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MAMMOTH COMMUNITY WATER DISTRICT 
P.O. BOX 597  MAMMOTH LAKES, CALIFORNIA 93546 

(760) 934-2596  FAX (760) 934-4080 
 
 
 
 

January 10, 2008 
 
 
 
 

Town of Mammoth Lakes  
Planning Division 
P.O. Box 1609 
Mammoth Lakes, California 93456 
Attention: Jen Daugherty 
 

Re: Water Supply Assessment for the Snowcreek Master Plan 
 
Dear Ms. Daugherty: 
 

It has come to my attention that the Water Source Assessment (WSA) prepared 
for the Snowcreek VIII project and the tables provided in my letter dated December 17, 
2007 require additional detail regarding the District’s water loss reduction program and 
its impact on reducing water demand.   

 
The District’s water system loss reduction program is described on pages 21 and 

22 of the WSA.  The District has budgeted in its capital replacement program $2.3 
million dollars per year over the next eight (8) years to complete the program of replacing 
old and leaking main water pipelines.  The replacement of these pipelines will result in an 
estimated savings of approximately 300 acre-feet of water, which will reduce the total 
projected future water demand at build-out of the community from 4,898 acre-feet per 
year to 4,598 acre-feet per year.  About 112 acre-feet of water has been saved as a result 
of the water system loss reduction program through 2005. 

 
In order to further show the impact of savings from the District’s water system 

loss reduction program, the tables included in my letter dated December 17, 2007 have 
been revised and are included below. 
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Comparison of existing water supply with future demands 

 Multiple Dry Water 
Years 

 Average/Normal 
Water Year 

Single Dry 
Water Year

Year 
1 

Year 
2 

Year 
3 

Year 
4 

Current Supply 
Total 

6760 3410 5190 4908 4508 4492 

Existing 
Demand (1) 

3652 3652 3652 3652 3652 3652 

Future Demand 
Estimate (2) 

1246 1246 1246 1246 1246 1246 

Demand 
Reduction (3) 

300 300 300 300 300 300 

Difference 2162 -1188 592 310 -90 -106 
(1) Existing demand includes Snowcreek Master Plan supply commitment 
(2) Future demand estimate without Snowcreek Master Plan demand 
(3) Water loss reduction program commenced in 2001, estimated to save 21.4 ac-ft/yr 

until completion in 2014. 
Units of Measure: Acre-feet per year 

 

Existing demand comparison with Snowcreek demand commitment and 
estimated future demands 

Demand Type 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 
Existing Demand 3423 3423 3423 3423 3423 
Snowcreek Master Plan Supply Commitment 229 229 229 229 229 
Future Demand Estimate (1) 0 22 430 838 1246 
Demand Reduction (2)  -214 -300 -300 -300 
Total 3652 3460 3782 4190 4598 

(1) Future demand estimate does not include Snowcreek Master Plan demand 
(2) Water loss reduction program commenced 2001, estimated to save 21.4 ac-ft/yr 

until completion in 2014. 
       Units of Measure: Acre-feet per year 

 
Should you have any questions regarding this information, please feel free to 

contact me at the District office at 934-2596, extension 238. 
 

     Sincerely,  
     MAMMOTH COMMUNITY WATER DISTRICT 

      
     Gary Sisson,  
     General Manager 
 
cc: Snowcreek Development Company 
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Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District 

A10

Post Office Box 5, 3150 Main Street 

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 
760-934-2300   Fax- 760-934-9210 

October 25, 2007 

Ms. Jen Daugherty
Town of Mammoth Lakes
PO Box 1609 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 

Re: Snowcreek VIII Master Plan EIR Comments 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document.  The Fire District 
has the following comments concerning the project and its construction. 

General Comments: 

Building Codes:  This project will be required to comply with the new California 
Amended International Codes that will be adopted on January 1, 2008. 

Traffic:  The Fire District has a concern about the existing amount of traffic on Old 
Mammoth Road during peak holiday periods.  This is compounded during times of 
inclement weather.  Possible alternatives or additional routes were not
analyzed/identified.

