICITY

A list of major active faults in the region, including the distance from the site and estimated
maximumMomentmagnitudeare summarizedon Table 1.

TABLEt

Regional Faults and Seismicity

SGSI perfonned detenninistic and probabilistic seismic hazard analyses. SGSI's analyses
indicate a magnitude 6.6 (Mw) earthquake occurring on the Hartley Springs faults located

Approximate
Distance from Direction Maximum

Fault Segment Site (km) from Site Magnitude

Hartley Springs 1.1 West 6.6

Hilton Creek .10 East 6.7

Round Valley 23 East 7.0

Mono Lake 34 North 6.6

Fish Slough 52 East 6.6

White Mountains 53 East 7.1

Robinson Creek 69 Northwest 6.4

Death Valley (N. of Cucamonga) 73 East 7.0

Owens Valley 73 Southeast 7.6

Birch Creek 79 Southeast 6.4

Deep Springs 94 East 6.6
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approximately 1.1 kilometers from the site could produce a deterministic peak ground
acceleration (PGA) of approximately 0.46 times gravitation acceleration (0.46g).

Probabilistic analyses were performed for two levels of shaking. An Upper-Bound Earthquake
with a 10percent chance of exceedance in 100 years could produce a PGA of about 0.43g. The
Design Basis Earthquake with a 10percent chance of exceedance in 50 years could produce a
PGA of about 0.34g.

GEOLOGIC AND SEISMIC HAZARDS

Potential geologic and seismic hazards at the project site include strong ground shaking, fault
rupture, soil liquefaction, and avalanches. These hazards are discussed in the following sections.

Strong Ground Shaking

SGSI indicates that due to the proximity of the site to the Hartley Springs fault (Type B fault),
the site will be subjected to very strong ground shaking. The proposed structures should be
designed to withstand the effect of the anticipated strong ground shaking. For seismic design in
accordance with the 2001 California Building Code (CBC), SGSI recommends the following
parameters:

. Seismic Zone Factor 4

. Soil Profile Type Sc

. Near Source Factors Na and Ny of 1.3 and 1.6, respectively

. Seismic Coefficients Ca and Cy of 0.52 and 0.90, respectively.

T&R concurs with SGSI's assessment of the potential for very strong shaking at the subject site.
Also, T&R concurs with SGSI's preliminary recommendations for 2001 CBC seismic design
parameters.
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Fault Rupture

SGSI indicates there are no known active, potentially active, or inactive faults that transect the
subject site. Therefore, the potential for fault rupture is very low.

T&R concurs with SGSI's assessment that the risk of ground rupture is low.

Seismic Hazards

During a major earthquake on one of the active or potentially active nearby faults, strong to very
strong ground shaking is expected to occur at the project site. Strong shaking can result in
ground failures, such as those associated with soil liquefaction1, lateral spreading2,post-
liquefaction reconsolidation3, and cyclic soil densification4.

Soil Liquefaction

The SGSI report indicates that: 1) up to 5-1/2 feet of alluvial deposits consisting of loose sand
and silty sand is present at the site, 2) perched water may develop at the site, 3) the upper 2 to 3
feet of loose alluvium will be excavated and removed from the site because it is considered
unsuitable for reuse as structural fill, and 4) permanent perimeter subsurface drains will be
installed to intercept perched water associated with snow melts. Based on these site conditions,
the SGSI reports indicate the potential for liquefaction to occur is considered very low due to the
lack of groundwater and the presence of medium dense to dense nature bearing soil at the site.

In general, where soil excavation and removal, and subsurface drainages are added, T&R
concurs with SGSI's conclusion that the potential for soil liquefaction is very low. However, in
areas where loose alluvial soil is left in place and subsurface drainage is not added, T&R

3

Liquefaction is a transfonnation of soil from a solid to a liquefied state during which saturated
soil temporarily loses strength resulting from the buildup of excess pore water pressure,
especially during earthquake-induced cyclic loading. Soil susceptible to liquefaction includes
loose to medium dense sand and gravel, low-plasticity silt, and some low-plasticity clay deposits.
Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which surficial soil displaces along a shear zone that has
fonned within an underlying liquefied layer. Upon reaching mobilization, the surficial blocks are
transported downslope or in the direction of a free face by earthquake and gravitational forces.
Post-liquefaction reconsolidation is a phenomenon in which a previously liquefied sand layer
settles into a denser soil arrangement after dissipation of pore water pressures.
Cyclic soil densification is a phenomenon in which non-saturated, cohesionless soil is densified
by earthquake vibrations, resulting in ground surface settlement.

2

4
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concludes that a small potential for soil liquefaction still exists. In order for soil liquefaction to
occur at these locations, perched water would need to saturate the loose sandy alluvial soil and a
large earthquake would need to occur on a nearby portion of one of the active faults. In general,
only critical structures or very important site improvements would need to still consider this
potential hazard. Because the potential for soil liquefaction to occur at the site is considered low,
the potential for ground failures associated with soil liquefaction, i.e. lateral spreading, post-
liquefaction reconsolidation, and sand boils, is also considered low.

Cyclic Densification

Cyclic densification should be considered a potential minor hazard at the project site. During
major earthquake on a nearby portion of one of the active faults, strong ground shaking may
cause the loose, unsaturated alluvial soil to densify and settle. We preliminarily estimate that
upper to 1/4 inch of cyclic densification may occur at the site. This phenomenon may result is
minor cracking foundations and surface improvements.

Seiches and Tsunamis

The potential for seiches and tsunamis are considered nil because there are no large bodies of
water in close proximity to the site. T&R concurs with SGSI's conclusion.

Avalanches (Rockfall and Snow) and Landslides

SGSI concludes the potential for rockfall or snow avalanches to occur is low because the site is
not adjacent to the base of a steep slope or within close proximity to an area of avalanche flow.

T&R concurs with SGSI's conclusion.

Volcanic Hazards

The SGSI report indicates that eastern California, including Long Valley Caldera and the Mono-
Inyo Craters volcanic chain, has a long history of geologic activity that includes earthquakes and
volcanic eruptions. SGSI's research indicates that massive eruptions are extremely rare and
currently there is no evidence leading to the conclusion that a massive eruption is eminent. SGSI
concludes that small to moderate volcanic eruptions could occur, resulting in pyroclastic flows
and surges, as well as volcanic ash and pumice fallout, which could impact the site.

T&R concurs with SGSI's conclusions regarding the potential risk of volcanic hazards. T&R
adds that U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) estimates that eruptions at the Mono-Inyo Craters
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volcanic field occurred at about 500-year intervals over the past 2,000 to 3,000 years. The most
recent eruption in the region was at Mono Lake between 1720 and 1850. A dome grew on the
lake floor and emerged to make Paoha Island. Also in 1980, four magnitude 6 events were
recorded in a 2-dayperiod. Volcanologists interpreted the earthquakes, accompanying ground
deformations, and an increase in activity at fumaroles, as an indication of magma movement
beneath the caldera. In 1994, geologists investigated an area of75 acres that contained dying
forest. They studied the gas in the soil and found carbon dioxide concentrations of 30 to 96
percent. The areas of tree kills are generally on or adjacent to Mammoth Mountain. The USGS
indicates that when carbon dioxide gas can accumulate in snowbanks, depressions, and poorly
ventilated enclosures, including structures, posing a potential danger to people. The USGS
scientists closely monitor the volcanic activity in the region in order to provide the public with
reliable and timely warning of volcanic unrest in the Long Valley area.

RECOMMENDATIONS BY SIERRA GEOTECHNICAL SERVICES INC.

Site Preparation, Fill Placement and Compaction

SGSI recommends removing deleterious materials, unsuitable materials, and existing
improvements ITomareas where new improvements or new fills are planned. Earth fill material
should not contain more than one percent of organic materials by volume. Nesting of organic
materials is not allowed.

Any existing subsurface utilities that are to be abandoned should be removed and the trenches
backfilled with compacted fill. If necessary, abandoned pipelines may be filled with grout or
slurry cement as recommended by geotechnical engineer.

Site excavations including over-excavation and removal of unsuitable alluvial soil should be
evaluated and approved by geotechnical engineer.

The onsite soils are suitable for reuse as compacted fill provided the organics, oversized rock
(greater than 6-inches in diameter) and deleterious materials are removed. SGSI indicates that
rocks greater than 6-inches and less than 2-feet in diameter can be placed in the bottom of deeper
fills or approved areas provided they are selectively placed in such a manner that no large voids
are created. All rocks should be placed a minimum of four feet below finished grade selection
unless used for landscaping purposes. If imported soils are used, it should have an expansion
index of no greater than 50 and approved in advance by geotechnical engineer.
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SGSI reconunends that after completing the excavation and removal of unsuitable soil, the
exposed surface should be scarified to a depth of 12 inches, moisture conditioned as necessary,
and compacted to at least 90 percent of the maximum dry density obtained using ASTM D1557-
2000 procedure. Fill placed on surfaces steeper than 5:1 (horizontal to vertical) should be
benched so that the fill placement occurs on relatively level ground.

For paved roadways, parking areas and other improvements, SGSI reconunends the upper 12
inches of subgrade material along with the Class 2 aggregate base and asphaltic concrete should
be compacted to a minimum of95 percent of the material's maximum dry density as determined
by ASTM DI557-2000. SGSI indicates new fill and backfill should be moisture-conditioned
slightly above optimum moisture content, placed in horizontal lifts of appropriate thickness for
the equipment used (but generally should not exceed eight inches in thickness), and compacted.

Additional reconunendations are provided in Appendix D - Earthwork and Grading
Recommendations in SGSI's report dated 19 October 2004.

T&R generally concurs with SGSI's reconunendations, with the exception that fill consisting of
clean sand (less than five percent fines by weight) should be compacted to at least 95 percent of
the maximum dry density ofthe soil, and rock fill with dimensions greater than six inches should
not be placed beneath site improvements and structures that are sensitive to ground settlement
primarily due to difficulties associated with properly compacting fill containing large aggregate.

Foundations

SGSI preliminarily reconunends the proposed buildings be supported on spread footings that
gain support in compacted fill or competent native soil. Footing widths should be selected by the
structural engineer. Exterior foundations should be embedded at least 24 inches below the
outside adjacent grade. Interior foundation depths should be at least 18 inches below adjacent
grade. SGSI should observe the footing excavations prior to placing steel and concrete. SGSI
previously indicated that perimeter subdrains will be installed to intercept subsurface water from
snow melts.

Allowable dead plus long term live load soil bearing pressures of2,500 to 3,000 pounds per
square foot are reconunended by SGSI. However, the factors of safety associated with these
values are not stated.

T&R does not take an exception to the SGSI reconunendations.
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Concrete Slabs-on-Grade

SGSI preliminarily recommends that interior slabs-on-grade be underlain by a water vapor
retarder system consisting of at least a 2-inch-thick layer of sand overlain by water vapor retarder
membrane that is at least 10mils thick, which in turn is covered by 2-inches of sand.

T&R suggests that SGSI consider using a capillary break consisting of a 4-inch-thick layer of
drain rock or crushed rock (1/2- to 3/4-inch gradation) instead of two inches of sand and using a
vapor retarder membrane that meets the requirements for Class C vapor retarders as stated in
ASTM E1745-97. Also, the vapor retarders should be placed in accordance with the
requirements of ASTM E1643-98.

Pavement Design

SGSI preliminarily recommends using a pavement section consisting of three inches of asphalt
concrete over four inches of Class 2 aggregate base. The resistance value for the near-surface
soil is 79. Unsuitable soil will be removed from the proposed pavement areas and moisture
controls should be provided, as necessary, to prevent the subsurface soils :fi:ombecoming
saturated.

T&R concurs with SGSI's recommendations.

Lateral Earth Pressures and Resistance
SGSI recommends that retaining walls that are :fi:eeto rotate be designed to resist lateral
pressures resulting :fi:oman active earth pressure of 30 to 45 pounds per cubic foot (pcf) for level
backfill conditions. Retaining walls that are restrained from rotation should be designed for an
at-rest earth pressure of 45 to 60 pcf.

Lateral resistance can be developed using a passive earth pressure of 250 pef and a mction
coefficient of 0.25 to 0.35.

In T&R's opinion, the recommendations for retaining wall design pressures are not clearly stated
in the SGSI reports. In general, lateral pressures resulting from an active earth pressure of 35 to
45 pef for level backfill conditions are typical. These values assume the walls are properly
backdrained. Restrained walls are typically designed for higher at-rest lateral earth pressures on
the order of 60 pef. Lateral resistance values in cohesionless soils are contingent upon
overburden pressures. Therefore, typically either the upper one foot of soil is ignored when
computing lateral soil resistance or the soil adjacent to the footing is confined by concrete slabs
or pavements. In addition, in areas susceptible to very strong earthquake ground shaking, a
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seismic increment is typically included in the wall design pressures to improve the seismic
performance of retaining walls.

Surface Drainage Control

SGSI recommends that the areas adjacent to buildings be sloped to provide positive surface
drainage away £Tomthe buildings. Slope gradients should be a minimum of two percent and
extend at least five feet beyond the outline ofthe buildings. Ponding of water should not be
permitted.

T&R concurs with SGSI's recommendations for surface drainage control.

CONCLUSIONS AND COMMENTS

Based on the review ofthe project documents, T&R concludes that the proposed project is
feasible, but potentially constrained by: 1) strong ground shaking, 2) potential volcanic hazards,
and 3) the presence of unsuitable near surface soil that is loose and contains organic matter.
T&R reviewed SGSI's geotechnical recommendations and concur with a majority ofthe
recommendations. Remaining issues that should be addressed or commented upon by the project
applicant or applicant's consultants are summarized as follows:

Comment No. I

T&R suggests the applicant develop an emergency evaluation plan in case the potential for
volcanic hazards increases and residents need to vacate the property.

Comment No.2

T&R generally concurs with SGSI's site preparation, fill placement and compaction
recommendations. However, in T&R's opinion fill consisting of clean sand (less than five
percent fines by weight) should be compacted wet of the optimum moisture content and to at
least 95 percent of the maximum dry density of the fill. Also, T&R suggests that rock and
cobble fill with dimensions greater that six inches should not be placed beneath site
improvements and structures that are sensitive to ground settlement primarily due to difficulties
associated with properly compacting the fill containing large aggregate.
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Comment No.3

T&R suggests that SGSI indicate the factors of safety, if any, that are included in their allowable
foundation bearing capacity recommendations.

Comment No.4

T&R suggests using "drain rock" or "poorly graded crushed rock" as a capillary moisture break
beneath the concrete slab-on-grade floors. Also, T&R suggests SGSI consider using the
requirements and specifications provided in ASTM E1745-97 and ASTM E1643-98 for vapor
retarders.

Comment No.5

T&R suggests that SGSI should clarify the retaining wall design criteria. Also, T&R suggests
that either the upper one foot of soil adjacent to the embedded footings be ignored for purposes
of computing passive soil resistance or it be confined by a concrete slab or pavement. In
addition, SGSI should consider including a seismic increment for the design of critical retaining
walls.

In conclusion, T&R recommends the project applicant and/or applicant's consultant consider the
comments presented above and provide a response or acknowledgement that the comments
presented above will be addressed during the final design of the project. T&R appreciates the
opportunity to assist you with the evaluation of geotechnical and geological issues for this
project. If you have any questions or require additional information, please call.

Sincerely yours,
TREADWELL & ROLLO, INC.

Dean H. Iwasa
Geotechnical Engineer

Mammoth Sierra Star Geo Letter.doc
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 
 

1.1  PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

Sierra Geotechnical Services, Inc. (SGSI) has been contracted by Intrawest Mammoth Corporation to 

provide environmental consulting for a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment of the property known as 

Mammoth Green as Sierra Star, Lot 1 of Tract 36-191, Mammoth Lakes, Mono County, California, herein 

referred to as the Property.  The Property is currently owned by Mammoth Intrawest Corporation having 

been recently purchased from Acuff Properties LLC. 

 

An assessment was performed to evaluate areas of potential environmental concern including those that 

may have arisen as a result of past hazardous or other materials use, handling or storage on or near the 

Property.  The scope of work was performed in accordance with our Agreement and Work Order 

executed on May 22, 2000.  A copy of this contract is included in Appendix A.  This assessment 

consisted of the following: 

• a computerized environmental-record database search of reported environmental concerns and 
hazardous material operating permit holders within a 1-mile radius of the Property, 

 
• telephone interviews with the Mono County Environmental Health Department (MCEHD), the 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Division of Forestry (USFS), the California Division of Mines and 
Geology (CDMG), and the Mammoth Community Water District (MCWD) personnel regarding the 
environmental status of the Property and any nearby environmental concerns, 

 
• review of aerial photographs of the Property and surrounding vicinity,  
 
• an interview with the current owner of the Property,  
 
• a property reconnaissance, and  
 
• preparation of this report presenting our findings and conclusions. 

 

 

2.0  PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 
 
 

2.1  LOCATION AND VICINITY CHARACTERISTICS 

The Property encompasses approximately 4.3 acres and is located approximately 300 feet east and 600 

feet north of the intersection of Meridian Boulevard and Majestic Pines Drive in Mammoth Lakes, 

California (Figure 1).  The Property is situated within the southwest portion of the Lodestar Master Plan 

property and is bounded on the north, east, and south by Fairways #4, #3, and #2 of the Sierra Star Golf 

Course, respectively (Figure 2).  An existing Lodestar condominium project is located along the east 

boundary.  Access to the Property is from an eastern continuation of an existing driveway that accesses 
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the Lodestar condominium project on the east. 

2.2  EXISTING TOPOGRAPHY AND DRAINAGE 

The Property slopes from west to east toward Majestic Pines Drive which borders the easterly edge of the 

property.  The westerly half of the Property slopes at a grade of approximately ten-percent.  The Property 

ranges in elevation between 8,060 and 8,035 feet above mean sea level with a gentle slope towards the 

east.  General Property drainage is from west to east at an approximate grade ranging from 2 to 6 

percent.  Property drainage consists of sheet flow runoff of incidental rainfall and snowmelt into a small, 

seasonal flowing creek that crosses the southern end of the Property. 

2.3  PROPERTY IMPROVEMENTS 

The Property prior to construction was in a natural state covered by indigenous sagebrush and pine trees. 

 A majority of the Property was cleared of trees several years ago during initial site development for the 

Lodestar condominium and golf course project.  According to a Preliminary Report prepared by Inyo-

Mono Title Company issued September 23, 1999 (Appendix B), three timberland conversion permits were 

executed by the State Department of Forestry and Fire Protection dated May June 5, 1991, December 

28, 1992, and April 17, 1995.  An existing underground Southern California Edison power line, a sewer 

line, and an 8-inch P.V.C. water line traverse portions of the Property all providing service to Lot 2.  A 

stormdrain system has also been constructed across the Property that diverts drainage on Lot 2 over the 

golf course at the southern end of the Property. 

2.4  CURRENT AND HISTORICAL USE OF THE PROPERTY 

The Property prior to any construction the Property had remained in a natural state.  According to Mr. Bob 

White with Mammoth Properties, a small portion of the Property was used for heavy equipment parking 

and general maintenance operations during the construction of the Sierra Star Golf Course.  Mr. White 

indicated that crankcase oil was changed periodically and that waste oil was stored onsite in 55-gallon 

drums.  The portion of property used for these operations was located near the center of the tract map, 

south of the existing underground parking foundation located offsite on Lot 2 (Figure 2).  Photos of the 

maintenance area were taken in Fall of 1998 by Triad/Holmes Associates and are provided in Appendix J 

(Photos 1 and 2). 

Construction operations for the proposed condominium project began in May of 2000 following issuance 

of the Town of Mammoth Lakes Grading Permit No. 2000-02 dated May 16, 2000 (Appendix C). 

2.5  GEOLOGY AND HYDROGEOLOGY 

The Property is located in the western portion of the Long Valley caldera near the eastern flank of the 

Sierra Nevada.  The Long Valley caldera (collapsed volcano) is an elongate feature formed approximately 

760,000 years ago.  Volcanic eruptions of vents on Mammoth Mountain immediately to the northwest, 
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occurred between 300,000 and 10,000 years ago. 

In late Quaternary time a series of alpine glaciation events occurred in the Sierra resulting in sculpting of 

local volcanic, granitic and mete-sedimentary rock and deposition of glacial till in and around the city 

limits.  The Property is located entirely on glacial till from the Tioga glaciation event (Bailey, 1989).  

Several recent faults (surface rupture less than 11,000 years ago) and historic faults (surface rupture less 

than 200 years ago) are located in the area of the resurgent dome near the center of the caldera and 

along the eastern Sierran escarpment.  However, no faults have been mapped within the Town of 

Mammoth Lakes.  As such, the Property is not located within a designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 

Fault Zone (Special Studies Zones Map, N.W. 1/4 Mt. Morrison Quadrangle); however, the closest study 

zone is for the Hartley Springs fault located approximately one-half mile west of the Property where 

deformation was detected during the 1980 Long Valley Caldera earthquake swarm. 

Depth to perched ground water beneath the Property was found to be approximately 3 to 4 feet below the 

surface based on the soils investigation report prepared by SGSI in April of 1999.  Groundwater levels in 

the Mammoth Lakes area are known to fluctuate seasonally.  Depth to permanent groundwater beneath 

the Property is estimated at about 30 feet below the ground surface with a flow gradient that trends 

approximately due east (Coe, 1973). 

3.0  RECORD SEARCHES 
 
 

3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD REVIEW 

A computerized environmental record search was performed Vista Information Solutions, Inc., of San 

Diego, a private database vender.  The environmental search was performed for reported current and 

historical environmental concerns and operating permits involving hazardous materials within a 1-mile 

radius.  The Vista report conforms to ASTM criteria for database standards, including but not limited to 

searches on CERCLIS and EPA lists.  The Vista report dated May 22, 2000 is presented in Appendix D.  

The database report is discussed with regards to mappable and unmappable sites.  Mappable sites are 

those that can be reasonably to accurately located on the Vista Site Maps. 

3.1.1 Environmental Concerns – Mappable Sites 

Eight USGS and State water wells were mapped on the Vista Site Map and found to be within one-half 

mile of the Property. No other sites of adverse environmental concern were denoted. 

3.1.2 Environmental Concerns – Unmappable Sites 

Of the 83 unmappable sites listed in the Vista report, only four sites were determined to be within one-half 

mile of the Property.  All four are sites with registered with the Mono County Environmental Health 
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Department as underground or aboveground fuel storage tanks.  The nearest site is located immediately 

south of the Property within the Summit Condominiums development.  The next nearest UST site is 

located due west of the Property at Camp High Sierra.  Another UST site is located in the Big Woods 

Homeowners Association at 1629 Majestic Pines Road northwest of the Property.  The fourth UST is 

located northeast of the Property at the Lodestar Maintenance Facility at 5700 Minaret Road.  None of 

the sites are considered to be of adverse environmental concern to the Property. 

3.2 REGULATORY PERSONNEL INTERVIEWS 

Mr. Martin Schleich with the Mono County Environmental Health Department (MCEHD) was contacted 

regarding the Property.  Mr. Schleich reported that the MCEHD was unaware of any environmental 

problems or violations in regards to the Property, however he did provide a notice of closure for the 

proper removal of the previously mentioned UST from the Summit condominium community.  A copy of 

the closure notice is enclosed in Appendix E. 

Mr. Rick Murray and Mr. Vern MacLean of the USFS were contacted regarding their knowledge of any 

environmental permits on file for the Property.  Although the USFS has environmental concern for their 

public lands, Mr. Murray refers most permitting and enforcement thereof to Mono County.  Mr. MacLean 

was questioned about any history of radon and/or the extraction of radioactive elements within or near the 

town of Mammoth Lakes, but he had no knowledge of any unacceptable levels of radon detection or of 

any radioactive extraction operations historically or presently. 

Ms. Blair Hafner of the MCWD was contacted regarding their knowledge of any radon content in the local 

water supply.  Ms. Hafner replied that no unacceptable levels radon or radon progeny have been 

detected in the Lake Mary reservoir nor in the MCWD’s eight ground water production wells, all of which 

supply the Mammoth Lakes community with water.  The water supply is regularly tested by the MCWD for 

gross alpha radioactivity, uranium and combined radium, but the level of detection for these contaminants 

has always remained non-detect or at levels far below the allowable limits.  The MCWD publishes an 

Annual Drinking Water Quality Report, and a copy of the 1998 annual report dated April, 1999, is 

provided in Appendix F. 

Mr. Robert Sydnor of the State of California, The Resources Agency, Department of Conservation, 

Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) was contacted about his knowledge of recent carbon dioxide 

detections near the Property.  Mr. Sydnor provided a document dated September 29, 1999, addressed to 

the Town of Mammoth Lakes specifying that volcanic gases primarily in the form of carbon dioxide are 

both an ‘air quality’ issue and a ‘geologic hazard’ with respect to health-and-safety for the Mammoth 

Mountain area.  Recent emissions of carbon dioxide have been responsible for tree-kills on the southern 

and western flanks of Mammoth Mountain.  The nearest tree-kill area is approximately 2 miles away to 
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the southwest near the Horseshoe Lake area.  A copy of the CDMG document is included in Appendix G. 

Robert “Cass” Casteneda with Southern California Edison in Mammoth Lakes was contacted regarding 

his knowledge of the possible presence of PCB-containing transformers on or near the Property.  

According to Cass, only one transformer is located near the Property on Lot 2 (offsite) with PCB amounts 

tested at less than 50 parts-per-million.  This is a level that is acceptable and below the Mono County 

action level for PCB.  The transformer is situated on the concrete floor of the existing garage structure 

south of the existing Lodestar Apartments.  No other transformers were reported to be or located on the 

Property. 

3.3 AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH REVIEW 

Aerial photographs were reviewed at the USFS office in Lee Vining, California.  Other sources contacted, 

but which did not have appropriate aerial photographs or from which photographs were not readily 

available, included the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP), the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans), and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).   The information below is a 

summary of the review of four photographic stereo pairs of the Property and surrounding area taken 

between 1944 and 1996.  Also reviewed was a 1978 blueline orthophoto of the Property on file with 

SGSI. Copies of the photos are provided in Appendix H.  Scales of the photographs are indicated.  The 

following summaries are interpretive and are valid only for the dates indicated. 

9/22/44, FL-58, DDE 12-111 & 112; 1:20,000, stereo pair, black & white, good resolution. 

Property and vicinity all in natural state; High Sierra Rd. (dirt) traverses northwesterly to the north nearby. 

8/23/56, FL-109, EAD 19-131 & 132, 1:15,000, stereo pair, black & white, excellent resolution. 

No noticeable changes.  

9/10/63, EMG, FL-27, 7-145 & 146, 1:15,840, stereo pair, black & white, good resolution. 

No noticeable changes. 

8/17/72, INO4, FL-14, 3-152 & 153, 1:15,840, stereo pair, color, good resolution. 

Portion of High Sierra Rd. has been replaced by new Meridian Blvd. under construction; Property and 

surrounding area still in a natural state; condos under construction south of Meridian Blvd. 

7/29/78, American Aerial Surveys, Mono County Road Dept., Minaret (sic-Meridian) Road 
Extension Project, Orthophoto-OR-1, Sheets 1 and 2 of 8, 1”=200’, Contour Interval = 10’, blue-line, 
fair resolution. 

No noticeable changes. 

6/30/93, FL-13S; USDA-F 593-160 & 161, 1:15,840, color, stereo pair, good resolution. 

Meridian Blvd. paved; Sierra Star golf course under construction with fairways cleared of trees; Property 

and vicinity still in natural state. 

9/20/96, Western Aerial, 16-96 Mylar Orthophoto, 1”=100’, black & white, excellent resolution. 
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No changes. 

 

4.0  PROPERTY MANAGER INTERVIEW 
 
 

A questionnaire regarding environmental aspects of the Property was completed by Mr. Steve R. Mercer, 

the current Property manager.  The questionnaire is taken from ASTM Practice E1528 – 96.  The 

completed questionnaire is included in Appendix I.  According to the questionnaire, Mr. Mercer was not 

aware of any previous or present environmental concerns regarding the Property. 

 

5.0  PROPERTY RECONNAISSANCE 
 
 

The Property and surrounding vicinity was visited periodically by the undersigned on November 11, 1999 

and throughout the construction operations beginning in May, 2000 and up to the present date.  

Photographs of the Property taken before and during construction operations are enclosed in Appendix J. 

5.1 GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

Based on the observations made across the entire property, nothing was found on the ground surface to 

indicate any adverse environmental concerns regarding the Property, particularly in the area where the 

55-gallon drums were stored.  Observations made June 15, 2000 were documented with a digital camera. 

 Photographs were made around the perimeter of the Property during the construction operations, and 

the photos are included in Appendix J. 

