
RESOLUTION NO. 2014-65

RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL
OF THE TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

MAKING CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) FINDINGS,
CERTIFYING THE INN AT THE VILLAGE FINAL SUBSEQUENT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, AND ADOPTING THE MITIGATION
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

WHEREAS, Severy Realty Group and SF1 Mammoth Owner, LP have requested
approval of the Inn at the Village project (“Project”) and certification of the Final Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the Project, including the Draft SEIR, Final SEIR,
and associated technical appendices (collectively, the “Final Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report” or “Final SEIR”), which was prepared to address the environmental effects,
mitigation measures, and project alternatives associated with the Project and actions related
thereto; and

WHEREAS, the Draft SEIR for the Project (State Clearinghouse # 2014032081) was
prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources
Code Section 21000 et seq, and State Guidelines for the Implementation of CEQA,
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15000 et seq. (the
“State CEQA Guidelines”) and was transmitted to the State Clearinghouse and circulated
from public review during a public comment period from July 8, 2014 to August 22, 2014;
and

WHEREAS, the Final SEIR for the Project was prepared pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, the Planning and Economic Development Commission conducted a duly
noticed public hearing on the application request on October 8, 2014, at which times all those
desiring to be heard were heard; and

WHEREAS, following the receipt of all oral and written testimony, the Planning and
Economic Development Commission closed the public hearing on October 8, 2014 and
adopted Resolution No. PEDC 2014-10 recommending certification of the Final SEIR and
approval of the Project to the Town Council, with conditions; and

WHEREAS, the Planning and Economic Development Commission considered,
without limitation, the staff report to the Planning and Economic Development Commission
with all attachments and exhibits, the 2007 General Plan, the North Village Specific Plan, the
North Village Neighborhood District Planning Study, oral and written evidence submitted at
the hearing, the Final SEIR, and all other items listed in Planning and Economic
Development Commission Resolution 2014-10; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council conducted a noticed public hearing on the application
request on November 19, 2014, at which time all those desiring to be heard were heard; and
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WHEREAS, following the receipt of all oral and written testimony, the Town
Council closed the public hearing on the application on November 19, 2014; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council considered, without limitation, the staff report dated
November 19, 2014 with all attachments and exhibits to the Town Council, including the
Draft SEIR, Final SEIR, and associated technical appendices for the Inn at the Village
Project (“Final SEIR”) attached hereto as Exhibits 1 and 2, and all oral and written
testimony; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Town Council of the Town of
Mammoth Lakes, California, as follows:

1. That the Town Council fmds the above recitations are true and correct.

2. The Town Council incorporates by reference all exhibits and attachments cited in
this Resolution.

3. Pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), the Town Council has reviewed and hereby adopts the fmdings
contained in Exhibits 3 and 4 to this Resolution, including but not limited to, the
fmdings that the Final SEIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA and the
State CEQA Guidelines.

4. Based on the findings contained in Exhibits 3, 4, and 5 to this Resolution, along
with all other evidence in the record of proceedings in this matter, and for
purposes of taking action on the Project, the Town Council hereby certifies the
Final SEIR pursuant to CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.

5. Based on the findings contained in Exhibits 3, 4, and 5 to this Resolution, along
with all other evidence in the record of the proceedings in this matter, the Town
Council hereby adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Section
4.0 of the Final SEIR, and hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures set forth
therein and incorporates those measures into the Project.

6. The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon
which the Town Council’s decision is based are located in the Town Offices of
the Town of Mammoth Lakes, at 437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R, Mammoth
Lakes, California 93546 and Jamie Gray, Town Clerk, is hereby designated as the
custodian of these records.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 19th day ofNovember 2014.

JO BACON, Mayor
ATTEST:

J E GRAY, Town lerk
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EXHIBIT 1

FiNAL SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SEIR) FOR
THE INN AT THE VILLAGE, INCLUDING THE MITIGATION MONITORING

AND REPORTING PROGRAM (SECTION 4.0 OF THE FINAL SEIR)

(SCH No. 2014032081)
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SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Inn at the Village Project

SCHNO. 2014032081

Lead Agency:

CALIFORNIA

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES
P.O. Box 1609

437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R
Mammoth Lakes, California 93546

Contact: Ms. Jen Daugherty
Senior Planner

760.934.8989 x260

Prepared by:

CDNSULTIN6

RBF CONSULTING
14725 Alton Parkway

Irvine, California 92618-2027
Contacts:

Mr. Eddie Torres
Ms. Kristen Bogue

949.472.3505

September 22, 2014

JN 139231



This document is designed for double-sided printing to conserve natural resources.



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section 1.0: Introduction 1-1

Section 2.0: Response to Comments 2-1

Section 3.0: Errata 3-1

Section 4.0: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 4-1

Final• September 2014 1 Table of Contents



Town of Mammoth Lakes

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
Inn at the Village

CALIFORN IA

This page intentionally left blank.

Final • September 2014 ii Table of Contents



CALIFORNIA

1.0 Introduction





Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

1.0 INTRODUCTION
In accordance with the Cal~rnia Environmental ~Quali~y Act Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines) Section
15088, the Town of Mammoth Lakes, as the lead agency, has evaluated the comments received on
the Inn at the Village Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR).

The Draft SEIR for the proposed Inn at the Village (herein referenced as the project) was
distributed to potential responsible and trustee agencies, interested groups, and organizations. The
Draft SEIR was made available for public review and comment for a period of 45 days. The public
review period for the Draft SEIR established by the CEQA Guidelines commenced on July 8, 2014
and ended on August 22, 2014.

The Final SEIR consists of the following components:

• Section 1.0 — Introduction
• Section 2.0 — Responses to Comments
• Section 3.0 — Errata
• Section 4.0 — Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Due to its length, the text of the Draft SEIR is not included with this document; however, it is
included by reference in this Final SEIR. None of the corrections or clarifications to the Draft
SEIR identified in this document constitutes “significant new information” pursuant to Section
15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. As a result, a recirculation of the Draft SEIRis not required.

Final • September 2014 1-1 Introduction
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

In accordance with the Caljförnia Enziironmental ~Quali~y Act Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines) Section
15088, the Town of Mammoth Lakes, as the lead agency, evaluated the written comments received
on the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) (State Clearinghouse No.
2014032081) for the Inn at the Village (herein referenced as the project) and has prepared the
following responses to the comments received. This Response to Comments document becomes
part of the Final SEIR for the project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132.

A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments on the Draft SEIR
is presented below. Each comment has been assigned a letter number. Individual comments within
each communication have been numbered so comments can be cross-referenced with responses.
Following this list, the text of the communication is reprinted and followed by the corresponding
response.

Commenter Letter Number

Agencies

State Clearinghouse — Scott Morgan, Director (August 22, 2014) 1
California Department of Transportation — Gayle Rosander (August 6, 2014) 2
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board — Tom Browne (August 15, 2014) 3
Mammoth Community Water District — Irene Yamasbita (August 22, 2014) 4
Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District — Thom Heller (August 22, 2014) 5

Public

Margo Raison and Geoffrey Hill (August 8, 2014) 6
Larry Rasmussen (August 12, 2014) 7
Phyllis St. George and John Roth (August 12, 2014) 8
Annette Oltmans (August 13, 2014) 9

Public Meeting

Public Meeting (August 13, 2014) 10

Final• September 2014 2-1 Response to Comments



COMMENT LE1TER 1

STATEOFCALIFORNIA

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Edmund G. l~rowxi Jr. Ken Alex

Governor Dircctoi

August 22, 2014

Jen Daugherty
City of Mammoth Lakes
P.O. Box 1609
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R
Mammoth Lakcs, CA 93546

Subject: Inn at the Village
SCH#: 2014032081

Dear Jen Daugherty:

The State Clearinghouse submittcd the above named Supplemental ElK to selected state agencies for
review On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state
agencies that reviewed your document. The review period closed on August 21, 2014. and the comments
from the rcsponding agency (ies) is (arc) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notii~’
the State Clearinghouse immediately. P]casc refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number i.n
future correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21 104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those 1-1
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specifl.c documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Shou]d you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recomnierid that you -contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to thc California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions rcgarding the environmcnta.1 review
process.

Sincerely,

Sco
Dircetor, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures

cc: Resou~Ø~~pp~ P.O BOX 3U44 SAc1~AMENTO, CALtFORNlJ~ 95812.3044
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) ~23.3Q]8 www.opr.cit.Kuv



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCIf# 2014032081
Project Title Inn at the Village

Lead Agency Mammoth Lakes, City ot

Type SIR Supplemental EIR

Description Note; Reference SCH# 1999092082

The project proposes a seven-story h~tol that includes hotel rooms. restaurant, spa, outdoor
pool~acuzzis, and landscaping elements. The hotel. totaling 64,750 gsf of buildabie floor area, i~,ould
consist of a maximum lodging room count of up to 67 rooms. The project would be built on top c~f the
existing parking structure,

The project proposes to amend the approved 8050 project to address the current performance
doficioncios in tho oxisting 8060 project and the North Village area. The project would necessitete
three amendments to the North Village Specific Plan (NVSP): (1) an increase in the allowable
development density for the project site: (2) an increase in the aliowat, e building height; and (3) ~
reduction in the required front yard setbacks along Minaret Road. The current application is to a~nerid
the approved 8050 project and seek entitlement/permitting for a proposed hotel (with the requisit~
market requirement to retain flexibility with respect to ownership structures.

Lead Agency Contact
Name Jeri Daugherty

Agency City of Mammoth Lakes
Phone (76~) 934-8989 x260 Fax
email

Addre~~ P.O. Box 1609
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R

City Mammoth Lakes State CA Zip 93546

Project Location
County Mono

City Mammoth Lakes
Region

Lat/Long 370 38 57.91” N 1 1 180 59’ 2.45” W
Cross Streets Minaret Road arid Main Street/Lake Mary Road

Parcel No. 033-044-011-000
Township 3S Range 27E Section 34 Gase MDB&M

Proximity to;
Highways I-fwy 203

Airports
Railways

Waterways Mammoth Creek
Schools Mammoth HS, MS. ES

Land Use The present General Plan land use designation Is North Village Specific Plan (North Village Dlst”ict).
The present Zoning designation is North Village Specific Plan, Resort General.

Project Issues Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Arehaeotogic-Historic: Biological Resources; Drainage/Absorption
Economics/Jobs; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Seismic: Minerals: NOise;
Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Septic System:
Sewer Capacity; Soil ErosionfCompactionfGrading; Solid Waste; Toxic/1-Iszardous; TrafficICircu~tion;
Vegetation; Water Quality: Water Supply; WetlandJRiparian; Wildlife; Growth Inducing: Landuse;
Cumulative Effects; Other Issues: AestheticNisual



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

Reviewing Resources Agency: Department of Conseniatien; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 6 (Invo &
Agencies Mono Region); Office of Historic Preservation: Department of Parks and Recreation; Departmer~t of

Water Resources; Office of Emergency Services, California; Resources, Recycling and Recovery:
California Highway Patrol; Caltr~ns. District 9: Air Resources Board; State Water Resources Coitrol
Board, Division of Water Quality; Regional Water Quality Control Bd., Region 6 (Victorville);
Department of Toxic Substances Control; Native Arnencan Heritage Commission

Date Received 07/08/2014 Start of RevIew 07/08/2014 End ofReview 08/21/2014



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALl FOR NI A

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF
PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE, AUGUST 22, 2014.

1-1 This comment indicates that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft SEIR to selected
State agencies for review and that the comment period for the Draft SEIR concluded on
August 21, 2014. The comment indicates that the lead agency complied with the public
review requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to CEQA. As such, the
comment does not provide specific comments regarding information presented in the Draft
SEIR, and no further response is necessary. The comment also indicates that comments
from responsible or other public agencies are enclosed and responses to those comments are
provided in response to those letters.

Final. September 2014 2-5 Response to Comments



COMMENT LE1TER 2
SI~\i~U OF CALIFORNIA—(’ALlFORNI,~ S~A FE ~RA~SPORTA liON AGENCY FP\ll NDG. flRO\VN Jr. Govcrnor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 9
500 SOUTH MAIN STREET
BISHOP, CA 93514
PHONE (760) 872-0785 Serious drought.
FAX (760) 872-0754 Help save water!
rr~ ill
www.dot.ca.gov

August 6, 2014

Ms. Jen Daugherty, Senior Planner File: Mno-203-4.7
Town of Mammoth Lakes DSEIR
P.O. Box 1609 SCH#: 2014032081
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546-1609

Inn at the Village — Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR)

Dear Ms. Daugherty:

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 9 appreciates the opportunity to
comment again on the proposed Inn at the Village a redesign of Building C, above the existing
parking structure and part of the previously approved 8050 Club, abutting Minaret Road (State
Route 203) - during the DSEIR phase. We have the following comments:

• Thank you for the July 31, 2014 email with a revised plan per our interagency teleconference on
July 21, 2014 regarding a “fire lane.” Conceptually, this revision with a widened shoulder area is 21
acceptable. Parts of the DSEIR need to be modified accordingly (e.g. pages 1-6, 3-15, 3-17, 5.1-
25, 5.1-30, 5.2-21, and exhibit 3-3). Ensure drainage items address the roadway superelevation
and potential shade caused by the wall, remove the angle point at the old wall/new wall transition,
and consider “No Stopping” or other signage, which could better deter use of this shoulder area
for freight or passenger loading. We trust that effective enforcement of parking and delivery
restrictions will occur.

• We will be able to provide more detailed comments during the encroachment permit application
review process on the above shoulder area and other transportation related improvements (e.g. 2-2
Americans with Disability Act driveway and pedestrian facilities, etc.) along Minaret Road.

• Page 3-10 - Building Setbacks: The Town would need to grant a zoning amendment to reduce
the front yard setback from the State right-of-way (RJW) line along Minaret Road. In your 2-3
decision, please consider that a reduced setback would create larger shadows on Minaret Road
(Exhibits 5.2-9 a, b, c) and pedestrian facilities; hence, reducing natural snow/ice melt.

• Page 5.3-lI - Mitigation Measure TRA-l: Alter last bullet to read “... as well as Town of
Mammoth Lakes and Caltrans requirements.” As the Town is aware, a Caltrans encroachment 24
permit would be required for traffic control items within State R/W.

RECEWED
AU6O82Q~J

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES
Community & Economic Dev.

~Provide a safe, susurinable. integrated and efficient transportation sYstem
to enhance California c economy and urnbitii)”
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• Page 3-21 - Section 3.5 Project Approvals: Discretionary approval would also be required from 2-5
Caltrans via the Encroachment Pennit process.

• Page 5.3-23, 24 - Intersection Levels of Service: Signalization of Forest Trail or any of the
intersections on SR 203 (Main Street or Minaret Road) will be a result of collaborative efforts
between the Town and Caltrans. Discussions are necessary to address Warrants and how best to
address challenges like the frontage roads and access management. The February 2014 “Town 2-6
of Mammoth Lakes Main Street Plan” appears to be moving this direction.

We value our cooperative working relationship with the Town of Mammoth Lakes related to
transportation issues. Please contact me at (760) 872-0785, with any questions.

Sincerely,

GAYLEJ.R SANDER
IGRICEQA Coordinator

C: State Clearinghouse
Dan Watson, Mammoth Lakes Police Department
Mark Reistetter, Caltrans

~F’rovjde a safe~ sustainable. integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California ~c economy and livability
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2. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION, DATED AUGUST 6, 2014.

2-1 The fire lane improvements considered in the Draft SEIR are a worst-case scenario
pertaining to environmental impacts. Any design modification, including those discussed
per the interagency teleconference on July 21, 2014 (i.e., a widened shoulder within the fire
lane footprint already considered, red curb, and “no parking/emergency vehicle parking”
signage), that is to a lesser degree than that analyzed in the Draft SEIR, would not result in
any new impacts, compared to those already analyzed in the Draft SEIR. Further, a
relocated retaining wall along Minaret Road was already considered in the Draft SEIR. Any
reconfigured storm drainage facilities or other facilities within the State right-of-way would
be constructed consistent with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
standards, as applicable. The Town of Mammoth Lakes would enforce all “no
parking/emergency vehicle parking” per the Town’s Municipal Code.

2-2 The Commenter notes that the project is subject to further comment by Caltrans as part of
the encroachment permit application review process. These comments may pertain to
Americans with Disability Act driveway and pedestrian facilities, among others, along
Minaret Road. The Draft SEIR acknowledges the project’s requirement for an
encroachment permit with Caltrans, as stated in Draft SEIR Section 3.5, Project Approvals.
This comment does not raise new environmental information or question the Draft SEIR’s
factual conclusions or the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR. Thus,
no further response is necessary.

2-3 Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Light and Glare, considered the project’s shade/shadow impacts on
surrounding uses. As discussed on page 5.2-35 of the Draft SEIR, “As illustrated on
Exhibits 5.2-9a through Exhibit 5.2-9c, the proposed buildings would shade the sidewalk
and travel lanes of Minaret Road during the spring/autumn and winter months for more
than three hours after 12:00 p.m. Particularly, most of the shade increase would occur along
the eastern-most northbound travel lane of Minaret Road, compared to the approved 8050
Building C. Caltrans conducts snow removal operations and cindering of the road to
maintain safe travel conditions. Furthermore, the existing and future sidewalks along
Minaret Road have or will have heat melt systems to address shade conditions.” Thus, it is
acknowledged that the proposed building would result in increased shading, particularly
along Minaret Road, which would result in decreased natural snow/ice melt. However,
Caltrans is currently conducting snow removal operations and cindering of the road and
would continue to do so after implementation of the proposed project. Further, it is
acknowledged that existing sidewalk heat melt systems, along with heat melt systems that will
be required for future sidewalks in the area, would operate, reducing pedestrian safety
concerns.

2-4 Draft SEIR pages 1-21, 1-22, 5.3-12, and 5.3-13, will be revised, as follows (refer to Section

3..~, Errata, of this Final SEIR):

Final• September 2014 2-9 Response to Comments
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TRA-1 Prior to issuance of any Building Permits, a Construction Management Plan shall be
submitted for review and approval by the Community and Economic Development
Department Planning Manager. The Construction Management Plan shall, at a
minimum, address the following:

• Traffic control for any street closure, detour, or other disruption to traffic
circulation.

• Identify the routes that construction vehicles would utilize for the delivery of
construction materials (i.e., lumber, tiles, piping, windows, etc.), to access the site,
traffic controls and detours, and proposed construction phasing plan for the
project.

• Specify the hours during which transport activities can occur and methods to
mitigate construction-related impacts to adjacent streets.

• Require the Applicant to keep all haul routes clean and free of debris, including
but not limited to gravel and dirt as a result of its operations. The Applicant shall
clean adjacent streets, as directed by the Town Engineer (or representative of the
Town Engineer), of any material which may have been spilled, tracked, or blown
onto adjacent streets or areas.

• The scheduling of hauling or transport of oversize loads shall avoid peak hour
traffic periods to the maximum extent feasible, unless approved otherwise by the
Town Engineer. No hauling or transport shall be allowed during nighttime hours
or Federal holidays. All hauling and transport activities shall comply with
Municipal Code Chapter 8.16, Noise Regulation.

• Haul trucks entering or exiting public streets shall at all times yield to the public
traffic.

• If hauling operations cause any damage to existing pavement, streets, curbs,
and/or gutters along the haul route, the Applicant shall be fully responsible for
repairs. The repairs shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Town Engineer.

• All constructed-related parking and staging of vehicles shall be kept out of the
adjacent public roadways and shall occur within the identified construction staging
area.

• This Plan shall meet standards established in the current California Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Device (MUTCD) as well as Town of Mammoth Lakes
and California Denartment- of Transnortation (as apolicable) requirements.

Final • September 2014 2-10 Response to Comments
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2-5 The Draft SEIR acknowledges the project’s requirement for a discretionary encroachment
permit with Caltrans, as stated in Draft SEIR Section 3.5, ProjectApprova/s.

2-6 Although Table 5.3-12, Cumulative Without Project Peak Hour Intersection Analvsis, of the Draft
SEIR identified that there is an existing unacceptable LOS (LOS F) at the intersection of
Forest Trail and Main Street, there are currently no plans to improve this intersection (as
discussed on page 5.3-24, paragraph 2). As discussed on pages 5.3-18 through 5.3-22, the
project would not create a significant traffic impact under 2007 General Plan buildout with
project conditions assuming a density transfer from either the Whiskey Creek/Mammoth
Brewing Company or Ullr sites. Further, as identified on page 5.3-28, the proposed project
would not result in cumulatively considerable traffic impacts in regards to local intersections
and roadway segments. As the project would not result in the requirement for
improvements to the intersection of Forest Trail and Main Street, no further analysis is
required in this regard. However, the Town acknowledges that should the Town undergo
future improvement of the intersection of Forest Trail and Main Street, these improvements
would be a collaborative effort between the Town and Caltrans. The Town would discuss
Warrants and how best to address challenges like the frontage roads and access management
with Caltrans at that time.