Roadways:  The Fire District would like to see the Snowcreek VIII project provide a 
direct alternate means of access for the Snowcreek V residential project.  These routes 
should be separated by a minimum of 1500 feet.
As described in the new Code, the Fire District would require that the proposed project
provide “two separate and approved fire apparatus access roads when a project 
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Ms. Jen Daugherty
2006 Revised Snowcreek Master Plan EIR Comments
Page 2 

exceeds 200 units”. 
Though not identified anywhere in the document, the Fire District would prefer that 
Snowcreek VIII not be a gated community. 

Individual Comments: 

Page I-53 Impact PS-3 Fire Services: Include a statement under Mitigation Measures 
that states “Proponent to provide fair share of Developer Impact Fees to assist in the 
additional impacts that the project brings to the Fire District. 

Page I-62 Impact TRANS-4 Parking: Include an item about on-site areas for 
emergency vehicle parking being designed into each phase of the project. 

Page I-66 Impact TRANS-10 Construction: Include the requirement that utilities and 
road pavement will be in place prior to the delivery of combustible construction 
products.

Page I-71 Utilities: Include a section that addresses the requirement for the installation 
of propane isolation valves in approved locations. 

Page III-34 Public Plazas, Walkways, Ponds, and Streams: The plazas and walkways 
may be required to double as emergency vehicle access routes. 

Pages IV.K-6 to VI.K-9 Fire Protection Services: The impact of adding this project 
(19% of the remaining buildout development) will cause the Fire District to hire 
additional employees, which will cause the need for additional station space, housing,
administration, and vehicles.  This increase will be necessary in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, inspection needs, and general fire protection 
objectives.  Because of this, the cumulative impact should be indicated as significant.

Page IV.M-23 Impact TRANS-11 Cumulative Impacts: As the project is going to 
significantly increase the number of peek time visitors (19% of the remaining buildout 
development), addition traffic mitigation should include the extension of Chateau Road 
to Sierra Park Road or the extension of Chateau Road to Meridian Blvd.
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Ms. Jen Daugherty
2006 Revised Snowcreek Master Plan EIR Comments
Page 3 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.  If you need any additional 
information, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 

Sincerely,

/s/ Thom Heller 

THOM HELLER 
Fire Marshal 
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Terri McCracken

From: Jen Daugherty [jdaugherty@ci.mammoth-lakes.ca.us]
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2007 11:21 AM
To: GSandvig@kanzakiusa.com
Cc: Jeffrey Mitchell; Bill Taylor; Terri McCracken
Subject: RE: FW:

10/2/2007

George Sandvig,

thank you for clarifying. I did receive your letter dated September 24, 2007. This letter includes a question regarding how many
people will be visiting different areas of Snowcreek VIII. This letter will be addressed as a formal comment letter on the Draft EIR 
and will be responded to in the Final EIR. However, please look at Table F of Appendix J of the Draft EIR. This table identifies the 
generation rates for the various components of the Snowcreek VIII Project. Although it does not give number of people, it does 
separate the different uses. 

Hopefully this helps. If you have more detailed questions on traffic, I will direct you to the project engineer, Jeff Mitchell 760-934-
8989 x258.

Sincerely,

Jen Daugherty
Assistant Planner
Town of Mammoth Lakes
P.O. Box 1609
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
Ph: (760) 934-8989 x260
Fax: (760) 934-8608
jdaugherty@ci.mammoth-lakes.ca.us

From: GSandvig@kanzakiusa.com [mailto:GSandvig@kanzakiusa.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2007 8:17 AM 
To: Jen Daugherty 
Subject: Re: FW: 

Jen,

Sorry, i did not include my name.  I thought it was in the header of the e:mail.   Yes I sent you another follow up to your list of 
mitigation efforts by Snowcreek VIII.  Given these efforts I still feel the number of people at these facilities on many busy weekend 
will back up Old Mammoth Road for more than 33 seconds.    I asked for the number of people that will be at the various sites when 
this study listed the number of cars and wait time at the intersection of Old Mammoth road and Fairway Dr.. 