The Property at all times appeared free from unusual odors, stains, and hazardous materials.  No large 

quantities of any chemicals or paints were observed other than what was observed on the 1998 

photographs and what is being used immediately for construction.  No UST fill pipes, UST vent pipes, 

PCB-containing transformers, asbestos, barrel drums, long-term standing water, pits, ponds or lagoons, 

storm drains, septic systems, fill spouts or sumps were observed. 

The Material Safety Data Sheets on file within the mobile construction office were reviewed and found to 

be organized and consistent with the products being utilized for construction of the lodge facility.  

Common semi-toxic products in use on the Property include various paints, adhesives and solvents. 

5.2 SURROUNDING VICINITY 

Industrial development was not observed within the surrounding vicinity.  Nothing of adverse 

environmental concern was readily observed in any of the areas surrounding the Property. 

 

6.0  FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
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The Property is locate in the town of Mammoth Lakes within the southwest portion of the Lodestar Master 

Plan adjacent to the Sierra Star Golf Course. 

Depth to perched ground water on the Property was found to be approximately between 3 and 4 feet 

below the ground surface. 

The southern portion of the Property was as a maintenance yard for heavy equipment during construction 

of the Sierra Star Golf Course.  55-gallon drums of waste oil were temporarily stored at this site.  Visual 

examination of this area did not reveal any evidence of any significant staining or contamination of the 

surface soils. 

The CDMG and the USGS jointly advised the Town of Mammoth Lakes of a significant health-and-safety 

issue regarding the hazard of carbon dioxide emissions at Mammoth Mountain.  The nearest tree-kill site 

related to carbon dioxide is about 2 miles to the southwest. 

One transformer is located near the Property on Lot 2 (offsite) with PCB amounts tested at less than 50 

parts-per-million, which is a level that is acceptable and below the Mono County action level for PCB. 

Based on the interviews, observations, and the information gathered during the time frame for this 

assessment, no evidence of significant adverse or remediated environmental conditions in connection 

with the Property or the vicinity were revealed.  It is our professional opinion based on the information 

discovered to date that environmentally adverse conditions do not exist on the Property. 

SGSI performed this Phase I Environmental Site Assessment in conformance with the scope and 

limitations of ASTM Practices E1527 and E1528.  Any exceptions to, or deletions from, these practices 

are described in Section 7.0 of this report. 

7.0  LIMITATIONS OF THE ASSESSMENT 
 
 

SGSI has reviewed information concerning the potential presence of contamination on the Property and 

has prepared this report in a professional manner using that degree of skill and care exercised for similar 

projects under similar conditions by reputable and competent environmental consultants.  The information 

contained in this report, including its conclusions, is based on the information that was made available to 

SGSI during the investigation and upon the services described, which were performed within the time and 

budgetary requirements of the Client.  Because this report is based on available information, some of its 

conclusions could be different if the information upon which it is based is determined to be false, 

inaccurate, misleading or contradicted by additional information. 
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SGSI makes no representation concerning the legal significance of its findings or of the value of the 

Property investigated.  This report is not intended to satisfy the requirements of the National Contingency 

Plan. 
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1.0.  INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the findings, opinions, and conclusions of Sierra Geotechnical 

Services, Inc. (SGSI) Phase I and Limited Phase II Environmental Site Assessment 

(ESA) of the La Sierra’s Restaurant Site, herein referred to as the Site, located in the 

Town of Mammoth Lakes, Mono County, California.  SGSI was contracted by Mr. Nick 

Pavlovich (User) and his realtor, Mr. Mark McLean, to prepare this ESA, which is 

required by the User for the purpose of a potential real estate transaction. 

1.1.  PURPOSE 

The purpose of this ESA is to: 

1. Identify, to the extent feasible pursuant to the processes prescribed in ASTM 
Practice E 1527-00, “Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessment: 
Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment Process,” any recognized 
environmental conditions (REC), historical recognized conditions (HREC), and de 
minimus  environmental conditions (DMEC) in connection with the Site and the 
surrounding areas; 

2. Identify any RECs, HRECs, and/or DMECs in connection with the Site pursuant 
to ASTM Practice E 1528-00, “Standard Practice for Environmental Site 
Assessments: Transaction Screen Process,” as determined by both the User and 
the undersigned via interview and site reconnaissance; 

3. Perform limited soil sampling and laboratory testing pursuant to the guidelines 
suggested in ASTM Practice E 1903-97, “Guide for Environmental Site 
Assessments: Phase II Environmental Site Assessment,” in order to detect the 
presence of any hydrocarbons on the Site; 

4. Evaluate the Site and surrounding areas with respect to the range of hazardous 
materials within the scope of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended, including amendment 
by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA); 

5. Provide the minimum level of appropriate inquiry that CERCLA requires to qualify 
the User for the “innocent landowner defense”; 

6. Summarize the environmental conditions that could materially, or otherwise 
adversely impact the User’s operation of the business proposed for the Site; and 

7. Present SGSI’s professional conclusions and opinions regarding the impact of 
known or suspect environmental conditions on the Site and surrounding areas 
based on the documented findings. 
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1.2.  DETAILED SCOPE OF SERVICES 

This Phase I and Limited Phase II ESA was performed to evaluate areas of potential 

environmental concern, including those that may have arisen as a result of past 

hazardous or other materials use, handling or storage on or near the Site that have 

occurred in the past.  The scope of work was performed in accordance with our 

Proposal and Cost Estimate dated February 18, 2004, and with our Agreement and 

Work Order signed by both SGSI and the User on February 18, 2004 (Appendix A).  

Our scope of work consisted of the following: 

1. review of a database search of reported environmental conditions and hazardous 
materials operating permit holders within an approximate minimum search 
distance of one mile of the Site’s boundaries, 

2. review of any previous ESA work for the Site and for adjacent properties in the 
immediate vicinity, 

3. interviews with the following regulatory entities: 

- Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Lahontan), 
- Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD), 
- U.S. Department of Agriculture, Division of Forestry (USFS), 
- U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
- U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), 
- The Resources Agency, California Geological Survey (CGS), 
- California Department of Transportation, District 9 (Caltrans), 
- California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), 
- Mono County Department of Agriculture (MCDA), 
- Mono County Building Department (MCBD), 
- Mono County Environmental Health Department (MCEHD), 
- Town of Mammoth Lakes (TOML), 
- Mammoth Community Water District (MCWD), and 
- Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District (MLFPD), 

4. stereo review of aerial photographs of the Site and surrounding vicinity, 

5. an interview with the Owner/Key Site Manager, 

6. a preliminary reconnaissance of the Site, and 

7. preparation of this ESA report. 
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1.3.  LIMITATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS TO THE ASSESSMENT 

The material evidence gathered from the sources used in this ESA is only as complete 

as the sources themselves.  Some events resulting in potential environmental 

contamination are not reported to the federal, state, county, and local agencies, and 

therefore are not available for review in the public records.  SGSI cannot warrant the 

accuracy, validity, or completeness of the information maintained in the records 

investigated.  Because this ESA is based on readily available information, some of 

SGSI’s conclusions could be considered irrelevant if the information upon which they 

are based is determined to be false, inaccurate, misleading or contradicted by additional 

information.  SGSI’s conclusions, opinions, and recommendations in this ESA are true, 

accurate, and certified subject to, limited by, and disclaimed as the underlying accuracy 

and veracity of this information.  Specifically not included in this ESA are issues outside 

the scope and requirements of ASTM E 1527-00.  Typical non-scope issues include the 

following: 

1. Asbestos-containing materials 

2. Radon 

3. Lead-based paint 

4. Lead in drinking water 

5. Wetlands 

6. Regulatory compliance 

7. Archaeological preserves 

SGSI performed this ESA in a professional manner using that degree of skill and care 

exercised for similar projects under similar conditions by environmental consultants.  

Nonetheless, there are several major qualifications that are inherent in the conduct of 

this or any other environmental due diligence examination: 

1. It is difficult to predict which, if any, identified potential problems will become 
actual problems in the future.  Governmental agencies and their regulations 
continually change over time as do the enforcement priorities of the applicable 
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agencies involved; 
2. There is always the distinct possibility that major sources of future environmental 

liability have yet to manifest themselves to the point where they are reasonably 
identifiable through an external investigation such as the one conducted for this 
ESA; 

3. The results of SGSI’s investigation represent the applications of a variety of 
technical disciplines to materials, facts, and conditions associated with the Site.  
Many of these are subject to change over time; accordingly, the summary, 
conclusions, opinions, and recommendations must be viewed within this context; 

4. SGSI shall not be held responsible for limiting conditions (i.e. snow coverage) or 
consequences arising from relevant facts that were concealed, withheld, or not 
fully disclosed at the time this ESA was performed; 

5. Properties adjoining the Site were only unobtrusively and visually inspected; 
therefore, SGSI does not warranty the integrity of adjoining properties in this 
ESA; however, SGSI made every effort to view as much of these properties as 
possible; 

6. SGSI makes no representation concerning the legal significance of its findings or 
of the value of the Site investigated; and 

7. This ESA is not intended to satisfy the requirements of the National Contingency 
Plan. 

1.4.  USER RELIANCE 

This ESA was prepared solely for the benefit and reliance of the User.  Any use of, or 

reliance upon, this information by a party other than the User shall be solely at the risk 

of such third party and without legal recourse against SGSI or their respective 

employees, officers, or owners, regardless of whether the action in which recovery of 

damages is sought based on contract, tort, (including the sole, concurrent, or other 

negligence and strict liability of SGSI), statute, or otherwise. 

2.0.  SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1.  LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS AND ADDRESS 

The Mono County Tax Assessor’s Parcel No. for the Site is recorded as 33-110-03. 

The legal address for the Site is 3789 Main Street, Mammoth Lakes, California 93546. 
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Legal description for the Site is described in the title record enclosed in Appendix B (see 

Section 3.1). 

2.2.  SITE LOCATION AND VICINITY CHARACTERISTICS 

The Site is regionally located in east-central California, in the southwest portion of Mono 

County, south of Mono Lake and west of Crowley Lake (Figure 1), and it is centered on 

the approximate map coordinates of latitude 37.6482°N and longitude 118.9793°W.  

The Site is located an the western edge of the Town of Mammoth Lakes city limits, 

approximately 4.5 miles west of the intersection between U.S. Highway 395 and State 

Route 203 (Figure 2).  More specifically, the Site encompasses approximately 0.96 

acres and occupies a parcel on the south side of Main Street (Figure 3).  It is bound on 

the north by Main Street, on the east by Mammoth Gateway Village Condominiums 

project, on the west by The Chutes Affordable Housing project, and on the south by 

Lodestar Golf Course.  Vehicular access to the Site is obtained via a driveway 

extending south from Main Street.  One restaurant building currently exists on the Site, 

and it is known as La Sierra’s. 

2.3.  EXISTING TOPOGRAPHY AND DRAINAGE 

Overall topography on the Site slopes predominantly to the southeast between 

elevations of approximately 7956 feet and 7940 feet above mean sea level (Figure 4).  

Graded pads and driveways from past development are found on the Site. 

2.4.  HISTORICAL AND CURRENT USE OF SITE 

Historically, the Site was in a natural state up until sometime between 1951 and 1954, 

which is about when the first building was constructed.  Later, commercial lodging was 

constructed at three other locations on the Site, but by about 1992 these were all 

demolished.  Currently, only the restaurant remains. 
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3.0.  USER/OWNER PROVIDED INFORMATION 

3.1.  TITLE RECORDS 

The User provided a copy of a Preliminary Report dated January 26, 2004 prepared by 

Inyo-Mono Title Company.  According to this document, title to this portion of the Site is 

vested in Mariella Voorhees, a married woman, as her separate property.  A copy of this 

report is enclosed in Appendix B. 

3.2.  ENVIRONMENTAL LIENS 

SGSI searched for but did not find any environmental liens listed in the title report, and 

no uses or ownerships were listed that would indicate any past industrial practice on the 

Site.  Nothing was disclosed in the title record that would indicate any RECs or HRECs 

related to contamination due to hazardous waste and/or petroleum hydrocarbons on the 

Site. 

3.3.  SPECIALIZED KNOWLEDGE 

The Owner/User indicated that an underground gasoline storage tank was at one time 

located near the northeast corner of the Site, and that a mobile above-ground diesel 

tank was parked at a number of locations on the Site.  Records of the UST installation 

and removal were not provided for this ESA; however, the User vaguely recollects that 

the UST was removed sometime in the mid- to late-1970’s. 

4.0.  RECORDS REVIEW 

4.1.  STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS SOURCE 

SGSI subcontracted with Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) to perform a 

computerized environmental database record search.  EDR, of Southport, Connecticut, 

is a private database vender.  The environmental search was performed for reported 

current and historical environmental conditions (REC, HREC, and DMEC) and operating 

permits involving hazardous materials within an approximate minimum search distance 
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of one mile of the Site.  EDR® provided a Radius Map with GeoCheck® report that 

meets the ASTM International Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments, 

E 1527-00, including but not limited to searches on CERCLIS and EPA lists.  The EDR® 

report dated February 18, 2004 is presented with regards to mappable and unmappable 

(orphan) facilities (Appendix C).  Mappable facilities are those that can be reasonably to 

accurately located on the EDR® Site Maps.  GeoCheck® is an addendum that includes 

physical setting source information in accordance with ASTM Practice E 1527-00. 

4.1.1.  Mappable Facilities 

Of the 4 mappable facilities in the EDR® report, 3 facilities with known reported 

environmental conditions were determined to be within one-half mile or less of the Site, 

and they are denoted on Figure 3.  All MCEHD status reports and/or closure letters 

addressing the environmental conditions on these facilities are enclosed in Appendix D. 

 These sites are as follows: 

1. Map ID 1 – The Norco Service Center facility (EDR ID #S102434423 and 
#U001586937) is listed as a HAZNET and HIST UST site, and is also listed with 
the Leaking Underground Storage Tank Information System (LUST) and with the 
Cortese Hazardous Waste & Substance Sites List (CORTESE).  The service 
center is located at 3670 Main Street, approximately 565 feet northeast of and 
down gradient from the Site.  The site is currently permitted handle waste and 
mixed oils.  A gasoline leak into soils was discovered on May 1, 1996 and 
reported on June 14, 1996, and the contaminated material was excavated and 
disposed of under purview of MCEHD, who closed the case on October 8, 1996; 
therefore, the unauthorized release at the Norco Service Center is considered to 
be a DMEC with respect to the Site. 

2. Map ID A2 – The former Exxon Mini-Mart (EDR ID #S1024299506), which was 
replaced by the existing Napa Auto Parts, is located approximately 2185 feet to 
the east at 3280 Main Street.  Exxon Mini-Mart is listed as both a LUST and a 
Cortese site.  A diesel fuel leak into soil occurred on January 13, 1992, and the 
MCEHD closed the case after treatment on December 22, 1998.  The Napa 
facility discovered a gasoline leak into soil on December 23, 1993, and the 
MCEHD closed the case on December 23, 1993 after treatment. 

3. Map ID A3 – The former Mammoth Mobil Mo-Mart (EDR ID #S102554148) 
located at 3275 Main Street is listed as both a LUST and a Cortese site.  This 
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site is located approximately 2505 feet east of the Site and is currently known as 
Center Street Shell.  A diesel fuel leak into soils was discovered on September 2, 
1987 and reported on May 24, 1994, and on April 24, 1997 a diesel fuel leak into 
groundwater was discovered and subsequently reported on May 5, 1997, and the 
contamination is currently being monitored under purview of Lahontan and 
TOML. 

4.1.2.  Unmappable (orphan) Facilities 

Of the 30 orphan facilities listed in the EDR® report, 8 facilities with known reported 

environmental conditions were determined to be within a one-half mile of the Site.  All 

MCEHD status reports and/or closure letters addressing the environmental conditions 

on these facilities are enclosed in Appendix D.  The orphan sites are presented as 

follows: 

4. The Village at Mammoth facility (EDR ID #S105694713) is listed as a LUST site. 
 Recent construction operations for new gondola lift station exposed two 
underground fuel storage tanks and one sump that previously served a Union 76 
station, then a Texaco station, and then Caesar’s Garage, all formerly at 6155 
Minaret Road, approximately 1445 feet northeast of and up-gradient from the 
Site.  All apparently used the same building over time, which was demolished 
sometime between 1972 and 1988 (Figure 3).  Petroleum contaminated soils 
were discovered during removal of tanks between November 2001 and January 
2002.  The contaminated soils were excavated and disposed of in compliance 
with MCEHD, as described in their closure letter dated October 29, 2002; 
therefore, the unauthorized release that happened prior to the current 
development for The Village at Mammoth is considered to be a DMEC with 
respect to the Site. 

5. The Mammoth Lakes Old Town Yard facility (EDR ID #S101299020) is listed as 
a LUST and a CORTESE site, which was at one time located at 140 Berner 
Street, approximately 1465 feet northeast of and up-gradient from the Site 
(Figure 3).  It was at one time utilized as a maintenance yard for both the TOML 
and the MCRD prior to that.  A leak of fuel into soils was confirmed on October 
28, 1993.  The contaminated soils were disposed of under the purview of the 
MCEHD, who subsequently issued a closure letter dated January 11, 2001; 
therefore, the unauthorized release at this facility is considered to be a DMEC 
with respect to the Site. 

6. Chevron #9-1861 “Mammoth Lakes Chevron” (EDR ID #S106116517) located at 
3236 Main Street is listed as a LUST site.  This site is located approximately 
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2280 feet northeast of the Site.  The extent of contamination is currently being 
investigated under the purview of Lahontan.  It is not known if the aquifer was 
affected. 

4.2.  ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD SOURCES 

4.2.1.  Previous Environmental Assessments 

No known previous environmental site assessments have been prepared for the Site. 

4.3.  PHYSICAL SETTING SOURCES 

In addition to the GeoCheck® addendum in the EDR® report, the following physical 

setting sources were reviewed: 

4.3.1.  Mandatory Standard Physical Setting Source 

The following local small-scale and/or site-specific topographic maps of the Site were 

reviewed: 

Figure 4. A 2000 topographic map of Mammoth Lakes created by the MCWD and 
the TOML; 

Figure 5. A 1996 topographic map created by Western Aerial Surveys for the 
adjacent Lodestar Golf Course; 

Figure 6. A 1988 site-specific topographic map created by Triad Engineering; this 
map denotes a gas pump on the Site at a location consistent with the 
former UST site; 

Figure 7. A 1974 topographic map created by Caltrans for Main Street 
improvements; and 

Figure 8. A 1965 topographic map created by MCWD for sanitary sewer 
improvements along Main Street (State Highway 112-A; now State 
Highway 203). 

A comparison of the topography between Map 1 and Map 5 reveals that a significant 

amount of fill material was added to the Site. Map 2 denotes a “Gas Pump” at the 

eastern side of the Site; otherwise, nothing else of any potential adverse environmental 

concern was revealed from a review of these maps. 
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The following agency-published topographic maps containing the Site were also 

reviewed: 

Figure 9. The 1914 USGS 15-Minute Topographic Map for the Mt. Morrison 
Quadrangle; according to the 1914 map, no infrastructure or development 
was observed on or near the Site; however, the old Sawmill Trail appears 
to traverse near the north side of the Site. 

Figure 10. The 1915 USFS Folios Map of Inyo County (now Mono County), Sheet 6; 
according to the 1915 map, the Site is located within a darker brown-
shaded area denoted as “Private Land”; no infrastructure or development 
was observed on or near the Site. 

Figure 11. The 1936 Topographic Map of the Mammoth Embayment, Mono County, 
California (Kesseli, 1941); according to the 1936 map, the proposed 
alignment for the then “New Highway” (now Main Street) is shown passing 
through the Site. 

Figure 12. The 1939 USGS topographic Map of the Mono Basin and Vicinity; 
according to the 1939 map, although no infrastructure or development was 
observed on or near the Site, Main Street/Lake Mary Road is known to 
have been completed by 1938. 

Figure 13. The 1953 USGS 15-Minute Topographic Map for the Mt. Morrison 
Quadrangle; according to the 1953 map, green color-coding indicates that 
forested areas cover the land where the Site is currently located; two 
buildings are shown as black squares adjacent to the Site boundaries, and 
although slightly miss-plotted, the building to the left is presumed to be the 
original restaurant. 

Figure 14. The 1978 USGS/USFS 7.5-Minute Topographic Maps for the Mount 
Morrison NW and SW Quadrangles; according to the 1978 map, the Site 
is located within a shaded area denoted as “Alienated lands within the 
National Forest boundary;” two buildings are shown as black squares 
adjacent to the Site boundaries, and although slightly miss-plotted, the 
building to the left is presumed to be the original restaurant. 

Figure 15. The 1983 USGS 7.5-Minute Series Topographic Map of the Old Mammoth 
Quadrangle; according to the 1983 map, the Site is located within a 
shaded area denoted as “Alienated lands within the National Forest 
boundary; no buildings denoting the restaurant are shown on this map. 

Figure 16. The current 1994 USGS 7.5-Minute Topographic Maps of the Old 
Mammoth, and Bloody Mountain Quadrangles; according to the 1994 
map, the Site is plotted within an area denoted as “Non-National Forest 
System lands within the National Forest”. 
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4.3.2.  Discretionary and Non-Standard Physical Setting Sources 

4.3.2.1.  Geologic Setting 

According to USGS Miscellaneous Investigation Series Map I-1933 (Bailey, 1989), the 

Site is located in an area that is regionally dominated by faulting, volcanism, and 

glaciation.  More specifically, it is located in the western portion of the Long Valley 

caldera between the western margin of the caldera’s resurgent dome and the eastern 

flank of the Sierra Nevada fault escarpment (Figure 17).  The Site is located entirely on 

glacial till from the Tioga glaciation dating >20,000 years B.P. (Bailey, 1989).  A review 

of USGS Open-File Report 90-460 indicates that an exploratory geothermal well 

revealed unconsolidated glacial till, basalt, and rhyolite colluvium/rubble overlies basalt 

bedrock with a contact measured at about 232 feet below the ground surface at a site 

approximately 1,585 feet to the northwest (Diment and Urban, 1990; Figure 3). 

4.3.2.2.  Volcanic Setting 

USGS Miscellaneous Investigation Series Map I-1933 (Bailey, 1989) also indicates that 

the Site is located within the Long Valley caldera (collapsed volcano), an elongate 

crater-like feature that formed from a cataclysmic volcanic eruption approximately 

760,000 years ago.  Subsequent volcanic eruptions on nearby Mammoth Mountain and 

Lincoln Peak located west of the Site occurred between 215,000 and 52,000 years BP.  

Volcanic eruptions as recent as 500±200 years B.P. occurred as phreatic explosions 

along the Mono-Inyo volcanic chain approximately 1.0 miles to the west.  A review of 

USGS Bulletin 1847 (Miller, 1989) illustrates that the Site is located in a volcanic-vent 

area potentially subject to volcanic hazards associated with explosion, flowage, 

pyroclastic fall, debris flow, and base surge events (Figure 18).  A review of USGS 

Bulletin 2185 (Hill et al., 2002) describes a comprehensive four-level community 

response plan for these hazards and for future episodes of volcanic unrest within the 

area. 
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4.3.2.3.  Tectonic Setting 

A review of the CGS Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Map for the 1985 NE ¼ 

Devils Postpile Quadrangle and the 1982 NW ¼ of the Mount Morrison Quadrangle 

(Davis, 1982) indicates that several recent faults (surface rupture less than 11,000 

years ago) and historic faults (less than 200 years ago) are located on either side of the 

Site.  Distance from the Site to the boundary of the nearest zoned faults are 

approximately 1,500 feet to the west and 4.8 miles to the east (Figure 19).  No known 

active faults are mapped across the Site.  According to the 1997 Uniform Building Code 

(CGS, 1998), page L-18 of “Maps of Known Active Fault Near-Source Zones in 

California and Adjacent Portions of Nevada”, the Site is located within 2 kilometers of 

the Hartley Springs fault.  The Hartley Springs fault is classified as a Type ‘B’ causative 

fault with an estimated maximum magnitude earthquake MMAX=6.6.  Ground 

deformation and surface rupture was detected along this fault zone as a result of the 

1980 Long Valley Caldera earthquake swarm (Clark et al., 1980; Sherburne, 1980; 

Davis, 1982). 

4.3.2.4.  Mining District Setting 

A review of USGS Professional Paper 385 (Rinehart and Ross, 1966) indicates that the 

historic Lake Mining District of Mammoth Lakes lies directly southwest of the Site.  Gold, 

silver, copper, and lead-bearing veins were discovered here in 1877-78, primarily in the 

Old Mammoth Mine, which yielded $200,000 from 1878 through 1881 (Clark, 1998).  

Lake Mining district organized in 1887 and included other mines, notably the Monte 

Cristo ($100,000) and Mammoth Consolidated mines ($100,000).  Mining was 

performed periodically up through the 1930’s, and on nearby prospects as late as 1958. 

 Mining was performed predominantly on the northwest-trending metavolcanic ridge 

named “Mineral Hill” or “Gold Mountain” or “Red Mountain”, located just south and west 

of Mammoth Rock. 

Old Mammoth Mine originally consisted of five claims, but by 1940 had increased to 
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twenty-six, and was later abandoned in 1956.  Old Mammoth Mine is composed 

primarily of five adits on the north slope of Mineral Hill.  Monte Cristo Mine opened with 

three patented claims in 1927 with ore being extracted up until 1941.  The mine was 

abandoned shortly thereafter.  Mammoth Consolidated Mine originally produced gold in 

1918 and included 27 claims by 1955, and it too was abandoned shortly thereafter.  All 

three mines are located several miles southwest the Site (Figure 3). 

4.3.2.4.  Groundwater Setting 

The “Mammoth Basin Water Resources Environmental Study” prepared by the 

California Department of Water Resources (CDWR, 1973) in cooperation with the 

MCWD, indicates that depth to permanent groundwater beneath the Site is estimated at 

about 100 feet.  According to USGS Water Resources Investigations Report 85-4183, 

depth to permanent groundwater beneath the Site is estimated at about 250 feet (Farrar 

et al., 1985).  The most accurate depth to groundwater is provided by Diment and Urban 

(1990) in Mammoth Lakes Geothermal Reservoir Assessment Project (MLGRAP) Well 

#1 located 1,585 feet to the northwest on the adjacent property, which was measured at 

459 feet below the ground surface (bgs).  The nearest municipal production well is 

MCWD Well 20, located approximately 1,640 feet to the southwest (Figure 3), with 

depth to static groundwater at 412 feet bgs.  The nearest artesian groundwater is 

Juniper Springs located over a mile to the southwest.  The groundwater gradient 

generally trends easterly towards Murphy Gulch (Figure 3).  Both permanent and 

perched groundwater levels on the Site fluctuate seasonally at a minimum. 

4.3.2.5.  Hydrologic Setting 

A review of the CDWR report (CWDR, 1973) indicates that surface waters on the Site 

are regionally confined to the 71-square mile east-draining Mammoth Hydrologic Basin, 

which contains six distinct major watersheds, all of which are ultimately tributary to 

Owens River and Crowley Lake.  The Site is located in Watershed III, commonly known 

as the Murphy Gulch watershed. 
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A review of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (CRWQCB, 1994) 

indicates that the Site is regionally confined to the northern groundwater basin of 

Lahontan Region No. 6, Owens Hydrologic Unit No. 3, within Long Subunit No. 10, 

which corresponds to the numeric designation of “603.10,” as denoted in the report.  

According to the Lahontan report, the Site is located upstream of Crowley Lake, which 

is listed as a water body having impaired water quality according to the List of Water 

Quality Limited Segments, as outlined in Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act 

(P.L. 92-500, as amended). 

According to the Flood Insurance Rate Map for the Town of Mammoth Lakes (FEMA, 

1992), the Site has been determined to be within “Other Areas Zone X,” which are areas 

determined to be outside the 500-year flood plain boundary.  The nearest 100- and 500-

year special flood zone hazard areas are located along Mammoth Creek to the south. 

4.3.2.6.  Stormwater Drainage Setting 

A review of the Mammoth Lakes Storm Drainage Master Plan (Brown and Caldwell 

Consulting Engineers and Triad Engineering, 1984) illustrates that the Watershed III has 

been subdivided into nine tributary subareas, with the Site located in Tributary Subarea 

III-5.  More specifically, the Site is located within an area denoted as A1 of Tributary 

Subarea III-5.  Storm water on the Site flows south and east offsite onto the Lodestar 

Golf Course.  All drainage from these points is eventually tributary to the naturally 

established flow course of Murphy Gulch east of the Town of Mammoth Lakes. 

4.3.2.7.  Surficial Soils Setting 

A review of the USDA Soil Survey of Benton-Owens Valley Area, California, Parts of 

Inyo and Mono Counties (Tallyn, 2002) indicates that soils underlying the Site are 

classified as Chesaw family at slopes of 5 to 15 percent, which are soils that are 

generally glacial outwash in origin derived from granitic rock containing 15 percent 

contrasting inclusions, and with properties that include rapid permeability and very low 

or low water capacity.  A typical soil profile contains 0 to 5 inches of grayish brown 
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gravelly loamy sand underlain by light grayish brown gravelly loamy sand and yellowish 

brown gravelly loamy sand to depths of approximately 60 inches. 