Final • September 2014 2-11 Response to Comments



COMMENT LE1TER 3

MIS - ~—

Water Boards

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board [AUG 19 2014j

TOWN O~ ~A~iV~OTH LAK~.S
Corn v~tv .~ ~co~io~iic L~v.August 15, 2014
File: Environmental Doc Review

Mono County
Jen Daugherty, Senior Planner
Town of Mammoth Lakes
Community and Economic Development Department
P.O. Box 1609
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
Email: idaugherty(~townofmammothlakes.ca.gov

COMMENTS ON SUBSEQUENT ENViRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, INN AT ThE
VILLAGE, TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES, MONO COUNTY, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
NUMBER 2014032081

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Water Board) staff
received the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) that consisted of a
Modified Initial Study I Environmental Checklist for the above-referenced project (Project)
on July 14, 2014. The SEIR was prepared by the Town of Mammoth Lakes (Town) and
submitted in compliance with provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The SEIR cites two prior certified environmental documents issued for the Project, the
Subsequent Program Environmental Impact Report for the North Village 1999 Specific Plan
Amendment (1999 SPEIR) and the 1991 Final EIR (1991 FEIR) for the North Village
Specific Plan (NVSP). The SPEIR was required to address significant changes in the
building plans from the original NVSP for the parcel on which this Project is located. Water 3-1
Board staff, acting as a responsible agency, are providing these comments to specify the
scope and content of the environmental information germane to our statutory
responsibilities pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14,
section 15096. Based on our review of the SEIR, we have determined that use of low
impact development construction practices, best management practices (BMPs) to capture
surface mn-on, and BMPs that effectively treat post-construction stormwater run-off, should
be included as part of the Project. We encourage the Town to consider our comments and
value our mission to protect waters of the State and maintain water quality in the Lahontan
Region.

Project Description

This Project is the construction of a 7-story hotel on top of an existing parking garage near
the intersection of Minaret Road and Main Street in the Town of Mammoth Lakes. The 32
Project is the third phase (Phase C) of construction of what Is known as the 8050 complex
on Tract Map 36-229 and constitutes a small portion of the NVSP. The developer has
made substantial changes in Phase C from its original, necessitating this SEIR. The Project

At... L H .~., P.~D. ~ ~ Z kou~.,. •,,.~o,r.cEM
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Ms. Daugherty - 2 - August 15, 2014

requires amendments to the NVSP for the following reasons: (1) an increase in the
allowable development density for the project site, including allowing a transfer of 30 rooms
from the Mammoth Crossing site; an increase in the allowable building height to 80 feet;
and a reduction in the required front yard setbacks along Minaret Road. The current
application would supersede the approved 8050 complex project of fractionally-owned
condominiums and seeks entitlement/permitting for a proposed hotel.

Authority

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

The Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan) contains policies that
the Water Board uses with other laws and regulations to protect the quality of waters of the 3-2
State within the Lahontan Region. The Basin Plan sets forth water quality standards for
surface water and groundwater of the Region, which include designated beneficial uses as
well as narrative and numencal objectives which must be maintained or attained to protect
those uses. The Basin Plan can be accessed via the Water Board’s web site at
http:llwww.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water issues/programs/basin plan/references.shtmi.

Specific Comments

1. We request that construction be performed in a manner consistent with low impact
development (LiD) principles that will minimize impacts from stormwater discharges.
We suggest you review the following websites on LID and iridude applicable practices
of LID in the construction narrative for this Project:

• http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/green/index .cfm, and
• http:llwater.epa.gov/polwaste/greenlupload/Iidnatl.pdf, or
• http:llwww.lowimpactdevelopment.org/Iidarticles.htm

2. Post-construction stormwater management must be considered a significant Project
component, and BMPs that effectively treat post-construction stormwater runoff should
be included as part of the Project. The SEIR needs to specify temporary and 3-3
permanent sediment and erosion control BMPs that will be implemented to mitigate
potential water quality impacts related to stormwater.

3. We request that construction staging areas be sited in designated areas as far as
possible from any ephemeral drainages on the Project site. An adequate combination
of BMPs must be used to prevent unauthonzed non-stormwater discharges from the 34
site and to stabilize soils from erosion. Construction equipment should use existing
roadways to the extent feasible.
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4. Obtaining a permit and conducting monitoring does not constitute adequate mitigation.
Development and implementation of acceptable mitigation is required. The
environmental document must specifically describe the best management practices
and other measures used to mitigate Project impacts.

Permitting Requirements

A number of activities associated with the proposed Project appear to have the potential to
impact waters of the State and, therefore, may require permits issued by either the State
Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) or Lahontan Water Board. The
required permits may include: 3-6

1. Land disturbance of more than I acre will require a CWA, section 402(p) stormwater
permit, including a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General
Construction Storm Water Permit, Water Quality Order (WQO) 2009-0009-DWQ,
obtained from the State Water Board, or an individual stormwater permit obtained from
the Lahontan Water Board; and

2. If water diversion and/or dewatering activities are required for construction, these
activities may be subject to discharge and monitoring requirements under either
NPDES General Permit, Limited Threat Discharges to Surface Waters, Board Order
R6T-2008-0023, or General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges to Land
with a Low Threat To Water Quality, WQO-2003-0003, both issued by the Lahontan
Water Board.

Please be advised of the permits that may be required for the proposed Project, as outlined 3-7
above. Should Project implementation result in activities that will trigger these permitting
actions, the Project proponent must consult with Water Board staff prior to Project
construction. Information regarding these permits, including application forms, can be
downloaded from our web site at http:/lwww.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SEIR. If you have any questions
regarding this letter, please contact me at (760) 241-7391 (tbrowne(ä~waterboards.ca.gov)
or Patrice Copeland, Senior Engineering Geologist, at (760) 241-7404
(patrice.copelpndt~watethoards.ca.gpv).

cc: State Clearinghouse (SCH 2014032081)
(via email, state.clearinahouse(ã~opr.ca.Qov)

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, East Sierra Region
(via email, heidi.sickler(~wildIife.ca.gov)

Control Engineer

RB6VictorviIIe;~Shared~Un,(s~Patñco UnWiTcm~cEQA Rev~ews~draft Inn at the ~d~Ibge Mammoth SEIR.docx
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3. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, DATED AUGUST 15, 2014.

3-1 The Commenter requests that the use of low-impact development construction practices,
best management practices (BMPs) to capture surface run-on, and BMPs that effectively
treat post-construction stormwater run-off~ should be included as part of the project.

As discussed in the Draft SEIR Appendix 11.1, Modified Initial Study and Notice of Preparation,
pages 4.9-1 through 4.9-6, the proposed project would require minor earthwork activities for
perimeter improvements, as the new building would be constructed atop the existing parking
podium. During project operations, the existing drainage system would be used to support
the proposed project. Drainage is routed through the subterranean parking structure to a
Conspan retention structure near the parking structure entrance on Canyon Boulevard. The
drainage would not be altered as a result of the proposed project. The capacity of the
existing on-site and off-site storm drain system was constructed to support future
development at the project site. Implementation of the proposed project would not impact
the capacity of the existing storm drain system such that on- or off-site flooding would
result. During project operations, the existing on-site drainage system would support the
proposed project. It should be further noted that construction of the proposed project
would be subject to the Town’s Municipal Chapter 12.08, Land Clearin~g~ Earthwork, and
Draina~ge Facilities, which include applicable Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
requirements as well as other best management practices during construction. Refer to
Response to Comment 3-3.

3-2 The Commenter requests that construction be performed in a manner consistent with low
impact development (LID) principles that would minimize impacts from stormwater
discharges. As discussed in the Draft SEIR Appendix 11.1, Modified Initial Study and Notice ~f
Preparation, pages 4.9-1 through 4.9-6, the proposed project would be required to comply
with all the Municipal Code regulatory requirements, as well as those of the Lahontan
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). This comment does not raise new
environmental information or question the Draft SEIR’s factual conclusions or the adequacy
of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR. Thus, no further response is necessary.

3-3 Refer to Response to Comment 3-1. The existing 8050 drainage facilities at the project site
were designed to accommodate development of a future Building C at the project site.
Development of the additional density increase would not substantially change the runoff at
the site compared to the existing condition. As discussed in the Draft SEIR Appendix 11.1,
Modified Initial Study and Notice of Preparation, pages 4.9-1 through 4.9-6, the capacity of the
existing on-site and off-site storm drain system was constructed to support future
development at the project site. The project will be required to comply with the Town’s
Municipal Chapter 12.08, Land Clearin& Earthwork, and Draina~ge Facilities, which include
applicable Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements as well as other
best management practices during construction. Specifically, during the Town’s permitting
process, the applicant will be required to demonstrate that the existing facilities provide the
required capacities for the proposed development.
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3-4 The construction staging areas would occur at the Mammoth Crossing property to the south
of the project site. This area is not located within the vicinity of an ephemeral drainage, as
the project site is surrounded by developed land, and is located greater than one mile from
the nearest creek (Mammoth Creek to the south). The haul/access route is located on
existing paved roadways.

Construction equipment would use the existing roadways, as well as the Mammoth Crossing
property and the project site. In order to reduce the potential impact of construction-related
vehicles interacting with pedestrians and local traffic, a construction management plan would
be developed to implement a variety of measures to minimize traffic and parking impacts
upon the local circulation system (Additional Mitigation Measure TRA-1). The construction
management plan would include, but not be limited to the: prohibition of construction
vehicle parking along local streets, identification of appropriate haul routes to avoid traffic
disruptions, and limitation of hauling activities to off-peak hours. Implementation of a
construction management plan would further ensure potential impacts associated with
construction-related traffic would be reduced to a less than significant level.

3-5 Refer to Response to Comment 3-1.

3-6 The project site is already disturbed at 62 percent lot coverage (1.13 acres) because the
parking garage is already built. The project would be constructed on top of this parking
garage. However, the project would require some additional site disturbance along the
Minaret Road side of the project for pedestrian/frontage improvements. Lot coverage
would increase from 62 percent to 70 percent. If the disturbed area is less than one acre, a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit is not required. Thus, as
the project site’s remaining undisturbed area is less than 0.70 acre, then disturbance of these
areas would not require NPDES permit coverage.

3-7 Water diversion and/or dewatering activities are not anticipated to be required for
construction of the proposed project. If these unanticipated activities are required for
construction, the Town and project Applicant will consult with the Lahontan Regional Water
Quality Control Board to ensure the necessary permits are obtained.
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COMMENT LE1TER 4

Mammoth Community Water District
Post Office Box 597

1315 Meridian Blvd.
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

(760) 934-2596

August 22, 2014

Via E-mail
Jen Daugherty
Senior Planner
Town of Mammoth Lakes
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Subject: MCWD comments regarding the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for
the Inn at the Village

Dear Ms. Daugherty,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DSEIR. The Mammoth Community Water District (MCWD)
provided scoping comments regarding potential impacts to public utilities for the Proposed Inn at the
Village Project (Proposed Project). The MCWD asked that the DSEIR provide the following analysis or
information: 4-1

1. A description of how the density transfer between the Mammoth Crossing Project to the
Proposed Project will be assured.

2. A comparison of water demand and wastewater flow between the Proposed Project and the 4 2
project proposed in the North Village District Planning Study (2009).

3. A review of density increases provided to projects compared with densities allowed under the
2007 General Plan.

4. Provide an accurate description of water demand as it relates to the MCWD settlement
agreement with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. Water demand in the 44
agreement includes process, recycled, raw, potable, and non-revenue water.

Density transfer
The revised project will require an “increase in the allowable development density forthe project site
including allowing a transfer of 30 rooms from the Mammoth Crossing site” according to the DSEIR. The
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project description describes that “The proposed NVSP amendments would ensure that the density
transfer would occur prior to development of the proposed project.” However, the DSEIR does not
provide a clear explanation of whether approval and adoption of the NVSP amendments for the density 4-5
transfer are required for approval of the Proposed Project or if the Proposed Project may be approved
without the density transfer from the Mammoth Crossing site.

Comparison of water demand between approved proiect and proposed proiect
The DSEIR did not compare water use between the prior approved project and the amended proposed
project. The following table provides a rough estimate between the two projects based on usage
information in the MCWD 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. The increase in estimated water usage
for the proposed project, emphasizes the importance of providing assurances that the transfer in
density from the Mammoth Crossing project is required for project approval.

Prior approved project Projected water demand
21 residential condos (33 bedrooms) 1,083,180 (3.3 acre feet)’
New project
Hotel (67 rooms) 1,548,873 (4.8 acre feet)2
Spa/restaurant, etc. 1,397,078 (4.3 acre feet)’

Total estimate for proposed project 2,899,308 (9.1 acre feet)
Difference 1,862,770 (5.7 acre feet)

1. Applied average condominium water use in 2005 and multifamily water in 2010 multiplied by 21 units.
2. Applied average Hotel/Motel from water use in 2005 and 2010. Usage estimate probably high because MCWD
counts units by front door not rooms.
3. Applied average commercial use per 1,000 sq. ft. in 2005 in 2010 multiplied by 29.9.

Cumulative impacts of density increases
The DSEIR included Table 4-1, Cumulative Project List, with the status and unit specifications of
upcoming and completed development projects. However, the list did not include information on
whether the listed projects received density bonuses. The MCWD relies on the 2007 General Plan build
out projections of new units to plan for future water and wastewater service demand needs. If the
Town has changes to the projections of the number of new units at build-out from that presented in the
2007 General Plan, these changes should be described to evaluate potential impacts to water and
wastewater service projections.

Water Supply from MCWD
On page 5.7-1 the description of the MCWD water right permit and licenses should clearly separate the
water permitted by the state and the water use limits set by agreement with LADWP. In addition, the
4,387 acre feet limit should not be included in the paragraphs describing surface water because the
4,387 acre-feet of water includes extracted groundwater, diverted surface water and delivered recycled
water.

The DSEIR relied upon the MCWD’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP)to determine that
adequate water supplies are available for the Proposed Project. Readers of the DSEIR should be aware
that the UWMP cautioned that the “analysis [of future water supplies in the UWMP] is largely
dependent on the Town land use policies and the actual type and density of deve opment which occurs

4-6

4-7

4-8

4-9
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between now and build-out. Town policies on development type, density, and enforcement of effective
landscape practices will influence water demand significantly. In addition, water supply could be
reduced by “climate change impacts to snowpack water content and watershed runoff patterns” and 49
that “local groundwater supplies could be impacted by the major expansion of geothermal energy
production planned by ORMAT Corporation at the Casa Diablo power plant complex ...“

Sincerely

~ /\~Uv~cL(zrz

Irene Yamashita
Environmental Specialist/Public Affairs
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4. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MAMMOTH COMMUNITY WATER
DISTRICT, DATED AUGUST 22, 2014.

4-1 As discussed on page 3-7 of the Draft SEIR, given the project’s maximum room count of up
to 67 rooms, the project proposes a zoning amendment for the shortfall of 30 bedrooms and
not including commercial space towards the maximum allowable building density. However,
this deficiency is proposed to be mitigated by way of a density transfer of an equivalent
number of bedrooms from the nearby Mammoth Crossing property that is also owned by
the project Applicant. This density transfer requires an amendment to the North Village
Specific Plan (NVSP) because density transfers are not currently permitted between zones
within the NVSP (i.e., from the Mammoth Crossing zone to the Resort General zone). The
project site would have a maximum density of 72 rooms per acre pursuant to a density
transfer of 30 rooms from the Mammoth Crossing property. As such, there would be no net
increase in development density in the overall NVSP area associated with the project.

The proposed NVSP amendments would ensure that the density transfer would occur prior
to development of the proposed project. A condition of project approval would require a
density transfer covenant to be recorded on the project site and the Mammoth Crossing site
to ensure maximum allowable densities are disclosed and adhered to.

4-2 The North Village District Planning Study (NVDPS) was prepared and accepted in
accordance with the Town’s district planning policy, which requires completion of district
planning in conjunction with major land use applications seeking Zoning Code or General
Plan amendments. This planning study was initiated by the Mammoth Crossing project
application and assumed development of the planned Building C of the 8050 project at the
project site. The NVDPS recommended density of up to 80 rooms per acre along both
sides of Minaret Road with the provision of community benefits. The proposed project site
density is 72 rooms per acre.

As discussed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, pages 5.7-14 through 5.7-17, the
proposed project’s total water demand is 1,774 gallons per day (gpd) (or 1.99 acre-feet per
year [AFY]). Refer to Response to Comment 4-6 pertaining to the water demand
discrepancy between the information provided in the Draft SEIR and that provided in
Comment 4-6. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(e), where a proposed project is
compared with an adopted planl, the analysis shall examine the existing physical conditions
at the time the notice of preparation is published, as well as the potential future conditions
discussed in the plan. Section 5.7.1 of the Draft SEIR discusses the existing water demand
for the project site and for the Town. The Draft SEIR discusses that at the expected project
completion date in 2015, the Mammoth Community Water District (MCWD) has projected
an available water supply of 4,164 AFY in normal water years, and a projected demand of
2,989 AFY (page 5.7-15). As the proposed project would create a demand of 1.99 acre-feet
for an average year (less than one percent of the total projected demand), it is anticipated
that an adequate supply of water is available for the project. Although the expected water
demand of the 8050 Building C was not calculated for this analysis, the Draft SEIR provides
a more conservative analysis of the existing conditions (i.e., existing water usage without any
building) compared to the proposed project. This analysis concludes that, with

1. Please note that the NVDPS is not an adopted plan; it was “accepted” by the Town Council.

Final• September 2014 2-20 Response to Comments



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

implementation of the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-8, the potential impacts to
water demand, water supplies, and infrastructure would be reduced to less than significant
levels.

With regard to wastewater generation, based on mixed lodging and retail average water use
for years 2008, 2009, and 2010 and excluding irrigation usage, the project’s estimated annual
indoor mixed use wastewater demands are approximately 1,673 gpd (1.87 AFY) (Draft SEIR
page 5.7-16). The increased wastewater flows from the proposed project can be
accommodated within the existing design capacity of the plant. Given the minimal increase
in wastewater generation from the project, wastewater demand would not substantially
increase compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. Thus, as with the water demand
analysis discussed above, although the expected wastewater generation of the 8050 Building
C was not calculated for this analysis, the Draft SEIR provides a more conservative analysis
of the existing conditions (i.e., existing wastewater usage without any building) compared to
the proposed project, which concludes that the proposed project would not require, nor
would it result in, the construction of new wastewater treatment or collection facilities or the
expansion of existing facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. In
addition, implementation of 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-7 would ensure that the
project complies with all appropriate regulations and fees from the MCWD.

4-3 As discussed in Response to Comment 4-1, the proposed project would amend the NVSP to
transfer density from the Mammoth Crossing project site to the proposed project site. Thus,
no density increases in the NVSP area or Town-wide would occur, and the density
considered in the Town’s General Plan would not change or increase as a result of the
proposed project.

4-4 As discussed on page 5.7-2 of the Draft SEIR, based on the 2010 Urban Water Mana~gement
Plan (UWMP), the MCWD can currently supply 3,895 AFY (as of 2010) to their service area.
By 2030, available water supply is anticipated to increase to 4,436 AFY, above the MCWD
water demand limit of 4,387 AFY per the recent settlement agreement between the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP) and the MCWD. According to the
settlement agreement between DWP and MCWD, future water demands including water
diversions, extractions, and deliveries in the MCWD’s service area should not exceed 4,387
AFY. The groundwater and surface water supply values do not change over the planning
horizon, as there are no new anticipated sources of surface or groundwater supply, with the
exception of one planned back up well (Well 11). The recycled water quantities reflect the
existing and planned increased use at the Sierra Star and Snowcreek golf courses only.

As required by CEQA, the Draft SEIR evaluated whether or not the MCWD would have
sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, and if new or expanded entitlements are needed. The project’s water demand
calculations were obtained from the MCWD per written correspondence from Irene
Yamashita, Public Affairs/Environmental Specialist on May 14, 2014, which has also been
provided in Appendix 11.5, Utility Correspondence, of the Draft SEIR. The total water demand
for the proposed project is 1,774 gpd (1.99 AFY) compared to existing conditions. Refer to
Response to Comment 4-6 pertaining to the water demand discrepancy between the
information provided in the Draft SEIR and that provided in Comment 4-6. Per written
correspondence from Irene Yamasbita, the MC\VD anticipates it would be able to
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accommodate the proposed project’s demand for water services in combination with other
water demands throughout the Town with existing water supplies during normal, single-dry,
and multiple-dry water years.

At the expected project completion date in 2015, the MCWD has projected an available
water supply of 4,164 AFY in normal water years, and a projected District-wide demand of
2,989 AFY (Draft SEIR page 5.7-15). As the proposed project would create a demand of
1.99 acre-feet for an average year (less than one percent of the total projected demand), it is
anticipated that an adequate supply of water is available for the project. Thus,
implementation of the proposed project, with an increase in demand of 1.99 AFY (or an
increase in District-wide MCWD projected demand of up to 2,991 AFY [with the project]),
would be below the setdement agreement cap of 4,387 AFY. Thus, no significant impacts
are anticipated in this regard.

4-5 Refer to Response to Comment 4-1. Adoption of the proposed project would include
adoption of the proposed NVSP Amendments, including those pertaining to the required
density transfer. As the project relies on the proposed 30-room density transfer in order to
be feasible, should the density transfer not be implemented after project approval, the
proposed project would not be built.

4-6 Refer to Response to Comments 4-1, 4-2, and 4-5. It should be noted that the information
presented in this comment differs from that provided by Irene Yamasbita, Public
Affairs/Environmental Specialist, MCWD, via written correspondence dated May 14, 2014.
As discussed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Svstems, page 5.7-14 and 5.7-15, the MCWD
confirmed that the project’s estimated demand would be approximately 1,673 gallons per day
(gpd) (1.87 AFY). In addition, the irrigation usage is anticipated to be approximately 101
gpd (0.11 AFY). Therefore, the total water demand for the project would be 1,774 gpd (1.99
AFY)

Based on information presented in Comment 4-6, the approved Building C would have an
estimated water demand of up to 3.3 AFY. This comment states that the proposed project
would actually have an estimated water demand of 9.1 AFY; with a difference in water
demand of 5.7 AFY; as illustrated in the Table 1, Chances in Estimated Water Demand.