Respectfully

George Sandvig

No virus found in this incoming message. 
Checked by AVG Free Edition. 
Version: 7.5.488 / Virus Database: 269.13.36/1041 - Release Date: 10/1/2007 10:20 AM 

No virus found in this outgoing message. 
Checked by AVG Free Edition. 
Version: 7.5.488 / Virus Database: 269.13.36/1041 - Release Date: 10/1/2007 10:20 AM
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Thomas A. Heller 
PO Box 1765 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 

Ms. Jen Daugherty     
Town of Mammoth Lakes 
PO Box 1609 
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 

Re: Snowcreek Master Plan Comment 

Page III-11 Project Description: The Sherwin Bowl (Snowcreek) Ski Area 
was a large component of the original Snowcreek Village concept.  Included 
in the original project description was the expansion of the golf course to an 
18 hole feature, so that should not be used in this document as a substitute 
recreational amenity.  The Village was going to provide the bed base for 
both recreational features in the original plan.  Without the 6-8,000 SAOT 
that the ski area was to provide, the winter recreation numbers are off kilter 
and the need for the Snowcreek Village to buildout to its full numbers is 
somewhat in question.

Thank you, 

/s/ Thomas A. Heller 

Thomas A. Heller
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Planning Commission Meeting  
October 10, 2007 

Jen Daugherty: Um, thank you, um chair and commissioners. The Snowcreek VIII project as 
you know is being processed by the Town as its own code amendment is an update to the 
existing, um Snowcreek Master Plan. It is located on the southeast portion of town, um south of 
Old Mammoth Road and Minaret intersection. The project consists of 850 residential units, a 400 
room hotel, and an 18-hole golf course. Currently the project is being reviewed in accordance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act, and currently a Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, has been prepared and is available for public review. The public review period started on 
September 6th and ends at 5 PM on October 22. Um as [unintelligible] already said the purpose of 
this meeting is to allow for verbal comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report to be 
made in a public forum. Comments today will be treated as formal comments and will be 
responded to in the Final EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR may also be submitted to the Town 
via mail, fax or email prior to 5 PM on the 22nd. Um it is important to note that the planning 
commission will not be taking any action on this item today and at this time I would like to 
introduce Rob Carnachan from Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, the firm that has been 
responsible for preparing the Draft EIR. 

Rob Carnachan: Thanks Jen. The purpose of the meeting today as Jen indicated is to for the 
Town to receive oral comments on the Draft EIR. During the course of the meeting today it is not 
[unintelligible] to respond to the comments but rather to receive them, hear them…we will in the 
process of preparing the Final EIR be preparing responses to comments, corrections and additions 
to the Draft EIR. Um, what I’d briefly like to do before we open the comment um, session, is 
summarize the findings of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR evaluated the Snowcreek VIII, 
Snowcreek Master Plan Update – 2007 project with respect to a series of environmental issue 
categories, um, within the Draft EIR mitigation measures were proposed to reduce the level of 
impact associated with the proposed project to a less than significant level for all of the 
environmental issue areas that were evaluated with the exception of three different areas- 
Aesthetics, Air Quality, and Utilities, we were not able to identify mitigation measures to reduce 
the project’s impacts to a less than significant level. Specifically those areas are associated with 
PM10 emissions during construction, a temporary unavoidable impact, as well as the project’s 
impacts with regard to public views and scenic vistas, visual character and design, light and glare, 
and consistency with Town- adopted town policies. The Draft EIR also evaluates four alternatives 
to the proposed project, and provides a comparison to the impacts associated with each of those 
alternatives to those associated with the proposed project. Those alternatives are: a no project 
alternative, which in this case is not a no-build project, it is rather buildout under the existing 
1981 Master Plan. In addition to that, there is a revised site plan alternative, a reduced density 
alternative, and an increased density alternative. With that, and we do have um, around the room 
here we have um, some boards to illustrate the visual simulations that are included in the Draft 
EIR, these are the exact same simulations that are in the document, and they illustrate how the 
project would be visible from different locations around town, around the project site, and in the 
broader, um, broader area. So with that, I think we are ready to open up the comment period to 
receive comments. Again, if there are some clarifications requested about the process or about the 
EIR we’re happy to address those, um but otherwise, we prefer not to respond to comments at this 
point…that will be done as part of the Final EIR process after all the comments, written and oral, 
are received by the town. We will be working to address the comments and incorporate any 
additional analysis in the Final EIR, as well as make any necessary corrections to the Final EIR.  
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Man1: With that I’m just going to go ahead and open the [unintelligible] to the audience 
first…does anybody have- yes please, David please come up and just state your name and give us 
your comments.  