A review of the Mammoth Lakes Storm Drain Master Plan (Brown and Caldwell and 

Triad Engineering, 1984) and the General Plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes 

(TOML, 1987) indicates that the soil underlying the Site is classified as Outwash Till, 

which is composed of undifferentiated glacial outwash and coarse till in moderate to 

steep terrain.  The soil profile on the Site is mapped as B322, which has low runoff 

potential, more than 36 inches of soil depth, a moderate hazard of inherent erosion 

potential, and a medium potential for vegetative productivity. 

4.3.2.8.  Air Quality Setting 

A review of the “Air Quality Management Plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes” and of 

the latest “Progress Report on the Implementation of the Mammoth Lakes Air Quality 

Management Plan” (GBUAPCD, 1990; 1995) indicates that there were 26 days with 

measured values that exceeded both the federal and town air pollution threshold 

standard (150 µm/m3 for PM-10) between the time period of 1990 and 1995.  This air 

pollution problem was found to be caused primarily by woodsmoke and road cinders 

used as anti-skid material during snow storms, particularly during the winter months.  

The nearest air quality monitoring station is located at State Highway 203 (Main Street) 

and Old Mammoth Road above the Rite Aid building in the Gateway Center shopping 

area located over a mile east of the Site. 

A review of U.S. Geological Survey Water-Resources Investigations Report 98-4217 

(Farrar et al., 1999) indicates that recent volcanic gas emissions, particularly carbon 

dioxide (CO2), have been responsible for tree-kills on the southern and western flanks of 

Mammoth Mountain.  The nearest known locations of CO2 emissions are the Shady 

Rest, Mammoth Mountain, and Casa Diablo fumaroles.  With respect to the Site, the 

Shady Rest fumarole is located at approximately 1.7 miles to the east, the Horseshoe 

Lake fumarole is approximately 2.1 miles to the southwest, the Mammoth Mountain 
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fumarole is located approximately 2.5 miles to the west, and the Casa Diablo fumarole 

is approximately 2.7 miles to the east.  Prevailing wind across the Site is predominantly 

towards the east. 

4.4.  HISTORICAL USE INFORMATION SOURCES 

4.4.1. Aerial Photographs 

Aerial photographs were reviewed from the USFS offices in both Lee Vining and 

Mammoth Lakes, the Triad/Holmes Associates office in Mammoth Lakes, the MCWD 

office in Mammoth Lakes, the World Wide Web, and from the Caltrans District 9 office in 

Bishop, California.  The information below is a summary of the stereo review of 

photographic pairs and of orthophotos of the Site and surrounding area taken between 

1944 and 2003.  Original scales of the photographs are indicated.  The following 

summaries are interpretive and are valid only for the dates indicated; photocopies are 

provided as Plates 1 through 26 in Appendix E: 

Plate 1. USFS, 9/22/1944, DDE, FL-58, 12-111, 1:24,000 scale, stereo pair, black 
& white, fair resolution: 
Site is in a natural state with Main Street located to the north; a northwest-
southeast trending trail observed across the Site; otherwise, nothing of 
potential adverse environmental concern noted. 

Plate 2. USFS, 8/10/1951, GS-QN, FL-3, 1-65, 1:47,200 scale, stereo pair, black & 
white, poor resolution: 
Site still in a natural state, but with two trails/dirt roads traversing the Site – 
the first trail being more established; Mammoth View Lodge and Mammoth 
Lumber yard constructed offsite to the east; linear trail (?) sewer line (?) is 
visible and aligned with the Site’s southern property line. 

Plate 3. USFS, 7/21/1954, GS-VDL, FL-1, 1-1, 1:37,400 scale, stereo pair, black & 
white, poor resolution: 
No apparent changes. 

Plate 4. USFS, 8/23/1956, EMG, FL-109, 19-130, 1:15,000 scale, stereo pair, 
black & white, good resolution: 
No apparent changes. 
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Plate 5. USFS, 9/5/1958, IN, FL-6, 2-127, 1:10,000 scale, stereo pair, black & 
white, excellent resolution: 
Two buildings added to the Site being a 3-story office/employee housing 
apartment building at the northeast property corner and a chalet motel at 
the western property line; a small structure (narrow-gauge train car?) is 
observed at southeast corner of La Sierra’s building. 

Plate 6. USFS, 9/10/1963, EMG, FL-27, 7-146, 1:15,840 scale, stereo pair, black & 
white, good resolution: 
One more building added to the Site being a 40-bed dormitory located at 
the southeast property corner; the Chalet building has been extended to 
the south; a butane/propane-powered generator is located just south of 
the employee housing apartment building on the eastern property line. 

Plate 7. MCWD, 10/4/1965, TOML, 32, stereo pair, black & white, excellent 
resolution: 
No significant changes. 

Plate 8. Triad, 7/10/1967, Orthophoto L-4, 2099-19, 1:4,800 scale, black & white, 
good resolution: 
No significant changes. 

Plate 9. Caltrans, 7/10/1968, 09-Mno-203, 1-30, 1:7,200 scale, stereo pair, black & 
white, excellent resolution: 
A cleared area west of the La Sierra’s building is apparently being used as 
a parking area; an addition to the La Sierra’s building is observed at the 
west end. 

Plate 10. Caltrans, 7/25/1970, 09-Mno-203, 28-14, 1:2,400 scale, color, excellent 
resolution: 
No significant changes. 

Plate 11. Caltrans, 4/27/1972, 09-Mno-203, 1-16, 1:12,000 scale, black & white, 
excellent resolution: 
No significant changes 

Plate 12. USFS, 8/17/1972, INO4, FL-14, 372-153, 1:15,840 scale, color, fair 
resolution: 
No significant changes. 

Plate 13. Caltrans, 8/9/1974, 09-Mno-203, 1-3, 1:3,000 scale, black & white, 
excellent resolution: 
No significant changes. 
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Plate 14. Triad, 7/29/1978, MCRD, Orthophoto Sheets 1&2 of 8, 1:2,400 scale, 
black & white, fair resolution: 
The 44-unit dormitory appears to be gone. 

Plate 15. USFS, 8/29/1983, USDA, FL-6, 183-102, 1:12,000 scale, stereo pair, 
color, good resolution: 
A smaller building (or truck?) is located at the former 44-unit dormitory 
location; another addition has been constructed at the southwest corner of 
the La Sierra’s building; a new building (presumably the commercial 
Laundromat) has been constructed offsite between the employee housing 
apartment and the offsite Mammoth View Lodge; Main Street has been 
widened to four lanes; Mammoth Lumber yard two lots to the east has 
been removed. 

Plate 16. USFS, 6/29/1984, USDA, FL-7, 384-3764, 1:8,000 scale, stereo pair, 
color, excellent resolution: 
No discernible changes. 

Plate 17. Triad, 7/21/1988, Lodestar Orthophoto, 1:2,400 scale, black & white, 
excellent  resolution: 
Both the 18-unit chalet motel and the employee housing apartment 
buildings have been removed, and a new access driveway into the Site 
has been constructed from Main Street to the east side of La Sierra’s. 

Plate 18. Triad, 6/23/1989, TOML, 2-35, 1:2,400 scale, black and white, fair 
resolution: 
No discernible changes. 

Plate 19. Caltrans, 10/12/1992, 09-Mno-203, 14-89, 1:2,400 scale, black & white, 
excellent resolution: 
No discernible changes. 

Plate 20. USFS, 6/30/1993, USDA, FL-13S, 593-161, 1:15,840 scale, stereo pair, 
color, good resolution: 
No discernible changes. 

Plate 21. Triad, 9/02/1996, TOML, Lodestar Orthophoto, 1:1,200 scale, black & 
white, excellent resolution: 
Some delivery trucks (?) observed at the southwest corner of the La 
Sierra’s building. 

Plate 22. Caltrans, 9/24/1997, 12-5, 1:2,400 scale, black & white, excellent 
resolution: 
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Three stockpiles of fill material located within the center of the Site. 

Plate 23. USGS, 9/18/1998, http:// www.terraserver.com, 1-meter resolution, black 
& white, fair resolution: 
Fill material from the 1996 photo has presumably been spread around to 
create an elevated parking pad. 

Plate 24. MCWD, 7/25/2000, FL-4, A009, 1:3,600 scale, stereo pair, color, excellent 
resolution: 
Rectangular dark area south of the La Sierra’s building is a new grass 
lawn; the adjacent offsite Mammoth View Lodge buildings have been 
removed. 

Plate 25. USFS, 7/14/2001, USDA, FL-15, 501-87, 1:15,840 scale, color, good 
resolution: 
No significant changes. 

Plate 26. MCWD, 7/16/2003, FL-4, A002, 1:7,200 scale, stereo pair, color, good 
resolution: 
Construction operations offsite to the west for The Chutes has been 
initiated. 

Based on a detailed review of these aerial photographs, observation of RECs on the 

Site were not apparent. 

4.4.2. Fire Insurance Maps 

According to the Sanborn® Report produced by EDR, fire insurance maps do not exist 

for the Site and surrounding areas (Appendix C). 

4.4.3. Topographic Maps 

(See Section 4.3.1 and Figures 4 thru 19) 

4.4.3. Property Tax Files 

Property tax files were sought for but not readily available for the Site and surrounding 

areas. 

4.4.4. Local Street Directories 

Local street directories were sought for but not readily available for the Site and 
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surrounding areas. 

4.4.5. Building Department Records 

Building Department records were requested from the TOML, but none were made 

readily available for this ESA. 

4.4.6. Zoning and Land Use Records 

According to a review of “The Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan” (TOML, 1987), 

the Site is shown to be located on the Mammoth Lakes Land Use Map in an area 

denoted as “C-H” for Commercial-Highway.  A review of the Mammoth Lakes Urban 

Planning District Boundary Map indicates that the Site is located within Urban Planning 

District 4 “Main Street,” which has been zoned for commercial use.  A review of the 

“Town of Mammoth Lakes Zoning Map” revised September of 1994 also indicates that 

the Site is located within an area designated as “C” (commercial).  Copies of these 

zoning and land use records are provided in Appendix F. 

5.0.  SITE RECONNAISSANCE 

5.1.  METHODOLOGY AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

A reconnaissance of the Site was performed by Mr. Dean Dougherty of SGSI on 

March 11, 2004.  A total of 10 digital photographs were taken while observing during 

a traverse by foot around the perimeter of the Site (Appendix G).  Limited soil 

sampling was performed at the location of the former UST.  The general weather 

conditions were sunny and windless with an approximate temperature of about 70 

degrees Fahrenheit.  Due to the snow coverage on the Site from the recent winter 

storms, a thorough observation of the Site was limited. 

A second reconnaissance was performed following snowmelt on March 30, 2004.  A 

total of 5 additional digital photographs were obtained and are provided in Appendix 

G. 
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5.2.  GENERAL SITE SETTING 

The Site is orthorhombic in shape with pine trees scattered along the margins.  One 

building was observed on the Site at the northwest property corner, and a large, open 

lot is located to the south.  Accumulations of snow were observed everywhere 

(Photos 1 – 12). 

5.3.  EXTERIOR OBSERVATIONS 

5.3.1. Access 

Vehicular access to the Site is located off of Main Street (Photos 1 & 2). 

5.3.2. Potable Water Supply 

Potable water for the Site is provided by MCWD via an underground water main. 

5.3.3. Heating Fuel 

Heating fuel for the Site is provided by propane tanks (Photos 9, 10 & 11. 

5.3.4. Sewage Disposal 

Sewage disposal for the Site is currently by public sewer, with the connection for the 

Site located at the southeast property corner at MCWD sewer main Station 6+19. 

5.3.5. Electrical Transformers 

SGSI sought for but did not find any electrical transformers on the Site; however one 

new pad-mount transformer was observed offsite a few feet west of the northwest 

property corner (Photo 12).  The transformer appeared clean and did not exhibit any 

evidence of past or current staining due to leakage. 

5.3.6. Heavy Equipment and Machinery 

Heavy equipment, including a loader and two old delivery trucks were observed in the 

south parking area along the southern property line (Photos 3 & 7). 
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5.3.7. Drums and Containers 

Two 55-gallon drums and three 5-gallon plastic buckets were observed at two 

locations on the Site; the 55-gallon drums at the northeast corner of the Site near the 

propane tanks (Photo 11), and the 5-gallon buckets at the south wall of the La 

Sierra’s building addition (Photo  17).  None of the containers were properly labeled 

for content.  A refuse container and restaurant grease storage receptacle were also 

observed at the eastern margin of the Site (Photo 15).  The second reconnaissance 

of this area did not indicate the presence of any significantly stained soils (Photo 24). 

5.3.8. Fuel Storage Tanks 

The former UST location on the Site was observed for confirmation based on 

information provided by the current owner.  An assortment of machine parts, 

construction material scrap, and snow was observed (Photos 9 & 10) covering the 

ground at this site.  The second reconnaissance of this area did not reveal any new 

information (Photo 23). 

5.3.9. Stained Soils 

Due to the limiting conditions of snow coverage and wet ground during the initial 

reconnaissance, SGSI was not able to perform an adequate search for stained soils 

on the Site during the initial Site reconnaissance.  The second reconnaissance 

indicated the presence of some minor stained soils found within the southeast 

property corner (Photo 22). 

5.3.10. Odors 

SGSI smelled for but did not detect any petroleum-based, unusual or foul odors on 

the Site. 

5.3.11. Imported Fill Materials 

Due to the limiting conditions of snow coverage during the initial reconnaissance, 

SGSI was not able to perform an adequate search for imported soils on the Site.  The 
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second reconnaissance confirmed the presence of imported earth-fill material within 

the areas as delineated on Figure 4 (Photos 20 & 21). 

5.3.12. Pits, Ponds, and Lagoons 

Due to the limiting conditions of snow coverage during the initial reconnaissance, 

SGSI was not able to perform an adequate search for long-term standing water, pits, 

ponds, pools of liquid, lagoons, or sumps on the Site.  The second reconnaissance 

did not reveal any long-term standing water, pits, ponds, pools of liquid, lagoons, or 

sumps on the Site. 

5.3.13. Dry Wells, Storm Drain Inlets, Floor Drains, and Sumps 

Due to the limiting conditions of snow coverage during the initial reconnaissance, 

SGSI was not able to perform an adequate search for any dry wells, storm drain 

inlets, floor drains, or sumps on the Site.  The second reconnaissance did not reveal 

any dry wells, storm drain inlets, floor drains, or sumps on the Site. 

5.4.  LIMITED SOIL SAMPLING 

During the Site visit one 6-foot deep backhoe pit trench was excavated in the location of 

the former UST site (Photo 18).  The location of the UST was determined by the owner. 

 Inspection of the trench indicated the presence of 5 feet of old backfill, which is 

consistent with the burial depth of a 4 foot diameter (500 gallon) tank.  Two soil samples 

were obtained from the bottom foot of undisturbed native soil, one from either side of 

the trench.  No unusual odors were detected during the sampling.  Groundwater was 

not encountered in the trench.  The soil samples were placed in specially cleaned 4-

ounce amber glass jars with Teflon-coated lids.  The jars were placed in an ice chest 

with “blue-ice” (Photo 19) and transported under chain-of-custody to a California 

certified laboratory for analysis.  All equipment was cleaned before and after sampling 

with a non-phosphate detergent and thoroughly rinsed with clean water.  Following the 

soil sampling, the exploratory trench was backfilled with the excavated material.  It 
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should be noted that no compaction was performed on the trench backfill.  In the event 

that construction/grading is planned on the Site in the future, it is recommended that the 

in-place densities of backfill and the old UST site backfill be determined prior 

construction design.   If the densities are inadequate, removal and re-compaction may 

be required. 

5.5.  SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

The samples collected were analyzed by Great Basin Laboratories of Reno, Nevada.  

The soil samples were analyzed utilizing the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

Method 8260 for detection of VTPH.  The laboratory results indicate that hydrocarbons 

within this spectrum were detected at concentrations far below the allowable limits in 

both samples.  The laboratory report is presented in Appendix H. 

6.0.  INTERVIEWS 

6.1.  Interview with Owner and Key Site Manager 

SGSI interviewed Mr. Nick Pavlovich, the current owner and key Site manager for the 

Site.  Other than his recollection of the former UST, Mr. Pavlovich was not aware of any 

past or present adverse environmental conditions associated with Site, and he 

completed a questionnaire regarding the Site’s environmental aspects.  The 

questionnaire is taken from ASTM Practice E 1528 – 00, and it is included in Appendix I. 

When asked about the former UST, Mr. Pavlovich indicated that it was pulled out and 

hauled off to Benton sometime between 1976 and 1978 without County purview.  When 

asked about the past use of any onsite sewage disposal systems, Mr. Pavlovich 

indicated that the Site was connected to a public sewer in approximately 1968, which 

was also when the sewage disposal system was removed from the south side of the La 

Sierra’s building (Figure 4).  The sewer connection is located near the southeastern 

property corner.  When asked about the contents of the 55-gallon drums and the 5-

gallon buckets, Mr. Pavlovich indicated that the drums hold old crankcase waste oil, and 
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that the buckets hold antifreeze/coolant.  When asked about the potential for asbestos 

containing materials on the Site, particularly the inside the building, Mr. Pavlovich 

indicated that no acoustic insulation had been sprayed in the building, and he was 

unaware of the presence of any other such materials elsewhere.  When asked about the 

imported fill material, Mr. Pavlovich recalled that the material was derived from the 

Mammoth High School site during initial grading operations, that the fill was spread 

without observation or compaction testing, and that nothing was buried or ‘hidden’ within 

the body of fill.  When asked about the minor stained soils on the Site, Mr. Pavlovich 

reported that they were produced by nuisance dripping and leakage of hydraulic oil from 

his heavy equipment-loader that he parked in this area. 

When asked about prior ownership of the Site, Mr. Pavlovich indicated that he and Mr. 

Arnds purchased it in 1982 from Jack and Maria Patten, who had purchased it from the 

California-Nevada Land Co., who had purchased from the Summer’s family sometime in 

the 1940’s.  When asked about the building history on the Site, Mr. Pavlovich indicated 

that the La Sierra’s restaurant had been originally known as the Arlsburg Restaurant, 

which had caught fire sometime in the 1970’s due to an adjacent outdoor dumpster.  It 

was eventually rebuilt into a 3-story structure.  Three other buildings were subsequently 

built on the Site, including a 3-story office/employee apartment, an 18-unit chalet motel, 

and a 40-bed dormitory, but all were eventually demolished and removed (Appendix E). 

 When asked about adjacent offsite property use, Mr. Pavlovich indicated that the 

former Mammoth View Lodge located offsite to the northeast once operated as a 

commercial cleaner/laundromat approximately between the years 1975 and 1977, and 

on the next lot to the east was the former Mammoth Lumber yard facility. 

6.2.  Interviews with Agency and District Officials 

6.2.1. Mono County Environmental Health Department (MCEHD) 

Mr. Dennis Lampson with the MCEHD was contacted regarding the Site, but was not 

aware of any specific environmental concerns, including any documentation 

regarding the former UST.  Mr. Lampson did, however, provide all pertinent MCEHD 
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documentation related to the former UST closures on adjacent sites within ½-mile 

(Appendix D). 

6.2.2. California State Water Resources Control Board – Lahontan Region (Lahontan) 

Mr. Douglas Feay with Lahontan was contacted regarding his knowledge of any 

environmental concerns on or adjacent to the Site.  Mr. Feay was unaware of any 

violations or concerns on the Site. 

6.2.3. Town of Mammoth Lakes (TOML) 

Ms. Gretta Boyer with the TOML was contacted regarding his knowledge of any past 

environmental violations on or near the Site.  According to Ms. Boyer, no records of 

violations for the Site were found in their files.  Mr. Dick Distell also with the TOML 

was contacted regarding his knowledge of any historical address listings for the 

Mammoth Lakes community and surrounding area, but to his knowledge, no such 

listings exist. 

6.2.4. U.S. Department of the Interior – Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

Mr. David Conklin of the BLM was contacted regarding his knowledge of any mining 

or survey history, environmental violations or concerns on file for the Site, but he 

reported that other than the Mount Diablo Meridian being surveyed in by the USGS in 

1855, nothing specific was found in their files. 

6.2.5. U.S. Department of Agriculture – Forest Service (USFS) 

Mr. Rick Murray of the USFS was contacted regarding his knowledge of any 

environmental violations on file for the Site.  Mr. Murray had no knowledge of any 

environmental violations on the Site. 

Ms. Sheila Irons of the USFS (Inyo National Forest – White Mountain Ranger District) 

was contacted regarding records of any environmental violations or concerns on file 

for the Site.  Ms. Irons reported that the USFS Land Status Atlas did not have any 

information unique to the Site. 
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6.2.6. Mammoth Community Water District (MCWD) 

Mr. John Pederson of the MCWD was contacted regarding his knowledge of 

environmental concerns or violations on the Site, particularly with respect to sewage 

disposal and to the levels radon in the Lake Mary reservoir or in the their ground 

water production wells, all of which supply the Mammoth Lakes community with 

water.  Mr. Pederson reported that a 6-inch “Y” is located at the southeast corner of 

the Site at sewer main Station 6+19, according to a December 1965 as-built map 

(Figure 8) prepared by Engineering – Science, Inc.  He also provided three sewer 

connection permits; two for Mr. Herbert Sauer dated 1960 and 1966 for the offsite 

Mammoth View Lodge, and one for Mr. Ed Armstrong dated 1978 for the offsite 

commercial Laundromat at the Mammoth View Lodge (Appendix J). 

With respect to potable water on the Site, Mr. Pederson reported that raw well water 

is treated for excess fluoride, arsenic, manganese, and iron prior to public 

distribution, and that the water supply is regularly tested for gross alpha radioactivity, 

uranium and combined radium.  The MCWD publishes an Annual Drinking Water 

Quality Report, and the most recent issue is also enclosed in Appendix J. 

6.2.7. California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) 

Ms. Liz Johnson of the DOGGR was asked regarding her knowledge of any 

geothermal wells on or nearby the Site.  Ms. Johnson provided the documents for 

MLGRAP #1, the geothermal well previously described.  The exploratory well was 

drilled in 1987-88 and was subsequently sealed, capped, and abandoned in 

compliance with MCWD and DOGGR regulations at that time.  The geothermal well is 

considered to be a DMEC with respect to the Site. 

6.2.8. Mono County Department of Agriculture (MCDA) 

Ms. Robin Conklin of the MCDA was interviewed regarding her knowledge of any 

environmental concerns or violations on the Site.  Ms. Conklin reported that there 

was nothing in their files for the Site; however, she did provide information that the 
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neighboring Sierra Star (Lodestar) golf course to the south was in compliance with 

county specifications for the application rates of pesticides, fungicides, and 

herbicides. 

6.2.9. California Geological Survey (CGS) 

Mr. Robert Sydnor of the CGS was contacted about the State’s knowledge or records 

of any environmental concerns or violations on the Site.  Mr. Sydnor had no files 

specifically for the Site; however, he informed SGSI of recent carbon dioxide 

detections near the Site.  Mr. Sydnor provided a document dated September 29, 

1999, addressed to the TOML specifying that volcanic gases primarily in the form of 

carbon dioxide are both an ‘air quality’ issue and a ‘geologic hazard’ with respect to 

health-and-safety for the Mammoth Mountain area.  A copy of the CGS document is 

included in Appendix K. 

6.2.10. United States Geological Survey (USGS) 

Dr. David P. Hill and Dr. Michael L. Sorey of the USGS were contacted about their 

knowledge of any anticipated volcanic related hazards that might adversely affect the 

Site.  Dr. Hill and Dr. Sorey provided five fact sheets discussing CO2-related tree kills, 

future volcanic eruptions, ash fall, scientific drilling, and the planned USGS response 

for future unrest in Long Valley caldera (Appendix L).  These sheets describe the 

potential hazards that exist regionally for the Site and the Town of Mammoth Lakes. 

6.2.11. Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District (MLFPD) 

Mr. Marty Larson, Assistant Chief/Fire Marshal with the MLFPD was contacted 

regarding the fire department’s knowledge of any past fires, fire regulation violations, 

or Hazmat responses on or near the Site.  Mr. Larson provided a Comprehensive 

Occupancy History (Appendix M) that indicated no incidents of any adverse 

environmental concern for the Site. 

6.2.12. Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) 

Mr. Chris Lanane with the GBUAPCD was contacted regarding his knowledge of any 
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past violations to the Federal Clean Air Act’s National Ambient Air Quality Standard of 

PM-10 (particulate matter less than 10 microns) for the Site.  This standard was 

adopted by the Town of Mammoth Lakes in their Air Quality Management Plan dated 

November 30, 1990.  Mr. Lanane provided the latest progress report dated April of 

1995, which indicates 26 days with measured values that exceeded the federal and 

town threshold standard (150 µm/m3 for PM-10) between the time period of 1990 and 

1995.  According to this report, this air pollution problem was found to be caused 

primarily by woodsmoke and road cinders used as anti-skid material during snow 

storms, particularly during the winter months.  Mr. Lanane could not provide any 

more current information, nor did he note any direct air quality violations for the Site. 

6.2.13. Edison International – Southern California Edison (SCE) 

Mr. Bob Ziegler with SCE in Mammoth Lakes, California was contacted regarding his 

knowledge of the possible presence of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) found in the 

pad-mount transformer located offsite at the northwest property corner.  According to 

Mr. Zigler, the transformer was installed after 1978, the year when PCB’s were 

initially phased out of electrical transformer oils. 

7.0.  FINDINGS 

Based on SGSI’s investigation performed for this ESA, SGSI presents the following 

findings: 

7.1.  Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) 

Although there was a limiting condition related to an accumulation of snow, SGSI 

sought for but did not identify any RECs on the Site. 

7.2.  Historical Recognized Environmental Conditions (HRECs) 

SGSI sought for but did not identify any HRECs on the Site. 
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7.3.  De Minimus Environmental Conditions (DMECs) 

SGSI sought for and has identified the following DMECs on and adjacent to the Site: 

7.3.1. The former UST location at the east-center edge of the Site. 

7.3.2. The 55-gallon drum storage area at the northeast corner of the Site. 

7.3.3. The minor stained soil area at the southeast corner of the Site. 

7.3.4. The imported undocumented fill material area throughout the Site. 

7.3.5. All offsite LUST, CORTESE, HAZNET, CHMRIS, and HIST UST locations that 

were identified in the EDR® Radius Report. 

7.3.6. The potential volcanic, seismic, and gas emission hazards to the Town of 

Mammoth Lakes as described by published literature. 

7.3.7. The air quality guideline threshold exceedances brought about by air pollution 

derived primarily by woodsmoke and road cinders during the winter months. 

8.0.  OPINIONS 

Based on the findings listed above, SGSI provides the following opinions for the Site: 

8.1. A limiting condition related to snow accumulations does not necessarily mean 

that a REC is immanent on the Site.  Rather, it has been SGSI’s experience from 

our observations, engineering and subsurface explorations, particularly during 

the recent development of the surrounding North Village area, that the Site has a 

relatively low potential for containing any adverse environmental condition.  

Furthermore, from all the Site-specific research and interviews conducted, 

nothing was disclosed to indicate any past contamination from petroleum 

hydrocarbons or hazardous materials.  This has been confirmed from a second 

Site reconnaissance following snowmelt. 
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8.2. Analyses of the soil samples did not detect the presence of any hydrocarbon 

contamination; therefore, the former UST location is to be considered as a de 

minimus environmental condition relative to the Site. 

8.3. The 55-gallon drum storage area is to be considered as a de minimus 

environmental condition. 

8.4. The undocumented fill material imported to the Site was imported from a non-

contaminated source area; therefore, it is to be considered as a de minimus 

environmental condition; however, this material and the underlying topsoil will 

most likely have to be removed and replaced under the observation and testing 

of a Geotechnical Engineer prior to development. 

8.5. The potential volcanic, seismic, and gas emission hazards and the air quality 

exceedances are broad and regional hazards.  Attempts to project any of these 

hazards specifically to the Site cannot be accurately performed at this time; 

therefore, they are to be considered as de minimus environmental conditions 

relative to the Site, until otherwise warned and instructed by those public 

agencies that continuously monitor for these hazards. 

9.0.  CONCLUSIONS 

SGSI has performed a Phase I and Limited Phase II Environmental Site Assessment in 

conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM Practice E 1527-00 of the Site.  