Table 1
Changes in Estimated Water Demand

Land Use Estimated Water Demand Estimated Water Demand(gallons_per year) (acre.fee_per year)
Draft SEIR Estimated Water Demand

Commercial Uses 610,600 1.87
Irrigation 36,700 0.11

Total 647~3OO 1.99
Final SEIR Estimated Water Demand

Hotel Uses 1,548,873 4.75
Commercial Uses 1397,078 4.29

Irrigation 36,700 0.11
Total 2,982,651 9.15

Difference 2,335,351 7.17
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Upon follow_up e-mail correspondence conducted between the Town and Irene with
MCWD, conducted on September 12, 2014, Irene clarified that the 610,600 gallons noted as
water demand for the project, as identified in the Draft SEIR, considered only the total
square footage of the development and the water usage history from the MCWD’s
commercial customers. The 9.15 AFY water demand calculation discussed in this comment
separates the project into two categories, hotel water usage (for 67 rooms) and commercial
water usage for the 29,910 square feet of the development that would be used for food
service and a spa. In addition, the irrigation usage for the proposed project is anticipated to
be approximately 101 gpd (0.11 AFY). Thus, this comment suggests an increase in water
demand of the project by approximately 7.17 AFY.

Even considering the increased demand of 7.17 AFY, the proposed project would require a
NVSP Amendment requiring a 30-room density transfer from the Mammoth Crossing site
to the south. Thus, implementation of the proposed project would not result in an increase
in the overall water demand considered for the NVSP area, or for the water demand
assumptions considered for buildout of the Town’s 2007 General Plan. Thus, no new
impacts would result in this regard.

4-7 Table 4-1 provides a complete description of cumulative projects. For example, the Holiday
Haus project received a density bonus for on-site affordable housing, and this density bonus
is included the total number of units identified in the project description.

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a), an EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a
project when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. Although the
proposed project would increase the density allowed at the project site, this increase would
occur as a result of a proposed NVSP Amendment which would transfer 30-rooms of
allowed density from the nearby Mammoth Crossing property to the project site. Also refer
to Response to Comment 4-3. Thus, the proposed project would not result in an increase in
the anticipated future water demand for the NVSP area or throughout the Town (as
considered in the Town’s General Plan). Therefore, regardless of the density bonuses
considered by the Town for other projects in the area, the proposed project would not result
in an increase in water demand considered as part of the Town’s General Plan and, thus,
would not result in any significant cumulatively considerable impacts in this regard.

4-8 Draft SEIR page 5.7-1, will be revised, as follows (refer to Section 3.0, Errata, of this Final
SEIR):

Water Supply

The project site is served by the MCWD. The 2010 UWMP was adopted in November 2011.
Based on the 2010 UWMP, the MCWD has 3,660 water service connections and relies on water
supply provided by local surface water, ground water, recycled water, and savings from water
conservation (demand management) measures..

The MCWD has two water right licenses and one nermit issued by the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) that entitle the MCWD to both store and divert surface water at Lake
Mat-v. allowincr up to a maximum annual surface water diversion of 2760 acre-feet (nermitted by
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the State) with the exception of future water demands includinir water dIversions, extractions and
deliveries in the MCWD’s service area not exceeding 4.387 acre-feet per year (AFY’l per a recent
settlement agreement hetween Los Anireles Department of Water and Power (DWP) and the
MCWD. However, actual diversions are tvnically significantly lower due to the combined
influence of natural variability in snowpack runoff quantity and timing, limited storage to manage
the variable runoff mismatch hetween the seasonal trends in supply availahilitv and community
water demands. and comoliance with the monthly minimum Mammoth Creek fishery bvnass.

Surface Water. The MCWD utilizes surface water as the primary water source when it is available
because less energy and fewer chemicals are required to divert, treat, and deliver water from the
Lake Mary Water Treatment Plant (WTP). Surface water requires minimal treatment, and the
supply is gravity-fed to almost the entire service area. Thc MCWD ha3 two watcr right liccnscs
and onc pcrmit issucd by thc Statc Watcr Rcsourccs Control Board (SWRCB) that cntitlc thc
MCWD to both storc and divcrt surfacc watcr at Lakc Mary, allowing up to a maximum annual
surfacc watcr divcrsion of 2,760 acrc fcct with thc cxccption of futurc watcr dcmands including
watcr divcrsions, cxtractions, and ddivcrics in thc MCWD’s scrvicc arca not cxcccding 4,387 acrc
fcct pcr ycar (AFY) pcr a rcccnt octtlcmcnt agrccmcnt bctwccn Los Angclcs Dcpartmcnt of Watcr
and Powcr (DWP) and thc MCWD. Howcvcr, actual divcrsions arc typically significantly lowcr
duc to thc combincd influcncc of natural variability in snowpack runoff quantity and timing,
limitcd storagc to managc thc variablc runoff, mismatch bctwccn thc scasonal trcnds in supply
availability and community watcr dcmands, and compliancc with thc monthly minimum
Mammoth Crcck fishcry bypass.

4-9 This comment is acknowledged. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft SEIR. The Town of
Mammoth Lakes decision makers will consider all comments on the proposed project.
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Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District
Post Office Box 5, 3150 Main Street

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

August 22, 2014

Town of Mammoth Lakes
Ms. Jen Daugherty, Senior Planner
P0 Box 1609
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Re: Comments on Subsequent Environmental Impact Report

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Subsequent EIR for the Inn at the Village
Project. The following are the comments from the Fire District:

General Comment: 5-1
The project proponent shall provide a name for the project that is not similar to an already
existing name or location in town.

As previously identified, the delivery location/processing of goods to support this project over
the long haul has still not been identified in a detailed fashion (if Minaret Road or the loading
dock is going to be used, this proposed location needs to be identified). There are safety issues
associated with Minaret Road (either in the center lane or on the shoulder) and as the loading
dock seems to be used more for private vehicles than delivery trucks, under the present
management scheme, additional delivery use may be more problematic.

As previously identified, the diagram(s) that have been provided thus far are incomplete and
make it very difficult to gain an understanding as to the shadowing/shading and the impact of the
proposed project on Minaret Road and the surrounding neighborhood. Based upon the 5-3
information that has been provided to date, it is difficuLt to understand how a determination of
“Less Than Significant Impact” was made.

Specific Comments:
Page 1-2, Project Summary:
If the original project has not previously paid the required Developer Impact Fees those need to 5-4
be paid, and in addition, the project proponent shall be required to pay the increase in fees for the
currently proposed project verses the original anticipated project.



Ms. Jen Daugherty
August 22, 2014
Page 2

Page 1-3: Building Height:
The structure will be classified as a high-rise and shall conform with all of the requirements of a 55
high-rise for state and local code compliance.

Page 1-6: Fire Lane:
The Town, Fire District, and Caltrans are in the process of working on approval of a lane that
will be available for emergency vehicles staging within the Minaret Road right of way. If 5-6
successful, this will be a lane available for emergency vehicles only. If not approved by
Caltrans, the Fire District will work with the project proponent on locating an area for such
staging within the private lands of the project.

Page 1-7, Construction Phasing and Staging:
As the height of the proposed project is taller than the previously designed structure, and if the
water supply line for the fire suppression system for Building C is going to come from the
existing buildings, a calculation needs to be performed and provided to the Fire District to
determine if the existing line capacity(s) and fire pump are adequate to provide adequate flows
for the proposed project.

Page 3-12, Parking
As the exiting from the parking garage onto Minaret Road is right turn only, there should be a
directional configuration to the exit ramp (pork chop configuration) that makes left hand turns 58
onto Minaret difficult. Under the current configuration, left hand turns are occurring frequently
by the users of the garage.

Page 3-17 Construction Phasing and Staging:
It shall be noted that the current emergency fire lane that serves the 80/50 complex and Fireside
shall be kept free and clear of all construction related vehicles and building materials throughout
the construction of the C Building structure. 5-9

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this stage of the project. The Fire District
will require a permit for the project and will need a complete set of plans for review. If there are
any questions, please feel free to contact me at your convenience.

Sincerely,

THOM H LLER
Fire Marshal
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5. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MAMMOTH LAKES FIRE
PROTECTION DISTRICT, DATED AUGUST 22, 2014.

5-1 This comment is acknowledged. The commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft SEIR. A condition of
project approval would require the proposed project name to be reviewed and approved by
the Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District (MLFPD).

5-2 Delivery trucks serving the proposed project would access the site using the existing project
driveway off of Canyon Boulevard. Attachment A, De/iver~’ Truck Options; of this Response,
includes 1/16-inch scale drawings depicting large delivery trucks (vehicle size is 8 feet by 25
feet) with dimensions provided by the American Institute of Architects’ industry recognized
dimensional guidebook, Architectural Graphic Standards. There are three options, all of
which respect the ingress and egress needs associated with the porte cochere and the
subterranean parking garage access doors. Further, it should be noted that no
loading/unloading activities would occur along Minaret Road (which would be signed
accordingly) for the proposed project. A condition of project approval would require a
delivery operational plan to be reviewed and approved by the Town.

5-3 The shade/shadow diagrams for the proposed project are provided in Exhibits 5.2-9a
through 5.2-9c of the Draft SEIR, and include the entire project site and immediate area for
9:00 AM, 12:00 PM, and 3:00 PM. The analysis includes impacts along Minaret Road.
However, this road is not considered a shadow-sensitive use. Land uses are termed
“shadow-sensitive”, such as residential, recreational, churches, schools, outdoor restaurants,
and pedestrian areas, have expectations for direct sunlight and warmth from the sun.
Further, as discussed in the Draft SEIR, the proposed buildings would shade the sidewalk
and travel lanes of Minaret Road during the spring/autumn and winter months for more
than three hours after 12:00 p.m. Particularly, most of the shade increase would occur along
the eastern-most northbound travel lane of Minaret Road, compared to the approved 8050
Building C. Caltrans conducts snow removal operations and cindering of the road to
maintain safe travel conditions. Furthermore, the existing and future sidewalks along
Minaret Road have or will have heat melt systems to address shade conditions. Thus, as
Minaret Road and adjacent areas already experiences similar shading to the north (Village at
Mammoth area), and existing snow removal operations and cindering of Minaret Road
would continue after implementation of the proposed project, impacts in this regard would
be less than significant.

The proposed project would not result in the shading of residential uses to the south (i.e.,
Fireside Condominiums). As described in the Draft SEIR, the project would result in
increased shading of existing residential units on the 8050 site (8050A and B); however, this
would generally only occur in the winter morning hours. There are no other shadow-
sensitive uses in the vicinity that would be affected. While the Alpenhof Lodge, including
cabins that are rented nightly, and Petra’s restaurant are not shadow-sensitive uses, they
would only be shaded after 12:00 PM during the winter months. During winter, these uses
would be shaded at 3:00 PM by the entitled 8050 Building C. Although shadow patterns are
cut off at the 3:00 PM winter months diagram (depicting this area to the northeast), these
shadows are wide-spread throughout the Town at this time of day in the winter months.
Further, as the sun sets earlier in the evening during the winter months, the uses located
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further northeast than that depicted in Exhibit 5.2-9b of the Draft SEIR would be shaded
for less than three hours of daylight, if not already shaded as a result of large pine trees in the
area. Thus, as discussed in the Draft SEIR, no significant impacts would result in this
regard.

5-4 Upon building permit issuance, the Applicant would pay all required Developer Impact Fees.

5-5 Project design and implementation would be consistent with the Town’s Municipal Code,
including all applicable requirements pertaining to a high-rise structure. Compliance would
be ensured during building permit review and approval.

5-6 Refer to Response to Comment 2-1.

5-7 As discussed on page 5.7-15 of the Draft SEIR, based on written correspondence from
Thom Heller, Fire Marshal/Division Chief (included in Appendix 11.5, Uti/ifl’ Correspondence
of the Draft SEIR), the proposed project would be subject to the fire flow requirements
specified by the Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection Department (MLFPD), which would be a
minimum of 2,750 gallons per minute for a 2 hour period, and would need to provide 100
pounds per square inch (psi) of water pressure on the roof at all times. Based on written
correspondence from Irene Yamasbita, Public Affairs/Environmental Specialist, Mammoth
Community Water District (MCWD), the MCWD anticipates it would be able to provide
adequate water supply to accommodate the fire flow requirements. As part of the building
permit review, the project Applicant would be required to provide specifications
demonstrating adequate capacity and flows pursuant to MLFPD requirements consistent
with 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-Ic.

5-8 Implementation of the proposed project would require all hotel users to use the porte
cochere accessed on Canyon Boulevard, at which time, hotel users would use the valet
service. The only vehicles exiting the parking garage onto Minaret Road would be the
Fireside Condominium homeowners (through a parking agreement to use 50 spaces in the
on-site parking structure). Implementation of the proposed project would not change the
vehicle conditions at the driveway at Minaret Road. The Town of Mammoth Lakes decision
makers will consider all comments on the proposed project.

5-9 The existing emergency fire lane that serves the 8050 site and Fireside Condominiums to the
west is not proposed to be used for construction staging as shown in Exhibit 3-9 of the
Draft SEIR. Enforcement of the construction management plan and necessary emergency
access requirements during construction shall be conducted by the Town of Mammoth
Lakes, as required through the Town’s Municipal Code, and MLFPD, respectively.
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Attachment A

Delivery Truck Options

Final • September 2014 2-29 Response to Comments
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COMMENT LE1TER 6

Date: August 8, 2014

To: Jen Daugherty, Senior Planner,
Town of Mammoth Lakes, Community and Economic Development Department,
P.O. Box 1609, 437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R, Mammoth Lakes, CA, 93546,

From: Margo Raison and Geoffrey Hill, Owners,
Mammoth Fireside Unit 115

We are writing this as individual owners. We are writing this in the interest of fully informing the Town
of Mammoth Lakes (Town) and the Planning Commission’s (Commission) opinion with regard to the
impacts to us the Town and Commission’s actions may have. As you thoughtfully consider the SEIR for
the Inn at the Village, please take into account the following:

The SEIR Sec 03 Building Setbacks states that “An additional setback is described in a private agreement
between Fireside at the Village condominiums to the south and the 8050 property owner (Settlement
Agreement, Mutual Release, and Joint Escrow Instructions). Since this is a private agreement, and the
Town of Mammoth Lakes is not a party, the Town is not responsible for enforcing the terms and
conditions of this agreement.”

The agreement between Mammoth Fireside and iStar (Agreement) includes constraints for building
setbacks and the building (sight lines). The owner of the Inn at the Village (Project Owner) project does
not at this time have the legal right to construct a building closer than “(50) feet from the closest
residential improvement existing on the Fireside Property as of this date.” The Agreement further 61
constrains the Project Owner to (1) building the originally approved project, (2) construct the building
depicted in the agreement as Exhibit 3, or (3) construct a project “redesigned by iStar entities in their
discretion, provided any such redesign maintains materially the same sight lines as the design plans
attached as Exhibit 3...” I have attached Exhibit 3 for the Town and Commission’s use. While the Town
and Commission are not a party to the Agreement, the Town and Commission’s actions may negatively
impact us as parties to the Agreement.

The current SEIR seeks the Towns and Commission’s approval for a project to which the Project Owner
does not have legal right. SEIR Section 03 Project Description, Preliminary Site Plan, Exhibit 3-3 plan
notes indicate a project that is “35’...FROM FIRESIDE CONDOMINIUM STRUCTURES.” As this right does
not exist with the Project Owner, the project documents and SEIR should not consider them. It is our
opinion that the SEIR Project Description is flawed, therefore so is the SEIR in total.

The Agreement additionally constrains the Project Owner to the three options for construction
described previously in this letter. The project being considered by the Town and Commission in the
SEIR does not comport with these constraints. With regard to the three options legally available to the
Project Owner please consider the following:



1. The Project Owner is free to construct the originally approved project. However, from the
SEIR: “The currently approved design for Building C allows for a total of five stories with a
maximum height of 62 feet plus another three feet for roof appurtenances.” The project
depicted in the SEIR (7 stories, etc) does not agree with the project previously approved by the
Town.

2. The Project Owner can construct the building depicted in the agreement as Exhibit 3. The
project included in the Agreement as Exhibit 3 shows a 4 story building with rooftop pool deck.
The project described and depicted in the SEIR does not agree with the project described in the
Agreement.

3. The Project Owner can construct a project “redesigned by iStar entities in their discretion,
provided any such redesign maintains materially the same sight lines as the design plans
attached as Exhibit 3...” The new project must maintain materially the same sight lines as the
design plans attached as Exhibit 3. The project depicted and described in the SEIR “proposes a
maximum height of seven stories (80 feet), when measured from the top of the existing parking
structure podium, with an additional 4 feet, 6 inches, for roof appurtenances; refer to Exhibit
3-4, North and South Building Elevations, and Exhibit 3-5, East and West Building Elevations.” 61
Further, SEIR Section 03 Project Description, Preliminary Site Plan, Exhibit 3-3 plan notes
indicate a “POOL AREA RELOCATED TO PLAZA LEVEL.” The project depicted and described in the
SEIR does not meet the requirements of the Agreement for sight lines and is materially different
from the legally available options.

Again, it is our opinion the Project Owner does not have the legal right to the project described in the
SEIR, the SEIR Project Description is flawed, and therefore, so is the SEIR in total.

We can only infer intent of the Project Owner through the document, so it is our belief that the Project
Owner’s intent is not to build either option 1 and 2 (from above). The Project Owner’s intent is to
construct a 7 story building 35 feet from Fireside. A project so described is not a legal right at this time
for the Project Owner.

It is true, and appropriately noted in the SEIR, there is an Agreement in place between iStar and
Mammoth Fireside to which the Town is not a party and is not in a position to enforce. Our concern is
the Town and Commission may approve a project to which the Project Owner does not currently have
the legal right and, if approved, the Town and Commission may provide additional force in favor of the
Project Owner. As there is an agreement in place with options for the Project Owner to obtain the right
to a building 35 feet from Fireside, the Town and Commission’s approval may disadvantage us in
negotiation. We suggest the Town and Commission postpone approval of the flawed SEIR until the
Project Owner possesses the legal right to the project therein described, or correct the SEIR to
accurately reflect a project to which the Project Owner has the legal right.

Respectfully,

Margo Raison, and Geoffrey Hill
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6. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MARGO RAISON AND GEOFFREY
HILL, DATED AUGUST 8, 2014.

6-1 This comment is regarding a settlement agreement between the Applicant and the Fireside
Condominium Owners Association. The comment addresses the height and the location of
the proposed project, and contends that the project as proposed would violate the
settlement agreement. The Town is not a party to that agreement and does not have any
obligation or authority to enforce it. The Town is required to evaluate the proposed project
on its own merits and based on whether it complies with the Town’s zoning code and
development standards. Additionally, the settlement agreement does not prohibit the
project from obtaining development approvals. The Applicant is aware of its obligations
under the agreement.

Final. September 2014 2-38 Response to Comments
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Aug. 12, 2014

Jen Daugherty, Senior Planner
Community & Economic Development Department
Town of Mammoth Lakes
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

re: Proposed redesign of 8050C
The Inn at the Village

Dear Jen Daugherty,

As an owner of Mammoth Fireside condominium unit 313 have reviewed the proposed
redesign of the unbuilt 8050C project described in the Draft SEIR, submitted for the Inn at the
Village.

Never, in over 50 years of architectural practice, have I experienced such a disregard for the
existing architectural context of a proposed building’s neighbors.

It is my belief, and the belief of countless architects, designers, and authors of Specific Plans
and Design Guidelines, that proposed buildings should relate to the architectural 71
characteristics of surrounding buildings. The intent is not to replicate or emulate existing
buildings, but to allow a range of architectural expression that complements the existing
neighborhood fabric. Building design should be based on and reflect a thorough analysis of the
surrounding patterns with regard to:
1. Horizontal and vertical building articulation
2. Architectural style
3. Building scale and proportion
4. Roof line and form
5. Fenestration and detailing
6. Exterior finish materials and colors

21 S. CALIFORfl,~ SIRES
FOURTH FLOOR
~‘ET:ILiTT4, CA 93001
805610.1224. FAX 805618 4114



The design and massing of the proposed project not only fails to complement the design and
planning context of the neighborhood, it compromises the character of North Village and
Fireside Condominiums. It is possible to achieve the Project Goals and Objectives stated in the
Draft SEIR without the introduction of a structure totally unfitted to its location.

7-1
I believe the project can correct any real or imagined performance deficiencies in the
approved 8050 project with a project redesign to complement rather than compromise
existing adjacent structures and without necessitating the three proposed amendments to the
NVSP, i.e. density increase, transfer of 30 rooms, and reduction in front yard setback.

Yours Truly,

Larry Rasmussen



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

7. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LARRY RASMUSSEN, DATED AUGUST
12, 2014.