Man2: And the address. 

Man1: And the address.

Lauren Hipp for Homeowners’ Association for Snowcreek V, Fairway Homes II: 
[Comments submitted in letter form. Verbal comments excluded] 

John Walter 240 Mammoth Hills Drive: I’m curious of where the district planning on this. This 
is a big project, we know it’s been in the works a long time before the General Plan, but it would 
seem to me that this one cries out. Almost all this district is on one person’s land, it’s still part of 
the Town and it should be part of the district planning process. There should be lots input 
[unintelligible] And things like that going on, what the Town really wants in this area, the public 
of the Town, not just staff and applicant cooking up what they think is best for the Town. 
[Remainder of verbal comments submitted in letter form and have therefore been excluded] 

Nancy Peterson Walter: I’m Nancy Peterson Walter, 240 Mammoth Hills Drive. I have just  
two pages of comments on the cultural resources study that Burton and Farrel did, um I will have 
a much longer number of pages for the written comment time, but I did a quick look over the 
material that they wrote, and while I found the document well-organized, it’s lacking in current or 
recent ethnographic material…no mention of talking with any of the Indians in the area, granted 
most of the work done in the eastern sierra is done by anthropologists with a background in 
archaeology. There is work that has been done by ethnographers who have written material on the 
area as well as other scientists who’ve worked with the local Paiute and Shoshone, including but 
not limited to people that started writing material in 1912. I have a whole series of articles that 
were written in the twenties when Katherine Fowler at UNR and I wrote about harvesting 
Pandora moss? With the Owens Valley Paiute, in ‘81, we had no problem finding scientific 
resources that were done in the Mammoth Lakes area, yet there is no mention of any of this in the 
EIR, and is standard in EIRs I reviewed for Emily in Ventura County years ago. There’s material 
referenced in the handbook of American Indians, Great Basin Indians Volume 11 about the 
eastern sierra and ethnographers who do continuing research are referenced. Dissertations have 
been ranked- written about the hunting of the longhorn antelope, which used to be prevalent in 
the area, the relocation of the local Paiute and Shoshone to their current reservations…there’s 
been linguistic work done, research has been done on the location of plant resources, a large 
percentage of which are in this area. There’s been at least one master’s thesis dealing with 
historic photographs…none of this material was referenced. Also, the fact that no mention of 
talking with anyone in the communities who are still living in the eastern sierra, those in 
Bridgeport, [unintelligible], Benton, Bishop, Big Pine, Independence or Lone Pine. Or those who 
grew up or whose ancestors lived in June Lake or Mammoth Lakes. I know people who work in 
Mammoth, who grew up in June Pine, who are Paiute. Many of these people still find food 
resources and material for things like basketry just as their ancestors did in this same area. The 
most important site of cultural significance in the report is Mono 3, a village site recorded over 
fifty years ago by Nelson Leonard, this site is referenced as large and significant, with great 
potential for subsurface material as well as buried historic material, and despite what has 
happened across the road to the north, the specific area relevant to this report is still true. We have 
no idea for this large village site where the burials are, and all that needs to happen is to find two 
burials, and we have a cemetery, and all the plan in the EIR becomes moot, because all work 
stopping has to happen. And there should have been times when work stoppage should have 
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happened with material to the north, but did not. The report mentions that the area with dense 
historic cultural deposits and midden soils should be preserved, capped, or subject to data 
recovery if construction proceeds in the area as proposed. I cannot stress this point more strongly. 
Data recovery is the least important, since no excavation preserves for the future the cultural 
material that is present. There should be enough data available from preliminary survey, that 
more excavation should no be necessary. The discussions of vegetation, fauna and paleoclimate 
are well done, but as mentioned earlier, cultural context is incomplete. The pre-history is well-
covered, ethnography is not up to date, other than what used to be what we referred to as “the 
ethnographic present” what was seen at first contact. That is what was given. Um, when 
reviewing cultural resource reports for Los Angeles and Ventura counties, I often found that 20- 
to 30-meter intervals for transects was not sufficient for areas that were a dense area of cultural 
materials, visible on the surface. And on page 18, they mention they did the cultural portion. They 
mentioned they did 20- to 30-meter intervals. That is a large distance, and you cannot physically 
cover 20 to 30 meters in your eyesight to see what’s on the ground, and I found that was woefully 
inadequate. I was shocked that the report found there was no data recovery for the area you 
mentioned on page 20, when the two ornamental ponds and construction of the rental office was 
done. This was an area of known cultural significance, yet no mention of monitoring, no mention 
of test pits in the area that Leonard in ’74 had recommended as a reserve- a preserve, as well as 
an area that Burton and Ferrel indicate that there are still substantial prehistoric and possibly 
historic culture material. If work did not follow recommended procedure in the past, how can we 
be assured it will in the future? And this is a topic I really view as extremely important. I do not 
feel the summary of environmental impact and mitigation measures is adequate. We now have 
our General Plan, but enforcement of it could still be questionable. In the report there’s still some 
room for value judgments, and while scientific data is still open to interpretation, it is important 
that mitigation measures be followed and enforced. Our past record here in Mammoth Lakes has 
not always had the necessary follow-through that’s important. There was supposed to be 
monitoring done with the site north of Old Mammoth Road, and I have driven past that several 
times a week…I find utility connections going in, and monitors are not there. It’s an area with a 
tremendous amount of resources. There were no monitors there, just construction crew. At one 
point, when archeology was being done, I stopped and asked the crew where the monitors were, 
and they said oh, all those lazy people, they don’t really know how to dig. They did not know 
they were talking to someone who has done work in this field. I did not bother to tell them. It’s 
rather upsetting to find out artifacts were taken home by workers via an overheard conversation at 
a Lee Vining football game, even if it may or may not be true. This is unconscionable. To have 
the town referenced in this manner. There’s a definite need for contractors, staff, planning 
commission, and location workers to be made aware of the laws that apply to cultural resources. 
Taking artifacts can be a felony, and yet, talking about it at a football game, whether true or not, 
is a very serious matter. I would strongly stress the need for workshops on this issue, to avoid 
problems before they happen, not after. Commissioner Barrett and I proposed in the nineties, to 
the town council, a- the establishment of a commission to look into historic and cultural 
resources. The town council turned us down. It would have prevented something like this from 
occurring. It should be clear that mitigation measures must apply to all the project area, including 
the golf course, and other auxiliary facilities, such as the store, interpretive center, and outfitter 
buildings. Monitors must be hired to oversee all intrusions into the earth, and have the power to 
stop work if necessary. What anthropologists see as a feature may not look like a construction 
worker’s- what they see, or what a worker boss sees or what a developer sees. There are times 
when a project this important may require consultation with other anthropologists who work in 
the area, who are familiar with the various types of habitation, variety of sites, differences in 
work areas, as well as material that may be obsidian, that may be Queen Bodi or Casa Diablo 
sources, and in talking with several people throughout the state, throughout the last couple of 
weeks, this site is still eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, which would make 
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construction in or near it a moot point. I feel that the EIR needs to address several issues it has not 
addressed and also that the Town in its planning, needs to consider the fact that there are 
resources available to it that will help. We don’t have to have the Paiute finding out indirectly that 
material has been found and or hauled off. We don’t need as professional people construction 
workers telling us that we don’t know, we don’t understand, and I really resent that. 