Any exceptions to, or deletions from, this practice are described in Sections 1.4 and 

10.0 of this report.  Based on the findings and opinions from this ESA, SGSI concludes 

the following: 

9.1. That no RECs were identified on the Site. 

9.2. That no HRECs were identified on the Site. 

9.3. That although the Site has some minor stained soils, imported fill material, and 
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previously had a UST, these are de minimus environmental conditions that 

should not warrant further environmental investigation, subsurface or otherwise, 

prior to completion of a commercial real estate transaction. 

9.4. That although the CGS and the USGS have jointly advised the Town of 

Mammoth Lakes of a significant health-and-safety issue regarding the hazard of 

carbon dioxide emissions and the future hazard of volcanic eruptions, emergency 

response procedures have been adopted and established by the TOML and the 

California Office of Emergency Services. 

10.0.  DEVIATIONS 

SGSI, to the best of our knowledge, did not deviate (or intentionally deviate) from the 

standard of practice as presented in ASTM E1527-00. 

11.0.  ADDITIONAL SERVICES 

Additional services beyond the scope of ASTM E 1527-00 were agreed upon as a term 

of engagement between SGSI and the User.  SGSI provided the following additional 

service: 

11.1. The Transaction Screen Questionnaire as taken from ASTM Practice E 1528-00, 

which was provided to the Key Site Manager to be a part of the required Owner 

Interview for this ESA. 

11.2. The limited soil sampling and laboratory analysis pursuant to the guidelines 

suggested in ASTM Practice E 1903-97, which was provided to simply determine 

whether-or-not there was a presence of hydrocarbons in the UST site only.  No 

quantification with respect to hydrocarbon depth and areal extent was attempted 

for the ESA. 
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1.0.  INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the findings, opinions, and conclusions of Sierra Geotechnical 

Services, Inc. (SGSI) for the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of The 

Hillman Parcel, herein referred to as the Site, which is located in the Town of Mammoth 

Lakes, Mono County, California.  SGSI was contracted by Dr. Daniel Hillman (User) to 

prepare this ESA, which is required by the User for purposes of escrow. 

1.1.  PURPOSE 

The purpose of this ESA is to: 

1.1.1. Identify, to the extent feasible pursuant to the processes prescribed in ASTM 
Practice E 1527-00, any recognized environmental conditions (REC), historical 
recognized environmental conditions (HREC), and/or de minimus  environmental 
conditions (DMEC) in connection with the Site and the surrounding areas; 

1.1.2. Evaluate the Site and surrounding areas with respect to the range of hazardous 
materials within the scope of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended, including amendment 
by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA); 

1.1.3. Provide the minimum level of appropriate inquiry that CERCLA requires to qualify 
the User for the “innocent landowner defense”; 

1.1.4. Summarize the environmental conditions that could materially, or otherwise 
adversely impact the User’s operation of the business proposed for the Site; and 

1.1.5. Present SGSI’s professional conclusions and opinions regarding the impact of 
known or suspect environmental conditions on the Site and surrounding areas 
based on the documented findings. 

1.2.  DETAILED SCOPE OF SERVICES 

This Phase I ESA was performed to evaluate areas of potential environmental concern, 

including those that may have arisen as a result of past hazardous or other materials 

use, handling or storage on or near the Site that have occurred in the past.  The scope 

of work was performed in accordance with SGSI’s original Proposal and Cost Estimate 

and with SGSI’s Agreement and Work Order signed and approved by the User on 
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November 4, 2005.  Copies of these documents are provided in Appendix A.  The scope 

of work consisted of the following: 

1.2.1. review of a database search of reported environmental conditions and hazardous 
materials operating permit holders within an approximate minimum search 
distance of one mile of the Site’s boundaries, 

1.2.2. review of any previous ESA work for the Site and for adjacent properties in the 
immediate vicinity, 

1.2.3. interviews with the following regulatory entities: 

- Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Lahontan), 
- Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD), 
- U.S. Department of Agriculture, Division of Forestry (USFS), 
- U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 
- U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), 
- The Resources Agency, California Geological Survey (CGS), 
- California Department of Transportation, District 9 (Caltrans), 
- California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), 
- Mono County Building Department (MCBD), 
- Mono County Department of Agriculture (MCDA), 
- Mono County Planning Department (MCPD), 
- Mono County Environmental Health Department (MCEHD), 
- Town of Mammoth Lakes (TOML), 
- Mammoth Community Water District (MCWD), 
- Edison International – Southern California Edison (SCE), and 
- Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District (MLFPD), 

1.2.4. stereo analysis of aerial photographs of the Site and surrounding vicinity, 

1.2.5. an interview with the Owner/Key Site Manager, 

1.2.6. a preliminary reconnaissance of the Site, and 

1.2.7. preparation of this ESA report. 

1.3.  SIGNIFICANT ASSUMPTIONS 

The User should assume that SGSI performed this ESA to the specifications of ASTM 

International Test Designation E 1527-00: Standard Practice for Environmental Site 

Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process for the Site.  The User 

should also assume that SGSI used a level of environmental inquiry into the previous 
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ownership and uses of the Site considered appropriate for this commercial real estate 

transaction as prescribed by CERCLA. 

1.4.  LIMITATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS TO THE ASSESSMENT 

The material evidence gathered from the sources used in this ESA is only as complete 

as the sources themselves.  Some events resulting in potential environmental 

contamination are not reported to the federal, state, county, and local agencies, and 

therefore are not available for review in the public records.  SGSI cannot warrant the 

accuracy, validity, or completeness of the information maintained in the records 

investigated.  Because this ESA is based on readily available information, some of 

SGSI’s conclusions could be considered irrelevant if the information upon which they 

are based is determined to be false, inaccurate, misleading or contradicted by additional 

information.  SGSI’s findings, conclusions and opinions in this ESA are true, accurate, 

and certified subject to, limited by, and disclaimed as the underlying accuracy and 

veracity of this information.  Specifically not included in this ESA are issues outside the 

scope and requirements of ASTM E 1527-00.  Typical non-scope issues include the 

following: 

1. Asbestos-containing materials 7. Archaeological or cultural preserves 
2. Radon 8. Carbon Dioxide 
3. Lead in paint or drinking water 9. Flood Plain 
4. High voltage power lines 10. Fire Hazard Potential 
5. Wetlands 11. Light Ballasts 
6. Regulatory compliance 12. Infectious Diseases 

 

SGSI performed this ESA in a professional manner using that degree of skill and care 

exercised for similar projects under similar conditions by environmental consultants.  

Nonetheless, there are several major qualifications that are inherent in the conduct of 

this or any other environmental due diligence examination: 

1.4.1. It is difficult to predict which, if any, identified potential problems will become 
actual problems in the future.  Governmental agencies and their regulations 
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continually change over time as do the enforcement priorities of the applicable 
agencies involved; 

1.4.2. There is always the distinct possibility that major sources of future environmental 
liability have yet to manifest themselves to the point where they are reasonably 
identifiable through an external investigation such as the one conducted for this 
ESA; 

1.4.3. The results of SGSI’s investigation represent the applications of a variety of 
technical disciplines to materials, facts, and conditions associated with the Site.  
Many of these are subject to change over time; accordingly, the summary, 
conclusions, opinions, and recommendations must be viewed within this context; 

1.4.4. SGSI shall not be held responsible for limiting conditions (i.e. snow coverage, 
gated access, blocked entry, etc.) or consequences arising from relevant facts 
that were concealed, withheld, or not fully disclosed at the time this ESA was 
performed; 

1.4.5. Properties adjoining the Site were only unobtrusively and visually inspected; 
therefore, SGSI does not warranty the integrity of adjoining properties in this 
ESA; however, SGSI made every effort to view as much of these properties as 
possible; 

1.4.6. SGSI makes no representation concerning the legal significance of its findings or 
of the value of the Site investigated; and 

1.4.7. This ESA is not intended to satisfy the requirements of the National Contingency 
Plan. 

1.5.  USER RELIANCE 

This ESA was prepared solely for the benefit and reliance of the User and may be 

delivered or otherwise shown to and relied on by any of the User’s “Designated Parties 

and Recipients”, hereby described as respective affiliates, subsidiaries, participants, 

lenders, successors and assigns, vested partnerships, any rating agency rating 

securities issued in connection with the securitization of any loan or loans pertaining to 

the property that is the subject of this report and any underwriters, placement agents or 

similar parties in connection with the issuance of securities in connection with the 

securitization of any loan or loans pertaining to the Site, and any holder of securities 

backed by any loan or loans pertaining to the Site.  SGSI acknowledges that this report 

may be included in or referred to in an offering memorandum, prospectus or any other 
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disclosure document or otherwise made available in the form of photocopies, computer 

diskettes or CD-ROMs in connection with a securitization of a pool of mortgage loans.  

Reliance is contingent upon acceptance of the terms and conditions, which are an 

integral part of the contract between SGSI and the User for this assessment.  This 

report may be delivered or shown to parties other than the “Designated Parties and 

Recipients”; however, reliance on this document by any party is forbidden without the 

express written consent of SGSI.  Use of this report for purposes beyond those 

reasonably intended by the “Designated Parties and Recipients” will be at the sole risk 

of the user.  Any use of, or reliance upon, this information by a party other than the User 

and its “Designated Parties and Recipients” shall be solely at their own risk and without 

legal recourse against SGSI or their respective employees, officers, or owners, 

regardless of whether the action in which recovery of damages is sought based on 

contract, tort (including the sole, concurrent, or other negligence and strict liability of 

SGSI), statute, or otherwise. 

2.0.  SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1.  LEGAL DESCRIPTION AND ADDRESS 

The legal description of the Site is: 

That portion of land found in the west half of the northeast quarter of Section 34, 

Township 3 south, Range 27 east, M.D.B. & M., in the County of Mono, State of 

California, described as beginning at a point of intersection of the east line of the 

west half of the northeast quarter with the south line of California State Highway 

203, 200 feet wide, as now established; thence south along said east line 209 feet; 

thence west a right angles 40 feet to the true pint of beginning; thence continuing 

west 209 feet; thence north at right angles 209 feet, more or less, to the south line 

of said State Highway; thence easterly along the south line of the said State 

Highway to a point thereof distant 40 feet measured at right angles from the said 
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east line and distant 40 feet therefrom 209 feet, more or less, to the true point of 

beginning, excepting therefrom the easterly 50 feet of the above-described land. 

The address for the Site is: 3721 Main Street, Mammoth Lakes, California 93546. 

2.2.  SITE LOCATION AND VICINITY CHARACTERISTICS 

The Site is regionally located in east-central California, in the southwest portion of Mono 

County, south of Mono Lake and west of Crowley Lake (Figure 1), and it is centered on 

the approximate map coordinates of latitude 37.6484°N and longitude 118.9781°W on 

the USGS Old Mammoth 7.5-minute Quadrangle Map.  The Site is located on the near 

the northern edge of the Town of Mammoth Lakes city limits, approximately 4.8 miles 

west of the intersection of U.S. Highway 395 and State Route 203 (Figure 2).  More 

specifically, the Site encompasses approximately 0.72 acres of land on the south edge 

of State Highway 203 (Main Street), approximately 1,265 feet east of the intersection 

with Minaret Road (Figure 3).  It is bound on the north by a paved frontage road, on the 

east by commercial restaurant property, on the south by private residential property, 

and on the west by private condominium property.  Vehicular access to the Site is from 

the frontage road and Main Street on the north and from a private unpaved road on the 

south. 

2.3.  EXISTING TOPOGRAPHY AND DRAINAGE 

Topography on the Site is characterized by a gentle uniform ground surface that slopes 

south to southeast ranging in elevation from 7936 at the northwest property corner to 

7918 at the southeast property corner.  Details of the topography are shown on 

enclosed Figures.  Drainage is controlled by the topography such that Site runoff flows 

southeast at approximately 6.8 percent.  Storm runoff and drainage flows are not 

collected or controlled by any improvements.  Information concerning the Site’s location 

with respect to nearby storm drainage systems is discussed in Section 4.3.2.8. 
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2.4.  HISTORICAL AND CURRENT USE OF SITE 

Historically, the Site had remained in a natural state up until after 1944 but before 1951, 

which was when the Site was initially developed for commercial purposes by way of a 

lumber yard facility.  Over the course of time this facility contained a multi-room 

warehouse, a lumber mill, a detached hardware store with upstairs lodging, and two 

small lodge cabins.  Lumber yard operations continued up until about 1972.  The 

hardware store remained operational until 1973.  All buildings on the Site were 

subsequently demolished and removed in 1980 with remnant footings removed in 1990, 

and the Site has remained vacant and unused since. 

3.0.  USER PROVIDED INFORMATION 

3.1.  TITLE RECORDS 

The User provided a copy of a Preliminary Title Report dated February 27, 2003 for the 

Site.  According to this report, title to the Site is vested in Daniel D. Hillman, trustee of 

the Daniel D. Hillman Trust, dated October 15, 1986, as to an undivided 51 percent 

interest: Karen Eve Hillman Chester, a married woman as her sole and separate 

property, Jana Alison Hillman, a single woman, and Kimberly Elizabeth Hillman, a single 

woman, all as joint tenants, as to an undivided 49 percent interest, subject to exception 

No. 4 of said report.  A copy of this record is enclosed in Appendix B. 

3.2.  TECHNICAL DOCUMENTS 

Among the technical documents that the User provided (Appendix M), four were 

considered relevant for this Phase 1 ESA.  Two of the documents are maps of the Site, 

the first being a sketch attachment to a Caltrans “Permit to Enter” dated October 10, 

1980, and the second being a Survey Map of the “Hardware Store Property” dated 

September 14, 1973 with a revision date of October 15, 1973.  Both maps depict 

building structures on the Site, with the latter denoting names and descriptions for each 

building.  The 1973 Survey Map shows five buildings on the Site, one of which appears 
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to be an offsite encroachment across the southern property line at the southwest corner; 

two of which appear to be small, one-story houses located next to the western property 

line; one of which is labeled “Hardware Store” near the northern property line; and the 

last of which is labeled “Warehouse” located on the southeast corner of the Site.  Based 

on a review of these two maps, SGSI noted nothing of any potential adverse 

environmental concern. 

Two other technical documents worth noting indicate the MCBD’s acknowledgement of 

a “Completion of Demolition” for the Site in their memorandum dated August 8, 1980, 

with a subsequent letter from the demolition contractor, T.H. Quealy Construction, dated 

August 16, 1980.  Based on a review of these two documents, SGSI noted nothing of 

any potential adverse environmental concern. 

3.3.  ENVIRONMENTAL LIENS 

SGSI sought for but did not find any Site-specific environmental liens. 

3.4.  SPECIALIZED KNOWLEDGE 

SGSI sought for but did not find and Site-specific specialized knowledge. 

4.0.  RECORDS REVIEW 

4.1.  STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS SOURCE 

SGSI subcontracted with Environmental Data Resources™, Inc. (EDR) to perform a 

computerized environmental database record search.  EDR, of Southport, Connecticut, 

is a private database vender.  The environmental search was performed for reported 

current and historical environmental site conditions (RECs, HRECs, and DMECs) and 

operating permits involving hazardous materials within an approximate minimum search 

distance of one mile of the Site.  EDR provided a Radius Map that meets the ASTM 

International Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments, E 1527-00, 

including, but not limited to, searches for sites on CERCLIS and EPA lists.  An EDR 

report dated November 14, 2005 is presented with regards to mappable and 
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unmappable (orphan) facilities, a copy of which is provided in Appendix C.  Mappable 

facilities are those that can be reasonably to accurately located on the EDR Site Maps. 

4.1.1. Mappable Facilities 

Of the five mappable facilities presented in the EDR report, four with known reported 

environmental conditions were determined to be within one-half mile or less of the Site, 

and they are denoted on Figure 3.  These facilities are described as follows: 

Facility 1. Map ID A1 – The former Exxon Mini-Mart, which was formerly an 
ARCO AM/PM Mini-Mart, and prior to that a Texaco service station, and is now 
the existing Napa Auto Parts facility, is located at 3280 Main Street, 
approximately 2,120 feet east of and down slope from the Site.  This facility is 
listed on the LUST and Cortese databases.  A diesel fuel leak into soil occurred 
at the former Exxon facility on January 13, 1992, and the MCEHD closed the 
case after treatment on December 22, 1998.  The Napa site discovered a 
gasoline leak into soil on May 15, 1992, and the MCEHD closed the case on 
December 23, 1993 after treatment. 

Facility 2. Map ID A2 – The former Mammoth Mobil Mo-Mart facility is listed on 
the LUST and Cortese databases.  The facility is located at 3275 Main Street, 
approximately 2,160 feet southeast of and down slope from the Site.  This facility 
was formerly known as a BP station, and it is currently known as Center Street 
Shell.  A diesel fuel leak into soils was discovered on September 2, 1987 and 
reported on May 24, 1994, and on April 24, 1997 a diesel fuel leak into the 
aquifer was discovered and subsequently reported on May 5, 1997.  The 
contamination is currently being monitored under purview of Lahontan and 
TOML. 

Facility 3. Map ID 2 – The Norco Service Center facility is listed on the HAZNET, 
LUST, CORTESE, and HIST UST databases.  The service center is located at 
3670 Main Street, approximately 250 feet northeast of and upslope from the Site. 
 This facility is currently permitted to handle waste and mixed oils.  A gasoline 
leak into soils was discovered on May 1, 1996 and reported on June 14, 1996, 
and the contaminated material was excavated and disposed of under purview of 
MCEHD, who closed the case on October 8, 1996. 

Facility 4. Map ID 5 – The former Contel facility is listed on the UST, LUST and 
Cortese databases.  This facility is located at 39 Pinecrest Avenue, 
approximately 2,170 feet east of and down slope from the Site.  This facility 
subsequently became owned by GTE, and it is currently operated by Verizon.  
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Diesel fuel was discovered in soil on February 2, 1992.  During tank removals, 
contaminated soils were excavated and removed, and MCEHD closed the case 
(Case #6B2600778T) per closure letter dated October 16, 1996. 

4.1.2. Unmappable (orphan) Facilities 

Of the thirty-four orphan facilities listed in the EDR report, only three with known 

reported environmental conditions were determined to be within a one-half mile of the 

Site, as shown on Figure 3.  The remainder are either greater than one-mile or they are 

duplicate facilities with those listed in Section 4.1.1.  In the order that they appear in the 

EDR report, they are described as follows: 

Facility 5. The Village at Mammoth facility is listed on the LUST database.  Recent 
construction operations for a new gondola lift station exposed two underground 
fuel storage tanks and one sump that previously served a Union 76 service 
station, then a Texaco service station, and then Caesar’s Garage service facility, 
all formerly at 6155 Minaret Road, approximately 1,875 feet northwest of and 
upslope from the Site.  All apparently used the same building over time, which 
was demolished sometime between 1972 and 1988.  Petroleum contaminated 
soils were discovered during removal of tanks between November 2001 and 
January 2002 during construction of The Village at Mammoth.  The contaminated 
soils were excavated and disposed of in compliance with MCEHD, as described 
in their closure letter dated October 29, 2002. 

Facility 6. The Mammoth Lakes Chevron #9-1861 facility located at 3236 Main 
Street is listed on the LUST, Cortese, RCRIS-SQG, FINDS, and HAZNET 
databases.  This service station facility is located approximately 2,260 feet east 
of and down slope from the Site.  Gasoline leaks were discovered and reported 
on two separate occasions, on March 28, 1994 and on August 11, 1995.  The 
extent of contamination is currently being investigated under the purview of 
Lahontan.  It is currently not known if the aquifer was affected. 

Facility 7. The Royal Pines Resort facility is located at 3814 View Point Road off 
of Main Street, approximately 405 northwest of and upslope from the Site.  
According to an MCEHD closure letter dated December 22, 1994, a 500-gallon 
gasoline tank was removed from this facility sometime in 1986.  No unauthorized 
release of product was detected by MCEHD staff at the time of the UST removal. 
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4.2.  ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD SOURCES 

According to past record and database searches, fifteen additional documented facilities 

not identified in the EDR report were determined to be within a one-half mile of the Site, 

and they are also plotted on Figure 3.  In order of proximity to the Site, they are 

described as follows: 

4.2.1. Unreported Facilities 

Facility 8. The Lodestar Golf Course facility (MCDA Site I.D. #26-03-2600175) is 
located upslope from the Site and just offsite from the southwest property corner. 
 This facility currently employs MCDA-qualified personnel for the application of 
fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides in compliance with application rates 
specified by the Mono County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office. 

Facility 9. The Mammoth View Lodge (defunct) was located at 3771 Main Street, 
approximately 100 feet west of and upslope from the Site.  This facility was at 
one time in operation as the old “Chinese Laundry” between the years 1975 and 
1977.  No reports of any dry cleaning or contamination are known for this facility. 

Facility 10. The La Sierra’s Restaurant facility is located at 3789 Main Street, 
approximately 200 feet west of and upslope from the Site.  A UST was at one 
time located near the northeast property corner, and a mobile above-ground 
diesel tank was used on the facility.  The UST was removed sometime between 
1976 and 1978 without MCEHD purview.  A recent analysis performed March 11, 
2004 indicated that native soil was not contaminated beneath the old UST backfill 
material. 

Facility 11. The Holiday Haus Motel located at 3863 Main Street is listed as a 
CHMIRS site.  It is located approximately 600 feet west of and upslope from the 
Site.  Fifty-four pounds of a pesticide in the form of calcium hypochlorate was 
released as a gas into the air on March 7, 1989.  No remedial action was 
undertaken by any agency since the release, and no documentation for this 
facility was provided by the County.  With respect to prevailing wind, the motel is 
down gradient. 

Facility 12. The former Ronning Loader Service facility was once located at 239 
Joaquin Road, approximately 1,035 feet southeast of and down slope from the 
Site.  According to MCEHD records, a 1000-gallon UST was removed from this 
facility on July 29, 1993, and no contamination of the underlying soils was 
determined after sampling and analysis. 

Facility 13. The Absentee Homeowner’s Service incident is reported to have been 
located at 27 Lake Mary Road, approximately 1,330 feet west of and upslope 
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from the Site.  According to an MCEHD letter dated August 27, 1992, three to 
four cubic yards of diesel/oil saturated dirt was removed from the premises and 
hauled off site to a permitted facility according to their specifications. 

Facility 14. The Ted Berner facility located at 62, 94, 100 and 128 Berner Street is 
located approximately 1,390 feet northwest of and upslope from the Site.  This 
facility is listed on the HIST UST database.  Diesel fuel was stored underground 
at three separate locations on the facility between approximately 1974 and 1994. 
 MCEHD issued a closure letter dated June 23, 1994 for the UST that at one time 
was located east of the welding shop and immediately west of the Site.  MCEHD 
also provided an  “Application for Permit to Abandon Underground Hazardous 
Material Storage Tank” submitted by Mr. Berner, dated May 3, 1991, and signed 
May 28, 1991 for the UST that was located northeast of the private garage; no 
closure record could be produced by MCEHD for this UST; nor could any records 
be found for a small diesel tank with a hand pump that was at one time located 
adjacent to the driveway entrance up to the Berner residence sometime between 
approximately 1974 and 1988.  Subsequent soil sampling and testing performed 
on October 8, 2004 at this location indicated that hydrocarbons were not present. 

Facility 15. The Mullins Laundry & Cleaners facility is located at 145 Center Street, 
approximately 1,555 southeast of and down slope from the Site.  No known 
records of any contamination or mishandling of dry cleaning chemicals have 
been reported for this facility. 

Facility 16. The Minaret Lodge facility (now defunct) was located at 6156 Minaret 
Road, approximately 1,675 feet northwest of and upslope from the Site.  An 
application for permit to abandon a 500-gallon underground hazardous materials 
storage tank was filed with the MCEHD on May 23, 1988.  No unauthorized 
releases were noted. 

Facility 17. The Mammoth Lakes Old Town Yard facility is listed on the HIST UST, 
LUST and CORTESE databases, and it was at one time was located at 140 
Berner Street, approximately 1,750 feet northwest of and upslope from the Site.  
This facility was at one time utilized as a maintenance yard for the TOML 
between 1986 and 1990, and it was used by Mono County for full maintenance of 
their highway equipment prior to that.  A leak of fuel into soils was confirmed on 
October 28, 1993.  The contaminated soils were excavated and disposed of 
under the purview of the MCEHD, who subsequently issued a closure letter 
dated January 11, 2001 following remediation. 

Facility 18. The Ledcor Industries USA, Inc. facility has been listed on the HAZNET 
database, and it is located at 126 Berner Street, approximately 1,750 feet 
northwest of and upslope from the Site.  It is essentially the same location as the 
former Old Town/County Yard.  Manifest records from Ledcor’s recycling 
program for handling petroleum product deliveries and disposals have exceeded 



 
 W.O. 3.00543 

 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment – Hillman Parcel 
3721 Main Street, Mammoth Lakes, California 
December 5, 2005 

13 

a minimum of 350,000 shipments.  Mr. Mike Barrett of Ledcor, provided a copy of 
their Hazardous Materials Transportation License issued by the California 
Highway Patrol dated September 25, 2003 and expiring November 30, 2004, and 
a copy of their company “Health, Safety, and Environmental Policy” dated 
January 2003. 

Facility 19. The Lodestar Maintenance facility is located at 5500 Meridian 
Boulevard, approximately 1,915 feet southwest of and down slope from the Site.  
This facility is listed on the LUST database.  The maintenance facility is still in 
operation for the Lodestar Golf Course.  Diesel fuel was reported having leaked 
into soils on June 30, 1988, and again on May 22, 1997.  No closure letter has 
yet been written, and the site is currently under permitted for fuel storage by the 
MCEHD. 

Facility 20. The Frank’s Liquor and Gas facility is listed on the HIST UST database. 
 It was formerly located at 6220 Minaret Road, approximately 1,950 feet 
northwest of and upslope from the Site.  A leak into soils was reported December 
7, 1993.  It is our understanding that the underground fuel storage tanks were 
pulled and all contaminated soil was removed under the purview and satisfaction 
of MCEHD, who issued a letter of closure dated December 7, 1993. 

Facility 21. The Ponderosa Lodge facility (now defunct) facility was located at 15 
Canyon Boulevard, approximately 1,980 feet west of and upslope from the Site.  
A 500-gallon UST containing motor vehicle fuel was removed from the lodge 
premises according to an application for permit to abandon a 500-gallon 
underground hazardous materials storage tank dated November 23, 1988 on file 
at the MCEHD.  No unauthorized releases were noted; furthermore, the former 
site was over-excavated in its entirety to provide underground parking for The 
Village at Mammoth project. 

Facility 22. The Alpine Medical Clinic facility (now defunct) was located at 6175 
Minaret Road, approximately 2,030 feet northwest of and upslope from the Site.  
The clinic has been listed on the HAZNET database having at one time handled 
photochemicals and photo processing waste.  No unauthorized releases are 
known, and no County documentation for this facility was provided; furthermore, 
the facility was over-excavated in its entirety to provide underground parking for 
The Village at Mammoth project that was recently developed. 

Facility 23. The Chaparral Apartments facility is located at 380 Chaparral Road, 
approximately 2,360 feet southeast of and down slope from the Site.  According 
to MCEHD records, a 550-gallon UST was removed from this facility in 1993, and 
no record of soil contamination was found in their files. 

Facility 24. The Alpine Lodge facility (now defunct) was located at 6209 Minaret 
Road, approximately 2,370 feet northwest of and upslope from the Site.  A 500-
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gallon leaded gasoline tank was pulled from the premises according to an 
MCEHD application for permit to abandon an underground hazardous materials 
storage tank dated December 9, 1991.  No unauthorized release was noted, and 
no closure letter was produced. 

4.2.2. Previous Environmental Assessments 

SGSI asked for and searched for but did not receive or find any previous environmental 

assessments for the Site. 

4.3.  PHYSICAL SETTING SOURCES 

SGSI reviewed the following physical setting sources: 

4.3.1. Mandatory Standard Physical Setting Sources 

Mandatory standard physical setting sources, including all known historical topographic 

maps up through to the most current map containing the Site, are enclosed in Appendix 

D.  Each source has been reviewed and summarized as follows: 

Figure 4. The 1914 USGS Topographic Map for the Mt. Morrison Quadrangle; 
according to this map, no infrastructure or development was observed on or near 
the Site; however, the old Deadman and Sawmill Trails appear to traverse near 
the Site; a blue-line stream traverses just south of the Site; green shading 
indicates forested areas; nothing else of significant environmental concern noted. 

Figure 5. The 1915 USFS Folios Map of Inyo County (now Mono County); 
according to this map, the Site is located within a shaded area denoted as 
“Public Land”; a blue-line stream traverses just south of the Site; no infrastructure 
or development is shown on or near the Site; nothing else of significant 
environmental concern noted. 

Figure 6. The 1928 reprint of the 1914 USGS Topographic Map for the Mt. 
Morrison Quadrangle; according to this map, nothing of significant environmental 
concern was noted. 