7-1 The Commenter states that the project should relate to the architectural context and
characteristics of the surrounding buildings, including but not limited to design and massing.
The project Applicant’s architect, Bull Stockwell Allen, has provided the following responses
to these comments:

• Although the Commenter is not specific in his discussion of context, we assume he
may favor a more traditional, gabled design aesthetic, as opposed to the more
contemporary mountain design of our current design scheme;

• Architectural “style” is a subjective subject as traditional or contemporary
architecture is not for everybody;

• Contemporary architecture is increasingly popular in mountain communities as it
reflects our current place in time and history;

• Demographic trends within the real estate market support a more contemporary
approach as fresh architecture tends to attract younger, well-educated individuals;

• Today’s design ideas are an important consideration given Mammoth’s proximity to
Southern California and Silicon Valley;

• The current design, generally well received by the Advisory Design Panel, replaced a
more contextual approach characterized by gable roof forms that was described as
“too generic and predictable”;

• Villages and their architecture evolve over time, underscoring the dynamic evolution
of a the living, man-made environment;

• We developed an exterior materials palette that was compatible, if not an identical
color match, with the materials used on 8050 buildings A and B. This includes
painted horizontal siding and stone cladding; and

• Heavy timber detailing, a classic component of mountain architecture, is used
throughout the project.

General Plan Policy C.2.U discourages architectural monotony, as reflected in Bull Stockwell
Allen’s responses above. The design of the project would be reviewed by the Planning and
Economic Development Commission and Town Council during their consideration of the
project, and the required findings for a design review permit would need to be made prior to
project approval.

Final. September 2014 2-41 Response to Comments
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RECEWED
[~G 12 2OlZjTo: Jen Daugherty, Senior Planner,

Town of Mammoth Lakes, Community and Economic Development Departmen TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES
P.O. Box 1609,437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R, Mammoth Lakes, CA, 93546,

From: Phyllis St. George, John Roth, Owners
Mammoth Fireside Unit 315

I am writing this in the interest of fully informing the Town of Mammoth Lakes (Town) and the Planning
Commission’s (Commission) opinion with regard to the impacts to me the Town and Commission’s
actions may have. As you thoughtfully consider the SEIR for the Inn at the Village, please take into
account the following.

The SEIR Sec 03 Building Setbacks states that “An additional setback is described in a private agreement
between Fireside at the Village condominiums to the south and the 8050 property owner (Settlement
Agreement, Mutual Release, and Joint Escrow Instructions). Since this is a private agreement, and the
Town of Mammoth Lakes is not a party, the Town is not responsible for enforcing the terms and
conditions of this agreement.”

The agreement between Mammoth Fireside and iStar (Agreement) includes constraints for building
setbacks and the building (sight lines). The owner of the Inn at the Village (Project Owner) project does
not, at this time, have the legal right to construct a building closer than “(50) feet from the closest
residential improvement existing on the Fireside Property”. The Agreement further constrains the
Project Owner to (1) building the originally approved project, (2) construct the building depicted in the 81
agreement as Exhibit 3, or (3) construct a project “redesigned by iStar entities in their discretion,
provided any such redesign maintains materially the same sight lines as the design plans attached as
Exhibit 3...” I have attached Exhibit 3 for your use. While the Town is not a party to the Agreement, the
Town and Commission’s actions may negatively impact me as a party to the Agreement.

The current SEIR seeks the Town’s and Commission’s approval for a project to which the Project Owner
does not have legal right. SEIR Section 03 Project Description, Preliminary Site Plan, Exhibit 3-3 plan
notes indicate a project that is “35’~.FROM FIRESIDE CONDOMINIUM STRUCTURES”. As this right does
not exist with the Project Owner, the project documents and SEIR should not consider them. It is my
opinion that the SEIR Project Description is flawed, therefore so is the SEIR in total.

The Agreement additionally constrains the Project Owner to the three options for construction
described previously in this letter. The project being considered by the Town and Commission in the
SEIR does not comport with these constraints. With regard to the three options legally available to the
Project Owner please consider the following:

1. From the SEIR: “The currently approved design for Building C allows for a total of five stories
with a maximum height of 62 feet plus another three feet for roof appurtenances.” The project
depicted in the SEIR does not agree with the project previously approved by the Town.



2. The project included in the Agreement as Exhibit 3 shows a 4 story building. The project
described and depicted in the SEIR does not agree with the project described in the Agreement.

3. The new project must maintain materially the same sight lines as the design plans attached
as Exhibit 3. The project depicted and described in the SEIR “proposes a maximum height of
seven stories (80 feet), when measured from the top of the existing parking structure podium,
with an additional 4 feet, 6 inches, for roof appurtenances; refer to Exhibit 3-4, North and South
Building Elevations, and Exhibit 3-5, East and West Building Elevations. The project proposes a
zoning amendment to increase the maximum permitted height allowed for the project site.”
Further SEIR Section 03 Project Description, Preliminary Site Plan, Exhibit 3-3 plan notes indicate
a “POOL AREA RELOCATED TO PLAZA LEVEL” The project depicted and described in the SEIR
does not meet the requirements of the Agreement for sight lines and is materially different from
the legally available options.

Again, it is my opinion the Project Owner does not have the legal right to the project described in the
SEIR, the SEIR Project Description is flawed, therefore so is the SEIR in total.

8-1
I can only infer intent of the Project Owner through the document, so it is my belief that the Project
Owner’s intent is not to build either option 1 and 2 (from above). The Project Owner’s intent is to build a
7 story building 35 feet from Fireside. A project so described is not a legal option at this time for the
Project Owner.

It is true, and appropriately noted in the SEIR, there is an Agreement in place between iStar and
Mammoth Fireside to which the Town is not a party. My concern is the Town and Commission may
approve a project to which the Project Owner does not currently have the legal right. If approved, the
Town and Commission may provide additional force in favor the Project Owner. As there is an
agreement in place with options for the Project owner to obtain the right to a building 35 feet from
Fireside, the Town and Commission’s approval may disadvantage me in negotiation. I suggest the Town
and Commission postpone approval of the flawed SEIR until the Project Owner possesses the legal right
to the project therein described, or correct the SEIR to accurately reflect a project to which the Project
Owner has the legal right.
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8. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PHYLLIS ST. GEORGE AND JOHN
ROTH, DATED AUGUST 12, 2014.

8-1 Refer to Response to Comment 6-1.

Final. September 2014 2-44 Response to Comments
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Jen Daugherty

From: Geoffrey Hill <hillgema@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 16, 2014 7:59 AM
To: Jen Daugherty
Cc: Annette@AnnetteOltmans.com; Phyllis St. Geor~e ~
Subject: Fwd: SEIR For the Inn at the Village I

AUG 1820Vt
FoNow Up Flag: Corn p~ted ~ThAKES

J en,
Annette Oltmans tried to send the email below but it was bouncing back. She has asked me to try to forward it. Please
let me know that you’ve received this and it is considered valid public comment.

Sent from my iPad

>

> Begin forwarded message:
>

>> From: Annette Oltmans <Annette@Annetteoftrnans.com>
>> Subject: SEIR For the Inn at the Village
>> Date: August 13, 2014 11:11:23 PM POT
>> To: jdaughertv@townofmammothlakes.ce.gov
>>

>> Dear Ms. Daugherty, 9-1
>>

>> As a former board member of Mammoth Fireside during the time of the iStar legal negotiations and obtained
settlement, I can personally attest to the hardship it placed on our Fireside community financially and emotionally to
have to take on such a legal battle to enforce an agreement which was broken without any moral self regulation from
iStar. Since then, we have also had to maintain a partnership with iStar sharing the garage.
>>

>> My husband is President and CEO of a large commercial construction company which has relationships with many
repeat client developers and REITs across the United States. It’s imperative business practice to build relationships with
companies one knows can be trusted to honor their contracts just as it is avoid those who are know to not.
>>

>> ft’s my sincere hope the Town Of Mammoth Lakes will respect the proper steps and order of businessbefore
approving a plan which knowingly violates an agreement which took many years and substantial dollars to enforce.
>>

>> It’s also my sincere hope the Town of Mammoth Lakes will take caution before entering an agreement which has a
high probability of exposing the town to yet another money draining law suit itself. Fireside nor the Town of Mammoth
Lakes should want to spend monies in such a way if they can avoid doing so.
>>

>> Sincerely,
>>

>> Annette Oltmans
>>

>>

>
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9. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ANNETTE OLTMANS, AUGUST 13,
2014.

9-1 Refer to Response to Comment 6-1.
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COMMENT LE1TER 10

Inn at the Village Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
Public Meeting
August 13, 2014

Public Comment — None

Commissioner Comments —

Comm issioner David Harvey: Commissioner Harvey expressed concerns with the Town’s 10 1
position on the Private Agreement.

Mr. Harvey expressed concerns regarding the delivery of commercial goods to the project site,
as North Village has a problem with deliveries already. This issue is particularly bad along
Minaret Road, in the vicinity of the project site. Mr. Harvey would like the Applicant to consider 10-2
using the existing Mammoth Mountain Ski Area loading dock next to 8050. He is also
concerned that the proposed pedestrian stairs/porte-cochere may encourage deliveries off of
Minaret Road as well as parking for other loading/unloading activities.

Mr. Harvey requests more detail pertaining to the re-sizing and functionality of the proposed
streetscape improvements along Minaret Road. 10-3

Mr. Harvey requests clarification of the shading impacts on Minaret Road and other properties.
Mr. Harvey is concerned about the resultant shading onto businesses across Minaret Road, 10-4
which should be addressed in the EIR.

Commissioner Elizabeth Tenney: Commissioner Tenney is concerned about pedestrian
access. Ms. Tenney feels that the project could better integrate pedestrians and requests that 10-5
pedestrian connection to the Mammoth Crossing sites (now Mammoth Brewing Company) be
provided.

Ms. Tenny feels that the project may appear “looming” and requests if more information can be
provided regarding if the structure could “turn the corner” better; if this is the case, this could 10-6
impact shadelshadow. Ms. Tenny is concerned about shade/shadow impacts.

Madame Chair adeleine “Mickey” Brown: Madame Chair Brown requests and alternative
development sites be considered. The Draft SEIR’s reasoning is not logical based on how
Minaret Road narrows. Ms. Brown disagrees that there are no alternative sites based on the 10-7
rationale (of enhancing pedestrian integration, etc.), as Minaret Road is too narrow at the project
site. The proposed project does not create a more animated street. Ms. Brown also disagrees
that the proposed pedestrian porte cochere improves pedestrian integration.



Ms. Brown is also concerned about shade/shadow impacts, particularly for commercial uses 10-8
across Minaret Road.

Ms. Brown is concemed about traffic patterns along Minaret Road, which already tend to be 10-9
problematic.



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

10. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE MAMMOTH LAKES PLANNING
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION, DATED AUGUST 13, 2014.

10-1 Refer to Response to Comment 6-1.

10-2 Refer to Response to Comment 5-2.

10-3 Additional detail pertaining to the streetscape improvements proposed by the project along
Minaret Road will be provided to the Commission prior to consideration of the project. The
Commenter does not provide specific comments regarding analysis presented in the Draft
SEIR, and does not raise new environmental information or directly challenge information
provided in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

10-4 As discussed in Response to Comment 5-3, the businesses to the northeast of the project
site are not considered shadow-sensitive. Further, shadow patterns cast onto these
properties would only occur after 12:00 PM during winter months, and the shadow patterns
are anticipated to be similar in character to the large pine trees located throughout these
properties. Refer to Response to Comment 5-3.

10-5 The Town will be constructing a sidewalk along the west side of Minaret Road that would
connect the project site to Main Street/State Route (SR) 203. The sidewalk would continue
east along the north side of Main Street/SR 203 and terminate at Mountain Boulevard. This
sidewalk project is funded through the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP),
and also includes lighting and safety signage. The construction of this sidewalk is anticipated
to start in 2017. The Inn at the Village project includes construction of a permanent
sidewalk along Minaret Road in front of the project. This sidewalk is being designed to
connect searniessly with the STIP funded sidewalk.

10-6 The Commenter notes a potential concern that was also voiced by the Advisory Design
Panel over “larger architectural expression at the southwest corner,” which may appear to
be a “looming” component of the building. The Commenter has requested that the
Applicant consider stepping height down at this corner; “turn corner” in a different way.’
Attachment B, Building Diagrams, of this Response, includes diagrams that illustrate this
portion of the building and the desire to turn the corner in a successful manner. This
holistic €trategy breaks up and steps back the façade in this area such that the scale feels
appropriate. To reiterate this approach, the following has been used to reduce the building’s
overall mass at this corner:

• The overall building height has been reduced from the original 93’-9” down to 80’-
0”. Since this change, the Applicant has also added a new 13’-6” step-back from the
Minaret façade in order to reduce building mass at the corner and provide a stepped
appearance;

• A trellis element has been placed along the corner that further breaks down scale and
enriches the building profile, reinforcing the idea of a building base, a middle, and
reduced mass along the top;

• Materials and colors also vary to create distinct scaling elements: base, middle, and
top;
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• On the Fireside Condominium-facing façade, the upper floor units have been offset
9’-2” from the face of the trellis and balconies below; and

• The stone clad base was lowered from 3 stories to 2 stories at this corner in order to
reduce the mass of this element.

The objective of these strategies was to create a modulated and well-articulated building as it
turns the corner at Minaret Road and opposite the Fireside Condominiums development.

10-7 As discussed in the Draft SEIR, the Applicant has a vested right to develop the proposed
project on the 8050 Building C project site, pursuant to the building permit issued under the
approved Tentative Tract Map 36-229 and Use Permit 2005-01, which approved Building C,
the third and final building in the 8050 complex. Although the Applicant does own other
properties in the NVSP area, these other properties are not yet entitled for future
development (Mammoth Crossing sites located to the south of the project site).
Furthermore, it is a key objective of the proposed project, and a key aspect of its design, to
enhance pedestrian integration and accessibility while improving animation and vibrancy of
the streetscape along Minaret Road at the project site.

The project would not be able to achieve the project objective of providing “an array of
amenities and related back-of-hbuse functions that would allow for the inn to operate
efficiently and attract an experienced and quality hotel operator to reinforce 8050’s quality as
a compelling year-round destination for visitors and locals alike” if the project were not
located adjacent to the existing 8050 buildings. Thus, an alternative development site is not
considered appropriate.

10-8 Refer to Response to Comment 10-4.

10-9 Page 5.3-5 of the Draft SEIR discusses the existing traffic conditions in the project vicinity.
As discussed, the roadway segment of Canyon Boulevard, north of Lake Mary Road,
currently experiences a deficient level of service (LOS) F. Table 5.3-5, Existing With Proiect
Peale Hour Roadway Se~gment Analysis, summarizes the peak hour LOS results of the roadway
segments for existing with project conditions.

As indicated in Table 5.3-5, all study area roadway segments are anticipated to operate at an
acceptable LOS based on the Town’s performance criteria under existing with project
conditions, with the exception of Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road. Although
the project would increase the volume-to-capacity ratio at this segment, significant impacts
would not occur at the adjacent intersections of Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road or
Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street. Therefore, the project would not create a
significant impact to the study area roadway segments under existing with project conditions.
Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Implementation of the proposed project would not change the vehicle conditions at the
driveway at IVilnaret Road because the only vehicles that would exit the parking garage onto
Minaret Road would continue to be the vehicles associated with the 50 parking spaces
assigned to the Fireside Condominiums through a private agreement. No access into the
parking garage is allowed off of Minaret Road; all parking garage access occurs off of
Canyon Boulevard. Also Refer to Response to Comment 5-2.
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Attachment B

Building Diagrams
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3.0 ERRATA

Changes to the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) are noted below. A
double-underline indicates additions to the text; 3triltcthrough indicates deletions to the text.
Changes have been analyzed and responded to in Section 2.0, Rnponse to Comments of the Final SEIR.
The changes to the Draft SEIR do not affect the overall conclusions of the environmental
document. Changes are listed by page and, where appropriate, by paragraph. All mitigation measure
modifications have been reflected in Section 4.0, Mitzgation Monitoring and Reporting Program of the
Final SEIR.

SECTION 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Draft SEIR Page 3-12, Last Paragraph, and Page 3-13, ~ 2~”, 3rd 4th Paragraphs

On November 5, 2003, the Town Council adopted Resolution No. 2003 63, by which the Town
Council identified the “value of cost gap per Employee Housing Unit (EHU)” in the amount of
$52,802. This resulted in the establishment of an Affordable Housing Mitigation In Lieu Fee of
$30,889 per Full Time Employee Equivalent (F~~E), which equates to the $52,802 per EHU. On
August 12, 2004, Mammoth 8050, LLC, the original developer of the 8050 project, and the Town
entered into an In Lieu Fee Agreement for the EHUs (AH In Lieu Fee Agreement) to mitigate the
impact thc proposed 8050 project would have on the availability of workforce housing within the
community, and to provide additional housing credits to the original developer. The AH In Lieu
Fee Agreement eon~ed that at the time, the Town’s value of each EHU was $52,802.
Nonetheless, the AH In Lieu Agreement provides that in exchange for credit for 30 EHUs, the
original developer would pay the Town $3,000,000 ($100,000 per EHU credit), in three separate
payments of $1,000,000, in connection with each phase of the proposed project (e.g., Bmidings A, B,
and C). Pursuant to the AH In Lieu Fee Agreement, the original developer paid the Town in lieu
fees totaling $2,000,000. The original developer, however, did not construct Building C at 8050 and
did not pay the Town the final payment of $1,000,000 when it became due.

At the rate of $100,000 per EHU, the $2,000,000 that the original developer paid the Town in
mitigation fees yielded credits for 20 EHUs. In addition, the original developer received credit for
two EHUs for demolishing two commercial buildings on the project site, for a total of 22 EHUs.
The construction of Buildings A and B by the original developer generated a demand for 17.5
EHUs. Therefore, the 8050 project maintains a credit of 4.5 EHUs.

The Al-I In Lieu Fee Agreement provides as follows: “In the event the formula for calculating
housing requirements shall be changed prior to the Remaining Credits being uti1li~ed to offset
housing mitigation requirements, the value of such Remaining Credits shall be applied in
conformance with the formulas in effect at the time of use of the Remaining Credits.” Since the
effective date of the AH In Lieu Fee Agreement, the Town has changed its affordable housing
policy. The Town’s interim housing policy (Town Council Resolution 09 76) now requires that 10
percent of the total project units be provided for on site affordable housing; however, an Affordable
Housing Mitigation Plan (Al-IMP) may be approved instead of providing on site housing if a
substantial additional affordable housing benefit is achieved.
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The Applicant proposes to construct up to 67 bedrooms in Building C. Pursuant to thc Town’s
interim housing policy, those 67 bedrooms would require the Applicant to provide 6.7 bedrooms
(6.7 EHUs) on the project site. Since each of the project’s 4.5 existing EHU credits was generated at
the rate of $100,000 per EHU (which is 189W~ of the then value of $52,802 per EHU), the Town has
already achieved a substantial additional affordable housing benefit for each of the project’s 1.5
EHU credits. Therefore, the Applicant will apply for an AHMP which confirms that no additional
housing mitigation is required beyond the Application of the project’s existing credit of 1.5 EHUs.
The Town and Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc. would evaluate the Applicants Al-IMP request.&r
the Town’s Interim Affordable Housing Policy (Council Resolution 09-76). the proposed proiect
would be required to provide on-site workforce housing at a rate of lO% of the market rate rooms
(i.e. 67 rooms) unless an Alternate Housing Miti~tion Plan ~AH~) is approved. An AHMP may
be approved if on-site mitigation is undesirable for the community or infeasible and there would be
substantial additional affordable housing benefit derived from the AHMP. The Applicant has
reauested an AHMP that nronoses conformance to the Housing Ordinance in effect at the time of
building permit submittal. The Applicant’s AHMP would be subject to approval by the Town
nursuant to the Interim Affordable Housincr Policy.

Draft SEIR Page 3-12, 6th Paragraph

The property owner, iStar, has an agreement with Mammoth Mountain Ski Area (MIVISA) to provide
up to 50 parking spaces on property owned by iStar. To date, iStar has been providing these spaces
in the existing 8050 parking structure. Once the proposed project is developed, it is assumed that
no spaces would be available in the 8050 parking structure for MMSA parking during peak
occupancy periods. Consistent with the flexible terms of the above-referenced agreement, iStar
anticipates providing the MMSA spaces at one or more other properties owned by iStar, such as the
Mammoth Crossing properties along Lake Mary Road and Minaret Road.

It should also be noted that a parking agreement exists bthveen the Mammoth Hillside property and
the 8050 property in favor of the latter. The Mammoth Hillside property is located on the west side
of Canyon Boulevard across from the 8050 property. This agreement provides 8050 parking for up
to 50 vehicles at one time at the Mammoth Hillside property. These 50 parking spaces are not
considered in the Draft SEIR parkinc’ analysis, as the Mammoth Hillside proper~ has not been
developed and these spaces do not currently exist.

Draft SEIR Page 3-15, 3rd Paragraph

The project proposes a new fire lane along Minaret Road, to the south of the existing parking
structure cntrancc exit for the 50 Fireside Condominium parking spaces.
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SECTION 5.1, LAND USE AND RELEVANT PLANNING

Draft SEIR Page 5.1-33, Table 5.1-2, Housing, Housing Mix, Hi, Basis of Analysis

Housing
Project nrnvidp.c hI-~i,.cinn ~nnnth,nitip~ ti, ~nh~nr~~ th~ qualif v of life of the town~s workforce.