John Wentworth for Mammoth Lakes Trails and Public Access: [Comments submitted in 
letter form. Verbal comments excluded] 

Bruce [unintelligible]: Bruce [unintelligible], um, one, um, I don’t feel that this project, this area, 
falls under the district plan requirements. This district, it’s one single plan, and if it’s the district, 
we have one guy building it…I think the district plan is set up for, probably to make the whole 
area work together…that’s the point of, one [unintelligible], one project, is to make it all work 
together. I think that there’s some, some earlier comments that I don’t think are, are necessarily 
correct, in my opinion. Um, one is that the um, the construction workers I don’t think are the low-
paid people that everyone thinks they are. I think that the service industry people who will work 
at the hotels… the Hispanic population certainly makes a lot less money than construction 
workers do in this town. So, bringing more construction workers to town is not putting a hardship 
on the town, there’s income in the town to pay off those people. And I also think that housing the 
construction workers, I think there are a number of landlords in town at this time who would 
gladly have 200, 300 additional people because they’re, right now, and this is a condition now, 
and it may change in the future, but right now, that’s…our occupancies are extremely low on 
projects that in the past have housed construction workers. So, but I guess my- the most important 
thing is the district planning issue. I think that it’s important in all the areas where you have 
owners, different pieces of property, and it’s necessary to pull them together to make that area 
work together, and I don’t think that that’s the case.  