Figure 7. The 1934 USDA reprint of the 1914 USGS Topographic Map for the Mt. 
Morrison Quadrangle; according to this map, green lines representing new roads 
were added; a green road traverses just north of the Site; nothing else of 
significant environmental concern noted. 

Figure 8. The 1936 Topographic Map of the Mammoth Embayment, Mono County, 
California (Kesseli, 1941); according to this map, Lake Mary Road (Main Street) 
was being planned just north of the Site; Alpine Circle and Mountain Boulevard 
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are also located just to the north; nothing else of significant environmental 
concern noted. 

Figure 9. The 1939 USGS topographic Map of the Mono Basin and Vicinity; no 
infrastructure or development is shown on or near the Site; however, it is known 
that construction of Lake Mary Road/Main Street was completed by 1938; 
nothing else of significant environmental concern noted. 

Figure 10. The 1953 USGS 15-Minute Topographic Map for the Mt. Morrison 
Quadrangle; according to this map, a building is plotted on the Site; the Site is 
located in an area color-coded green, which indicates forested cover; Joaquin 
Road is shown offsite to the east; nothing else of significant environmental 
concern noted. 

Figure 11. A 1965 topographic map of the Town of Mammoth Lakes created by 
Miller Engineering Co. for East Sierra Development Associates; according to this 
map, three buildings are shown throughout the Site, one of which appears to be 
an encroachment; the largest building is the original lumber house; three dirt 
roads access the Site – one from the north, one from the northwest and one from 
the south; nothing else of significant environmental concern noted. 

Figure 12. A 1974 topographic map of the State Highway Route 203 alignment 
created by Caltrans; according to this map, three buildings are shown on the Site 
and appear to be the same as those shown in Figure 11; a power pole is plotted 
just north and offsite; nothing else of significant environmental concern noted. 

Figure 13. The 1978 USGS/USFS 7.5-Minute Topographic Map for the Mount 
Morrison NW Quadrangle; according to this map, one building is plotted on the 
Site; the Site is plotted within the shaded area indicating “Lands within the 
National Forest boundary”; nothing else of significant environmental concern 
noted. 

Figure 14. The 1983 USGS 7.5-Minute Series Topographic Map of the Old 
Mammoth Quadrangle; according to this map, the Site is plotted within a gray-
shaded area denoted as “Alienated lands within the National Forest boundary”; 
nothing else of significant environmental concern noted. 

Figure 15. The 1984 USGS 7.5-Minute Series Topographic Map of the Old 
Mammoth Quadrangle; according to this map, the Site is plotted within a gray-
shaded area indicating “Lands within the National Forest boundary”; nothing else 
of significant environmental concern noted. 

Figure 16. The current 1994 USGS 7.5-Minute Topographic Maps of the Old 
Mammoth, and Bloody Mountain Quadrangles; according to this map, the Site is 
plotted within a gray-shaded area indicating “National Forest System lands within 
the National Forest”; nothing else of significant environmental concern noted. 
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Figure 17. A 2000 topographic map of the Town of Mammoth Lakes created by 
North American Mapping for the MCWD and the TOML; according to this map, 
no buildings are shown on Site; nothing else of significant environmental concern 
noted. 

SGSI noted nothing of any potential adverse environmental concern on any of these 

maps. 

4.3.2. Discretionary and Non-Standard Physical Setting Sources 

Discretionary and non-standard physical setting sources include any known pertinent 

published public reports that address potential natural environmental hazards that are 

regional to the Site.  Each source has been reviewed and summarized as follows: 

4.3.2.1.  Geologic Setting 

According to USGS Miscellaneous Investigation Series Map I-1933 (Bailey, 1989), the 

Site is located in an area that is regionally dominated by faulting, volcanism, and 

glaciation.  More specifically, it is located in the western portion of the Long Valley 

caldera between the western margin of the caldera’s resurgent dome and the eastern 

flank of the Sierra Nevada fault escarpment.  The Site is located entirely on glacial till 

from the Tioga glaciation that dates from approximately 20,000 years ago.  A copy of 

the Site Geologic Setting Map is shown as Figure 18. 

A review of USGS Open-File Report 90-460 indicates that nearest exploratory 

geothermal well drilled through a layer of unconsolidated glacial till and colluvium that 

overlies basalt bedrock with a contact measured at about 232 feet below the ground 

surface at a location approximately 1,860 feet to the northeast (Diment and Urban, 

1990). 

4.3.2.2.  Volcanic Setting 

A review of USGS Bulletin 1847 (Miller, 1989) indicates that the Site is located in a 

volcanic-vent area potentially subject to volcanic hazards associated with explosion, 

flowage, pyroclastic fall, debris flow, and base surge events.  A review of USGS Bulletin 
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2185 (Hill et al., 2002) describes a comprehensive four-level community response plan 

for these hazards and for future episodes of volcanic unrest within the area.  A copy of 

the abbreviated version of this response plan is enclosed as USGS Fact Sheet 108-96 

in Appendix Q.  A review of USGS Miscellaneous Investigation Series Map I-1933 

(Bailey, 1989) further indicates that the Site is located inside the Long Valley caldera 

(collapsed volcano), an elongate crater-like feature that formed from a cataclysmic 

volcanic eruption sequence between approximately 760,000 through 730,000 years 

ago.  Subsequent volcanic eruptions between 215,000 and 52,000 years ago occurred 

on nearby Mammoth Mountain and Lincoln Peak approximately 2.9 and 2.3 miles west 

of the Site, respectively.  Phreatic explosions as recent as 500 years ago (plus or minus 

200 years) occurred along the Mono-Inyo volcanic chain with the nearest phreatic cone 

located approximately 3.4 miles to the northwest.  A copy of the Site Volcanic Setting 

Map is shown as Figure 19. 

4.3.2.3.  Tectonic Setting 

A review of the CGS Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Map for the 1985 NE ¼ 

Devils Postpile Quadrangle and the 1982 NW ¼ of the Mount Morrison Quadrangle 

(Davis, 1982) indicates that several recent faults (surface rupture less than 11,000 

years ago) and historic faults (less than 200 years ago) are located nearby the Site.  

Distance from the Site to the boundary of the nearest zoned faults are approximately 

1.1 miles to the west and 2.0 miles to the east.  No known active faults are mapped 

across the Site.  According to the 1997 Uniform Building Code (CGS, 1998), page L-18 

of “Maps of Known Active Fault Near-Source Zones in California and Adjacent Portions 

of Nevada”, the Site is located within 2 kilometers of the Hartley Springs fault.  The 

Hartley Springs fault is classified as a Type ‘B’ causative fault with an estimated 

maximum magnitude earthquake MMAX=6.6.  Ground deformation and surface rupture 

was detected along this fault zone as a result of the 1980 Long Valley Caldera 
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earthquake swarm (Clark et al., 1980; Sherburne, 1980; Davis, 1982).  A copy of the 

Site Tectonic Setting Map is enclosed as Figure 20. 

4.3.2.4.  Mining District Setting 

A review of USGS Professional Paper 385 (Rinehart and Ross, 1966) indicates that the 

historic Lake Mining District of Mammoth Lakes lies several miles southwest of the Site 

in a different groundwater basin (Figure 2).  Gold, silver, copper, and lead-bearing veins 

were discovered here in 1877-78, primarily in the Old Mammoth Mine (Clark, 1998).  

Lake Mining district organized in 1887 and included other mines, notably the Monte 

Cristo and Mammoth Consolidated mines.  Mining was performed periodically up 

through the 1930’s and on nearby prospects as late as 1958.  Mining developed 

predominantly on the northwest-trending metavolcanic ridge named “Mineral Hill” or 

“Gold Mountain” or “Red Mountain”, which is located just south and west of Mammoth 

Rock.  Old Mammoth Mine originally consisted of five claims, but increased to twenty-

six by 1940, and it was later abandoned in 1956.  Old Mammoth Mine is composed 

primarily of five adits on the north slope of Mineral Hill.  Monte Cristo Mine opened with 

three patented claims in 1927 with ore being extracted up through 1941.  The mine was 

abandoned shortly thereafter.  Mammoth Consolidated Mine originally produced gold in 

1918 and included 27 claims by 1955, and it too was abandoned shortly thereafter. 

4.3.2.5.  Groundwater Setting 

The Mammoth Basin Water Resources Environmental Study prepared by the California 

Department of Water Resources (CDWR, 1973), depth to permanent groundwater 

beneath the Site is estimated at about 100 feet.  According to USGS Water Resources 

Investigations Report 85-4183, depth to permanent groundwater beneath the Site is 

estimated at about 250 feet (Farrar et al., 1985).  The most accurate depth to 

groundwater is provided by Diment and Urban (1990) in their report Mammoth Lakes 

Geothermal Reservoir Assessment Project (MLGRAP) Well #1 located 1,860 feet to the 

east at 459 feet below the ground surface (bgs).  The nearest municipal production well 
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is MCWD Well 20, located approximately 1,935 feet to the southwest (Figure 3) at 412 

feet bgs.  The groundwater gradient generally trends in the direction of the topographic 

gradient, which in this case is easterly and parallel with Murphy Gulch.  Both permanent 

and perched groundwater levels in the Mammoth Lakes area tend to fluctuate 

seasonally through time. 

4.3.2.6.  Hydrologic Setting 

A review of the CDWR report (CWDR, 1973) indicates that surface waters on the Site 

are regionally confined to the 71 square mile east-draining Mammoth Hydrologic Basin, 

which contains six distinct major watersheds, all of which are ultimately tributary to 

Owens River and Crowley Lake.  The Site is located in Watershed III, commonly known 

as the Murphy Gulch watershed.  The nearest natural springs are located to the south in 

the Juniper Springs area, just east of Lake Mary Road. 

A review of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (CRWQCB, 1994) 

indicates that the Site is regionally confined to the northern groundwater basin of 

Lahontan Region No. 6, Owens Hydrologic Unit No. 3, within Long Subunit No. 10, 

which corresponds to the numeric designation of “603.10,” as denoted in the report.  

According to the Lahontan report, the Site is located upstream of Crowley Lake, which 

is listed as a water body having impaired water quality according to the List of Water 

Quality Limited Segments, as outlined in Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act 

(P.L. 92-500, as amended). 

4.3.2.7.  Floodwater Setting 

A review of the Flood Insurance Rate Map for the Town of Mammoth Lakes prepared by 

the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA, 1992), illustrates that the Site 

located within “Other Areas Zone X,” which are areas determined to be outside the 500-

year flood plain boundary.  According to Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Community-

Panel No. 060724 0002 B, the nearest 100- and 500-year special flood zone hazard 
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areas are located along Mammoth Creek to the south.  A copy of the Site Flood Setting 

Map is enclosed as Figure 21. 

4.3.2.8.  Stormwater Setting 

A review of the Mammoth Lakes Storm Drainage Master Plan (Brown and Caldwell 

Consulting Engineers and Triad Engineering, 1984) illustrates that the Site is located in 

Tributary Subarea III-5.  According to this plan, the Site is located within an area 

denoted as “A1” of Tributary Subarea III-5, which drains by surface runoff to the 

southeast into a stormdrain that flow underneath Joaquin Road, which is eventually 

tributary to the natural flow course of Murphy Gulch.  A copy of the Site Storm Drainage 

Setting Map is enclosed as Figure 22. 

4.3.2.9.  Surficial Soils Setting 

A review of the USDA Soil Survey of Benton-Owens Valley Area, California, Parts of 

Inyo and Mono Counties (Tallyn, 2002) indicates that soils underlying the Site are 

classified as Chesaw family at slopes of 5 to 15 percent, which are soils that are 

generally glacial outwash in origin derived from granitic rock sources containing 15 

percent contrasting inclusions, and with properties that include rapid permeability and 

very low or low water capacity.  A typical soil profile contains 0 to 5 inches of grayish 

brown gravelly loamy sand underlain by grayish brown very gravelly loamy sand and 

yellowish brown gravelly loamy sand to depths of approximately 60 inches. 

A review of the Mammoth Lakes Storm Drain Master Plan (Brown and Caldwell and 

Triad Engineering, 1984) and the General Plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes  

(TOML, 1987) indicates that the soil underlying the Site is classified as Outwash Till, 

which is composed of undifferentiated glacial outwash and coarse till in moderate to 

steep terrain.  The soil profile on the Site is mapped as B322, which has low runoff 

potential, more than 36 inches of soil depth, a moderate hazard of inherent erosion 

potential, and a medium potential for vegetative productivity. 
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4.3.2.10.  Air Quality Setting 

A review of the Air Quality Management Plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes and of 

the latest Progress Report on the Implementation of the Mammoth Lakes Air Quality 

Management Plan (GBUAPCD, 1990; 1995) indicates that there were 26 days with 

measured values that exceeded both the federal and town air pollution threshold 

standard (150 µm/m3 for PM-10) between the time period of 1990 and 1995.  This air 

pollution problem was found to be caused primarily by wood smoke and road cinders 

used as anti-skid material during snow storms, particularly during the winter months.  

The nearest air quality monitoring station is located at State Highway 203 (Main Street) 

and Old Mammoth Road above the Rite Aid building in the Gateway Center shopping 

area located over a mile east of the Site. 

A review of USGS Water-Resources Investigations Report 98-4217 (Farrar et al., 1999) 

indicates that volcanic gas emissions, particularly carbon dioxide (CO2), have been 

responsible for tree-kills on the southern and western flanks of Mammoth Mountain.  

The nearest known locations of CO2 emissions are the Shady Rest, Horseshoe Lake, 

Mammoth Mountain, and Casa Diablo fumaroles.  With respect to the Site, the Shady 

Rest fumarole is located at approximately 1.9 miles to the east, the Horseshoe Lake 

fumarole is approximately 3.3 miles to the southwest, the Mammoth Mountain fumarole 

is located approximately 2.9 miles to the west, and the Casa Diablo fumarole is 

approximately 2.6 miles to the east.  Prevailing wind across the Site is predominantly 

toward the east. 

4.4.  HISTORICAL USE INFORMATION SOURCES 

4.4.1. Aerial Photographs 

Aerial photographs were reviewed or purchased from the USFS offices in Bishop, Lee 

Vining and Mammoth Lakes, the BLM office in Bishop, the Triad/Holmes Associates 

office in Mammoth Lakes, the USGS’s Earth Resources Observation & Science (EROS) 

Data Center facility in Sioux Falls, South Dakota, the MCDPW in Bridgeport, the 
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LADWP office in Bishop, the Mono Lake Committee in Lee Vining, the Fairchild Aerial 

Photograph Collection at Whittier College, National Aerial Resources (NAR) in New 

York, and from the Caltrans District 9 office in Bishop, California.  The information below 

is a summary description of photographs that include the Site and surrounding area 

taken between 1942 and 2003.  The photographs shown in boldface type indicate the 

frame that is provided as a plate.  The original scales of the photographs are indicated.  

The following summaries are interpretive and are valid only for the dates indicated; 

photocopies are provided as Plates 1 through 43 in Appendix E: 

Plate 1. NAR, 5/27/1942, USGS, Frames IV-24 & 25, 1:20,000 scale, stereo pair, 
black & white, poor resolution: 
The Site is in a natural state; State Highway 203 and Alpine Circle are 
constructed offsite to the north; patches of snow apparent on the north-
facing slopes and shadows; northeast-southwest trending lineations are 
scratches inherent on the photograph’s negative; no potential adverse 
environmental concern noted. 

Plate 2. USFS, 9/22/1944, DDE Series, Flight Line 58, Frames 12-111 & 112, 
1:20,000 scale, stereo pair, black & white, fair resolution: 
No changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 3. USFS, 8/10/1951, GS-QN Series, Flight Line 3, Frames 1-65 & 66, 
1:47,200 scale, stereo pair, black & white, poor resolution: 
Development is noted on the Site and on adjacent properties; no potential 
adverse environmental concern noted. 

Plate 4. USFS, 7/21/1954, GS-VDL Series, Flight Line 1, Frames 1-1, 1:37,400 
scale, single photo, black & white, poor resolution: 
No changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 5. NAR, 8/26/1955, USGS, Frames 93-7036 & 7037, 1:48,000 scale, stereo 
pair, black & white, poor resolution: 
No changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 6. USFS, 8/23/1956, EMG Series, Flight Line 108, Frames 20-15 & 16, 
1:15,000 scale, stereo pair, black & white, good resolution: 
Six buildings are discernible on the Site with vehicles scattered about on 
the unpaved parking lot; nothing of environmental concern noted. 
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Plate 7. USFS, 9/5/1958, IN Series, Flight Line 6, Frames 2-125 & 126, 1:10,000 
scale, stereo pair, black & white, excellent resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 8. USFS, 9/10/1963, EMG Series, Flight Line 27, Frames 7-146 & 147, 
1:15,840 scale, stereo pair, black & white, fair resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 9. MCWD, 10/4/1965, TOML, Frames 32 & 33, 1:18,000, stereo pair, black & 
white, very good resolution: 
The center building has been removed from the Site; stacks of lumber are 
discernible in the center of the open area; no other significant changes 
noted. 

Plate 10. Triad, 7/10/1967, Orthophoto, 2099-19, 1:4,800 scale, single orthophoto, 
black & white, good resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 11. Caltrans, 7/10/1968, 09-Mno-203, 1-13 & 14, 1:7,200 scale, stereo pair, 
black & white, good resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 12. Caltrans, 7/25/1970, 09-Mno-203, Frame 28-16, 1:2,400 scale, single 
photo, black & white, excellent resolution: 
No changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 13. Caltrans, 4/27/1972, 09-Mno-203, Frames 1-15 & 16, 1:12,000 scale, 
stereo pair, black & white, good resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted; snow is apparent on north-facing 
slopes and shadows; grading and initial construction of the Norco Texaco 
Service Center facility is discernible on property offsite to the north. 

Plate 14. MCPWD, 8/16/1972, Monoplan-Mammoth, 9-4 & 5, 1:18,000 scale, stereo 
pair, black & white, good resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted; the Norco/Texaco Service Center 
facility appears to be operational offsite to the east. 

Plate 15. USFS, 8/17/1972, INO4 Series, Flight Line 14, Frames 372-153 & 154, 
1:15,840 scale, stereo pair, color, fair resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 16. Caltrans, 8/9/1974, 09-Mno-203, Frames 1-11 & 12, 1:3,000 scale, stereo 
pair, black & white, excellent resolution: 
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Building and grading discernible on Viewpoint Condominium property 
offsite to the west of Lot 14A; restaurant and commercial building is 
constructed on property offsite and adjacent to Lot 2; soil stains are 
apparent offsite at the Norco/Texaco Service Center facility; no more 
significant changes noted. 

Plate 17. Caltrans, 9/5/1974, 09-Mno-203, Frames 1-10 & 11, 1:6,000 scale, stereo 
pair, black & white, excellent resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 18. Caltrans, 7/6/1977, 09-Mno-203, Frame 54, 1:3,600 scale, single photo, 
black & white, excellent resolution: 
Some buildings at southeast corner of Site have been removed; no other 
significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 19. EROS, 8/22/1977, USGS, Frames 02573-220 & 221, 1:29,000 scale, 
stereo pair, black & white, poor resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 20. EROS, 8/30/1977, USGS, Frames 02543-161 & 162, 1:40,000 scale, 
stereo pair, black & white, poor resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 21. MCRD, 7/29/1978, Minaret Road Extension Project, Sheets 1 & 2 of 8, 
1:1200 scale, orthophotos, sepia, good resolution. 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 22. EROS, 9/11/1979, USGS, Frames 02822-144 & 145, 1:29,600 scale, 
stereo pair, black & white, poor resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 23. USFS, 8/29/1983, USDA, Flight Line 6, Frames 183-101 & 102, 1:12,000 
scale, stereo pair, color, good resolution: 
All buildings have been removed from the Site; a paved frontage road is 
located along the northern property line of the Site; Main Street has been 
improved to four lanes. 

Plate 24. USFS, 6/29/1984, USDA, Flight Line 7, Frames 384-3764 & 3765, 1:8,000 
scale, stereo pair, black & white, fair resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 
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Plate 25. NAR, 1985, USGS, Frames 3517-37 & 38, 1:40,000 scale, stereo pair, 
black & white, fair resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 26. EROS, 7/18/1987, USGS-NAPP Series, Frames 483-22 & 23, 1:40,000 
scale, stereo pair, black & white, poor resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted; a new garage is discernible on 
the Norco/Texaco Service Center facility offsite to the east. 

Plate 27. EROS, 7/18/1988, USGS-NAPP Series, Frames 493-70 & 71, 1:40,000 
scale, stereo pair, black & white, poor resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 28. Triad, 7/21/1988, North Village, Frame 1, 1:2,400 scale, single photo, 
black & white, excellent  resolution: 
Some vegetation beginning to fill in the vacant lot; no other significant 
changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 29. EROS, 8/9/1988, USGS-NAPP Series, Frames 496-77 & 78, 1:40,000 
scale, stereo pair, black & white, poor resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 30. Caltrans, 9/7/1988, 09-Mno-203, Frame 1-46, 1:2,400 scale, single photo, 
black & white, excellent resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 31. MCWD, 6/23/1989, Mammoth Lakes, Frames 1-36 & 37, 1:2,400 scale, 
stereo pair, black and white, excellent resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 32. Caltrans, 10/12/1992, 09-Mno-203, Frames 14-89 & 90, 1:2,400 scale, 
black & white, stereo pair, excellent resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 33. USFS, 6/30/1993, USDA, Flight Line 13S, Frames 593-161 & 162, 
1:15,840 scale, stereo pair, black & white, fair resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 34. EROS, 9/25/1993, USGS-NAPP Series, Frames 6310-148 & 149, 
1:40,000 scale, stereo pair, black & white, poor resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 
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Plate 35. EROS, 7/15/1995, USGS, Frames 04984-277 & 278, 1:11,000 scale, 
stereo pair, black & white, good resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 36. Triad, 9/20/1996, MMSA, Frames 2 & 3, 1:24,000 scale, stereo pair, black 
& white, fair resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted; a new canopy structure is 
discernible on the Norco/Texaco Service Center facility offsite to the east. 

Plate 37. Caltrans, 9/24/1997, 09-Mno-203, Frames 12-16 & 17, 1:2,400 scale, 
single photo, black & white, excellent resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 38. EROS, 8/26/1998, USGS-NAPP Series, 10556-198 & 199, 1:40,000, 
stereo pair, black & white, poor resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 39. MCWD, 7/25/2000, Mammoth Lakes, Flight Line 4, Frames A008 & A009, 
1:3,600 scale, stereo pair, black & white, excellent resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 40. USFS, 7/14/2001, USDA, Flight Line 15, Frames 501-87 & 88, 1:15,840 
scale, stereo pair, color, good resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 41. MCWD, 8/13/2001, Mammoth Town, Frames 4-11 & 12, 1:24,000 scale, 
stereo pair, color, fair resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 42. Caltrans, 11/3/2001, 09-Mno-203, Orthophoto, 1”=3 meters scale, single 
photo, color, excellent resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

Plate 43. MCWD, 7/16/2003, Flight Line 4, Frames A007 & A008, 1:7,200 scale, 
stereo pair, color, excellent resolution: 
No significant changes to the Site noted. 

In summary, observation of RECs or HRECs were not apparent on the Site; however, 

observation of an HREC was identified on offsite adjacent property as evidenced by 

Plates 13 through 43 for the Norco/Texaco Service Center facility. 
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4.4.2. Fire Insurance Maps 

According to EDR, fire insurance maps are not known to exist for the Site or the 

surrounding areas (Appendix F). 

4.4.3. Topographic Maps 

(See Section 4.3.1 and Figures 4 thru 17) 

4.4.4. Property Tax Files 

Property tax files for the Site were requested from the MCTA and made available by Mr. 

Pete Eilertson.  Review of these records indicates tax transaction dates between 

10/18/1973 and 12/16/1999 under the last name of Hillman, and deed/patent 

documents recorded as follows: 17-277, 21-425, 102-452, N-474, S-79, and S-611.  A 

1964 photograph of the Site was also provided.  Copies of the submitted property tax 

files are enclosed in Appendix I, and a copy of the 1964 Site photograph is provided as 

Photo 1 in Appendix K. 

4.4.5. Local Street Directories 

Local street directories were sought for but were not made readily available for this 

Phase 1 ESA. 

4.4.6. Building Department Records 

Building department records for the Site were requested from the TOML and made 

available by Ms. Gretta Boyer.  Review of this record indicates that nuisance 

foundations were removed from the Site on September 15, 1990.  A copy of the TOML 

record is enclosed in Appendix G. 

4.4.7. Zoning and Land Use Records 

According to a review of “The Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan” (TOML, 1987), 

the Site is shown to be located on the Mammoth Lakes Land Use Map in an area 

denoted as “C-H” for Commercial-Highway, and is also located on the Land Use 

Element map in an area denoted “C” for commercial use.  Likewise, for the Mammoth 

Lakes Urban Planning District Boundary Map, the Site is shown to be located within 
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Urban Planning District 4 “Main Street,” which is zoned “C” for commercial use.  Copies 

of these zoning and land use records are provided in Appendix H. 

5.0.  SITE RECONNAISSANCE 

5.1.  METHODOLOGY AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

A reconnaissance of the Site was performed by Mr. H. Dean Dougherty, III, of SGSI on 

November 21, 2005.  A total of eighteen digital photographs were taken while observing 

during a traverse by foot throughout and around the perimeter of the Site (Appendix J).  

The general weather conditions were sunny and windless with an approximate 

temperature of about 55 degrees Fahrenheit.  Limiting conditions were not apparent. 

5.2.  GENERAL SITE SETTING 

The general setting of the Site is characterized by a vacant lot with pine trees around 

the perimeter.  The ground appeared disturbed and devoid of topsoil, which had most 

likely been removed during the past lumber yard operations and more recent demolition. 

5.3.  EXTERIOR OBSERVATIONS 

5.3.1. Access 

Vehicular accesses to the Site are from the pave frontage road along the 
northern property line (Photos 2 & 5) and an unpaved road along the southern 
property line (Photos 10 & 14). 

5.3.2. Potable Water Supply 

Potable water was sought for on the Site but not observed. 

5.3.3. Heating Fuel 

Heating fuel was sought for on the Site but not observed. 

5.3.4. Sewage Disposal 

Sewage disposal were sought for on the Site but not observed. 
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5.3.5. Electrical Transformers 

Electrical transformers were not observed on the Site; two electrical 
transformers were found on offsite property adjacent to the northwest property 
corner (Photos 16–18).  No stains or signs of leaking were apparent on these 
transformers. 

5.3.6. Heavy Equipment and Machinery 

Heavy equipment and machinery were sought for on the Site, but none were 
observed. 

5.3.7. Tires 

Tires were sought for on the Site, but none were observed. 

5.3.8. Drums and Containers 

Drums and containers were sought for on the Site, but none were observed. 

5.3.9. Storage Tanks 

Storage tanks were sought for on the Site, but none were observed. 

5.3.10. Fill Pipes and Vent Pipes 

Fill and vent pipes were sought for on the Site, but none were observed. 

5.3.11. Stained Soils 

Stained soils were sought for on the Site, but none were observed. 

5.3.12. Odors 

SGSI smelled for but did not detect unusual odors on the Site. 

5.3.13. Imported Fill Materials 

SGSI sought for but did not observe any imported fill materials on the Site. 

5.3.14. Pits, Ponds, and Lagoons 

SGSI sought for but did not observe any long-term standing water, pits, ponds, 
pools of liquid, or lagoons on the Site. 

5.3.15. Dry Wells, Storm Drain Inlets, Floor Drains, and Sumps 

SGSI sought for but did not observe any dry wells, storm drain inlets, floor drains 
or sumps on the Site.  One new storm drain inlet was observed on offsite 
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property adjacent to the southwest property corner having been recently 
constructed for the Mammoth Gateway condominium project (Photo 9). 

5.4.  INTERIOR OBSERVATIONS 

Buildings were not present on the Site; therefore interior observations are outside the 

scope of this Phase 1 ESA. 

5.5.  SCREEN TRANSACTION QUESTIONNAIRE 

SGSI verified the Site reconnaissance by completing “Site Visit” portion of a 

questionnaire taken from ASTM Practice E 1528-00 regarding the Site’s environmental 

aspects.  SGSI answered affirmative to Questions 2a and 2b, specifically that the Site 

and the west adjoining property were each used for industrial use in the past as a 

lumber yard and a laundry facility, respectively.  An affirmative was also given to 

Question 22, specifically that state record systems report that leaking UST facilities are 

located within 0.5 miles of the Site, particularly the Norco Service and the Center Street 

Shell facilities.  SGSI answered negative for the remainder of the questionnaire.  A copy 

of this completed questionnaire is included in Appendix L. 

6.0.  INTERVIEWS 

6.1.  INTERVIEW WITH OWNER AND KEY SITE MANAGER 

SGSI interviewed the owner, Dr. Daniel Hillman, and the current key Site manager, Mr. 