True $2M provided per in
lieu houcingProviding quality,

diverse, and livable Project provides a mix of False agreementhousing sizes, types, and Afternate Housinahousing Hi affordability, including Mftioation Plan
opportunities within housing on-site NA or TBD (AHMP~ to be

Housing Mix the community reviewed and
increases qualfty of anoroved by the Town
life for workers and —

reduces vehicle Project exceeds D True Project proposes to
travel impacts. H2 workforce/affordable False use existing credfts to

housing requirements NA or TBD meet requirements

SECTION 5.2, AESTHETICS/LIGHT AND GLARE

Draft SEIR Page 5.2-25, No. 4

4. Eitrphasi~e Sunl~ght — As discussed in Impact Statement AES-6 below, the proposed project
would result in increased shade along Minaret Road and public sidewalks, compared to the
approved 8050 Building C massing. Howcvcr, Additional Mitigation Mca3urc3 havc bccn
providcd in ordcr to cn~urc public safcty along strccts and sidcwalk3.

SECTION 5.3 TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION
[Note these changes are also applicable to Section 1.0, Executive Summary, of the Draft SEIR.]

Draft SEIR Pages 1-21, 1-22, 5.3-12, and 5.3-13, Additional Mitigation Measures Heading

TRA-1 Prior to issuance of any Building Permits, a Construction Management Plan shall be
submitted for review and approval by the Community and Economic Development
Department Planning Manager. The Construction Management Plan shall, at a
minimum, address the following:

• Traffic control for any street closure, detour, or other disruption to traffic
circulation.

• Identify the routes that construction vehicles would utilize for the delivery of
construction materials (i.e., lumber, tiles, piping, windows, etc.), to access the site,
traffic controls and detours, and proposed construction phasing plan for the project.

• Specify the hours during which transport activities can occur and methods to
mitigate construction-related impacts to adjacent streets.

• Require the Applicant to keep all haul routes clean and free of debris, including but
not limited to gravel and dirt as a result of its operations. The Applicant shall clean
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adjacent streets, as directed by the Town Engineer (or representative of the Town
Engineer), of any material which may have been spilled, tracked, or blown onto
adjacent streets or areas.

• The scheduling of hauling or transport of oversize loads shall avoid peak hour traffic
periods to the maximum extent feasible, unless approved otherwise by the Town
Engineer. No hauling or transport shall be allowed during nighttime hours or
Federal holidays. All hauling and transport activities shall comply with Municipal
Code Chapter 8.16, Noise Regulation.

• Haul trucks entering or exiting public streets shall at all times yield to the public
traffic.

• If hauling operations cause any damage to existing pavement, streets, curbs, and/or
gutters along the haul route, the Applicant shall be fully responsible for repairs. The
repairs shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Town Engineer.

• All constructed-related parking and staging of vehicles shall be kept out of the
adjacent public roadways and shall occur within the identified construction staging
area.

• This Plan shall meet standards established in the current California Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Device (MUTCD) as well as Town of Mammoth Lakes.,and
California Department of Transportation (as applicable’~ requirements.

SECTION 5.7 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Draft SEIR Page 5.7-1, ~ ~th Paragraphs

Water Supply

The project site is served by the MCWD. The 2010 UWMP was adopted in November 2011. Based
on the 2010 UWI\’IP, the MCWD has 3,660 water service connections and relies on water supply
provided by local surface water, ground water, recycled water, and savings from water conservation
(demand management) measures.

The MCWD has two water right licenses and one nermit issued by the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB’~ that entitle the MCWD to both store and divert surface water at Lake
Mary. allowing up to a maximum annual surface water diversion of 2.760 acre-feet (permitted by the
State~ with the exception of future water demands including water diversions, extractions, and
deliveries in the MCWD’s service area not exceeding 4.387 acre-feet per year (AFY’~ per a recent
settlement agreement between Los Angeles Denartment of Water and Power (DWTh and the
MCWD. However. actual diversions are typically si~nificandv lower due to the combined influence
of natural variability in snownack runoff quantity and timing. limited storage to manage the variable
runoff, mismatch between the seasonal trends in supply availability and community water demands.
and compliance with the monthly minimum Mammoth Creek fishery bypass.
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Surface Water. The MCWD utilizes surface water as the primary water source when it is available
because less energy and fewer chemicals are required to divert, treat, and deliver water from the Lake
Mary Water Treatment Plant (‘XJTP). Surface water requires minimal treatment, and the supply is
gravity-fed to almost the entire service area. inc 1vLcwj_.~ ha3 two watcr rignt llCC~3C3 ann onc
pcrmit issucd by thc Statc Watcr Rcsourcc3 Control Board (SWRCB) that cntitlc thc MC’X1) to
both storc and divcrt surfacc watcr at Lakc Mary, allowing up to a maximum annual 3urfacc watcr
divcrsion of 2,760 acrc fcct with thc cxccption of futurc watcr dcmands including watcr divcrsions,
cxtractlons, and ddivcrics in thc MCWD’s service area not exceeding 1,387 acre feet per year (A~
pcr a rcccnt 3ctdemcnt agrccmcnt bctwccn Los Angeles Department of Watcr and Power (DWP)
and thc MCWD. Howcvcr, actual diversions arc typically significantly lower due to thc combincd
influence of natural variability in snowpack runoff quantity and timing, limited storagc to managc
thc variable mnoff mismatch between the scasonal trcnds in supply availability and community
watcr demands, and compliance with thc monthly minimum Mammoth Crcck fishcry bypass.
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4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING
AND REPORTING PROGRAM

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that when a public agency completes an
environmental document which includes measures to mitigate or avoid significant environmental
effects, the public agency must adopt a reporting or monitoring program. This requirement ensures
that environmental impacts found to be significant will be mitigated. The reporting or monitoring
program must be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation (Public Resources
Code Section 21081.6).

In compliance with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, Table 1, Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Check/is4 has been prepared for the Inn at the Village (the proposed project). This
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Checklist is intended to provide verification that all applicable
mitigation measures relative to significant environmental impacts are monitored and reported.
Monitoring wifi include: 1) verification that each mitigation measure has been implemented; 2)
recordation of the actions taken to implement each mitigation; and 3) retention of records in the
Town of Mammoth Lakes Inn at the Village Project file.

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) delineates responsibilities for
monitoring the project, but also allows the Town flexibility and discretion in determining how best
to monitor implementation. Monitoring procedures will vary according to the type of mitigation
measure. Adequate monitoring consists of demonstrating that monitoring procedures took place
and that mitigation measures were implemented. This includes the review of all monitoring reports,
enforcement actions, and document disposition, unless otherwise noted in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Checklist (Table 1). If an adopted mitigation measure is not being
properly implemented, the designated monitoring personnel shall require corrective actions to
ensure adequate implementation.

Reporting consists of establishing a record that a mitigation measure is being implemented, and
generally involves the following steps:

• The Town distributes reporting forms to the appropriate entities for verification of
compliance.

• Departments/agencies with reporting responsibilities will review the Modified Initial Study,
Draft SEIR, and Final SEIR, which provide general background information on the reasons
for including specified mitigation measures.

• Problems or exceptions to compliance will be addressed to the Town as appropriate.

• Periodic meetings may be held during project implementation to report on compliance of
mitigation measures.

• Responsible parties provide the Town with verification that monitoring has been conducted
and ensure, as applicable, that mitigation measures have been implemented. Monitoring
compliance may be documented through existing review and approval programs such as
field inspection reports and plan review.
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• The Town prepares a reporting form periodically during the construction phase and an
annual report summarizing all project mitigation monitoring efforts.

• Appropriate mitigation measures will be included in construction documents and/or
conditions of permits/approvals.

Minor changes to the MMRP, if required, would be made in accordance with CEQA and would be
permitted after further review and approval by the Town. No change will be permitted unless the
MMRP continues to satisfy the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6.

The following subsections of the Draft SEIR contain a detailed environmental analysis of the
existing conditions, project impacts (including direct and indirect, short-term, long-term, and
cumulative impacts), recommended mitigation measures, and unavoidable significant impacts, if any.
Based on the Modified Initial Study, as stated in Appendix 11.1. Modified Initial Study and Notice ~f
Preparation, no significant impacts or no new significant impacts beyond those identified in the
Subsequent Pro~gram En,iironmental Impact Reportfor the North Villa~ge 1999 Specific Plan Amendment (1999
SPEIR) would occur in regard to the following environmental issue areas:

• Agricultural Resources;
• Biological Resources;
• Cultural Resources;
• Geology and Soils;
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
• Hydrology and Water Quality;
• Mineral Resources;
• Population and Housing;
• Public Services; and
• Recreation.

As a result, these issues are addressed in Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not To Be S4~’nificant. In accordance
with Appendix G of the CE~QA Guidelines, the following environmental issue areas were determined
to have a potentially significant impact, as identified in Appendix 11.1, and have been included
within this SEIR for further analysis:

• Aesthetics/Light and Glare;
• Air Quality;
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions;
• Land Use and Planning;
• Noise;
• Traffic, Circulation, and Parking; and
• Utilities and Service Systems.

For the purposes of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR, impacts were analyzed in each
environmental issue area for the proposed project. If necessary, mitigation measures were
recommended in order to reduce any significant impacts. As the SEIR was prepared for the Inn at
the Village, the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures were applied as appropriate. The “Mitigation
Measures” are project-specific measures that would be required of the project to avoid a significant
adverse impact; to minimize a significant adverse impact; to rectify a significant adverse impact by
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restoration; to reduce or eliminate a significant adverse impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations; or to compensate for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environment. Modifications to the 1999 .SPEIR mitigation measures are made in
3trlkcthrough and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SEIR mitigation measures have
been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in a project-specific
manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature). Where further Mitigation Measures were
required beyond what was recommended in the 1999 SPEIR, Additional Mitigation Measures were
prescribed.
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Table 1

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING CHECKLIST

Mitigation .. . Implementation . . Monitoring VERIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE
tigation Measure Timing Tuning

Number esponsibility esponsibility Initials Date Remarks

AESTHETICS/LIGHT AND GLARE
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

5.3-ij Construction equipment stacini~ areas shall use Applicant Prior to Community and Prior to
appropriate screenine~ (ic.. temporary fencini~ Construction Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
with opaque materiaI~ to buffer views of Contractor Building Permit Development Building
construction equipment and material from Department Permit Review
public and sensitive viewers (e.pc. residents and Planning of Grading
mororisrs/bicvclists/pedestrians~. when Manager Plans
feasible. Staging locations shall be indicated
on ~~roject Building Permit and Grading
Plans and shall be subject to review by the
Town of Mammoth Lakes Community and
Economic Development Department Plannini~
Manaoer Dircctor in accordance with th~
Municipal Code requirements.

5.3-id The landscape design for the site shall Applicant Prior to Community and Prior to
maximize the use of existing vegetation, and Certified Landscape Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
where new plants are introduced, they shall Architect Building Permit Development Building
include, and or blend with, plants native to the Department Permit Review
Mammoth Lakes environment Landscaoinie Planning of Landscape
shall be tolerant of shaded areas, where Manager Plans
applicable. Landscape plans for the site shall
be completed by a certified landscape architect.

5.3-2b The architectural style for the development Applicant Prior to Community and Prior to
shall blend with the site’s natural setting. Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
Rooflines shall reflect (step down) the slope of Building Permit Development Building
the site, and natural “earth tone” colors and Department Permit! Review
materials such as stone and wood shall be Planning of Project Plans
emphasized. Conformance shall be assured Manager
through the Town’s design review procedures.

5.3-3c The project shall use minimally reflective glass Applicant Prior to Community and Prior to
and all other materials used on th~exterior pf Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
the orooosed buildings and structurcs Building Permit Development Building
(including thc gondola cabins and towcr~ shall Department Permit! Review
be selected with attention to minimizing Planning of Project Plans
reflective glare. Manager
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5.3-3d

Mitigation Measme

Applicant

AES-l Applicant
Construction
Contractor

AES-2 Applicant Prior to
Issuance of a

Building Permit

AES-3

Prior to Community and Prior to
Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a

Building Permit Development Building
Department Permit! Review

Planning of Landscape
Manager Plans

Additional Mitigation Measures
The Applicant shall prepare and submit a Prior to Community and Prior to
construction hauling plan to be reviewed and Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
approved by the Community and Economic Grading Permit Development Grading
Development Department Planning Manager or any Department Permit/ Review
prior to issuance of Grading Permit The Construction Planning of Hauling Plan
hauling plan shall ensure that construction haul Permit Manager
routes minimize impacts to sensitive uses in
the project vicinity.
The Applicant shall prepare and submit an Community and Prior to
outdoor lighting plan pursuant to the Town’s Economic Issuance of a
Lighting Regulations (Section 17.36.030, Development Building
O,,tdoor Lighlhi,g PIa,,s, of the Municipal Code) Department Permit! Review
to the Community and Economic Planning of Outdoor
Development Planning Manager that includes Manager Lighting Plan
a footcandle map illustrating the amount of
light from the project site at adjacent light
sensitive receptors.
Landscape lighting should be designed as an Community and Prior to
integral part of the project. Lighting levels Economic Issuance of a
shall respond to the type, intensity, and Development Building
location of use. Safety and security for Department Permit! Review
pedestrians and vehicular movements must be Planning of Outdoor
anticipated. Lighting fixture locations shall not Manager Lighting Plan
interfere or impair snow storage or snow
removal operations. Light fixtures shall have
cut-off shields to prevent light spill and glare
into adjacent areas.

AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES
No mitigation measures are required.

Applicant Prior to
Issuance of a

Building Permit
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nuisance off-site, as specified in the Great
Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District
(GBUAPCDl Rules and Rec’ulations. In order
to reduce fugitive duat emissions, each
development project ahall obtain permita,
needed, from the Town and the State APCD
and hall implcmcntThe followinre measures
shall be implemented during grading and or
construction of the individual development
sites project to ensure compliance with permit
conditions and applicable Town and

,UAPCD requirements.

a. The individual development projects shall
comply with State, ~iEJJAPCD, Town,
and Uniform Building Code dust control
regulations, so as to prevent the soil from
being eroded by wind, creating dust, or
blowing onto a public road or roads or
other public or private property.

b. Adequate watering techniques shall be
employed on a daily basis to partially
mitigate the impact of construction-
generated dust particulates.

Clean-up on construction-related dirt on
approach routes to individual
development the project
sitea/improvementa shall be ensured by
the application of water and/or chemical
dust retardants that solidify loose soils.

Prior to
Issuance of
Grading or

Building Permit
/During

Construction

Prior to
Issuance of
Grading or
Building

Permit/ Review
of Project

Plans/ During
Construction

Mitigation mplementation 1 Monitoring I VERIFICAT ON OF COMPLIANCE
Number Mitigation Measufe R~ibili~ Timing R~,onsib~ Timing ~ Initials Date Remarks

AIR QUALITY
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

5,5-la Prior to aooroval of the proiect plans and Applicant Public Works
specifications, the Public Works Director, or Construction Director
his desip’nee. shall confirm that the olans and Contractor Designee
specifications stipulate that excessive fup’itive
dust emissions shall be controlled by rereular
waterinie or other dust preventive measures
and that fupitive dust shall not cause a
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Mitigation . p ementation . Monitoring VERIFICATION OF COMP CE
Mitigation Measuie . .. T . Tinainn

Num er Responsibility Responsibility Initials Date Remarks

These measures shall be implemented for
construction vehicle access, as directed by
the Town Engineer. Measures shall also
include covering, watering or otherwise
stabilizing all inactive soil piles (left more
than 10 days) and inactive graded areas
(left more than 10 days).

d. Any vegetative ground cover to be
utilized on the individual dcvclopmcnt ib~
project site3/improvcmcnt3 shall be
planted as soon as possible to reduce the
amount of open space subject to wind
erosion. Irrigation shall be installed as
soon as possible to maintain the ground
cover.

e. ~ll trucks hauling dirt, soil or other loose
dirt material shall be covered.

5.5-lb To reduce the potential of spot violations of Applicant Prior to Public Works Prior to
the CO standards and odors from construction Construction Issuance of a Director! Issuance of a
equipment exhaust, unnecessary idling of Contractor Grading or Community and Grading or
construction equipment shall be avoided Building Permit Economic Building
pursuant to CARB anti-idlinr’ re~ulations for /During Development Permit! During
in-use Off Road Diesel Vehicles. naraseranh Construction Department Construction
(d~(3~ (Idlin~. Planning

Manager

5.5-2a In order to reduce emissions associated with Applicant Prior to Public Works Prior to
both mobile and stationary sources (i.e., wood Construction Issuance of a Director Issuance of a
burning stoves and fireplaces), all individual Contractor Building Permit Community and Building Permit
dcvclopmcnt projccta the orooosed orpiect Economic
shall adhere to the regulations contained in the Development
21)U Air Quality Managcmcnt Maintenance Department
Plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes and Planning
Chapter 8.30, Particulate Emission Manager
Regulations, of the Town’s Municipal Code.
The commercial use tenants throughout the
Specific Plan area shall, at a minimum, include
the following, as appropriate:
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Mitigation Measure ... Timing Timing

Number Responsibility Responsibility •mtials Date Remarks

• Bicycle racks, lockers or secure storage

areas for bicycles;
• Transit access, including bus turnouts;

• Site access design shall avoid queuing in
driveways; and

• Mulch, groundcover, and native
vegetation_to reduce dust

5.5-2b ~sel~ The oronosed project shall contribute on Applicant Prior to Public Works Prior to
a fair share basis to the Town’s street sweeping Construction Issuance of a Director Issuance of a
operations in order to reduce emissions and Contractor Building Permit Building Permit
achieve maintain the required Federal standard.

5.5-2c New development within the Specific Plan Applicant Prior to Community and Prior to
area shall not be permitted to utili~c wood Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
burning appliancea unleja the Federal standard Building Permit Development Building Permit
is documented to not be cacccdcd. Prior to Department
aooroval of buildinr~ plans, the Applicant shall Planning
provide confirmation, to the satisfaction of the Manager
Town of Mammoth Lakes Community and
Economic Develooment DeoartmenL that
wood fired stoves or appliances would not be
used on-site

Additional_Mitigation_Measures

AQ-1 Under the Great Basin UnifIed Air Pollution Applicant Prior to Public Works Prior to
Control District (GBUAPCD) Rule 200-A and Construction Issuance of a Director/ Issuance of a
200B, the project Applicant shall apply for a Contractor Grading Permit Community and Grading Permit
Permit To Construct prior to construction, or any Economic
which provides an orderly procedure for the Construction Development
review of new and modified sources of air Permit Department
pollution. Planning

Manager!
GBUAPCD

AQ-2 Under the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Applicant Prior to Public Works Prior to
Control District (GBUAPCD) Rule 216-A Construction Issuance of a Director! Issuance of a
Q’.Jew Source Review Requirement for Contractor Grading Permit Community and Grading Permit
Determining Impact on Air Quality Secondary or any Economic
Sources), the project Applicant shall complete Construction Development
the necessary permitting approvals prior to Permit Department
commencement of construction activities. Planning

Manager
V GBUAPCD -______
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Mitigation Measuie . .. Timing . T

umber Responsibility esponsibthty Initials Date Remarks

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

5.9-2a The project shall preserve existing native Applicant Prior to Community and Prior to
vegetation to the maximum extent feasible. Certified Landscape Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
Landscaping shall emphasize the use of native Architect Grading Permit Development Grading
plants indigenous to the Jeffrey Pine-Fit Forest or any Department Permit! Review
plant community. Whenevet possible, native Construction Planning of Landscape
plants used on-site shall be subject to the Permit that Manager Plans
Design Review procedure of the Town. would Impact

existing
vegetation

5.9-2b Landscape materials shall be used that allow Applicant Prior to Community and Prior to
for the protection and preservation of existing Certified Landscape Issuapce of a Economic Issuance of a
trees. Native plant species, preferably from Architect Building Permit Development Building
seed or cuttings from local plants, shall be used Department Permit Review
where possible. The Landscape Plan shall be Planning of Landscape
approved by the Town Planning Director Manager Plans
Manacer prior to issuance of any construction
permits.

5.9-2c Irrigation, fertilization, and other landscape Applicant Prior to Community and Prior to
management practices shall be designed to Certified Landscape Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
minimize effects on existing trees and other Architect Building Permit Development Building
vegetation. Department Permit Review

Planning of Landscape
Manager Plans

5.9-2d To the extent possible, native vegetation shall Applicant Prior to Community and Prior to
be retained and protected during construction. Certified Landscape Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
A Revegetation Plan, prepared by a qualified Architect Building Permit Development Building
Landscape Architect and approved by the Department Permit Review
Town of Mammoth Lakes, shall be completed Planning of Landscape
prior to the commencement of the project, Manager Plans
which will describe in detail the species of trees
and shrubs which will be used, where they will
be planted, and in what numbers, and the
methods of planting and maintenance which
will ensure successful growth. It shall include
a monitoring program to follow the progress
of new plantings and ensure replacement of
unsuccessful plants. Landscaping with native
species of trees and shrubs shall be undertaken
to enhance wildlife use of cleared areas.
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Mitigation . Implementation . . Monitoring VEBIFICA.TION OF COMPLIANCE
Mitigation Measure Timing TimingNumber Responsibility esponsability Initials Date Remarks

5.9-2f All construction activities, including movement Applicant Prior to Public Works Prior to
and storage of vehicles and the storage of Construction Issuance of a Director Issuance of a
building and other materials, shall be confined Contractor Building or Community and Building
to areas slated for development. Care shall be Grading Permit Economic Permit! Review
taken during construction to avoid damage to During Development of Grading
vegetation and habitats not directly involved in Construction Department Plans! During
project construction. Any vegetation Planning Construction
inadvertently damaged outside of the area Manager
slated for development shall be replaced on a
one-to-one basis on- or off-site. Off-site
replacement shall require the approval of the
Town Planning Directory Manager.