Man 1: Thank you Bruce. Anybody else? Gordon. 

Gordon Alper for Mammoth Community Water District: Gordon Alper, speaking as director 
of the Mammoth Community Water District, um I’ve heard comments today about water supply 
and as no one comes to our meetings and no one’s aware of the fact that the water district is 
committed to supplying the water necessary for what is approved to be built in the community of 
buildout…we’re comfortable that we’re going to be able to provide that. We have taken the Dry 
Creek project off of our projects because we feel we can’t supply the community with the needed 
water without it. We do have a reclaimed water project which we have approved and will be 
building next summer which we’ll be supplying Sierra Star’s water needs and we’ll take them off 
of our roll system, and Chadmar has also committed to it, although we haven’t finalized the 
agreement, to using reclaimed water for the golf course as well. These are supplies of well water 
which will no longer have to be provided to golf courses and will come from the Laurel Ponds 
which we have set up some time ago. We’re presently modeling the underground aquifer system 
of the basin here, and we have a strong feeling that that will provide all of the water that we need 
in this community of buildout, and as a contingency we are presently doing some exploration in 
Dry Creek and we feel that in cooperation with Mammoth Mountain, we will be able to supply 
some water from that source, should we need it. We actually…the water district would be 
responding right to the EIR but seeing that your water supply referred to so often that, I would 
just uh, make the public a little more aware of what the water district is doing. Thanks.  

Man1: Gordon thank you for your information and maybe the water district should communicate 
more often with us, with that type of information. No I appreciate it.  
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Elizabeth [last name not given]: Thank you everyone again for comments, there were a few 
things that, in my reading of it, I hadn’t focused on as well as you had, so thank you all 
[unintelligible] reading some [unintelligible] sections, um…my biggest concern is that it doesn’t 
really seem to connect to the rest of the community, it looks like it’s cutting Snowcreek V off. 
Um, I don’t see, and unfortunately the EIR didn’t have the depth to show me where the trails of 
the people staying there are going to get into the Forest Service access, or even where the trails of 
[unintelligible] etcetera are. That’s a real concern that um, I had on it. I am also extremely 
concerned about the purpose of the market and interpretive center and the parking lot that covers 
three or four times the area of the two small buildings, and whether or not that cannot be 
somehow incorporated into the project, which then also makes it more forced into the community 
and Cesar Mammoth Creek corridor that we just said all through our general plan should be safe. 
I can’t really, from my perspective as a person, as a resident, see why they would even put 
anything on that side.  

Man2: You’re speaking as a private citizen- 

Elizabeth: Yes. 

Man2: I just think that’s important to get on the record. I just think it needed to be on the record. 

Man1: I think so. 

Elizabeth: Okay. Oh, and the address is 22, 2112 Meridian [unintellible] Number 22.  

Man3: If I could, your comments should be focused on the environmental impacts, if you have 
not covered an issue that wasn’t addressed… 

Elizabeth: No, mine was the environmental impact on Mammoth Creek.  