Mike Jones.  Dr. Hillman and Mr. Jones were unaware of any past or present adverse 

environmental conditions associated with the Site.  Dr. Hillman verified this by 

completing the “Owner” portion of the questionnaire described in Section 5.5.  Dr. 

Hillman answered affirmative to questions 2a and 2b, specifically that the Site and the 

west adjoining property were each used for industrial use in the past as a lumber yard 

and a laundry facility, respectively.  Dr. Hillman answered negative to the remainder of 

the questionnaire, a copy of which is included in Appendix L. 
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Dr. Hillman also provided a package of information pertinent to the environmental 

aspects of the Site.  Of particular interest were copies of survey maps, building 

department records and photographs that document the former buildings on the Site.  A 

review of these documents did not indicate any potential adverse environmental 

conditions on the Site.  Copies of the photographs are provided in Appendix K and 

copies of the maps are provided in Appendix M. 

6.2.  INTERVIEWS WITH AGENCY AND DISTRICT OFFICIALS 

6.2.1. Mono County Environmental Health Department (MCEHD) 

Mr. Dennis Lampson with the MCEHD was contacted regarding the Site, but he could 

not find any Site-specific file documents; however, he did provide pertinent MCEHD 

documentation for the adjacent UST sites to within one-half mile of the Site (Appendix 

N). 

6.2.2. State Water Resources Control Board – Lahontan Region (Lahontan) 

Mr. Douglas Feay with Lahontan was contacted regarding his knowledge of any 

environmental concerns on or adjacent to the Site.  Mr. Feay could not find any Site-

specific file documents; however, he did provide pertinent Lahontan documentation 

for the adjacent UST sites to within one-half mile of the Site (Appendix N). 

6.2.3. Town of Mammoth Lakes (TOML) 

Ms. Gretta Boyer with the TOML was contacted regarding her knowledge of any past 

environmental violations on or near the Site.  According to Ms. Boyer, no records of 

environmental violations for the Site were found in their files; however, Ms. Boyer did 

provide a “Parcel History Details” document dated 7/15/1990, which indicates that 

nuisance foundations were removed from the Site (Appendix G). 

6.2.4. Mono County Building Department (MCBD) 

Ms. Kelly Garcia with the MCBD was contacted regarding her knowledge of any past 

environmental violations on or near the Site.  According to Ms. Boyer, no records of 
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environmental violations for the Site were found in their files; additionally, Ms. Garcia 

indicated that all County documents were transferred to the TOML when the Town of 

Mammoth Lakes incorporated in 1984. 

6.2.5. U.S. Department of the Interior – Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

Mr. David Conklin of the BLM was contacted regarding his knowledge of any mining 

or survey history, environmental violations or concerns on file for the Site, but he 

reported that other than the Mount Diablo Meridian being surveyed in by the USGS in 

1855, nothing specific was found in their files. 

6.2.5. U.S. Department of Agriculture – Forest Service (USFS/INF) 

Mr. Vern MacLean of the USFS/INF White Mountain Ranger District was contacted 

regarding his knowledge of any environmental violations on file for the Site.  Mr. 

MacLean had no knowledge of any unacceptable levels of radon detection or of any 

radioactive mining extraction operations historically or presently within one mile of the 

Site. 

Mr. Scott Kusumoto of the USFS/INF Mammoth Ranger District was contacted 

regarding his knowledge of any environmental violations on file for the Site, and he 

had no knowledge or records of any environmental violations on the Site. 

Ms. Sheila Irons of the USFS/INF Mammoth Ranger District was contacted regarding 

records of any environmental violations or concerns on file for the Site.  Ms. Irons 

reported that the USFS/INF Land Status Atlas did not have any information unique to 

the Site. 

6.2.6. Mammoth Community Water District (MCWD) 

Ms. Gail Smith and Mr. John Pederson of the MCWD were contacted regarding their 

knowledge of environmental concerns or violations on the Site, particularly with 

respect to sewage disposal and to the levels of radon in the Lake Mary reservoir or in 

the their ground water production wells, which supply the Mammoth Lakes 

community with potable water.  Ms. Smith reported that no specific records exist on 
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the Site for conversion from onsite sewage disposal to public sewer; however, she 

did provide some as-built records indicating that a sewer utility was provided to the 

Site sometime in the mid-1960s.  One such record delineates a “Sewage Leaching 

Field” on adjoining property directly to the south, just to the north of the Quonset hut. 

 The same record also denotes a four-inch diameter sewer lateral for the Site at 

sewer main Station 3+78.  A copy of this information is enclosed in Appendix N. 

Mr. Pederson reported that raw well water is treated for excess fluoride, arsenic, 

manganese, and iron prior to public distribution, and that the water supply is regularly 

tested for gross alpha radioactivity, uranium and combined radium.  The MCWD 

publishes an Annual Drinking Water Quality Report, and the most recent 2004 issue 

is enclosed in Appendix O. 

6.2.7. California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) 

Ms. Liz Johnson of the DOGGR was asked regarding her knowledge of any 

geothermal wells on or nearby the Site.  Ms. Johnson provided the documents for 

MLGRAP #1, the geothermal well previously described and located to the east on the 

Old County/Town Maintenance Yard property.  The exploratory well was drilled in 

1987-88 and was subsequently sealed, capped, and abandoned in compliance with 

MCWD and DOGGR regulations at that time.  MLGRAP #1 is currently beneath the 

Town’s temporary parking lot for The Village at Mammoth (Figure 3). 

6.2.8. Mono County Department of Agriculture (MCDA) 

Ms. Robin Conklin of the MCDA was interviewed regarding her knowledge of any 

environmental concerns or violations on the Site.  Ms. Conklin provided updated 

copies of Restricted Materials Permit # 26-04-2600175 dated 2/11/2004 for the 

Lodestar/Sierra Star Golf Club (Appendix N).  According to Ms. Conklin, there are no 

violations regarding the application of the chemicals used on the golf course for 

controlling weeds, pond algae, insects and rodents. 
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6.2.9. California Geological Survey (CGS) 

Mr. Robert Sydnor of the CGS was contacted about the State’s knowledge or records 

of any environmental concerns or violations on the Site.  Mr. Sydnor had no files 

specifically for the Site; however, he informed SGSI of past carbon dioxide detections 

near the Site.  Mr. Sydnor provided a document dated September 29, 1999, 

addressed to the TOML specifying that volcanic gases primarily in the form of carbon 

dioxide are both an ‘air quality’ issue and a ‘geologic hazard’ with respect to health-

and-safety for the Mammoth Mountain area.  A copy of the CGS document is 

included in Appendix P. 

6.2.10. United States Geological Survey (USGS) 

Dr. David P. Hill and Dr. Michael L. Sorey of the USGS were contacted about their 

knowledge of any anticipated volcanic related hazards that might adversely affect the 

Site.  Dr. Hill and Dr. Sorey provided five fact sheets that discuss the following: 

1. “Invisible CO2 Gas Killing Trees at Mammoth Mountain, California,” USGS 
Fact Sheet 172-96; 

2. “Future Eruptions in California’s Long Valley Area – What’s Likely?” USGS 
Fact Sheet 73-97; 

3. “Living With a Restless Caldera – Long Valley, California,” USGS Fact Sheet 
108-96, version 2.1, revised May 2000; 

4. “Scientific Drilling in Long Valley, California – What Will We Learn?” USGS 
Fact Sheet 77-98; and 

5. “Volcanic Ash Fall – A “Hard Rain” of Abrasive Particles,” USGS Fact Sheet 
27-00. 

All of these sheets describe the potential hazards that exist regionally for the Site and 

for the Town of Mammoth Lakes.  Copies of the fact sheets are provided in Appendix 

Q. 

6.2.11. Edison International – Southern California Edison (SCE) 

Mr. Steve Cochran with SCE in Mammoth Lakes, California was contacted regarding 
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his knowledge of the possible presence of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) found in 

two electrical transformers mounted on one power pole located near the Site.  

According to Mr. Cochran, both transformers were installed on 8/25/1987 with no 

subsequent modifications or maintenance, and that the transformer with Serial No. 

692012993 was a replacement for a previous one that was pulled on 5/30/1978.  No 

files or records were found regarding this previous transformer. 

6.2.12. Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District (MLFPD) 

Mr. Thom Heller with the MLFPD was contacted regarding the fire department’s 

knowledge of any past fires, fire regulation violations, or Hazmat responses on or 

near the Site.  Mr. Heller reported by verbal communication that the department had 

nothing in their files regarding the Site. 

6.2.13. Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) 

Mr. Chris Lanane with the GBUAPCD was contacted regarding his knowledge of any 

past violations to the Federal Clean Air Act’s National Ambient Air Quality Standard of 

PM-10 (particulate matter size less than 10 microns) for the Site.  This standard was 

adopted by the Town of Mammoth Lakes in their Air Quality Management Plan dated 

November 30, 1990.  Mr. Lanane provided the latest progress report dated April of 

1995 that indicates 26 days with measured values that exceeded the federal and 

town threshold standard (150 µm/m3 for PM-10) between the time period of 1990 and 

1995.  According to this report, this air pollution problem was found to be caused 

primarily by woodsmoke and road cinders used as anti-skid material during snow 

storms, particularly during the winter months.  Mr. Lanane could not provide any 

more current information, nor did he note any direct air quality violations for the Site. 
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7.0.  FINDINGS 

Based on SGSI’s investigation performed for this ESA, SGSI presents the following 

findings: 

7.1.  RECOGNIZED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS (RECs) 

SGSI sought for but did not identify any RECs on the Site. 

7.2.  HISTORICAL RECOGNIZED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS (HRECs) 

SGSI sought for but did not identify any HRECs on the Site. 

7.3.  DE MINIMUS ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS (DMECs) 

SGSI sought for and has identified the following DMECs on and adjacent to the Site: 

7.3.1. The current and former LUST facilities located within ½-mile as identified in the 
EDR Radius Report and from other sources. 

7.3.2. The potential volcanic, seismic, and gas emission hazards to the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes as described by published literature. 

7.3.3. The air quality guideline threshold exceedances brought about by air pollution 
derived primarily by woodsmoke and road cinders during the winter months. 

8.0.  OPINIONS 

Based on the findings listed above, SGSI provides the following opinions for the Site: 

8.1. Because Lahontan purview documentation was provided the for the LUST facilities 
within in ½ mile of the Site, and because MCEHD closure documentation was 
provided for the remaining LUST facilities, and because depth to permanent 
groundwater is at least several hundred feet below the ground surface, it is our 
professional opinion that these facilities do not pose as immediate adverse 
environmental hazards to the Site. 

8.2. Because the potential volcanic, seismic and gas emission hazards and the air 
quality exceedances are broad and regional, any attempt to project these hazards 
specifically to the Site cannot be accurately predicted at this time; therefore, it is 
our professional opinion that they do not pose as immediate adverse 
environmental hazards to the Site. 
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9.0.  CONCLUSIONS 

SGSI has performed a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment in conformance with the 

scope and limitations of ASTM Practice E 1527-00 of the Site.  Any exceptions to, or 

deletions from, this practice are described in Sections 1.4 and 10.0 of this report.  

Based on the findings and opinions listed above, SGSI concludes the following: 

9.1. Based on the environmental sources interviewed and reviewed, no account or 
record identifies the Site as having been contaminated in the past or present; 
therefore, recommendations for further environmental review and testing are not 
warranted. 

9.2. Based on the CGS and USGS having advised the public of the significant health-
and-safety issues regarding the potential volcanic, seismic, and gas emission 
hazards, emergency response procedures have been adopted and established by 
the Town of Mammoth Lakes and the California Office of Emergency Services.  It 
should be noted, however, that neither the time, the location nor the magnitude of 
these events can be accurately predicted at this time. 

10.0.  DEVIATIONS 

SGSI, to the best of our knowledge, did not deviate (or intentionally deviate) from the 

standard of practice as presented in ASTM E1527-00. 

11.0.  ADDITIONAL SERVICES 

Additional services beyond the scope of ASTM E 1527-00 were agreed upon as a term 

of engagement between SGSI and the User.  SGSI provided the following additional 

services: 

11.1. A Transaction Screen Questionnaire as taken from ASTM E 1528-00, which was 
made part of the required Site Visit and part of the required Owner Interview for 
this ESA. 
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13.0.  SIGNATURE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONAL 

The following environmental professional for SGSI was responsible for the entire 

preparation of this ESA: 

 

 

 

 

H. Dean Dougherty, III, Principal 

Environmental Professional 
PG 6497 
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14.0.  QUALIFICATIONS OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONAL 

The following brief resumé summarizes the qualifications of the environmental 

professional who was responsible for this ESA: 

 

H. Dean Dougherty, III 

Mr. Dougherty has over 18 years of professional experience as an environmental 
professional and a professional geologist: 

Education 
B.S., Geology, University of Southern California, Los Angeles, 1987 
A.A., Science, Cuesta College, San Luis Obispo, 1984 

Continuing Education 
Field Geology, Indiana University, Bloomington, 1987 
Hydrogeology, California State University, Los Angeles, 1994 
Seismic Hazard Analysis, AEG Short Course, 1994 
Excavation Safety, OSHA 10-Hour Course, 1999 
Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I and Phase II, ASTM International, 2003 

Registration 
California Professional Geologist No. 6497, 1995 

Certifications 
Nuclear Gauge Operation, 1997 
Radiation Safety Officer, 2002 

Experience 
Environmental Sites Assessments 
Environmental monitoring 
Groundwater investigations 
Water well design and construction 
Seismic hazards evaluations 
Earthwork supervision 
Grading and foundation design recommendations 
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April 3, 2006          Job No. 3.00543 
 
Dr. Daniel Hillman 
P.O. Box 2005 
Malibu, California 90265 
 
 
RE:  Additional Environmental Information 

 Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment 
 Assessor Parcel No. 33-110-05 
 3721 Main Street, Mammoth Lakes 
 Mono County, California 

Dr. Hillman: 

I am in receipt of additional environmental information regarding the referenced Site.  Based on a telephone 
conversation held this morning with Mr. Russ Howell, a former property owner, there is a potential that the 
Site still contains an underground fuel storage tank (UST), which had a capacity of about 700 gallons and 
contained gasoline.  Together with his now deceased partner Mr. Lloyd Nichols, Mr. Howell claims to have 
sold you the parcel in 1973, and he recalls that the UST is buried at the northeast corner of the parcel next to 
Matsu’s, a restaurant immediately adjacent and offsite to the east.  In an effort to get more information 
regarding this UST, I made a telephone call to Herbst Station Repair in Yerington, Nevada, and spoke with 
Mr. George Herbst (owner), who has pulled thousands of USTs from Mono County.  Mr. Herbst did not recall 
removing any gasoline tank from the Site, but he did recall pulling one 350-gallon waste oil UST and one 500-
gallon heating oil UST from the rear (south) side of the Site, behind the former lumber mill house on the 
southern property line.  Mr. Herbst vaguely recalled that Mr. Ralph Morrisette (now deceased) was the 
general contractor that performed these two tank removals in the early- to mid-1970s.  I have also since 
placed additional phone calls in to Mr. Dennis Lampson with the Mono County Health Department, and I have 
yet to hear back from him. 

The foregoing information should be made supplemental to my previous Phase 1 Environmental Site 
Assessment report dated December 5, 2005, and as such, I recommend that additional discovery be 
performed in order to verify the validity of these claims and the extent of contamination, if any. 

I hope the foregoing satisfies your needs at this time. 

 
Respectfully, 
SIERRA GEOTECHNICAL SERVICES, INC. 
 
 
 
 
 
H. Dean Dougherty, III, Principal 
Environmental Professional, PG 6497 
.
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April 4, 2006                         Job No. 3.00543 
 
Dr. Daniel Hillman 
P.O. Box 2005 
Malibu, California 90265 
 
 
 
 
SUBJECT:  MEMORANDUM 

  Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment 
  Assessor Parcel No. 33-110-05 
  3721 Main Street, Mammoth Lakes 
  Mono County, California 

Dear Dr. Hillman: 
 
Regarding the potential for contamination from hydrocarbons on the referenced site, this letter provides a 
clarification of my professional opinions of the following: 
 

1. The presence of an underground storage tank on the referenced site is suspect at this time. 
2. The suspect tank is abandoned and has not been used during the last thirty-three years. 
3. The suspect tank is of nominal size (approximately 700 gals.). 
4. Tanks of this era were typically metal, and considering the period of time that has passed since its 

placement, the tank has likely rusted through and has been in-filled with water and/or soil; therefore, 
any gasoline product left in the tank after its use has very likely evaporated to non-detect levels. 

 
The foregoing opinions should be made supplemental to my previous letter titled, “Additional Information” 
dated April 3, 2006, the recommendations of which remain applicable.  I hope the foregoing satisfies your 
needs at this time. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
SIERRA GEOTECHNICAL SERVICES, INC. 
 
 
 
 
 
H. Dean Dougherty, III, Principal 
Environmental Professional, PG 6497 
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APPENDIX I  

LETTERS FROM PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITY AGENCIES 
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March 2, 2006 
 
 
Chief Donnelly 
Town of Mammoth Lakes Police Department 
P.O. Box 2799  
Mammoth Lakes, CA. 93546 
mdonnelly@mammothlakespd.org 
 
RE:  Town of Mammoth Lakes Sierra Star Master Plan Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – 

Request for Information 
 
Dear Chief Donnelly: 
 

Christopher A. Joseph & Associates (CAJA) is working with the Town of Mammoth Lakes (TOML) Community 
Development Department to prepare an EIR for the proposed Sierra Star Master Plan project (Project).  The project 
site is located entirely within the Town of Mammoth Lakes (Refer to Figure 1).  The Sierra Star Master Plan would 
address future development of an approximately 41-acre site surrounding the existing 18-hole, 114-acre Sierra Star 
Golf Course.  The site is generally located in the center of town to the north of Meridian Boulevard and is bisected 
by Minaret Road.  The site is currently designated as the “Lodestar Master Plan” area that was designated by the 
Town in 1991.  Under the Lodestar Master Plan, the site was developed with the golf course (located west of 
Minaret Road and North of Meridian Boulevard), a 54-lot single family residential subdivision (Starwood) located 
southeast of the Intersection of Meridian Boulevard and Minaret Road, a 32-unit townhome condominium project 
(The Timbers), a 58-unit condominium project (Solstice) that is currently under construction, a 46-unit 
condominium development (Mammoth Green), and a 24-unit condominium project with 11 single-family 
residential lots (Crooked Pines).  A 35-unit Workforce Housing development (The Chutes) is located on the Main 
Street frontage road in the site’s northerly sector and a 28-unit townhome condominium project (Woodwinds) and 
40-unit Workforce Housing condominium project were recently approved within the Master Plan area.  

The Proposed Project would involve a revision to the 1991 Lodestar Master Plan that would result in replacement 
of the Lodestar plan with a new master plan that would change the name, land area, and land uses set forth in the 
1991 plan.  The Lodestar plan set development standards for an approximately 220-acre site situated around the 
Sierra Star Golf Course.  The Lodestar Master Plan envisioned the development of a major commercial, residential, 
and recreational hub within the Town.   

As of August 2005, a total of 451 residential units have been developed or approved under the Lodestar Master 
Plan.  No commercial space has been developed.  The Proposed Project would refocus remaining development 
within the plan area toward the creation of transient occupancy units, establishment of a more efficient 
transportation and circulation system, and the development of additional affordable housing units.  Figure 2, 
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Development Areas / Land Use, distinguishes between the existing Lodestar development and the proposed Sierra 
Star development described below.   

Under the Proposed Project, a total maximum of 1,208 new dwelling units would be developed.  Limited 
commercial development (up to a maximum of 29,000 square feet of retail space and up to a maximum of 30,000 
square-foot conference center) would also be allowed in specific sectors of the plan area with discretionary 
approval by the Town.  A 200-foot maximum height would be instituted in one sector of the site for purposes of 
potentially attracting a hotel complex.  This would exceed the Town’s current height limit.  

Upon final approval of the Proposed Project, the proposed Sierra Star Master Plan would effectively replace the 
Lodestar Master Plan for the remaining portion of the overall area yet to be developed.  Analyses included in the 
EIR for the Proposed Project would utilize all applicable information contained in the 1991 EIR prepared for the 
Lodestar Master Plan and its relevant appendices, updated to meet current CEQA statutes and guidelines and to 
evaluate the characteristics of the proposed Sierra Star Master Plan.   

 
To determine whether a project would have the potential to have a significant environmental effect related to police 
protection services, the CEQA Guidelines asks the following: 

• Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for police services? 

The purpose of the EIR is to assess the Project’s potential impacts to various environmental issue areas and public 
service and utility agencies, including the TOML Police Department (MLPD).  The EIR will also provide 
recommendations that may be necessary to reduce such potential impacts to “less-than-significant” levels.  Any 
assistance that you can provide with the following questions would be greatly appreciated: 

1. Is the existing staff level information below accurate?  If not, please indicate what the current status is.  

The MLPD is currently composed of 20 sworn employees and 6 non-sworn employees; consisting of one 
chief, one lieutenant, four sergeants, 10 patrol officers, one detective, one narcotics investigator, one K-9 
officer, one SRO/DARE officer, one community service officer, two records personnel, one executive 
assistant, one animal control officer and one wildlife management specialist.   

Current staffing levels for MLPD is 21 sworn and 6 non-sworn employees; consisting of one chief, one 
lieutenant, four patrol sergeants, one detective sergeant, ten patrol officers, one detective, one narcotics 
investigator, one K-9 officer, one DARE/SRO officer, one community service officer, two records clerks, 
one executive assistant, one animal control officer and one part-time wildlife management specialist. 

1a. Are the existing staff levels at the station adequate to meet current demands for protection services in 
the Project area? 
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Current staff levels are adequate to meet current demands for protection in the project area.  As this 
and other developments come on line additional police staffing will be required in order to maintain 
current levels of service, such as, response times and officer safety. 

2. Is the statement below describing the patrol division and crime statistics still accurate?  If not, please 
indicate what the most current information is? 

MLPD is the only agency within Mono County that provides 24-hour patrol coverage.  Staffed by three 
sergeants and 12 patrol officers working three shifts, MLPD officers responded to 4,478 dispatched calls, 
completed 2,276 reports and made 512 arrests in 2004. 

MLPD remains the only agency within Mono County that provides 24 hour patrol coverage.  The present 
staffing  for patrol is; four patrol sergeants and twelve patrol officers. 

In 2005 the police department responded to 3,824 dispatched calls for service, wrote 2,064 reports, and 
made 531 total arrests. 

3. What is the existing equipment inventory at the TOML police station?  

Current vehicle inventory is as follows: 

8 marked Patrol vehicles (6 Ford Expeditions and two Ford Explorers); 2 unmarked Detective vehicles 
(one Jeep Cherokee and one Ford Aerostar); one marked Community Service Officer vehicle (Ford Pick 
Up with Shell); one marked Animal Control Truck (Ford P/U w/Shell); one unmarked transportation 
vehicle (Dodge P/U w/shell); and two unmarked Administrative vehicles (Ford Explorers).   

Other primary equipment maintained by the Department includes: 

20 Portable Radios, 15 Streamlight Flashlights and 8 Tasers.  There are 10 computer work-stations located 
within the police facility, as well as, a Livescan booking system.  Numerous other items are part of the 
police facilities overall inventory, however these are the major items for this report. 

3a. Are the equipment levels adequate to meet the Project area’s current demand for police services? 

While these items are sufficient to meet the current service levels, additional development will demand an 
increase in total inventory.  Much of the current equipment is older and in need of replacement and 
requests will be made to increase these equipment levels as development continues.  

4. Does the MLPD have a preferred officer-to-population ratio? 

The police department does have a targeted ratio of one officer to every 1,000 residents.  This ratio is not 
based on simple permanent population numbers, rather it takes into account the average daily population 
(ADP)(visitors plus permanent residents on any given day) which is currently estimated at 17,000 and is 
also impacted by the maximum population at one time (PAOT), currently at about 35,000.  The police 
department works to maintain an effective balance between these population totals.  

4a. What is the current ratio? 

See above, as this number fluctuates drastically depending on the seasons and holiday periods.  

5. Does the MLPD have a preferred response time goal? 
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This department and its officers have prided themselves in reduced response times.  We currently have a 
goal of less than five minute response times to calls for service, however we are finding this goal more 
difficult to achieve as additional development comes on line impacting the overall demand for services. 

 

Presently our emergency call response times are near this established goal, with non-emergency response 
times falling into the 7-8 minute category.  Many calls are held for several hours as a lack of available 
manpower does not allow for immediate response. 

6. Below is a list of Special Units described on the MLPD website.  Is this list still accurate?  If not, please 
provide current information. 
• Patrol Division 
• K-9 Unit 
• Detective Division 
• Sexual Assault Response Team (SART) 
• Wildlife Management 

Other units are: SRO & High Tech Crimes 

• Property & Evidence 
• Mono County Narcotic Enforcement 

Team (MONET) 
• Bicycle Patrol 
• Mounted Enforcement Unit 

7. Included in this letter is the Project site plan and proposed Roadways map (see Figure 2 and Figure 3).  
Does the proposed design conform to the MLPD’s requirements for emergency access?   

Yes. 

8. What effect, if any, would the Project have on the MLPD? 

All projects of this magnitude have an impact on the police department and our ability to provide effective 
police services.  The construction of 1,200 dwelling units as proposed would impact the department in a 
number of ways.  Recent history has proven that the construction of such projects has brought a large 
number of contractors and their laborers to this community. Many of these workers have become problems 
for local law enforcement as they socialize in the local bars and restaurants after hours.  Additionally, 
many of these short- term residents have proven to be involved in drug use and other criminal activities 
requiring police intervention. 

Once the development is completed, the numbers of visitors and permanent residents created by such 
development will also have an impact on the Mammoth Lakes Police Department.  During peak population 
periods, such a development could seemingly bring an additional 2,000-4,000 persons to the community, 
creating additional service demands for the police department. 

9. Would the MLPD need to construct new police facilities or expand existing facilities in order to 
accommodate the Project’s demand for police services? 

The current police facility is grossly inadequate for the departments overall needs and plans are ongoing to 
build a more adequate facility in the next 2-3 years.  With the additional service level demands created by 
such a development, additional personnel would be necessary to meet those demands.  Our current facility 
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is at capacity and could not meet these demands.  Such development would require that the new facility be 
completed or at least in the latter phases of construction to meet these needs.  

10. In addition to addressing Project-specific impacts to police services, the EIR will also address cumulative 
impacts to police services.  We are in the process of compiling a list of reasonably-foreseeable development 
in the TOML.  Table 1 includes a list of some of the other major, reasonably-foreseeable approved 
development in the proximity to the Project’s location.  However, additional projects may be added to the 
list as our research continues.  Can the MLPD accommodate the demand for police services associated with 
the development of these projects in conjunction with the Project?  

The present police department staffing levels, combined with a lack of an adequate police facility would 
indicate that these needs could not be met.  In addition to additional staffing, the development would 
require a local jail facility be in place, as well as, a dispatch facility.  Plans for a dispatch center and a less 
than 24-hour holding facility are included in the preliminary plans for the new police facility.  However, 
development of this magnitude would likely require that a 72-hour holding facility be in place in the 
southern part of Mono County for persons taken into custody.  This would alleviate manpower problems 
created by having to transport arrestees to Bridgeport. 

10a. How does your agency address the growing demand for police services? 

Presently, most newly created MLPD positions have been funded through the Town’s General Fund, which 
is created primarily through the Town’s TOT tax base.  Some police department positions have been funded 
by both State and Federal Grants that are proactively pursued by the police department as they come 
available.  Through the COPS Grant Program we have been able to fund 3 additional police officers and 
have funded one officer through the COPS In Schools Program.  This funding traditionally has paid a 
portion of the officers salary for the first three years of their employment with additional funding having to 
be paid through the General Fund.  Once the three year time frame has expired, the officers entire salary is 
paid through the General Fund.  We have basically hired one officer per year for the last five years to keep 
pace with the demands created from new development. 

Our patrol staff works a 4-10 work schedule to provide maximum manpower coverage for those peak 
periods where law enforcement services are typically required.  Currently, the primary overlap period for 
patrol personnel is from 9:00 PM through 2:00 AM every night. 

10b. Do you have any projections for future demand based on projected growth in the region? 

Our projected staffing levels over the next seven to ten years are as follows: one chief, two commanders, one 
administrative sergeant, four patrol sergeants, one detective sergeant, fifteen patrol personnel, four 
detectives, one SRO/DARE Officer, one K-9 officer, one Executive Assistant, two CSO’s, one property room 
officer, two animal control officers, one Records/Dispatch Supervisor, six dispatchers and two records clerks. 
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10c. What would be needed to meet the cumulative demand for police services? 