5.9-2j Construction and site development, such as Applicant Prior to Public Works Prior to
grading and trenching, shall be prohibited Construction Issuance of a Director! Issuance of a
within the dripline of retained trees. Contractor Building Permit Community and Building
Equipment shall ri~Lbe stored or driven under During Economic Permit! Review
trees. Grading shall not cover the ground Construction Development of Grading
surface within the dripline of existing trees. Department Plans During
Grading limits shall be clearly defined and Planning Construction
protected. Manager

Additional_Mitigation_Measures
No additional mitigation measures are
required.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

5.11-ic In the event that a material of potential cultural Applicant During Community and During
significance is uncovered during grading Construction Construction Economic Construction
activities on the project site, all grading in the Contractor Development
area of the uncovered material shall cease and Professional Department
the project applicant shall retsin a professional Archaeologist Planning
archaeologist to evaluate the quality and Manager
significance of the material. Grading shall not
continue in the area where a material of
potential cultural significance is uncovered
until resources have been completely removed
by the archaeologist and recorded as
appropriate.
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‘itigation J I Implementation I Monitoring VEIUFIQ~TION OF COMPUANCE
TimingNumber Mitigation Measure esponsi&ihty Timing ~ Responsibility Initials Date Remarks

5.11-2 Scc Mitigation Mcaaurc 5.11; in addition, ilf Applicant/ Community and
human remains are discovered, work shall Construction Economic
cease and an appropriate representative of Contractor! Development
Native American Indian groups and the Professional Department
County Coroner shall both be informed and Archaeologist Planning
consulted, as required by State law. Manager

Additional Mitigation Measures

No additional mitigation measures are
required.

During
Construction

During
Construction

GEOLOGY
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

No 1999 SPEW mitigation measures are
applicable or required.

Additional Mitigation Measures

No additional mitigation measures are
required.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

At the time of the 1999 SPEW document
preparation, the CEQA Guidelines did not
expressly address global climate change, and
GHG analyses were not required under
CEQA.

Additional Mitigation Measures

No additional mitigation measures are
required.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

No 1999 SPEW mitigation measures are
applicable or required.

Additional Mitigation Measures
No additional mitigation measures are
required. L IL
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I Mitigation I m • lementation I Monitoring VE1~1FICATI®N €)F C(~)MPUANCE
Number Mitigation Measure • ea. .nsibiiity Timing esponsibility Initials Date RemarksTng

5.8-ic Applicant
Certified Landscape

Architect

HYDROLOGY
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

The following water conservation procedures Community and Prior to
shall be incorporated in the project elements Economic Issuance of a
where feasible: Development Building

Department Permit/ Review
• Landscape with low water-usingplants; Planning of Landscape
• Install efficient irrigation systems that Manager Plans

minimize runoff and evaporation and
maximize the water that will reach the
plant roots, such as drip irrigation, soil
moisture sensors, and automatic irrigation
systems; and

• Use pervious paving materials whenever
feasible.

Additional Mitigation Measures
No additional mitigation measures are
required.

LAND USE AND PLANNING
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

No additional 1999 SPEW mitigation
measures are applicable to this topical area;
refer to Section 5.2. Aesthetics/L.i≤’hI aad C/art.

Additional Mitigation Measures
No additional mitigation measures are
required.

MINERAL RESOURCES
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

No 1999 SPEW mitigation measures are
applicable or required.

Additional Mitigation Measures

No additional mitigation measures are
required. _________ ________________

I N N
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Mitigation easure T . Timing

Number Responsibihty Responsibility Initia ~ Date Remarks

NOISE
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

5.6-la Prior to issuance of any Gradine- Permit, the Applicant Prior to Public Works Prior to
Director of Public Works and the Bujldjrn~ Construction Issuance of a Director Issuance of a
Official shall confirm that the Gradin~ Plan. Contractor Grading Permit Building Official Grading Permit
Buildin~ Plan, and specifications stioulate that and Building and Building
construction activities shall not rake olace Permit Permit! During
outside of the allowable hours specified by Construction
Pursuant to ChaptcrSection 8.16.090 of the
Town’s Municipal Code.Ordinancc,
construction activitics shall be limited to thc
hours of £7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Monday
through Saturday and prohibited on Sunday or
holidays, or as otherwise permitted by
ChaptcrSection 8.16.090),.

5.6-lb Prior to Gradinc~ Permit issuance, all Applicant Prior to Public Works Prior to
€~onstruction equipment. fixed or mobile. Construction Issuance of a Director Issuance of a
shall be muffled or controlled, if required, to Contractor Grading Permit Grading
meet Chapter 8.16 requirements for maximum or any Permit! During
noise generated by construction equipment. Construction Construction
Contracts shall specify that engine-driven Permit
equipment be fitted with appropriate noise
mufflers.

Additional M tigation Measures
N-I Prior to Grading Permit issuance, the Applicant Prior to Community and Prior to

Applicant shall provide a qualified “Noise Construction Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
Disturbance Coordinator.” The Disturbance Contractor Noise Grading Permit Development Grading
Coordinator shall be responsible for Disturbance or any Department Permit During
responding to any local complaints about Coordinator Construction Planning Construction
construction, noise. When a complaint is Permit! During Manager
received, the Disturbance Coordinator shall Construction
notify the Town within 24-hours of the
complaint and determine the cause of the
noise complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad
muffler, etc.) and shall implement reasonable
measures to resolve the complaint, as deemed
acceptable by the Community and &onomic
Development Department Planning Manager.
The contact name and the telephone number
for the Disturbance Coordinator shall be
clearly posted on-site.

Final • September 2014 -. - 4-13 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program



CALIFORNIA

Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
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Mitigation Measure ... Timing ... Timing

Number Responsibility Responsibility Initia s Date Remarks

N-2 Prior to Grading Permit issuance, during Applicant! Prior to Community and Prior to
construction, stationary construction Construction Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
equipment shall be placed such that emitted Contractor Grading Permit Development Grading
noise is directed away from sensitive noise or any Department Permit During
receivers (e.g., along Minaret Road and away Construction Planning Construction
from the Fireside at the Village Permit! During Manager
condominiums). Construction

N-3 Mechanical equipment shall be placed as far Applicant Prior to Community and Prior to
practicable from sensitive receptors. Construction Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
Additionally, the following shall be considered Contractor Grading or Development Grading or
prior HVAC installation: proper selection and Building Department Building
sizing of equipment, installation of equipment Permit! During Planning Permit! During
with proper acoustical shielding, and Construction Manager Construction
incorporating the use of parapets into the
building design.

POPULATION AND HOUSING
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

No 1999 SPEW mitigation measures are
applicable or required.

Additional Mitigation Measures

No additional mitigation measures are
required.

PUBLIC SERVICES
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

5.10-la Each projcctThe Aoolicant shall contribute a Applicant Prior to Fire Chief Prior to
fair share financial contribution for an Issuance of a Issuance of a
emergency services facility (fire and police) to Building Permit Building Permit
be located on the site of Fire Station No. 1 on
Main StreeL

5.10-lb Access roads to all structures, and areas of use, Applicant Prior to Fire Chief Prior to
shall comply with Mammoth Lakes Fire Issuance of a Issuance of a
Protection District~ Building Permit Building Permit
~.

5.10-ic An approved water supply system capable of Applicant Prior to Fire Chief Prior to
supplying required fire flow for fire protection Issuance of a Issuance of a
purposes, as determined by the Fire District, Building Permit Building Permit
shall be provided.
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5.10-3 In accordance with A.B. 2926, the developer Applicant Prior to Community and Prior to
shall pay Developer Fees for commercial use, Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
and foot for residential uses (condominiums). Building Permit Development Building Permit

Department
Planning
Manager

5.l0-4a The ~ e~eei—~e~ueui shall Applicant Prior to Community and Prior to
contribute a fair share financial contribution in Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
accordance with the Town’s DIF Mitigation Building Permit Development Building Permit
Program c3t&bli3hcd Rc3olution 93 06. Department

Planning
Manager

Additional Mitigation Measures
No additional mitigation measures are
required. -

RECREATION
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures
5.10-4a Refer to Mitigation Measure 5.1O-4a. I I I
Additional Mitigation Measures

No additional mitigation measures are
required.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

No 1999 SPEW mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional_Mitigation_Measures
TRA-l Prior to issuance of any Building Permits, a Applicant! Prior to Community and Prior to

Construction Management Plan shall be Construction Issuance of a Economic Issuance of a
submitted for review and approval by the Contractor Building Permit Development Building Permit
Community and Economic Development Department
Department Planning Manager. The Planning
Construction Management Plan shall, at a Manager Public
minimum, address the following Works Director

California
• Traffic control for any street closure, Department of

detour, or other disruption to traffic Transportation
circulation.

• Identify the routes that construction
vehicles would utilize for the delivery of

I I I I
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T •ngNumber ~°~‘ Measure Rca nsibility Timing Responsibility nitials Date Remarks

construction materials (i.e., lumber, tiles,
piping, windows, etc.), to access the site,
traffic controls and detours, and proposed
construction phasing plan for the project

• Speci(~i the hours during which transport
activities can occur and methods to
mitigate construction-related impacts to
adjacent streets.

• Require the Applicant to keep all haul
routes clean and free of debris, including
but not limited to gravel and dirt as a result
of its operations. The Applicant shall clean
adjacent streets, as directed by the Town
Engineer (or representative of the Town
Engineer), of any material which may have
been spilled, tracked, or blown onto
adjacent streets or areas.

• The scheduling of hauling or transport of
oversize loads shall avoid peak hour traffic
periods to the maximum extent feasible,
unless approved otherwise by the Town
Engineer. No hauling or transport shall be
allowed during nighttime hours or Federal
holidays. All hauling and transport
activities shall comply with Municipal Code
Chapter 8.16, Noise R~guIaiioii.

• Haul trucks entering or exiting public
streets shall at all times yield to the public
traffic.

• If hauling operations cause any damage to
existing pavement, streets, curbs, and/or
gutters along the haul route, the Applicant
shall be fully responsible for repairs. The
repairs shall be completed to the
satisfaction of the Town Engineer.
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• All constructed-related parking and staging
of vehicles shall be kept out of the adjacent
public roadways and shall occur within the
identified construction staging area.

• This Plan shall meet standards established
in the current California Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Device
(MUTCD) as well as Town of Mammoth
Lakes and California Deoartment of
Transoortation (as aoolicablel
requirements.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures

5.10-9 Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant Prior to Public Works Prior to
applicant shall provide an Integrated Solid Issuance of a Director Issuance of a
Waste Management Plan (ISWMP) consistent Building Permit Building Permit
with the Town’s SRRE. The plan shall
address, at a minimum, the following
measures: conatruction demolition; recycling;
compo3tin~ source reduction programs;
storage areas for collected recyclable materials,
and disposal of hazardous waste materials used
on-site.

5.10-8 Prior to huildinr~ permit issuance..3~the project Applicant Prior to Fire Chief Prior to
~pplicant shall comolv with all aoolicable Issuance of a Mammoth Issuance of a
Municipal and Fire Code requirements and pay Building Permit Community Building Permit
the appropriate fees to the MCWD....~ad Water District
MLFPD. All new water conveyance facilitica
ahall bc inatallcd within public righta of way or
utility Caacmcnto.

5.10-7 Prior to buildine’ nermit issuance. ~the project Applicant Prior to Mammoth Prior to
~pp1icant shall comnlv with all annlicable Issuance of a Community Issuance of a
Municipal Code requirements and pay the Building Permit Water District Building Permit
appropriate fees to the MCWD. All new
waritcwatcr conveyance facilities shall be
inatalled within public rights of way or utility
caacmenra.
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Additional Mitigation Measures
No additional mitigation measures are I I I I I I

I required. I I
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This CD contains the Inn at the Village Public Review Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report (Draft SEIR) and Appendices. The 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and the 1999
SPEIR and associated Technical Appendices can be found on the Town of Mammoth Lakes web
site at: http://www.townofmammothlakes.ca.gov/index.aspx?NID= 159
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Town of Mammoth Lakes (Town) undertook analysis of the proposed Inn at the Village (the
project or proposed project) and evaluated it against the standards set forth in Public Resources
Code, Section 21166 and State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section
15162. That analysis is set forth in the Modified Initial Study attached hereto as Appendix 11.1,
Modified Initial Study and Notice of Pnparation. The Town is the Lead Agency under CEQA and has
determined that a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is required for the proposed
project (State Clearinghouse No. 2014032081)1. This SEIR has been prepared in conformance with
CEQA (California Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.); CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.); and the rules, regulations,
and procedures for the implementation of CEQA, as adopted by the Town. The principal CEQA
Guidelines sections governing content of this document include Article 9 (Contents of Environmental
Impact Reports) (Sections 15120 through 15132), and Section 15162 (Subsequent EIRs and Ne~gative
Declarations).

1.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND

The North Village Specific Plan (NVSP) was adopted in 1991 and has been amended several times.
The NVSP establishes development regulations for approximately 64 acres located around Minaret
Road, Main Street/Lake Mary Road, and Canyon Boulevard. The intent of the NVSP is to develop
a cohesive, pedestrian-oriented resort activity node, and to provide a year-round focus for visitor
activity within the town. The Final Environmental Impact Report North Villa~ge Specific Plan (1991 PEIR),
dated February 1991, was certified along with the adoption of the NVSP in 1991. In 1994, the North
Villqge Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report Addendum (1994 PEIR Addendum), dated May 1994,
was prepared for an amendment to the NVSP, and in 2000, the Subsequent Program Environmental
Impact Reportfor the North Villa&e 1999 Specific Plan Amendment (1999 SPEIR), dated October 13, 2000,
was certified for an update to the NVSP. The most recent amendment to the NVSP was in 2009 for
the Mammoth Crossing Project (Mammoth Crossing), which established tailored development
standards (e.g., density, height, setbacks, lot coverage) for certain NVSP properties. As part of that
effort, the Town also prepared the North Village District Planning Study, which was accepted by the
Town Council in July 2009.

Several projects have been approved under the NVSP, resulting in the development or
redevelopment of various properties in the area. One of these projects is the 8050 project
(encompassing the project site), which consists of a three-phased development. The certified 1999
SPEIR was found to adequately cover and address the 8050 project. The first two phases of the
8050 project, Buildings A and B, have been completed, as well as the parking structure that would
serve all three phases, Buildings A, B, and C. On April 27, 2005, the Planning Commission of the
Town of Mammoth Lakes approved Tentative Tract Map 36-229 and Use Permit 2005-01, which
approved Building C, the third and final building in the 8050 complex. The requisite building permit

1 The Town determined that a supplemental EIR was not appropriate for the proposed project, since the

necessary additions and changes to the SPEIR are not considered to be minor and are of a project-specific nature rather
than programmatic, as with the 1999 SPEIR (discussed below).
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was subsequently issued by the Town to allow for construction of the approved Building C, which
totaled 41,134 square feet and included 21 residential condominiums with a total of 33 bedrooms.
The proposed Inn at the Village project is a redesign of Building C.

1.3 PROJECT SUMMARY

The project proposes a seven-story hotel that includes hotel rooms, food and beverage, spa, outdoor
pool/jacuzzis, and landscaping elements. The hotel, totaling 64,750 gross square feet of buildable
floor area, would consist of a maximum lodging room count of up to 67 rooms. The project would
be built on top of the existing parking podium.

The project proposes to amend the approved 8050 project to address the current performance
deficiencies in the existing 8050 project and the NVSP area. The project would necessitate three
amendments to the NVSP: (1) an increase in the allowable development density for the project site,
including allowing a transfer of 30 rooms from the Mammoth Crossing site (MC zone); (2) an
increase in the allowable building height; and (3) a reduction in the required front yard setbacks
along Minaret Road. The current Application would supersede the approved 8050 project and seek
entitlement/permitting for a proposed hotel (with the requisite market requirement to retain
flexibility with respect to ownership structures [e.g., traditional hotel, condominium-hotel, etc.]).

The following list summarizes the components of the project:

Density

The maximum allowable building density within the NVSP RG zone is 55 rooms per acre. The
8050 property is 79,798 square feet or approximately 1.83 acres, yielding an allowable density of
101 rooms at 55 rooms per acre2. The existing Buildings A and B of the 8050 project include 28
units with an overall total of 57 bedrooms, and the existing commercial in Building B equates to
seven rooms. Therefore, a maximum of 37 rooms would be allowed for Building C without a
density amendment to the NVSP.

Given the project’s maximum room count of up to 67 rooms, the project proposes a
zoning amendment for the shortfall of 30 bedrooms and not including commercial space
towards the maximum allowable building density. However, this deficiency is proposed
to be mitigated by way of density transfer of a like-kind number of bedrooms from the
nearby Mammoth Crossing property that is also owned by the project Applicant. This
density transfer requires an amendment to the NVSP because density transfers are not
currently permitted between zones (i.e., from the MC zone to the RG zone). The 8050
project would have a maximum density of 72 rooms per acre pursuant to a density
transfer of 30 rooms from the Mammoth Crossing property. As such, there would be
no net increase in development density in the overall NVSP area associated with the
project. The proposed NVSP amendments would ensure that the density transfer would
occur prior to development of the proposed project.

2 A 79,798 square foot lot equates to 1.832 acres; 1.832 acres multiplied by 55 rooms per acre equals 100.75

rooms, which is rounded up to 101 total rooms allowed.
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Building Heights

The maximum permitted height within the NVSP RG zone is 40 feet and the maximum
projected height3 is 50 feet with an additional three feet for roof appurtenances. The NVSP also
allows up to an additional 12 feet of building height for affordable housing. When a building sits
above a parking garage, building height is measured from the garage roof elevation, provided the
garage is no more than 20 feet above natural grade. The currently approved design for Building
C allows for a total of five stories with a maximum height of 62 feet plus another three feet for
roof appurtenances.

• The project proposes a maximum height of seven stories (80 feet), when measured from
the top of the existing parking structure podium, with an additional 4 feet, 6 inches, for
roof appurtenances. The project proposes a zoning amendment to increase the
maximum permitted height allowed for the project site.

Building Setbacks

The proposed project conforms to the minimum of 10-foot side and rear yard setbacks.
However, the project would require a zoning amendment for the front yard setback area along
Minaret Road for a reduced setback.

The reduced setback along Minaret Road intends to:

• Provide a stepped building façade that includes attractive detailing and articulated design;

• Improve the quality of the streetscape and improve pedestrian safety by providing a
pedestrian entrance and roof overhangs; and

• Improve pedestrian circulation and connectivity with the street through a signature
building entry at street level (i.e., a welcoming pedestrian porte cochere).

An additional setback is described in a private agreement between Fireside at the Village
condominiums to the south and the 8050 property owner (Settlement Agreement, Mutual
Release, and Joint Escrow Instructions). Since this is a private agreement, and the Town of
Mammoth Lakes is not a party, the Town is not responsible for enforcing the terms and
conditions of this agreement.

Site Access

Vehicle access to the project site would occur at the existing site entry at Canyon Boulevard.
The proposed project does not seek to alter the existing approved access on the property. In
addition, enhanced pedestrian access along Minaret Road and access between the existing 8050
project and Building C are proposed to allow access to and from hotel amenities. The project

~ The NVSP allows a “projected height” above the permitted height, provided that a roughly equivalent
reduction in building footprint area above the height is provided below the permitted height, and no more than 50
percent of the building square footage exceeds the permitted height.
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features a signature street level pedestrian porte cochere that would serve as gateway access into
the project from Minaret Road, allowing for pedestrian integration and improved circulation.

The northeastern portion of the project site would also accommodate a visitor serving public
kiosk or retail space at the street level that would open up to a proposed public pocket park.

Site Coverage

The site coverage of the existing on-site buildings and parking structure is approximately 62
percent of the total lot area. The proposed project would be constructed on top of the parking
podium with similar site coverage. However, the project would also provide enhanced street
frontage improvements along Minaret Road (such as the pedestrian entry feature and public
kiosk), which would increase the maximum lot coverage to 70 percent (as allowed within the
NVSP RG zone).

Building Floor Area

The overall floor area is approximately 139,446 square feet on the 1.83-acre site (which includes
the 8050 Buildings A, B, and C, as proposed by the project), resulting in approximately 76,200
square feet per acre. A maximum allowable building floor area within the NVSP RG zone of
87,000 square feet per acre is allowed.

Drainage

A storm drain inlet would be required to be relocated to the entry way on Minaret Road.
Drainage is routed through the subterranean parking structure to an existing Conspan retention
structure near the parking structure entrance on Canyon Boulevard. The drainage would not be
altered as a result of the proposed project.

Parking

The total parking required in the NVSP for the 8050 site, including the proposed project, is 112
spaces. This includes residential parking for the existing Buildings A and B, including parking
for the existing Building B commercial,4 and the proposed project. A private parking agreement
reserves 50 spaces in the 8050 parking structure for Fireside at the Village condominiums.