Elizabeth Tenney: Well, the more comments I hear the more I think I don’t understand 
EIRs…Elizabeth Tenney, 217 Alexander Lane, I have not had a chance to study both these 
documents in detail, but I did study in detail the summary of environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures, and I’m a little troubled by some of the assumptions and omissions, starting 
out with Aesthetics, um, when it talks about this project, which is being built in an open meadow, 
so, obviously you know, we can’t hide it in the forest, but it said no mitigation measures are 
available. Well, I would point to the Newler House, on the bluffs that we worked so hard on to 
get that mitigated so its minimal impacts were minimized to the point that you really don’t see it 
until you look for it. And I didn’t understand why the flat statement “no mitigation measures are 
available” was made, when, you could, by changing the site plan, or architectural design, build a 
mass in form, you would be able to mitigate that to an extent, even though it is an open field. For 
the same- that would be page 17, I’m gonna go through the summary here…for the same reasons 
on page 19, it talks about light and glare and says there’s just going to be a lot of light and glare. 
Well our outdoor lighting ordinance says there should be no glare, which is defined as light 
shining in the eyes, and I’m not- even though yes, there will be, it won’t be a dark meadow 
anymore and there will be people living there, um…I still think that to assume that that’s just an 
avoidable impact we have to live with is an incorrect assumption. Same thing at 111. Significant 
and unavoidable changes in visual character…are we defining visual character not in terms of 
how we value it being good or bad, or defining visual character as being an open meadow versus 
a housing development…um I was unclear on that one. The thing on page 112, it doesn’t talk 
about vehicle miles traveled during construction…and I wonder if there’s a way to require that 
that be reduced or mitigated for the construction workers. I have personal experience with this 
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because the construction workers working on the multiple projects at the bluffs come tearing 
down Old Mammoth Road every lunch time and tearing back up and that’s usually about the time 
of day when I’m going for a walk and so…just construction traffic you know when you have 
people taking a break and going to lunch and whatever aside from the traffic involved in actual 
construction…I wonder if that could be mitigated. Um, on page one-I don’t know how I 
jumped…oh it also talks about how 166, under transportation, it talks about the worst impact 
would be the grading construction, and uh I wonder why that assumption is made because I think 
that they’ll be other impacts as well. On page 114, AQ5, it talks about odors and saying they’re 
unavoidable…we have to have odors because we’re going to be spraying all these buildings and 
these injurious chemicals and there is no discussion in here about using any kind of green 
products and low volatility paints and other finishes that have been proven to be just as effective 
as the ones that are so toxic, um, and I wonder why there was no recognition of that. On page 
114, AQ5, I’ve got to refer to it to read it…there’s a sentence I don’t understand which… and 
when you read something that is that unclear, it makes you lose faith in the whole…not in the 
whole document, that’s extreme, I don’t mean to say that but I was troubled by this sentence 
where it talks about the cumulative impact. It’s the second paragraph from the bottom on page 
114…I know Bill Taylor talked when we last talked about air quality and even if nobody lived 
here we still would have air quality that didn’t meet the state standards because of what blows 
over the pass, but what they’re talking about here with cumulative impacts either doesn’t 
understand that or is saying something completely different but it’s not understandable. Um, 
under birds on page 119, it talks about having a buffer from nesting zones, and yet one of the 
letters of comment suggested that all the areas where birds might nest be cut down, it was afraid 
that we weren’t doing adequate protection for our wildlife…on page 123 the plant list that we’re 
using as a guideline…is not one of the county’s pla-it’s incidentally one of the county’s plant lists 
adopted formally by the town of Mammoth Lakes. On page 141, why aren’t best management 
practices listed as mitigation measures, um, that’s not specified. On page 146 is another sentence 
I couldn’t comprehend. It said they’ll be no construction activities on days that residents are most 
sensitive to exterior noise. I have no idea what that means. 152, they talk about how the project is 
going to result in a meaningful increase in crime, and for that one I went to the technical 
appendices and looked at what Police Chief Shienle had written, and he talks about the crime 
problems and they said that just having some security personnel are going to take care of that but 
they- I didn’t think that it accurately acknowledged Chief Schienle’s concerns. Page 156 there’s 
an assumption about no more parks and recreation required that I didn’t think was valid…157, I 
question under “Rec-1” who determines that the project’s recreational facilities are adequate? Just 
that assumption is made- who determines or did determine that? Same thing with Rec-3, 
assumptions about access to the Sherwins. Who decides that those access points have been 
enhanced or that they’re adequate? Transit on page 160, yeah, there’s also a determination that it 
will operate at a success- satisfactory level of service. I didn’t see the material that backed that 
up. 168, there was nothing- it was just traditional irrigation, the windiest spot in town, here 
today…exceptional…talking about using conventional sprinkler systems, nothing about drip or 
sub-surface irrigation, and then on page III-43 it talks about preserving the existing tree cover and 
except for the ones that have been planted I don’t know what trees are out there. So that’s all I’ve 
had a chance to look at so far but those assumptions and omissions were troubling to me. Thank 
you.

Man1: Okay. Anything else? 
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