Plans in place to collect tax dollars (primarily TOT) and Developer Impact Fees that are designated 
specifically for law enforcement services.  These funds will be necessary to not only build a new police 
facility, but also will enable the police department to recruit new employees to the organization. 

11. Please provide recommendations that could reduce the demand for police services created by the Project.   

Some initial thoughts that come to mind surrounding the reduction in police services are as follows: 

• As I am not certain what the plans are for the 29,000 square feet of commercial/retail space, I’d make 
a suggestion that any restaurant/bars primarily target an older crowd.  Bars that cater to a crowd 30 
years of age and younger typically have problems that create a greater demand for police services. 

• Trained security personnel working in the bars and restaurants that cater to late night crowds have a 
positive impact on the overall success of those operations. 

• Depending on the overall size of the development, consideration of private security patrolling the 
complex could be a consideration.  They can reduce some criminal behavior and often work in 
conjunction with law enforcement to solve crimes and crime problems in a community. 
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Thank you for your assistance with the questions outlined above.  Any response that you can provide will help us 
ensure that our analysis of project-specific impacts on police services is accurate and complete.  In order to attain a 
timely completion of our analysis, please provide your response (via mail, e-mail, or fax) no later than March 15, 
2006.  Should you have any questions, feel free to call me at (707) 283-4040 ext. 100.  You may also reach me by 
email at terri@cajaeir.com and by fax at (707) 283-4041.   

 
Sincerely, 
Christopher A. Joseph & Associates 

 
 
 

Terri McCracken 
Assistant Environmental Planner 

Enclosed:   

 Figure 1 Vicinity Map 
Figure 2 Development Areas / Land Use 
Figure 3 Proposed Roadways 
Table 1 Related Projects List 
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March 2, 2006 
 
Thom Heller 
Fire Marshall 
Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District 
PO Box 5 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
 
 
RE:  Town of Mammoth Lakes Sierra Star Master Plan Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – 

Request for Information 
 
 
Dear Marshall Heller: 
 
Christopher A. Joseph & Associates (CAJA) is working with the Town of Mammoth Lakes (TOML) Planning 
and Development Department to prepare an EIR for the proposed Sierra Star Master Plan project (Project).  The 
project site is located entirely within the Town of Mammoth Lakes (Refer to Figure 1).  The Sierra Star Master Plan 
would address future development of an approximately 41-acre site surrounding the existing 18-hole, 114-acre 
Sierra Star Golf Course.  The site is generally located in the center of town to the north of Meridian Boulevard and 
is bisected by Minaret Road.  The site is currently designated as the “Lodestar Master Plan” area that was 
designated by the Town in 1991.  Under the Lodestar Master Plan, the site was developed with the golf course 
(located west of Minaret Road and North of Meridian Boulevard), a 54-lot single family residential subdivision 
(Starwood) located southeast of the Intersection of Meridian Boulevard and Minaret Road, a 32-unit townhome 
condominium project (The Timbers), a 58-unit condominium project (Solstice) that is currently under construction, 
a 46-unit condominium development (Mammoth Green), and a 24-unit condominium project with 11 single-family 
residential lots (Crooked Pines). A 35-unit Workforce Housing development (The Chutes) is located on the Main 
Street frontage road in the site’s northerly sector and a 28-unit townhome condominium project (Woodwinds) and 
40-unit Workforce Housing condominium project were recently approved within the Master Plan area.  

The Proposed Project would involve a revision to the 1991 Lodestar Master Plan that would result in replacement 
of the Lodestar plan with a new master plan that would change the name, land area, and land uses set forth in the 
1991 plan.  The Lodestar plan set development standards for an approximately 220-acre site situated around the 
Sierra Star Golf Course.  The Lodestar Master Plan envisioned the development of a major commercial, residential, 
and recreational hub within the Town.   

As of August 2005, a total of 451 residential units have been developed or approved under the Lodestar Master 
Plan.  No commercial space has been developed.  The Proposed Project would refocus remaining development 
within the plan area toward the creation of transient occupancy units, establishment of a more efficient 
transportation and circulation system, and the development of additional affordable housing units.  Figure 2, 
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Development Areas / Land Use, distinguishes between the existing Lodestar development and the proposed Sierra 
Star development described below.   

Under the Proposed Project, a total maximum of 1,208 new dwelling units would be developed.  Limited 
commercial development (up to a maximum of 29,000 square feet of retail space and up to a maximum of 30,000 
square-foot conference center) would also be allowed in specific sectors of the plan area with discretionary 
approval by the Town.  A 200-foot maximum height would be instituted in one sector of the site for purposes of 
potentially attracting a hotel complex.  This would exceed the Town’s current height limit.  

Upon final approval of the Proposed Project, the proposed Sierra Star Master Plan would effectively replace the 
Lodestar Master Plan for the remaining portion of the overall area yet to be developed.  Analyses included in the 
EIR for the Proposed Project would utilize all applicable information contained in the 1991 EIR prepared for the 
Lodestar Master Plan and its relevant appendices, updated to meet current CEQA statutes and guidelines and to 
evaluate the characteristics of the proposed Sierra Star Master Plan.   

 
To determine whether a project would have the potential to have a significant environmental effect related to fire 
protection services, the CEQA Guidelines asks the following: 

• Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire protection? 

The purpose of the EIR is to assess the Project’s potential impacts to various environmental issue areas and public 
service and utility agencies, including the Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District (MLFPD).  The EIR will also 
provide recommendations that may be necessary to reduce such potential impacts to “less-than-significant” levels. 

The following information was taken from the General Plan current revision that was available through the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes Website.  Please verify that the following information is still accurate.  Any assistance that you 
can provide with the following questions would be greatly appreciated: 

1. There are two fire stations, the primary one located at 3150 Main Street, and the second at 1574 Old. 
Mammoth Road.  Which station provides fire protection services to the Project site?  Both stations would 
be responding to the project site and the distance would be about the same….less than one mile depending 
of the exact location of the incident. 

2. The combined stations staff 55 volunteer (paid per call) personnel and four full time employees, including 
the chief.  Two Mono County Paramedics are based at Station Number One.  What are the types and 
numbers of staff at each station?  Approximately half of the department members are assigned to each 
station.  The District’s offices are located at Fire Station 1, which is the station located on Main Street. 

3. The MLFPD has the following vehicles: four engines, one aerial truck, one rescue unit, two utility vehicles, 
four staff trucks, and one water tender.  What are the types and numbers of equipment (e.g., fire trucks, 
engines, etc.) distributed at each of these stations?  The breakdown by station is as follows: Station 1 has 
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two engines, the ladder truck, the rescue vehicle, and the water tender.  Station 2 has two engines.  The 
utility vehicles vary depending on needs and the staff vehicles are assigned to staff personnel. 

4. Fire Station Number One is in the process of being replaced by an updated and expanded facility.  The new 
building will be approximately 17,600 square feet with administrative offices in addition to housing for full 
time staff.  The expansion is expected to be completed by the summer of 2006.  Is this still accurate?  The 
expected completion date is January, 2007. 

5. Are the existing staff levels at the stations discussed in answer to question 1 adequate to meet current 
demands for fire protection services in the Project area?  The answer depends on the type of construction 
proposed, height of structures, and the density of occupants.  Based upon the current plans and zoning, the 
Fire District believes that we are adequately staffed and equipped for the development.  

5a. If not, what is needed to accommodate current demands? N/A 

6. Does MLFPD have an emergency evacuation plan or emergency response plan that the Project is a part of? 
The Fire District is a participant in the Town’s Emergency Operations Plan and the area of the project is 
covered by the plan.   

6a. If so, how will the Project affect those plans?  The plan will be revised with the development of this 
project to include any needed updates or changes.  It would be anticipated that only minor changes 
would be needed to update the plan based upon the current plans and zoning. 

7. Does the MLFPD have a preferred response time to calls for emergency service?  MLFPD looks to have 
the first responding unit on scene within six minutes. 

7a. What is the MLFPD’s record in meeting this preferred response time?  Within the private land 
boundary of town, MLFPD generally meets this time frame.  Adverse weather conditions are the 
primary reason for not successfully having the first in unit arriving within the first six minutes.  
Response outside the private land boundary, such as to the Lakes Basin or Mammoth Mountain Main 
Lodge/Inn take longer due to additional driving time.   

8. Does the MLFPD have a preferred ratio of fire fighters per population?  No 

8a. What is the current ratio?  The answer varies, when considering our year-round population, MLFPD has 
55 firefighters for 7500 citizens or a ratio of 1:136.  At current maximum occupancy, MLFPD has 55 
firefighters for 41,000 population or a ratio of 1:745. 

9. Is the MLFPD responsible for assessing hydrants and fire flow capability in for the Project? Yes 

9a. If so, what are the hydrant placement and fire flow requirements for the site?  Hydrants will need to be 
situated every 250 feet surrounding and within the project area.  Fire flow requirements are going to 
vary depending on construction type and design.  For high-rise construction, MLFPD requires a 
pressure of 100 psi at the roof.   

10. What other agencies provide mutual aid to the Project site and surrounding areas?  Mono County will 
provide the paramedic service for the project.  MLFPD serves as the backup medical service.  MLFPD has 
agreements with adjoining fire departments in Long Valley and June Lake for mutual aid fire protection. 
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11. Please describe the relationship between CDF and the Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District.  The two 
agencies attend unified command planning meetings and retain the ability to respond under mutual aid 
requests, but as there are no CDF response lands in close proximity, the incident related interaction is 
limited.  

12. Would implementation of the Project require the MLFPD to construct new facilities or expand existing 
facilities to accommodate the increased demand for fire protection services created by the Project?  
Depending on construction type, design, and density, there is a possibility that a portion of an additional 
station may be necessary, along with additional equipment and additional staffing either paid or volunteer 
(paid per call).  

13. In addition to addressing project-specific impacts to fire protection service, the EIR will also address 
cumulative impacts to fire protection service.  We are in the process of compiling a list of reasonably-
foreseeable development in the TOML.  Table 1 includes a list of some of the major, approved 
development in proximity to the Project’s location.  However, additional projects may be added to list as 
our research continues.  Can the MLFPD accommodate the demand for fire protection services associated 
with these projects in conjunction with the Project? Yes 

13a. How does your agency address the growing demand for fire protection services?  MLFPD is in the 
process of remodeling and enlarging Fire Station 1 in response to the additional community 
development.  The District is anticipating the hiring of more fulltime positions to increase our 
capability to respond to additional calls and the associated administrative work that will come along 
with increased development.  MLFPD is also involved in the development of a strategic plan that will 
aid the department in planning for the future.  

13b. Do you have any projections for future demand based on projected growth in the region?  MLFPD 
recognizes that the call volume and incident complexity will continue to increase as the population and 
unit numbers increase. 

13c. What would be needed to meet the cumulative demand for fire protection services?  The outcome of 
the Strategic Plan will aid in determining the answer to this question. 

14. Please provide recommendations that could reduce the demand for fire protection services created by the 
Project.  Ample roads, adequate building spacing, use of fire resistive building materials, adequate 
vegetative clearance around structures, and compliance with all applicable codes. 
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Thank you for your assistance with the questions outlined above.  Any response that you can provide will help us 
ensure that our analysis of project-specific fire protection services is accurate and complete.  In order to attain a 
timely completion of our analysis, please provide your response (via mail, email or fax) no later than March 15, 
2006.  Should you have any questions, feel free to call me at (707) 283-4040 ext. 100.  You may also reach me by 
email at terri@cajaeir.com and by fax at (707) 283-4041.   

Sincerely, 
Christopher A. Joseph & Associates 

 

Terri McCracken 
Assistant Environmental Planner 

Enclosed:   
 Figure 1 Regional and Vicinity Map 

Figure 2 Development Areas / Land Use 
Figure 3 Proposed Roadways 
Table 1 Related Projects List 

 



1

Terri McCracken

From: Gayle Rosander [gayle_rosander@dot.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, March 13, 2006 11:22 AM
To: terri@cajaeir.com
Cc: Craig Olson; Patricia Sanders
Subject: Sierra Star Master Plan EIR  - Questions/Answers

Good morning,

Following are some answers to your questions.

Regards,
Gayle Rosander
IGR/CEQA Coordinator
Caltrans D-9
760-872-0785

1.  Is the existing information below describing the relationship between the TOML Public 
Works Maintenance Division and CalTrans regarding snow removal accurate?  If not, please 
indicate what the current status is.

“Snow  removal  is provided by CalTrans for State Highway 203 (Minaret Road and  Main  
Street)  from  the  junction  of U.S. Highway 395 to the Mammoth
Mountain   Inn.    The  Town  of  Mammoth  Lakes  Public  Works  Department
Maintenance  Division  provides snow removal service for all other publicly
maintained  roads.   Roads  and  paved  surface on private property are the
responsibility of the landowner.”

Not  to  the  Mammoth  Mountain Inn but to the Caltrans Minaret Maintenance Station at 
postmile 2.4.

At  that point, in the winter the highway reverts back to the Inyo National Forest.

2.  Please describe the sizes and capacities of existing snow storage land area utilized 
by CalTrans for snow removal from roads in TOML.

        In general, Caltrans is usually able to blow snow and store it with in our 
existing R/W.
        Our R/W in the area just north of the project is 200 -ft wide, with actual highway
pavement varying from approximately 64-ft to 76-ft.
        Some snow is blown/stored on the uphill side (north) but more area is blown/stored
on the downhill side (south).

3.  Are there any existing snow removal/snow storage problems/deficiencies in the Project 
area?

         Keeping up with removal during large storms, dealing with the traffic flow and 
illegal parking.

  3a.  If  snow removal/snow storage problems/deficiencies exist, how would
  they affect the Project?

  Could  be access issues from SR 203 in the area of pm 5.1 to the frontage
  road.

  3b. What measures could the project incorporate to minimize the affect
  these snow removal/snow storage problems/deficiencies on the project and
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  surrounding uses?

  Ensure there are provisions for more than adequate snow storage.

4.  Are there any stormwater quality regulations governing snow storage in the TOML?

        Contact the Town of Mammoth Lakes, the Lead Agency in this matter.

5.  Please provide any recommendations that might reduce any potential snow removal/snow 
storage impacts associated with the Project.

        Have provisions for more than adequate snow removal and storage, ensuring sight 
distance is not inhibited for any mode of
        transportation.

        Ensure snow removal/storage does not adversely impact pedestrians.
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Mammoth Community Water District 

P.O. Box 597 

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 

(760) 934-2596; fax (760) 934-2143 

 

    

June 1, 2006 

 

 

Terri McCracken 

Assistant Environmental Planner 

Christopher A. Joseph & Associates 

179 H Street 

Petaluma, CA 94952 

 

 

Re:  Response to Town of Mammoth Lakes Sierra Star Master Plan Subsequent EIR Request for 

Information 

 

Dear Ms. McCracken: 

 

 This District received your letters regarding request for information for water and wastewater 

needs for the Sierra Star Master Plan EIR dated March 2, 2006 and May 1, 2006.  We hope the 

information included in this response helps address the questions described in your letters.  The 

numbering of the following responses corresponds to the questions posed to the District in your letters.   

Answers from March 2, 2006 letter (water demand): 

1. Please see the attached map, Figure 2, which includes existing and planned future pipelines 

with diameters and pipe type. 

2. The existing water system infrastructure will not be able to deliver proposed demand due to 

piping constraints.   

a. The District has worked with design engineers of the existing Lodestar development 

and future Sierra Star development to ensure the future design will meet the proposed 

water demands.  The consulting design engineer (Triad Holmes Associates) has 

prepared design plans for the new pipelines that are shown on Figure 2. These new 

required lines include approximately: 

• 6,300 feet of 10-inch ductile iron pipe 

• 900 feet of 8-inch ductile iron pipe 

• 900 feet of 6–inch ductile iron pipe 
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System pressures range from 50 to 150 pounds per square inch (psi). Fire pumps may be 

required per the Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District to meet fire flow 

requirements. 

b. Please see the explanation under response #9.  The above engineering work should 

relieve the piping constraints that have been identified. 

3. The District will be able to accommodate the proposed project’s demand for water service with 

the additional infrastructure noted in item 2b and Figure 2. 

4. The proposed project will receive treated surface water from the Lake Mary Water Treatment 

Plant and treated groundwater from Groundwater Treatment Plant No. 2, located at the corner 

of Meridian Boulevard and Majestic Pines Drive.  These two treatment plants have sufficient 

treatment capacity to serve the project’s demand for water.  Under rare conditions, it is possible 

for the proposed project to receive treated groundwater from Groundwater Treatment Plant No. 

1, located off Old Mammoth Road near Snowcreek Athletic Club.   

5. System pressures range from 50 to 150 psi.  Fire pumps may be required per the Mammoth 

Lakes Fire Protection District to meet fire flow requirements for taller structures.  Meeting the 

Fire Code for pressure of 20 psi at the point of service can be maintained for fire flows of 1,500 

(residential), 2,000 (high density residential), and 2,500 (commercial) gallons per minute for 2 

hours. 

6. The District has developed an expected water demand at build out of 4898 acre-feet per year 

utilizing the unit counts projected in the Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan Update DEIR 

(October 2005).  These figures were also used in the preparation of the District’s 2005 Urban 

Water Management Plan (UWMP).  The Sierra Star Master Plan is proposing similar unit 

counts to those projects in the Lodestar Master Plan, which was included in the General Plan 

DEIR and the 2005 UWMP. The District estimates that, given the existing water supply, there 

will be a deficiency in supply at build out in the third year of a drought.  However, the District 

is currently working on the following projects that either reduce demand or provide additional 

supplies: water pipeline replacement to reduce system loss, recycled water project to make 

additional potable water available for domestic uses, and an aggressive water conservation 

program.  The following table provides additional detail. 
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Future Water Supply Projects 

Project Name Demand Reduction 

(acre-feet) 

Supply Increase 

(acre-feet) 

Projected Completion 

Date 

Recycled Water 

Project 
500 ac-ft n/a 2007-2009 

Water Conservation 

10% with voluntary 

measures (about 200 

ac-ft) 

n/a Ongoing 

Water Pipeline 

Replacement (reduce 

water losses) 

10-15% loss rate goal 

(about 300 ac-ft) 
n/a 

Ongoing, full 

implementation 

anticipated by 2011 

New groundwater 

development 
n/a 

1000 ac-ft (or amount 

needed to meet 

demands) 
As needed 

 

The District has also prepared the attached table which details water consumptive factors for a 

variety of development unit types or customer billing classes. These consumptive factors have 

been used to evaluate water demands from this project and other new development projects. 

7. This question is addressed in #4. 

8. The District uses Senate Bill 610 direction in determining the need for preparing water 

assessments for development projects.  Since the Lodestar Master Plan was included in the 

water assessment that was developed for the Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan Update 

EIR (October 2005) and the Sierra Star Master Plan proposes less total units than the Lodestar 

Master Plan, this project does not require a separate water assessment. 

9. Indoor water use could be minimized by utilizing high efficiency fixtures for toilets, urinals, 

faucets, and shower heads.  Other technologies to consider are hot water demand devices for 

water heating, Energy Star dishwashers, clothes washers, and refrigerators, and limiting the 

number of showerhead to one high efficiency fixture per shower stall.  Outdoor water use could 

be minimized by using drought tolerant plants in the landscaping design, drip irrigation systems 

where watering is needed, and by utilizing “smart” evapotranspiration irrigation controllers.   

 

Answers from May 1, 2006 letter (wastewater demand) 

1. Please see the attached map (Figure 1) for the sizes and types of existing sewer lines that would 

serve the project site. 

2. District engineering staff has utilized a sewer flow model to determine anticipated flow in the 

existing sewer collection system with the demands projected from the Sierra Star Master Plan.  
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Three areas of deficiency have been determined: sewer collection lines on Manzanita Road 

from Dorrance Drive and along Center Street, the final sewer trunk lines coming into the 

District’s wastewater treatment plant located at the corner of Meridian Boulevard and Highway 

203, and a short section of sewer line on Meridian Boulevard near the intersection with Old 

Mammoth Road. 

a. The connection fees for the project will be help pay for the necessary upgrades to the 

sewer collection pipelines described above. Although the District plans to upgrade these 

pipelines in the future, the District cannot guarantee that timelines for the upgrades will 

coincide with development associated with the Sierra Star Master Plan. 

b. If fewer units were proposed as part of the Sierra Star Master Plan, this would lessen the 

impacts on the sewer collection system. 

3. The Mammoth Community Water District cannot accommodate the proposed projected 

demand for sewer collection service with the existing infrastructure in the project area. 

4. The District is planning to upsize the sewer pipelines on Center Street within the next two 

years, which should alleviate the capacity issues in this area.  When development occurs on the 

Shady Rest tract, the District will require a new sewer line though this project which should 

alleviate deficiencies on Manzanita Road. The trunk lines at the wastewater treatment plant are 

planned for an increase in capacity.  The planned installation of a new trunk line on Meridian 

Boulevard to the wastewater treatment plant will also help to alleviate deficiencies near the 

plant.  Finally, the infrastructure upgrades needed on Meridian Boulevard near Old Mammoth 

Road have been previously identified and the District is currently working on reducing 

demands to this portion of the collection system by modifying the filter backwash system at 

groundwater treatment plant #2, located at the corner of Meridian Boulevard and Majestic 

Pines Drive.  This work is scheduled for the summer of 2007, but additional upgrades may still 

be required to the pipelines on Meridian Boulevard. 

5. The District can accommodate the project’s demand for wastewater treatment service with the 

existing capacity of the wastewater treatment plant.  The plant is designed to meet demands 

from the town at buildout of the community. The current capacity of the wastewater treatment 

plant is 4.9 million gallons per day (mgd) with 1.5 mgd currently being treated on an average 

day. 

6. The District anticipates being able to meet the wastewater treatment demand from the future 

development proposed in the Town of Mammoth Lakes.  As development of these various 
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projects take place, the District will need to evaluate potential impacts to the sewer collection 

system in the vicinity of each project.  

a. The District’s wastewater treatment was recently upgraded to handle the capacity 

anticipated from the Town of Mammoth Lakes at buildout. 

b. The District’s engineering staff has developed a sewer flow model which incorporates 

anticipated growth in the Town of Mammoth Lakes based on the unit projections in the 

Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan Update Draft EIR (October 2005). 

c. The District has identified various locations in the sewer collection system that is near 

capacity and will need upgrades as various development projects come on line. 

7. Please see the attached table for sewer generation factors. 

8. Please see the response for 2 (b) above. 

 

I hope this information is helpful and provides sufficient data for the preparation of the Sierra Star 

Master Plan Draft EIR.  Please feel free to contact the District if you have any additional questions or 

would like any follow-up information regarding the information in this letter.  As I will be out of the 

office from June 5 to July 11, you may contact General Manager Gary Sisson at 

gsisson@mcwd.dst.ca.us or by phone at extension 238.  Engineering related questions may also be 

directed to District Engineer John Pedersen at jpedersen@mcwd.dst.ca.us or by phone at extension 

240. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Ericka Hegeman 

Environmental Specialist 
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Executive Summary 

 

This water supply assessment covers the anticipated water demand associated with the 

2006 Sierra Star Master Plan Draft EIR.  It covers the requirements of Senate Bill 610 

that are described in Water Code section 10910 – 10915.  This document was prepared 

referencing the District’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan and the water supply 

assessment that was prepared for the Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan Update 

dated October 2005. 

 

The District’s projections herein rely on the following supplies to meet water demands in 

the future: existing groundwater supplies, existing surface water supplies, future 

groundwater well development, and recycled water.  The District also anticipates 

utilizing techniques to reduce demands by implementing water conservation in drought 

periods in addition to ongoing water conservation education and rebate programs and 

continuing to pursue water loss reduction by replacing water main pipelines. 

 

This water assessment has found that existing groundwater and surface water resources 

are insufficient to meet future anticipated water demands in multiple dry year conditions 

and in single dry year conditions.  The development of additional groundwater supplies 

and the use of recycled water would create sufficient supplies to meet demands, including 

those from the SSMP.  The remaining small shortfalls seen after the implementation of 

these projects could be met through irrigation restrictions in drought years.  There are 

uncertainties regarding the implementation of the future water supplies discussed in this 

assessment.  As with the development of any water supply, the District will need to 

evaluate and respond to any environmental concerns associated with the projects, obtain 

any applicable governmental approvals, and address other considerations that may 

surround these projects.  In addition, other currently undefined water supply projects may 

be used to replace and/or supplement those described in this assessment.   

 

 In conclusion, this water supply assessment shows that with the inclusion of several 

additional water supply projects, the District will have sufficient supplies through the 

next 20 years to meet the demands of the Sierra Star Master Plan in addition to other 

projected development in Mammoth Lakes.  

 

 

 

Introduction 

 

Senate Bill 610 (SB 610) requires that water supply assessments be furnished to local 

governments for inclusion in any environmental documentation for certain projects 

subject to the California Environmental Quality Act.  The purpose of such an assessment 

is to determine if the water supplier will have sufficient supplies available during normal, 

dry, and multiple dry water years during a 20-year projection to meet the projected water 

demand of the proposed project, in addition to existing and other planned future uses.  
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The Town of Mammoth Lakes has commissioned an Environmental Impact Report on the 

Sierra Star Master Plan (SSMP), which covers development on approximately 40 acres of 

the 107-acre site surrounding the existing Sierra Star Golf Course.  The Sierra Star 

Master Plan proposes to change the name, land area, and land uses set forth in the 

original 1991 Lodestar Master Plan.  The Town of Mammoth Lakes formally requested a 

SB 610 water supply assessment for this project in a letter dated October 13, 2006.   

 

The SSMP proposes to construct 1,220 dwelling units
1
, of which 399 units already have 

been built or approved for construction and 821 units are set for approval through the 

SSMP Environmental Impact Report.  The original Lodestar Master Plan included a total 

of 1,263 units and these unit counts were included in the Town of Mammoth Lakes 2005 

General Plan Update, which was used in the preparation of the District’s 2005 Urban 

Water Management Plan (UWMP).  For this reason, the unit counts and demand 

projections used in the 2005 UWMP were used to prepare this water supply assessment.  

 

In addition, the Sierra Star Master Plan may be considered a project under SB 610 

because it appears to fit the definition of a “project” under Water Code section 10912 (a) 

(7).  This section states that a “project” means a development that would result in the 

water demand equivalent to or greater than the amount of water required by a 500 

dwelling unit project.  Thus, using the District’s historical meter record, 500 dwelling 

units, where a dwelling unit is considered equivalent to an EDU or single family home, 

would result in about 140 acre-feet of demand annually.  Since the demand from the 

projected development associated with the Sierra Star Master Plan results in more than 

140 acre-feet (see table below), it can be considered a project under the Water Code 

section described above.  This project also could be considered a “specific plan” that only 

requires the water supply analysis as described in Government Code section 65352.5 and 

Government Code section 65453 (a).  However, since the Town has requested a SB 610 

analysis, the District has prepared this document.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1
 The Town of Mammoth Lakes municipal code defines a dwelling unit as being equivalent to a two-

bedroom condominium unit or two hotel rooms. 
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Table 1: Sierra Star Master Plan estimated water demands 

 

RESIDENTIAL Unit Type 

Unit 

Count 

Gallons / 

Day 

Annual 

Gallons 

Annual 

AF 

Area 1D Single Family Homes 24 6,000 2,190,000 7 

Area 2 Condominiums 260 44,200 16,133,000 50 

Area 4A Multifamily/Apartment 80 10,800 3,942,000 12 

Area 5A Hotel 356 28,480 10,395,200 32 

Area 5B/C/D Condo/Hotel 239 23,900 8,723,500 27 

Area 7 Single Family Homes 40 10,000 3,650,000 11 

 Total* 821    

 

COMMERCIAL Unit Type 

Unit 

Count 

Gallons / 

Day 

Annual 

Gallons 

Annual 

AF 

 General Commercial (sq ft) 29,000 4,350 1,587,750 5 

 General Commercial (sq ft) 20,000 3,000 1,095,000 3 

 Conference Center (sq ft) 30,000 3,750 1,368,750 4 

 Total 79,000 134,480 49,085,200 151 

*Note: The 365 hotel units in Area 5A equates to 178 dwelling units 

 

 

The District updated its Urban Water Management Plan in December of 2005 to include 

proposed development associated with the Town of Mammoth Lakes 2005 General Plan 

Update.  While the current updates to the Town General Plan are an ongoing process, it 

represents the best, most current information regarding potential future development in 

the community.  For this reason, the District included the unit counts in the Draft General 

Plan Update EIR dated October 2005 in the preparation of its 2005 UWMP.  In addition, 

since the development for the land area in the Sierra Star Master Plan was already 

included in the Town General Plan and thus in the 2005 UWMP and the development 

projected to occur under the 2006 Sierra Star Master Plan (1,220 dwelling units) is less 

than the development projected under the 1991 Lodestar Master Plan (1,263 dwelling 

units), it can be assumed that the development figures used to prepare the 2005 UWMP 

essentially included the SSMP. 