Proposed parking for the project would be accommodated via the existing parking structure and
the valet parking areas. The valet parking areas and driveway entry would provide storage for
vehicles entering the site through vehicle stack parking. The valet parking area can
accommodate approximately seven vehicles, and an additional two vehicles can be stored
between the Canyon Boulevard curb and the valet drop-off area entry. Three valet parking
attendants would be provided.~

4 This includes 12 commercial pai~king spaces for Building B per the original approval.
LSA Associates Inc., Inn at the Village Valet Operation Ana/ysis, October 23, 2013.
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Parking for delivery vehicles, including large trucks, would occur off of Canyon Boulevard in the
driveway area or in the porte cochere.

The property owner, iStar, has an agreement with Mammoth Mountain Ski Area (MMSA) to
provide up to 50 parking spaces on property owned by iStar. To date, iStar has been providing
these spaces in the existing 8050 parking structure. Once the proposed project is developed, it is
assumed that no spaces would be available in the 8050 parking structure for MMSA parking
during peak occupancy periods. Consistent with the flexible terms of the above-referenced
agreement, iStar anticipates providing the MMSA spaces at one or more other properties owned
by iStar, such as the Mammoth Crossing properties along Lake Mary Road and Minaret Road.

Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan

On November 5, 2003, the Town Council adopted Resolution No. 2003-63, by which the Town
Council identified the “value of cost gap per Employee Housing Unit (EHU)” in the amount of
$52,802. This resulted in the establishment of an Affordable Housing Mitigation In-Lieu Fee of
$30,889 per Full Time Employee Equivalent (FTEE), which equates to the $52,802 per EHU.
On August 12, 2004, Mammoth 8050, LLC, the original developer of the 8050 project, and the
Town entered into an In-Lieu Fee Agreement for the EHUs (AH In-Lieu Fee Agreement) to
mitigate the impact the proposed 8050 project would have on the availability of workforce
housing within the community, and to provide additional housing credits to the original
developer. The AH In-Lieu Fee Agreement confirmed that at the time, the Town’s value of
each EHU was $52,802. Nonetheless, the AH In-Lieu Agreement provides that in exchange for
credit for 30 EHUs, the original developer would pay the Town $3,000,000 ($100,000 per EHU
credit), in three separate payments of $1,000,000, in connection with each phase of the proposed
project (e.g., Buildings A, B, and C). Pursuant to the AH In-Lieu Fee Agreement, the original
developer paid the Town in-lieu fees totaling $2,000,000. The original developer, however, did
not construct Building C at 8050 and did not pay the Town the final payment of $1,000,000
when it became due.

At the rate of $100,000 per EHU, the $2,000,000 that the original developer paid the Town in
mitigation fees yielded credits for 20 EHUs. In addition, the original developer received credit
for two EHUs for demolishing two commercial buildings on the project site, for a total of 22
EHUs. The construction of Buildings A and B by the original developer generated a demand
for 17.5 EHUs. Therefore, the 8050 project maintains a credit of 4.5 EHUs.

The AH In-Lieu Fee Agreement provides as follows: “In the event the formula for calculating
housing requirements shall be changed prior to the Remaining Credits being utilized to offset
housing mitigation requirements, the value of such Remaining Credits shall be applied in
conformance with the formulas in effect at the time of use of the Remaining Credits.” Since the
effective date of the AH In-Lieu Fee Agreement, the Town has changed its affordable housing
policy. The Town’s interim housing policy (Town Council Resolution 09-76) now requires that
10 percent of the total project units be provided for on-site affordable housing; however, an
Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan (AHMP) may be approved instead of providing on-site
housing if a substantial additional affordable housing benefit is achieved.
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The Applicant proposes to construct up to 67 bedrooms in Building C. Pursuant to the Town’s
interim housing policy, those 67 bedrooms would require the Applicant to provide 6.7
bedrooms (6.7 EHUs) on the project site. Since each of the project’s 4.5 existing EHU credits
was generated at the rate of $100,000 per EHU (which is 189% of the then-value of $52,802 per
EHU), the Town has already achieved a substantial additional affordable housing benefit for
each of the project’s 4.5 EHU credits. Therefore, the Applicant will apply for an AHMP which
confirms that no additional housing mitigation is required beyond the Application of the
project’s existing credit of 4.5 EHUs. The Town and Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc. would
evaluate the Applicant’s Al-IMP request.

Landscaping

Landscaping for the project would include a combination of planting areas. Along the northeast
and southeast sides of the building, native plant communities, shrubs, and related groundcover
would be utilized. A Zen garden is proposed on the western side of the building. This area
would include concrete payers, accent stone, and cobble paving. Native trees (such as Red Fir,
Lodgepole Pine, Mountain Hemlock, Mountain Maple, Mountain Alder, Western Chokecherry,
Western Water Birch, and Quaking Aspen) would be installed along the perimeter of the
proposed structure.

Although, some vegetation (including sapling trees along Minaret Road) would be removed as a
result of the proposed street frontage improvements, several existing trees would be preserved,
and new trees would be installed, as discussed above. A Tree Protection! Preservation Plan
would be implemented to preserve and protect existing trees, shrubs, and other plant materials
including plants on adjoining properties during grubbing and grading, site preparation, and
construction activities. Existing Pine trees to be protected-in-place range from 10 to 24 inches
in diameter at breast height (DBH); no trees six inches DBH or greater would be removed as
part of the proposed project (as encouraged by the Town’s Municipal Code).

The proposed pocket park would be approximately 532 square feet. Decorative pervious and
impervious paving and a Zen-style rock garden with public benches and boulders for street-side
seating would be installed. The area would be sited under a two-story heavy timber pergola,
providing weather protection.

Fire Lane

The project proposes a new fire lane along Minaret Road, to the south of the existing parking
structure entrance. The new fire lane would be 60 feet in length by 16 feet in width. The
existing retaining wall and sidewalk would be relocated and realigned farther to the west. The
relocated retaining wall would appear similar in height as the existing retaining wall. The
relocated sidewalk (with new pedestrian safety railing) would be realigned along the relocated
wall and then would connect into the future sidewalk planned to the south of the project site,
along Minaret Road. Due to the encroachment of the fire lane into California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-way, Caltrans would need to approve this encroachment.
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Energy Saving Measures

The project would incorporate the following energy saving measures:

• South facing units feature deep balconies in front of window walls that act as a sun shade
in combination with high, operable windows to provide the desired amount of solar gain
and stack effect air circulation.

• A super insulated roof system would minimize thermal transfer through the roof with a
combination of built-up rigid insulation above the structural deck and an additional layer
of batt insulation applied below the deck.

• Dual method wall insulation would provide a high insular value, and a substantial
thermal break in the exterior wall, reducing air infiltration and condensation within the
wall cavity to create an extremely robust and long-lived thermal envelope.

• Extensive use of light emitting diode (LED) lighting would be used in a variety of
lighting fixtures.

• Weather-lock vestibule at the proposed pedestrian street entry would be positively
pressurized to keep warmed or cooled air inside the building and untreated, unfiltered air
out.

• The plaza level circulation and amenity spaces would include operable fenestration and,
in some areas, fully opening wall panels to embrace the summer season’s mild climate.

Grading

A minor amount of grading would be required along the perimeter of the project site,
specifically along Minaret Road to allow for pedestrian improvements (the public kiosk and
pocket park) and a new fire lane (to the south of the existing parking structure driveway).

Snow Management

Snow storage would be provided for the proposed heated paver sidewalk and heated paved pool
deck. The existing Benefit Assessment District (BAD) for the NVSP area would maintain the
heated paver sidewalk, and the BAD would haul snow off site, as necessary. Snow storage for
the existing driveway located off of Canyon Boulevard would remain unchanged.

Ice build-up on roof eaves would be prevented with heated roof gutters that would convey
runoff from the roof and eaves to existing stormwater retention systems. Adequate roof access
would also be provided to remove cornices as needed.

Construction Phasing and Staging

The project would commence with above-grade improvements and be completed in a single
phase. The construction of the proposed project is anticipated to take 12 months. During
construction, the construction offices would be accommodated nearby on the Mammoth
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Crossing property located on the northeast corner of Canyon Road and Lake Mary Road while
construction phase parking, mobilization, and storage of materials would be located on the
southeast corner of Minaret Road and Main Street. During construction staging, the buildings
located on these two sites would remain accessible to emergency services.

1.4 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), the project description must include “[a] statement
of objectives sought by the proposed project.... The statement of objectives should include the
underlying purpose of the project.”

TOWN GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The Town is comprised of 12 districts and four mountain portals, as described in the Neighborhood
and District Character Element of the 2007 General Plan. Master planning of these specific districts
provides a basis for future land use decisions incorporating the goals, policies, and actions in the
Land Use and Community Design Elements as well as the Neighborhood and District Character
Element. The characteristics of each district provide a sense of place regarding structure, function,
and a district center. The project site is located in the North Village District and the identified
characteristics for this district are as follows:

• Viewsheds to Sherwin Range and the Knolls are preserved;

• Landscape that recalls the Eastern Sierra and establishes scale and street edge;

• Create a sense of exploration using pedestrian-oriented sidewalks, plazas, and courtyards
with pedestrian comforts;

• Easy pedestrian access across main streets;

• Gateway intersection at Minaret Road and Main Street/Lake Mary Road;

• Visitor-oriented entertainment retail district;

• Active day and evening through all four seasons, designed to achieve a two to three hour
visit;

• Resort and resident activities, amenities, and services;

• Animation with retail and significant businesses oriented to the street;

• Retail and services in “storefront” setting located at the sidewalk;

• A variety of resort lodging supported by meeting facilities, outdoor activities, and
restaurants, arts, culture, and entertainment;

• Create year-round non-vehicular links to mountain portals;
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• Lake Mary Road connected to the North Village District by trails;

• Shared and pooled parking, convenient structured parking, and small-scale street adjacent
surface parking; and

• Encourage living and working in close proximity to transit-oriented development.

NVSP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The NVSP aims to create a set of land use designations and development standards which facilitate
the development (or renovation) of the NVSP area as a concentrated, pedestrian-oriented activity
center with limited vehicular access. The NVSP is intended to achieve year-round uses and visitor
activity, strengthen the existing winter visitor market, and improve Mammoth’s attractiveness to
spring, summer, and fall resort visitors. The key objective of the NVSP, and consequently the Land
Use Element, is to enhance the Town’s image as a destination resort community, through the
creation of a high profile, pedestrian-oriented, resort activity center where lodging, restaurants,
shopping, housing, and recreational opportunities are located within proximity to one another and
easily accessible by transit.

There are six land use districts established within the NVSP. As previously noted, the project site is
located in the NVSP RG. RG has been assigned to parcels adjacent to and easily accessible to the
plaza, but still within the Pedestrian Core Overlay area. The Pedestrian Core area is intended to be a
mixed-use village with commercial uses on the ground level and accommodation units on upper
floors. The scale of the individual ground level shops vary. RG uses are intended to provide visitor-
oriented resort services, but retail uses are limited to multi-tenant complexes or within full-service
hotels. Restaurants are generally the only freestanding uses permitted in the NVSP RG district.

The RG objectives identified in NVSP are as follows:

• To provide resort accommodations and supporting commercial facilities for visitor-oriented
activities and facilities;

• To provide a transition zone between the Plaza Resort and Specialty Lodging uses within
North Village and surrounding residential uses; and

• To provide integrated pedestrian access to and from the plazas.

PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The intent of the proposed project is to create a better relationship and integration with Minaret
Road, with a signature street level pedestrian porte cochere and other features that would animate
the streetscape and serve as an inviting portal into the proposed hotel. In a commitment to help the
NVSP area realize its place-making potential, the key goals and objectives of the project are to:

• Greatly improve the project’s relationship with the streetscape by introducing the porosity
that allows for ease of pedestrian integration with Minaret Road;
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• Populate and animate this section of Minaret Road and allow for ease of access to and from
the proposed hotel amenities via the inviting pedestrian porte cochere;

• Provide streetscape features, including an informational kiosk and a pocket park;

• Deliver much needed critical mass in terms of hot beds to substantively help the NVSP area
achieve economic sustainability;

• Provide an array of services and amenities that make the NVSP area a much more
compelling destination for tourists and locals alike;

• Eliminate the need for any additional curb cuts along Minaret Road, which would be
disruptive to pedestrian flows, by utilizing the existing vehicular access to Building C off of
Canyon Boulevard;

• Improve the animation and vibrancy of the streetscape along Minaret Road with the addition
of terraces for casual gathering or dining;

• Provide an array of amenities and related back-of-the-house functions that would allow for
the inn to operate efficiently and attract an experienced and quality hotel operator to
reinforce 8050’s quality as a compelling year-round destination for visitors and locals alike;

• Deliver a LEED certifiable project consistent with the shared environmental values of the
Town and the Applicant;

• Utilize a contextually sensitive architectural vernacular that departs from the repetitive and
mostly uninspiring design solutions associated with earlier generation lodging properties
within the community;

• Deliver a project that takes into account snow country design issues and constraints; and

• Produce a compeffing, iconic, and economically sustainable lodging project that acts as a
catalyst for the revitalization and added vibrancy of the NVSP area.

1.5 ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURES

1.5.1 CEQA DOCUMENT TIERING

The project site (the subject site of this SEIR) is located within the North Village Specific Plan
(NVSP) area. The NVSP is a set of land use designations and development standards which
facilitates the development (or renovation) of the “North Village” area as a concentrated, pedestrian-
oriented commercial and visitor accommodation center. Upon adoption of the NVSP, the Town
analyzed the potential environmental impacts that would result from the required General Plan
Amendments and Zoning Code Amendments necessary for implementation of the NVSP,
encompassed in the Final Environmental Impact Report North Villa~ge Specific Plan (1991 PEIR), dated
February 1991. These land use changes were approved by the Town and the 1991 PEIR was
certified. Since that time, the NVSP has undergone multiple amendments and associated
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environmental compliance documentation, including the following (refer to Section 1.5, Incortloration
by R~ftrence, for a detailed discussion of each of the past environmental analyses conducted for
projects in the NVSP area):

• Final Environmental Impact Report North Village Specific Plan, dated February 1991;
• 1994 NVSP Amendment;
• North Villc~ge Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report Addendum (May 1994);
• 1999 NVSP Amendment;
• Subsequent Program Environmental Impact Reportfor the North Village 1999 Specific Plan Amendment

(October 13, 2000);
• 2005 NVSP Amendment;
• 2008 NVSP Amendment;
• 2009 NVSP Amendment; and
• Final Environmental Impact Report Mammoth Crossing Profrct (April 17, 2009).

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168(c), subsequent activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the Program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental
document must be prepared. If the lead agency finds that pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, no new effects could occur or no new
mitigation measures would be required, then the lead agency can approve the activity as being within
the scope of the project covered by the Program EIR. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168[c][2].)
Otherwise, further environmental review would be required if circumstances under Public Resources
Code Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 are triggered. The CEQA Guidelines go
on to state that where subsequent activities involve site specific operations, the lead agency should
use a written checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the activity to
determine whether the environmental effects of the operation were covered in the Program EIR
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168 [cj [4].)

Per Section 15168(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, the Program EIR can be used to simplify the task of
preparing environmental documents on later parts of the program. The Program EIR provides the
basis in an Initial Study for determining whether the later activity may have any significant effects;
and be incorporated by reference to deal with regional influences, secondary effects, cumulative
impacts, broad alternatives, and other factors that apply to the program as a whole.

THE TIERING PROCESS

To avoid repetition, wasted time, and unnecessary speculation, a lead agency may “tier” EIRs for a
sequence of actions so that the later EIRs incorporate and build on the information in the previous
EIRs. (PRC Sections 21068.5, 21093; CEQA Guidelines Section 15152.) In particular, tiering may
be used when the sequence of environmental review begins with an EIR prepared for a program,
plan, policy, or ordinance, such as the 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and the 1999 SPEIR.
(PRC Section 21094[a]; and CEQA Guidelines Section 15152[d].) The first-tier EIR may be
followed by an EIR for another plan or policy of lesser scope, or a site-specific EIR for a specific
project. (PRC Section 21094[a]; CEQA Guidelines Sections 15152[b], 15385[a].)

Once a first-tier EIR, such as the 1991 PEIR and 1994 PEIR Addendum, has been certified for a
program, plan, policy, or ordinance, the significant environmental effects of a later plan or policy of
lesser scope or a later development project must be examined using a tiered EIR. (PRC Section
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21094[a].) The second-tier EIR, here the 1999 SPEIR for the 1999 NVSP Amendment, is limited to
significant environmental effects that were (1) not examined in the 1991 PEIR and 1994 PEIR
Addendum, or (2) previously examined and that are susceptible to substantial reduction or
avoidance through project revisions, mitigation measures, or other means. (PRC Section 21068.5,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15152[d].) Similar to the second-tier EIR, a third tier would follow a
similar methodology.

An SEIR need not examine significant environmental effects that the Town determined were either
(1) mitigated or avoided as a result of findings adopted under PRC Section 21081(a)(1) for the 1991
PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and 1999 SPEIR, or (2) examined in a sufficient level of detail in the
previous environmental documentation to allow it to be mitigated or avoided through revisions to
the project, imposition of conditions, or other means when the later project is approved. (PRC
Section 21094[a][1].) Further, the Town must determine whether the project may cause significant
environmental effects that were not adequately addressed in the previous environmental
documentation. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15152[f].) The Town may conclude that a significant
environmental effect has been adequately addressed in the 1999 SPEIR and earlier documentation if
it determines, based on an initial study or other analysis, that either of these statutory standards is
met. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15152[f][3].)

Accordingly, the third-tier EIR, the subject SEIR, should not reexamine significant project-related
environmental effects that would be mitigated or avoided through measures resulting from the 1999
SPEIR and previous environmental documentation, or impacts that were examined in sufficient
detail that they can be mitigated or avoided when the later project is approved. (PRC Section
21094 [a] [1]; and CEQA Guidelines Section 15152 [f] [3].) The discussion and analysis in the SEIR is
therefore limited to significant environmental effects that were not examined in the previous
environmental documentation, and significant effects that were not examined in sufficient detail to
allow mitigation measures to be devised, but that can be mitigated or avoided after further study.
(PRC Section 21068.5; CEQA Guidelines Section 15152[d].) As such, where the 1999 SPEIR and
earlier environmental documentation examined impacts at a general programmatic level and did not
evaluate project-level impacts, the SEIR provides an independent analysis of the proposed project’s
significant environmental impacts. (See ~ In re Baj-Delta Pro~grammatic Environmental Impact Report
Coordinated Proceedin~gs [2008] 43 Cal. 4th 1143, 1173.)

TIERING FROM THE PREVIOUS
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

Where appropriate, this SEIR tiers off the 1999 SPEIR and earlier environmental documentation.
As discussed above, under CEQA Guidelines Section 15152, tiering is appropriate when the
sequence of analysis follows from an EIR prepared for a general plan, policy, or program to an EIR
of lesser scope, or to a site-specific EIR. Under CEQA, the 1991 PEIR and 1994 PEIR Addendum
are considered first-tier documents, the 1999 SPEIR is considered a second-tier document, and this
SEIR for the proposed project is considered a third-tier document. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15152(d)(1) and (2), the standard of review for an SEIR is defined as follows:

(d) Where an EIR has been prepared and cert~fiedfor a prosram, plan, poli~y, or ordinance consistent with
the requirements of this section, anj lead a~gen~y for a later project pursuant to or consistent with the
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prqgram, plan, poli~y, or ordinance should limit the EIR or negative declaration on the laterprgject to
effects which:

(1) Were not examined as si~gn~/Icant ~cts on the environment in the prior EIR or
(2) Are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice q{ specific revisions in the

project, /,j the imposition ofconditions, or other means.

Accordingly, this SEIR will focus its analysis on changes to the project or the surrounding
circumstances that may have occurred since the Town of Mammoth Lakes certified the 1999 SPEIR.
Under principals of tiering, if first- and second-tier documents found significant impacts, then the
third-tier EIR must require implementation of the prior mitigation measures unless the analysis
explains that the measures are not applicable or that other mitigation measures can replace the
previous measures and similarly reduce the impacts to a level of insignificance. The 1991 PEIR,
1994 PEIR Addendum, and 1999 SPEIR determined that the following significant and unavoidable
impacts for the project site would occur with implementation of the NVSP:

• Impacts to school facilities (1991 PEIR);
• Existing view impacts (pertaining to the proposed gondola feature) (1991 PEIR);
• Land use impacts related to the aesthetics of the proposed gondola feature (1991 PEIR);
• Fiscal impacts as a result of an undetermined net cost to Mono County (1991 PEIR); and
• Air Quality (Threshold exceedances established by the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution

Control District and cumulative considerations for air quality) (1999 SPEIR).