 

The District prepared a SB 610 water supply assessment for the Town of Mammoth 

Lakes General Plan update in the fall of 2004 with amendments in September and 

November 2005.  This document, as well as the 2005 UWMP, was used as a reference for 

the preparation of this water supply assessment.  The District’s Board of Directors 

approved this completed water supply assessment prepared pursuant to Water Code 

Section 10910 at a special meeting held on December 7, 2006. 
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Documenting Water Supply 

 

Water Code section 10910 (d) and (e) states that a water supply assessment must identify 

and quantify existing and planned sources of water available to the water supplier in 5-

year increments for a 20-year projection.  The following information regarding existing 

and planned sources of water is taken from the District’s 2005 Urban Water Management 

Plan. 

 

 

Table 2: Existing water supplies 

Annual amounts of water for each entitlement and right under normal year conditions 

 

Supply Acre-Feet per Year Entitlement Right Ever Used 

Local surface 2760 X  Yes 

Groundwater 4000  X Yes 
Note:  While the District currently has surface water rights that total a maximum of 2,760 acre-feet 

annually, the bypass flow requirements that the District operates under have not been permanently 

established and the final bypass requirements that are eventually established could potentially result in less 

surface water being available to the District.  In addition, the volume of groundwater noted in this table is 

the maximum amount of groundwater that the District has projected to pump in any given year and does 

not necessarily represent the safe yield of the aquifer.   

 

 

Surface Water 
 

The District currently has the right, through two licenses and one permit, to divert a total 

of 2,760 acre-feet of water annually from Lake Mary, located in the Mammoth Lakes 

Basin.  The authorized amount of water that the District can divert under its surface water 

rights are set at a maximum instantaneous diversion of 5.039 cubic feet per second (cfs) 

and a maximum annual diversion of 2,760 acre-feet (AF).  As part of this total, the 

District is allowed to store 606 acre-feet from April 1 to June 30 and an additional 54 

acre-feet from September 1 to September 30 of each year.   

 

The District’s water rights are restricted by several management constraints that influence 

the amount of surface water that can be diverted.  These include the bypass flow 

requirements in Mammoth Creek and lake level management of Lake Mary.  The primary 

influence upon the amount of water that the District may store or divert are the bypass 

flow requirements in Mammoth Creek that are included as part of the District’s water 

rights.  The District measures Mammoth Creek flows at its Old Mammoth Road gage 

located near Mammoth Creek Park.  The District is only allowed to directly divert natural 

flows entering Lake Mary and divert natural flows to storage when the flows, as 

measured at the Old Mammoth Road gage, exceed the bypass flow requirements.  When 

the flows at the District’s Old Mammoth Road gage are equal to or less than the bypass 

flow requirements, no water may be directly diverted or diverted to storage, and the 

District must bypass all incoming flows to Lake Mary. 
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While the District must currently operate under the bypass flow requirements, there is 

potential for these requirements to become modified in the future due to their temporary 

nature.  The District is currently preparing an EIR that evaluates the environmental 

effects of the proposed bypass flow requirements for Mammoth Creek.  The outcome of 

this EIR and the resulting decision by the State Water Resources Control Board could 

modify the existing temporary bypass flows to a different regime that could result in less 

surface water being available to the District. 

 

Surface water supply volumes used in the preparation of this water supply assessment 

assume that the existing bypass flow requirements will remain as they are currently 

established.  Potential reductions in surface water supplies in the future are a possibility, 

but the amount of these reductions is currently unknown. 

 
 

Table 3: Past, Current, Projected Water Supplies 

 

Water 

Supply 

Sources 

1995 2000 2005 

(Actual)  

2005 

(Projected 

Maximum) 

2010 2015 

 

 

2020 

 

 

2025 

Lake Mary 1725 1971 1660 2760 2760 2760 2760 2760 

Well #1 47 19 188 500 500 500 500 500 

GWTP #1 890 672 1430 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 

GWTP #2 230 574 493 1500 1500 1500 1500 1500 

Future 

Wells 

     1000 1000 1000 

Recycled 

Water 

    360 360 360 360 

Total 2892 3236 3771 6760 7120 8120 8120 8120 
Units of Measure: acre-feet per year 

Note: Projected water supplies (2005 to 2025) represent maximum supplies that may be available in 

normal water years.  Actual water supplies in 1995, 2000, and 2005 represent supplies that were made 

available to the community based upon demands.  Groundwater pumpage reflects the metered amount of 

water pumped from individual wells, which tends to vary slightly from the flow measured through the 

treatment plants. 

 

 

 

Future Water Sources 
 

The District has identified groundwater as being a significant source of future water 

supplies for the community.  These supplies would be extracted from either the 

Mammoth Basin watershed or the Dry Creek Basin watershed to the north of the 

Mammoth Basin.  Additional groundwater production wells in the Mammoth Basin 

would require environmental review and hydrogeology analysis to ensure that additional 

volumes of water can be safely extracted from the basin.  Well development in the Dry 

Creek Basin would also require environmental review and hydrogeology analysis prior to 
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utilizing this water source.  The District has budgeted $14,755,000 through 2025 for the 

development of these sources.  

  

The District also has identified recycled water as an additional water supply source for 

the community, which would primarily serve large turf irrigators, such as golf courses 

and parks.  The 2006 Recycled Water Distribution Project EIR addresses Sierra Star Golf 

Course, Snowcreek Golf Course, and Shady Rest Park (operated by the Town of 

Mammoth Lakes) as customers for this project.  The District will be considering the 

certification of a final EIR at its January 16, 2007, meeting and has budgeted over 

$10,000,000 through 2010 for the development of this project.   

 

More detailed information regarding future water supplies are included on page 19 of this 

assessment. 

 

 

Groundwater 
 

Water sources that will serve the project include groundwater; therefore, according to 

Water Code section 10910 (f) detailed groundwater information must be included in the 

water supply assessment.  The following information is taken from the District’s 2005 

Urban Water Management Plan. 

 

The District completed a Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) in 2005 that describes 

a monitoring and operation plan for the long-term use of local groundwater and surface 

water resources.  The intent of the GWMP is to ensure that groundwater resources are 

managed in a manner that ensures sufficient, high quality groundwater resources while 

minimizing potential environmental impacts.  The GWMP was adopted by the District 

Board of Directors in July 2005. 

 

The District pumps groundwater from the Mammoth Basin watershed, which is located 

within the Long Valley Groundwater Basin identified by the Department of Water 

Resources as part of the South Lahontan Hydrologic Region.  The Mammoth Basin is 

located on the eastern side of the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range.  Surface elevations 

range from a high of about 12,000 feet at Mammoth Crest to 7,000 feet at the 

downstream easterly extremity.  Mammoth Basin is the watershed of Mammoth Creek 

and is bounded on the south by the drainage divide of Convict Creek; on the west by the 

Mammoth Crest; on the north by the drainage divide of Dry Creek; and on the east 

extending along the watershed of Hot Creek.  The area of the Mammoth Basin is about 

71 square miles and extends approximately 13 miles west to east and 9 miles north to 

south.   

 

Elevated areas on the north and west that are comprised largely of extrusive igneous 

rocks generally form the Mammoth Basin; a central trough filled with alluvial and glacial 

debris; and an abrupt southern flank of igneous intrusive and metamorphic rocks.  The 

central trough area opens and drains to the east to the Owens River and Lake Crowley.  
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The Mammoth Basin has not been adjudicated or identified by DWR as being over 

drafted.  In order to prevent the basin from being over drafted, the District maintains an 

extensive groundwater and surface water monitoring system.  Groundwater levels are 

monitored in 8 production wells and in 15 shallow and deep monitor wells.  Water level 

sensors are located on all production wells and are connected to the District’s supervisory 

control and data acquisition (SCADA) system to allow for continuous monitoring.  

Surface water levels and flow rates are monitored at twelve locations throughout the 

basin watershed.  The District prepares an annual groundwater monitoring report that 

provides an evaluation of groundwater level, surface flow, and water quality monitoring 

data accumulated throughout the year.  

 

During the past 5-year period (2001 to 2005) the District pumped a total of 11,671 acre-

feet of groundwater, averaging 2,334 acre-feet per year.  The maximum volume pumped 

occurred in 2002 and amounted to 2,717 acre-feet.  Groundwater was pumped from the 

District’s eight (8) production wells located within the boundaries of the District’s service 

area serving the Town of Mammoth Lakes.  Production volumes of groundwater in any 

one year are dependent on the type of precipitation year experienced, the consequent 

availability of surface water, and the amount of demand from the community.  The 

following graph shows annual groundwater volumes provided to District customers.   

 

 

Figure 1: Annual volume of drinking water produced from District production wells 
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The following table shows detailed volumes of water pumped from each well over the 

past five years. 

 

Table 4: Historical volumes (acre-feet) of groundwater pumped from individual 

production wells 

 

Well No. 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

1 74 132 184 71 188 

6 110 184 454 347 554 

10 546 1086 602 500 577 

15 571 592 807 381 244 

16 230 141 107 239 55 

17 427 310 172 138 100 

18 123 77 114 58 226 

20 246 196 80 187 167 

Total 2326 2719 2520 1921 2111 
Note: Groundwater pumpage reflects the metered amount of water pumped from individual wells, which 

tends to vary slightly from the flow measured through the treatment plants. 

 

During dry-year periods, groundwater levels within the Mammoth Basin tend to decrease 

due to increased pumping and less recharge.  During normal and above-normal 

precipitation years, groundwater levels increase and tend to recover after two years of 

normal precipitation.  The following graph depicts historical groundwater levels in one of 

the District’s production wells and shows the variability of groundwater levels based on 

pumping and type of recharge year. 

 

 
Figure 2: Variability of groundwater levels in a District production well 
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Future groundwater production rates have been projected based on community growth 

projections and on type of climatic conditions.  The following tables describe projected 

volumes of groundwater that will be pumped under normal and multiple dry-year water 

year conditions. 

 

 

Table 5: Groundwater pumping projections (acre-feet) to meet demands in a 

normal water year 
 

Well No. 2010 2015 2020 2025 

1 146 200 74 38 

6 200 300 400 500 

10 300 300 400 500 

15 300 300 400 500 

16 0 0 0 0 

17 200 300 400 500 

18 0 0 0 0 

20 200 210 200 100 

Future Well(s) 0 0 0 0 

Total 1346 1610 1874 2138 
Note: Groundwater projections based on utilizing 2760 ac-ft of surface water in normal year to meet 

projected demand   

 

 

Table 6: Groundwater pumping projections (acre-feet) to meet demands in multiple 

dry year conditions 

 

Well No. 2010 2015 2020 2025 

1 161 256 325 356 

6 311 415 475 506 

10 500 726 960 991 

15 336 440 500 531 

16 135 139 199 230 

17 231 335 395 426 

18 28 41 92 123 

20 150 154 214 245 

Future Well(s) 0 0 0 406 

Total 1852 2506 3160 3814 
Note: Groundwater projections based on utilizing 1084 ac-ft of surface water in multiple dry years to meet 

projected demand.  The volume of 1084 ac-ft is derived from the actual available surface water that could 

have been available in 1992, the last year of a six-year drought and assumes existing bypass flow 

requirements.  If the District’s bypass flow requirements were revert to those set forth in the District’s 

water right permit, there would be substantial reductions in the availability of surface water available to 

the District in multiple dry years, which would increase the need for additional groundwater supplies. 
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As indicated by groundwater pumping projections for the future, the volume of 

groundwater currently available from existing wells is insufficient to meet the total 

demand under multiple dry-year conditions as the community nears build-out in the year 

2025.  However, the District currently supplements its groundwater supplies with surface 

water and may be supplementing existing well supplies with additional production wells 

in the future.  A study conducted for the Mammoth Community Water District 

(“Investigation of Groundwater Production Impacts on Surface Water Discharge and 

Spring Flow”, Wildermuth Environmental, Inc. November 2003) indicates that a total 

volume of 3800 acre-feet annually could be pumped from the Mammoth Basin during a 

three-year dry period.  
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Documenting Projected Demand 

 

The projected water demand associated with the Sierra Star Master Plan was accounted 

for in the District’s most recently adopted Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) 

dated December 2005.  Thus, according to Water Code section 10910 (c) (2), the analysis 

of water demand for the proposed project may be incorporated from the UWMP.  The 

following table describes past, current, and future water demands from the District’s 

Urban Water Management Plan. 

 

 

Table 7: Past, current, and projected water use (acre-feet) 
 

Water Use Sector 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 

Single Family 

Residential 
515 549 586 623 659 696 

Condominium 961 948 960 973 985 997 

Multi-Family 

Residential 
144 140 211 282 353 424 

Commercial/Industrial/ 

Public 
217 257 374 469 565 660 

Motel / Hotel 112 111 304 496 689 881 

Public Sector 170 296 
Included in 

commercial 

Included in 

commercial 

Included in 

commercial 

Included in 

commercial 

Golf Course** 297 263 400 400 400 400 

Other* 53 107 80 80 80 80 

Unaccounted 486 752 760 760 760 760 

Total 2955 3423 3674 4082 4490 4898 

Note: Existing hotel/motel water-use sector includes only those units that are separately metered and does 

not include units that share water meters with commercial.  Commercial includes mixed uses such as 

restaurants, condo/hotel, retail, etc.  Public sector is included in the commercial water-use sector for future 

projections for consistency with data from the Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan EIR (2005). 

*Other = treatment plant process water, fire fighting, line cleaning, etc. 

** Golf course water use based on existing demand from Sierra Star and Snowcreek Golf Courses.  This 

value may be reduced by recycled water use in the future. 

Groundwater data in this table is based upon metered flows from the District’s groundwater treatment 

plants, which varies slightly from amounts measured from individual wells. 
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Documenting Dry-Year Supply 

 

 

The Mammoth Community Water District’s existing sources of water supply consist of 

surface water and groundwater, both derived from the Mammoth Basin watershed.  The 

area is susceptible to drought and both of these sources of supply are impacted to various 

degrees.  Surface water supplies are immediately impacted following a drought season 

whereas groundwater supplies tend to be affected by an extended drought period of 

several years. 

 

Over the past thirty years, below average precipitation conditions have been experienced 

50% of the years.  In 30% of the years, seasons with less than 70% of average 

precipitation have been experienced.   

 

Table 8 provides water supply volumes for average, single dry, and multiple dry water 

years based on current supplies. 

 

 

Table 8: Existing water supply reliability 
 

 Multiple Dry Years 

 

Supply 

Normal 

Water Year 

Single Dry 

Water Year 

 

Year 1 

 

Year 2 

 

Year 3 

 

Year 4 

Projected 

Surface 

 

2760 

 

0 

 

1780 

 

1500 

 

1100 

 

1084 

Projected 

Wells 

 

4000 

 

3410 

 

3410 

 

3408 

 

3408 

 

3408 

Projected 

Total 

 

6760 

 

3410 

 

5190 

 

4908 

 

4508 

 

4492 
Units of Measure: acre-feet per year 

Note: While the District currently has surface water rights that total a maximum of 2,760 acre-feet 

annually, the bypass flow requirements that the District operates under have not been permanently 

established and the final bypass requirements that are eventually established could potentially result in less 

surface water being available to the District.   
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The following table describes how each water year type was derived. 

 

 

Table 9: Basis of water year data 

 

Water 

Year 

Type 

Year(s) Data is Based Upon Base 

Year(s) 

Historical 

Sequence 

Normal 

Water 

Year 
 

 

 

Normal water year based upon 10% deviation from April 1 

average snowpack of 43 inches, or 38.7 to 47.3 inches on 

April 1.  Normal water years have historically occurred about 

every nine years, or seven times in the last 62 years.  Surface 

water supplies are based upon the maximum quantity of 

surface water available through the District’s surface water 

rights. 

1997 

1996 

1984 

1971 

1954 

1949 

1946 

Every 

nine years 

Single 

Dry Water 

Year 

 

Single dry years are generally considered the lowest annual 

runoff for a watershed since the water-year beginning in 1903.  

For the Mammoth watershed, the year with the lowest April 1 

snowpack is 12.3 inches of snow water equivalent on April 1, 

1977.  Groundwater data is based upon driest year that 

production wells were in use (1992 for wells #1, 6, 10, and 15 

and 2001 for wells #16, 17, 18, and 20). 

1977 

1992 

2001 

Multiple 

Dry Water 

Years 

 

Multiple dry years are generally considered the lowest 

average runoff for a consecutive multiple year period (three 

years or more) for a watershed since 1903.  The driest 

multiple year period in the Mammoth watershed was the six-

year period from 1987 to 1992, which averaged 28.7 inches of 

snow water content at Mammoth Pass. 

1987 

through 

1992 

 

 

 

 

 

Is the Projected Water Supply Sufficient or Insufficient for the Proposed Project? 
 

In comparing projected future water demand estimates with current supply data, it is 

projected that water supply deficiencies would occur after the first year of a multiple year 

drought and in single dry year conditions.  The following table compares current supply 

and future demands in normal, single dry and multiple dry years.  This table shows that 

shortfalls in supply would occur if the District were to continue to utilize existing water 

supplies to meet demands at build out of the community, including the Sierra Star Master 

Plan.  
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Table 10: Comparison of current supply and demand for normal, single dry, and 

multiple dry years 

 

Current Supply   Multiple Dry Water Years 

 Average/ 

Normal 

Water Year 

Single Dry 

Water 

Year 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

Supply Total 6760 3410 5190 4908 4508 4492 

Demand Total  

(without SSMP) 
4747 4747 4747 4747 4747 4747 

Difference  

(without SSMP) 
2013 -1337 443 161 -239 -255 

Demand Total  

(including SSMP) 
4898 4898 4898 4898 4898 4898 

Difference  

(including SSMP) 
1862 -1488 292 10 -390 -406 

Units of Measure: Acre-feet per year 

 

As can be seen by the above supply versus demand comparison table, the current 

available water supply is considered insufficient to meet demands from build-out of the 

community during dry water years.  Deficiencies of over 1000 acre-feet would occur in a 

single dry year, which is considered the lowest historical runoff for the watershed.  

However, this shortfall in supply would likely be reduced through landscape watering 

restrictions, which have historically reduced demands by 25% during summer irrigation 

periods.  These landscape restrictions are part of the District’s water shortage 

contingency plans, which are included in the District’s 2005 UWMP.  The extent of the 

insufficiency in multiple dry years depends on the duration of dry year periods, but would 

generally occur after the first year of a multiple year drought.  It should also be noted that 

demands from the Sierra Star Master Plan (SSMP) increase the amount of deficiency of 

existing supplies in single dry and multiple dry year conditions, but not to a significant 

extent.   

 

Table 11 describes future supply projections with demand totals anticipated at build out 

of the community according to the 2005 Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan.  These 

demand projections include the SSMP.  Supply projections are based upon planned future 

well development and the use of recycled water in the community.   
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Table 11: Comparison of 20-year projection of supply and demand for normal, 

single dry, and multiple dry years 

(Includes Recycled Water Use and Future Wells) 

 

2025 Supply   Multiple Dry Water Years 

 Normal 

Water Year 

Single 

Dry 

Water 

Year 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

Supply Totals  8120 4770 6550 6268 5868 5852 

Demand Totals  

(without SSMP) 
4747 4747 4747 4747 4747 4747 

Difference  

(without SSMP) 
3373 23 1803 1521 1121 1105 

Demand Totals 

(including 

SSMP) 

4898 4898 4898 4898 4898 4898 

Difference  

(including 

SSMP) 

3222 -128 1652 1370 970 954 

Units of Measure: Acre-feet per year 

Note: The supply totals on this table assume 1000 acre-feet of future groundwater well water and about 

400 acre-feet of recycled water would be utilized in normal water years 

 

The analysis of future demand included in the District’s Urban Water Management Plan 

shows that sufficient supplies should be available in the future during normal and 

multiple dry year scenarios assuming recycled water use, future well development, and 

existing bypass flow requirements for Mammoth Creek.  There are uncertainties 

regarding the implementation of each of these water supplies.  As with the development 

of any water supply, the District will need to evaluate and respond to any environmental 

concerns associated with the projects, obtain any applicable governmental approvals, and 

address other considerations that may surround these projects.  In addition, other 

currently undefined water supply projects may be used to replace and/or supplement 

those described in this assessment.  The District is also currently working on a loss 

reduction program and the demand savings, estimated at a loss rate of 10 to 15%, from 

this program are not included in this table.  It should again be noted that shortfalls seen in 

this table in single dry years would be met through landscape watering restrictions, which 

have historically reduced demands by 25% during summer irrigation periods. 
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Plan for Acquiring Additional Future Water Supplies 

 

Under Water Code 10911 it is required, that if, as a result of its assessment, the public 

water system concludes that its water supplies are, or will be, insufficient, the public 

water system shall provide to the city or county its plans for acquiring additional water 

supplies.  Since existing supplies are insufficient and future water supplies still result in a 

shortfall in single dry years, the District has developed the following plans regarding 

implementation of water conservation measures, use of recycled water, and development 

of new supplies.   

 

 

Implementation of Water Conservation Measures 
 

Estimated Total Costs and Proposed Method of Financing 

 

Reductions in water use would affect District revenues during the months of June through 

September.  It is estimated that the decrease in revenue during this period would amount 

to approximately $300,000 to $600,000 depending upon the level of restrictions 

implemented.  The District maintains an operating reserve in its budget to compensate for 

conditions, such as lost revenue due to emergencies. 

 

Federal, State, and Local Permits, Approvals or Entitlements 

 

Water conservation measures are included in the District’s Water Code.  Therefore, the 

implementation of measures, such as landscape irrigation restrictions, would occur by 

action of the Board of Directors. 

 

Source of Supply 

  

In 1992, the District implemented water restrictions that included limiting landscape 

irrigation to 3 days per week.  This restriction resulted in an average reduction in water 

demand of 25% for the irrigation period of June through September.  At build-out of the 

community under the 2005 General Plan, the projected savings from implementation of 

water conservation measures amounts to about 500 acre-feet annually.    

 

Estimated Timeframes for Implementation 

 

Projections of available water supply are prepared each year after final snowpack 

measurements are made on April 1.  At that time, if projections indicate possible water 

supply insufficiencies, the District’s Board of Directors may declare the existence or 

threatened existence of a drought and may then implement any level of restrictions as 

deemed necessary. 
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Utilization of Recycled Water 
 

Estimated Total Costs and Proposed Method of Financing 

 

The total estimated cost of a recycled water project for the purpose of golf course 

irrigation amounts to approximately $11,000,000.  This project would provide the 

capability to produce 1.55 million gallons per day of recycled water.  The Mammoth 

Mountain Ski Area (Sierra Star Golf Course) has already paid a connection fee of 

$1,040,000 for their portion of recycled water once it is made available.  The remaining 

costs of the project would be paid through additional connection fees and through the 

District’s water capital expansion program budget.  The District has also calculated a 

preliminary rate for recycled water, which would cover the operating and maintenance 

costs, as well as for facility and equipment depreciation.  This rate amounts to $1.55 per 

1,000 gallons. 

 

Federal, State, and Local Permits, Approvals or Entitlements 

 

Permits that would be required to provide recycled water for irrigation include a waste 

discharge permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board and a design and use 

permit from the State Department of Health Services. 

 

Source of Supply 

 

The source of supply would come from the District’s wastewater treatment facility.  

Although the facility can produce recycled water, there are some upgrades necessary to 

meet current State Department of Health standards which upgrades would be capable of 

producing up to 1.55 million gallons per day of recycled water.  Parallel recycled water 

pipelines would be installed from the wastewater treatment plant to the Sierra Star Golf 

Course and the Snowcreek Golf Course.  A third pipeline would be installed from the 

wastewater treatment plant to Shady Rest Park. 

 

The District currently supplies untreated groundwater for irrigation of the Snowcreek and 

Sierra Star Golf Courses and supplies potable water to Shady Rest Park.  The volume of 

groundwater supplied to the Sierra Star Golf Course over the past seven years (2000 to 

2006) has averaged 238 acre-feet per year.  The volume of groundwater supplied to the 

Snowcreek Golf Course over the past seven years has averaged 85 acre-feet per year.  

Water supplied to Shady Rest Park over the past four years averaged about 30 acre-feet 

per year.  The maximum water supplied to these locations in dry water years has totaled 

about 440 acre-feet 

 

The Recycled Water Project plans for providing recycled water to both golf courses and 

Shady Rest Park.  Recycled water use at Shady Rest Park and Sierra Star Golf Course 

would result in a direct offset of potable water.  Recycled water provided to the 

Snowcreek Golf Course would be provided to a portion of the existing nine holes and 

possibly the entire additional nine holes planned for development.  Recycled water 

provided to the additional nine holes planned at the Snowcreek Golf Course would not 
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offset any current demands for potable water.  Overall, it is anticipated that the amount of 

potable water that could be made available through the implementation of this project is 

about 400 acre-feet annually.  However, depending upon customer demands, the recycled 

water project could potentially supply about 550 acre-feet annually to large turf irrigators 

in the community during the summer irrigation season.   

 

Estimated Timeframes for Implementation 

 

It is currently estimated that the total project would take three construction seasons to 

fully complete.  Therefore, recycled water is projected to be available for use by the 

summer of 2010. 

 

 

Water System Loss Reduction 
 

Estimated Total Costs and Proposed Method of Financing 

 

This project is budgeted for approximately $2,300,000 per year over the next 8 years.  

The District funds water line replacement projects through its capital replacement 

program, which is derived from primarily property tax revenues. 

 

Federal, State, and Local Permits, Approvals or Entitlements 

 

Local permits are required for the excavation of pipelines in the public roadways. 

 

Source of Supply 

 

The District has been implementing an aggressive main water pipeline replacement 

program to replace old leaking water pipes since 2001.  Over the past several years, an 

average of 10,000 feet of pipeline per year have been replaced.  As a result of this 

replacement work, the District expects to achieve a reduction in water loss within the 

system of approximately 300 acre-feet annually. 

 

Estimated Timeframes for Implementation 

 

It is estimated that replacement of existing old pipelines in the entire system will occur 

over the next 8-year period.  As stated above, approximately 10,000 feet of pipeline per 

year will be replaced. 

 

 

Development of New Supplies 
 

Estimated Total Costs and Proposed Method of Financing 

 

Development of new groundwater supplies in the Dry Creek watershed and/or the 

Mammoth Basin are projected to cost approximately $14,755,000.  Both of these projects 
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are budgeted in the District capital expansion fund, which is funded primarily by new 

water connection charges and some funding from property tax revenues. 

 

Federal, State, and Local Permits, Approvals or Entitlements 

 

These projects would require permits and approvals from the State Department of Health 

Services and the U.S. Forest Service where potential well sites are located on federal 

land.  This project also would require both State of California and federal environmental 

review. 

 

Source of Supply 

 

Overall, depending upon supplies needed, about 1,000 acre-feet of additional 

groundwater supplies may be developed in the future from either the Mammoth Basin 

watershed or the Dry Creek watershed.  Volumes of groundwater projected to be 

available from the Dry Creek watershed are estimated at 1,500 acre-feet per year during 

normal years and 1,245 acre-feet per year during multiple dry year periods.   

 

The District is evaluating whether or not there is additional water available to be pumped 

from the Mammoth Basin without causing environmental impacts.  Continued monitoring 

of the Mammoth Basin over the next two years should provide sufficient data to evaluate 

the potential of additional groundwater that could be safely pumped from the basin. 

 

Estimated Timeframes for Implementation 

 

Evaluation of the potential for increased withdrawal from the Mammoth Basin should be 

completed within two years.  Potential groundwater extraction from the Dry Creek 

watershed is currently budgeted to begin within the five-year period commencing in 

2014. 
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Summary of Additional Water Supplies  
 

Table 12: Summary of future water supply projects 

 

Project Name Demand 

Reduction (acre-

feet) 

Supply Increase 

(acre-feet) 

Projected Completion 

Date 

Recycled Water 

Project 
 400 acre-feet 

2010 (depends upon 

customer commitments) 

Water 

Conservation 

About 500 acre-feet 

at build out with 

irrigation restriction 

enforced 

 N/A 

Water Pipeline 

Replacement 

(reduce water 

losses) 

10-15% loss rate 

goal (about 300 ac-

ft at build out) 

 

Ongoing, full 

implementation 

anticipated by 2011 

New groundwater 

development 
 

1000 ac-ft (or 

amount needed to 

meet demands) 
As needed 

 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

This water supply assessment shows that with the inclusion of several additional water 

supply projects, the District will have sufficient supplies through the next 20 years to 

meet the demands of the Sierra Star Master Plan in addition to other projected 

development in Mammoth Lakes.  However, as noted in this assessment, there are 

uncertainties regarding the implementation of these additional supplies.  It is essential 

that additional water supplies are developed and demand reductions are utilized to their 

full potential to ensure that future demands can be met, especially in dry year conditions.   
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