All other impacts were found to be less than significant through the existing standards, regulations,
and/or mitigation measures imposed under the 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and the 1999
SPEIR. As discussed previously, this SEIR is “tiered” from the previous environmental
documentation. As defined under CE~,QA Guidelines Section 15385, “tiering” refers to the
analysis of general matters in broader, programmatic EIRs (such as the 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR
Addendum, and 1999 SPEIR) with subsequent narrower EIRs for individual projects that
concentrate on site-specific issues and incorporate by reference the general discussions in the
programmatic EIR. CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines encourage the use of tiered EIRs to reduce
delays and excessive paperwork in the environmental review process. This is accomplished in
tiered EIRs by eliminating repetitive analyses of issues that were adequately addressed in the
Program EIR and by incorporating those analyses by reference. The tiering of the environmental
analysis for the proposed project allows this SEIR to rely on the previous environmental
documentation (incorporated by reference) for: (1) a discussion of general background and
setting information for environmental topic areas; (2) overall growth-related issues; (3) issues that
were previously evaluated in sufficient detail in the previous environmental documentation and
for which there is no significant new information or changed circumstances that would require
further analysis; and (4) cumulative impacts. For those impacts that were determined to be
significant and unavoidable for the project site in the 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and 1999
SPEIR, and which will remain significant and unavoidable with the implementation of the proposed
project, the SEIR is not required to, and does not provide, duplicative analysis. Certain
environmental analyses from the previous environmental documentation are reiterated in this SEIR
to provide a comprehensive analysis of the environmental factors, but the inclusion of such analyses
is not intended to provide a basis for reconsidering the Town’s certification of the previous
environmental documentation and its approval of the NVSP and associated Amendments.
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EIR FORMAT

Based upon the Modified Initial Study, Town of Mammoth Lakes staff determined that a SEIR
should be prepared for the proposed project because there was new information of substantial
importance that showed the proposed project could have one or more significant effects not
discussed in the 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, or the 1999 SPEIR. The scope of the SEIR
was determined based upon the Town of Mammoth Lakes’ Modified Initial Study, comments
received in response to the NOP, and comments received at the Scoping Meeting conducted by the
Town of Mammoth Lakes. Pursuant to Sections 15126.2 and 15126.4 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, the SEIR is organized into 11 sections, as follows:

• Section 1.0, Executive Summary, provides a brief project description and summary of the
environmental impacts and mitigation measures.

• Section 2.0, Introduction and Purpose, provides CEQA compliance information.

• Section 3.0, Pro/ect Describtion, provides a detailed project description indicating project
location, background, and history; project characteristics, phasing, and objectives; as well as
associated discretionary actions required.

• Section 4.0, Basis of Cumulative Analysis, describes the approach and methodology for the
cumulative analysis.

• Section 5.0, Environmental Anahsis, contains a detailed environmental analysis of the existing
conditions, project impacts, recommended mitigation measures, and unavoidable adverse
impacts for a number of environmental topic areas.

• Section 6.0, Other CEQA Considerations, discusses significant environmental changes that
would be involved in the proposed action, should it be implemented. The project’s growth-
inducing impacts, including the potential for population growth, are also discussed.

• Section 7.0, Alternatives to the Prot’osed Project, describes a reasonable range of alternatives to
the project or to the location of the project that could avoid or substantially lessen the
significant impact of the project and still feasibly attain the basic project objectives.

• Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not to be Significant, provides an explanation of potential impacts
that have been determined not to be significant.

• Section 9.0, Organizations and Persons Consulted, identifies all Federal, State, or local agencies,
other organizations, and individuals consulted.

• Section 10.0, Bibliography, identifies reference sources for the SEIR.

• Section 11.0, Appendices, contains technical documentation for the project.
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1.6 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES!
MITIGATION SUMMARY

The following is a brief summary of the impacts, mitigation measures, and unavoidable significant
impacts identified and analyzed in Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, of this SEIR. Impacts are
generally classified as potentially significant impact, less than significant impact, or no impact. For
the purposes of this environmental analysis, impacts were analyzed in each environmental issue area
for the proposed project. If necessary, mitigation measures are recommended in order to reduce any
significant impacts. As the SEIR is being prepared for the Project, the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation
Measures are applied as appropriate. The “Mitigation Measures” are project-specific measures that
would be required of the project to avoid a significant adverse impact; to minimize a significant
adverse impact; to rectify a significant adverse impact by restoration; to reduce or eliminate a
significant adverse impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations; or to compensate
for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environment. Modifications to the
1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures are made in strikethrough and double underline text. Where
further Mitigation Measures are required beyond what was recommended in the 1999 SPEIR,
Additional Mitigation Measures are prescribed. Refer to the appropriate SEIR Section for additional
information.
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MITIGATiON MEASURES

EIR IMPACTS Note that Mod~icatbns to the 1999 SPEIR mHigation measures ate made in SIGNIFICANCE

SECTION ctrikothrough and double underline text The changes to the 1999 SEIR AFTER MITIGATION

mitigation measures have been made to clarilylup-date the information andlor
present the measure in a project-specWic manner (as these measures are
programmatic in nature).

5.1 LAND USE

LAND-I Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan 2007 Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact

measures are applicable to this topical area.

Project implementation would not conflict with the

2007 General Plan policies or regulations. Additional Mitigation Measures: No add~ional mitigation measures are
required.

LAND-2 North Village Specific Plan Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No add~ional 1999 SPEIR Less Than Significant Impact.
mitigation measures are applicable to this topical area; refer to Section 5.2.

Project implementation would not conflict with the Aesthetics/Light and Glare.
North Village Specific Plan standards or
regulations, as amended. Additional Mitigation Measures No additional mftigation measures are

required.

LAND-3 Town of Mammoth Lakes Municipal Code Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact
measures are applicable to this topical area.

Project implementation would not conflict with the
Town of Mammoth Lakes Municipal Code Additional Mitigation Measures: No addftional mitigation measures are
standards or regulations. required.
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact

measures are applicable to this topical area.
Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan 2007

Additional Mitigation Measures: No addftional mitigation measures are
Development associated with the proposed Project required.
and related cumulative projects would not conflict
wfth the 2007 General Plan policies or regulations.

Town of Mammoth Lakes Municipal Code

Development associated with the proposed Project
and related cumulative projects would not conflict
with the Town of Mammoth Lakes Municipal Code
standards or regulations.

Public Review Draft • July 2014 1-16 Executive Summary



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

M~GATION MEASURES

EIR IMPACTS Note that Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in SIGNIFICANCE
SECTION -. €lrilcothrough and double underhne text The changes . the 1999 SEIR AFTER MITIGATION

mitigation measures have been made to clarifylup-date the information andlor
present the measure in a project-specific mannar (as these measures are
programmatic in nature).

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact
measures are applicable to this topical area.

North Village Specific Plan
Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are

Development associated with the proposed project required.
and related cumulative projects would not conflict
with the North Village Specific Plan standards or
regulations, as amended.

• 5.2 AESTHETICS

AES-1 Scenic Views and Vistas Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact
measures are applicable to this topical area.

Project implementation would not have a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic view or vista. Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are

required.
AES-2 State Scenic Highways Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact

measures are applicable to this topical area.
Project implementation would not have a
substantial adverse effect on visual resources Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
within a State scenic highway. required.

AES-3 Short-Term Visual Character/Quality Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

Project construction activities would temporarily 5.3-lj Consbuction eauioment staging areas shall use aoorooriate
degrade the visual character/quality of the site and screening (i.e.. temoorarv fencing with ooaaue materiall to buffer
its surroundings. views of consfruction eauinment and material from oublic and

sensitive viewers (e.g.. residents and motoristsibicvclistsl
oedesb,ans~. when feasible. Staging locations shall be indicated
on ~~project Building Permit and Grading Plans and shall be
subject to review by the Town of Mammoth Lakes Community and
Economic Development Deoartment Planning Manaaer Director
in accordance with tha.Municipal Code requirements.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

EIR lMPA~S Note that Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in SIGNIFICANCE
SECTION clrilcethrough and double under~ne text The changes to the 1999 SEIR AFTER MITIGATION

mitigation measures have been made to clarilylup-date the information and/or
present the measure in a project-specific manner (as these measures are
programmatic in nature).
Additional Mitigation Measures:

AES-i The Applicant shall prepare and submit a construction hauling
plan to be reviewed and approved by the Community and
Economic Development Department Planning Manager prior to
issuance of Grading Permit The hauling plan shall ensure that
construction haul routes minimize impacts to sensitive uses in the
project vicinity.

AES4 Long-Term Visual Character/Quality Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

Project implementation could degrade the visual 5.3-id The landscape design for the site shall maximize the use of
character/quality of the site and its surroundings. existing vegetation, and where new plants are introduced, they

shall include, and/or blend with, plants native to the Mammoth
Lakes environment. LandscaDina shall be tolerant of shaded
areas, where aDDlicable. Landscape plans for the site shall be
completed by a certified landscape architect.

5.3-2b The architectural style for the development shall blend with the
site’s natural setting. Rooflines shall reflect (step down) the slope
of the site, and natural “earth tone” colors and materials such as
stone and wood shall be emphasized. Conformance shall be
assured through the Town’s design review procedures.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
required.

AES-5 Light and Glare Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

Development of the proposed project would 5.3-3c The project shall use minimally reflective glass and all other
introduce new sources of light and glare into the materials used on thL.exterior of the oronosed buildings ae4
project area. structures (including the gondola cabins and towers) shall be

selected with attention to minimizing reflective glare.
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EIR IMPA~S Note that Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in SIGNIFICANCE
SEC~TION ctrilcothrough and •..: j.-.~ text The changes to the 1999 SEIR AFTER MITIGATION

mitigation measures have been made to clarifylup-date the information andlor
present the measure in a project-specific mannar (as these measures are
programmatic in nature).
5.3-3d Vegetative buffers shall be used to reduce light intrusion on

residential development to the south of the oroiect site and on
forested areas located adjacent to the project site.

Additional Mitigation Measures:

AES-2 The Applicant shall prepare and submit an outdoor lighting plan
pursuant to the Town’s Lighting Regulations (Section 17.36.030,
of the Municipal Code) to the Community and Economic
Development Planning Manager that includes a footcandle map
illustrating the amount of light from the project site at adjacent
light sensitive receptors.

AES-3 Landscape lighting should be designed as an integral part of the
project Lighting levels shall respond to the type, intensity, and
location of use. Safety and security for pedestrians and vehicular
movements must be anticipated. Lighting fixture locations shall
not interfere or impair snow storage or snow removal operations.
Light fixtures shall have cut-off shields to prevent light spill and
glare_into_adjacent_areas.

AES-6 ShadelShadow Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact.
measures are applicable to this topical area.

Development of the proposed project would
introduce shade and shadow onto adjacent Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
buildings and roadway right-of-way within the required.
project area.
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact.

measures are applicable to this topical area.
Scenic Views and Vistas

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
Project implementation would not have a required.
substantial adverse cumulative effect on a scenic
view or vista.
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MITlGA~flON MEASURES

EIR IMPACTs Note that Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in SIGNIFICANCE
SECTION t ctiilcothrough and double underhne text The changes to 1999 SEIR AFTER MITIGATION

mitigation measures have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or
present the measure in a project-specific manner (as these measures are

___________________________________________ ~. rammatic in nature.
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR miti!ati.n

measures are applicable to this topical area.
State Scenic Highways

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
Project implementation would not have a required.
substantial adverse cumulative effect on visual
resources within a State scenic highway.
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to the i99~ SPEIR

Mitigation Measure 5.3-ij.
Short-Term Visual Character/Quality

Additional Mitigation Measures: Refer to the Additional Mitigation Measure
Development associated with the proposed project AES-l.
and related cumulative projects could result in a
sign ficant cumulative short-term aesthetic impact.
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS . Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to the i99~ SPEIR

Mitigation Measure 5.3-id and 5.3-2b.
Long-Term Visual Character/Quality

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
Development associated with the proposed project required.
and related cumulative projects could resuft in
signiticant long-term cumulative character/quality
impacts.
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to the i99~ SPEIR

Mitigation Measure 5.3-3c and 5.3-3d.
Light and Glare

Additional Mitigation Measures: Refer to Additional Mitigation Measure
Development of the proposed project would AES-2 and AES-3.
introduce new sources of light and glare into the
project area, which could result in cumulatively
considerable light and glare impacts.

Less Than Significant Impact

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.
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M~GATION MEASURES

EIR IMPACTS Note that Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in SIGNIFICANCE
SECTION tbikothrough and •. . •~.. ~ text The changes to the 1999 SEIR AFTER MITIGATiON

mitigation measures have been made to clarifylup-date the information andlor
present the measure in a project-specific manner (as these measures are
programmatic in nature).

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact
measures are applicable to this topical area.

Shade/Shadow
Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are

Development of the proposed project would not required.
result in cumulatively considerable shade and
shadow impacts within the NVSP area.

5.3 TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION

TRA-1 Construction Traffic Generation Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incrnporated.
measures are applicable to this topical area.

Project construction would not cause a significant
increase in traffic for existing conditions when Additional Mitigation Measures:
compared to the traffic capacity of the street
system. TRA-1 Prior to issuance of any Building Permits, a Construction

Management Plan shall be submitted for review and approval by
the Community and Economic Development Department Planning
Manager. The Construction Management Plan shall, at a

. minimum, address the following:

. Traffic control for any street closure, detour, or other
disruption to traffic circulation.

. Identify the routes that construction vehicles would utilize
for the delivery of construction materials (i.e., lumber,
tiles, piping, windows, etc.), to access the site, traffic
controls and detours, and proposed construction phasing
plan for the project

. Specify the hours during which transport activities can
occur and methods to mitigate construction-related
impacts to adjacent streets.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

Note that Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in SIGNIFICANCE
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.,rammatic in nature.
Require the Applicant to keep all haul routes clean and
free of debris, including but not limited to gravel and dirt
as a result of its operations. The Applicant shall clean
adjacent streets, as directed by the Town Engineer (or
representative of the Town Engineer), of any material
which may have been spilled, tracked, or blown onto
adjacent streets or areas.

The scheduling of hauling or transport of oversize loads
shall avoid peak hour traffic periods to the maximum
extent feasible, unless approved otherwise by the Town
Engineer. No hauling or transport shall be allowed
during nighttime hours or Federal holidays. All hauling
and transport activities shall comply with Municipal Code
Chapter 8.16, Noise Regulation.

• Haul trucks entering or exiting public streets shall at all
times yield to the public traffic.

• If hauling operations cause any damage to existing
pavement, streets, curbs, andlor gutters along the haul
route, the Applicant shall be fully responsible for repairs.
The repairs shall be completed to the satisfaction of the
Town Engineer.

• All constructed-related parking and staging of vehicles
shall be kept out of the adjacent public roadways and
shall occur within the identified construction staging area.

• This Plan shall meet standards established in the current
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Device
(MUTCD) as well as Town of Mammoth Lakes
requirements.
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TRA-2 Project Traffic Generation Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact.
measures are applicable to this topical area.

Project implementation would not cause a
significant increase in traffic for forecast conditions Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
when compared to the traffic capacity of the street required.
system.

TRA-3 2007 General Plan Buildout Conditions Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact
measures are applicable to this topical area.

Development associated with the proposed project
and buildout of the 2007 General Plan would not Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
result in significant traffic impacts. required.
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

measures are applicable to this topical area.
Construction of the proposed project, and other
related cumulative projects, could increase traffic Additional Mitigation Measures: Refer to Additional Mitigation Measure
when compared to the traffic c~acity of the TRA-1.
existing street system.
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact.

measures are applicable to this topical area.
Implementation of the proposed project and other
related cumulative projects, would not cause a Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
significant increase in traffic when compared to the required.
traffic capacity of the street system.

5.4 NOISE

N-i Short-Term Construction Noise Impacts Applicable 1 999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

Grading and construction within the area would 5.6-ia Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit the Director of Public
result in temporary noise impacts to nearby noise Works and the Building Official shall confirm that the Grading
sensitive receivers. Plan. Building Plan, and specifications stioulate that construction

activities shall not take olace outside of the allowable hours
soecified by ~si~an4-4o-GhapterSection 8.16.090 of the Town’s
Municioal Code.Ordinance, construction activities shall be limited
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programmatic in nature).

to tho houre of L7:00 am, to 8:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday
and prohibited on Sunday or holidays, or as otherwise permitted
byGhapte~~.tion8.i6.090)~

5.6-lb Prior to Grading Permit issuance, all G~onstruction equipment~
fixed or mobile, shall be muffled or controlled, if required, to meet
Chapter 8.16 requirements for maximum noise generated by
construction equipment Contracts shall specify that engine-
driven equipment be fitted with appropriate noise mufflers.

Additional Mitigation Measures:

N-i Prior to Grading Permit issuance, the Applicant shall provide a
qualified “Noise Disturbance Coordinator.” The Disturbance
Coordinator shall be responsible for responding to any local
complaints about construction noise. When a complaint is
received, the Disturbance Coordinator shall notify the Town within
24-hours of the complaint and determine the cause of the noise
complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and shall
implement reasonable measures to resolve the complaint, as
deemed acceptable by the Community and Economic
Development Department Planning Manager. The contact name
and the telephone number for the Disturbance Coordinator shall
be clearly posted on-site.

N-2 Prior to Grading Permit issuance, during construction, stationary
construction equipment shall be placed such that emitted noise is
directed away from sensitive noise receivers (e.g., along Minaret
Road_and_away from the_Fireside at the Village_condominiums).

N-2 Vibration Impacts Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact.
measures are applicable to this topical area.

Project implementation would not resuft in
signiticant vibration impacts to nearby sensitive Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
receptors. required.
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EIR IMPACIlS Note that Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures ate made in SIGNIFICANCE
SECiTION - and double underline text The changes to the 1999 SEIR AFTER MITIGATION

mitigation measures have been made to clarifylup-date the information andlor
present the measure in a project-specific manner (as these measures are

~ proqrammatic in nature).
N-3 Long-Term (Mobile) Noise Impacts Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact.

measures are applicable to this topical area.
Traffic generated by the proposed project would not
significantly contribute to existing traffic noise in the Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
area or exceed the Towns established standards. required.

N-4 Long-Term (Stationary) Noise Impacts Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.
measures are applicable to this topical area.

The proposed Project would result in an increase in
long-term stationary ambient noise levels. Additional Mitigation Measures:

N-3 Mechanical equipment shall be placed as far practicable from
sensitive receptors. Additionally, the following shall be
considered prior HVAC installation: proper selection and sizing of
equipment, installation of equipment with proper acoustical
shielding, and incorporating the use of parapets into the building
design.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to 1999 SPEIR Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.
Mitigation Measures 5.6-la and 5.6-lb.

Short-Term Construction Noise Impacts
Additional Mitigation Measures: Refer to Additional Mitigation Measures N-i

Grading and construction within the area combined and N-2.
with other related cumulative projects could result
in short-term noise impacts to nearby noise
sensitive receivers.
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact.

measures are applicable to this topical area.
Vibration Impacts

. Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
Project implementation combined with other related required.
cumulative projects would not result in significant
vibration impacts to nearby sensitive receptors.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact.
measures are applicable to this topical area.

Long-Term (Mobile) Noise Impacts
Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are

Traffic generated by the proposed project combined required.
with other related cumulative projects would not
significantly contribute to existing traffic noise in the
area or exceed the Town’s established standards.
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

measures are applicable to this topical area.
Long-Term (Stationary) Noise Impacts

Additional Mitigation Measures: Refer to Additional Mitigation Measure N-3.
The proposed project combined with other related
cumulative projects would resuft in an increase in
long-term stationary ambient noise levels.

5.5 AIR QUALITY

AQ-1 Short-Term (Construction) Air Emissions Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

Short-term construction activities associated with 5.5-la Prior to aocroval of the croiect clans and scecifications. the Public
the proposed project would result in increased air Works Director, or his designee. shall confirm that the clans and
pollutant emission impacts or expose sensitive soecifications sticulate that excessive fuaitive dust emissions
receptors to increased pollutant concentrations, shall be controlled by reaular watering or other dust oreventive

measures and that fugitive dust shall not cause a nuisance off-
site. as sDecIfled in the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control
District (GBUAPCD) Rules and Reaulations. In order to reduce
fugitive dust emissions, each development project shall obtain
pormits, as nooded, from the Town and the State APCD and shall
implementIbe,fullo~gp~ measures shall be implemented during
grading and/or construction of the individual development sites
p~gj~ to ensure compliance with permit conditions and
applicable Town and ~.8.L1APCD requirements.
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a. The individual dovolopmont projects shall comply with
State, ~.~UAPCD, Town, and Uniform Building Code
dust control regulations, so as to prevent the soil from
being eroded by wind, creating dust, or blowing onto a
public road or roads or other public or private property.

b. Adequate watering techniques shall be employed on a
daily basis to partially mftigate the impact of construction-
generated dust particulates.

c. Clean-up on construction-related dirt on approach routes
V to individual dovolopmont the Drolect sitec/improvomontc

shall be ensured by the application of water and/or
chemical dust retardants that solidify loose soils. These
measures shall be implemented for construction vehicle
access, as directed by the Town Engineer. Measures
shall also include covering, watering or otherwise
stabilizing all inactive soil piles (left more than 10 days)
and inactive graded areas (left more than 10 days).

d. Any vegetative ground cover to be utilized on the
i~d4vi4ual—4evelepffient—th~..nroi~t..~sftec/improvomonft
shall be planted as soon as possible to reduce the
amount of open space subject to wind erosion. Irrigation
shall be installed as soon as possible to maintain the
ground cover.

e. All trucks hauling dirt, soil or other loose dirt material
shall be covered.

5.5-lb To reduce the potential of spot violations of the CO standards and
odors from construction equipment exhaust, unnecessary idling of
construction equipment shall be avoided aursuant to CARB anti

I I - II — 1 ~1 I i - I

(d~(3~_(ldlina~.
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Additional Mitigation Measures:

AQ-1 Under the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District
(GBUAPCD) Rule 200-A and 200B, the project Applicant shall
apply for a Permit To Construct prior to construction, which
provides an orderly procedure for the review of new and modified
sources of air pollution.

AQ-2 Under the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District
(GBUAPCD) Rule 216-A (New Source Review Requirement for
Determining Impact on Air Quality Secondary Sources), the
project Applicant shall complete the necessary permitting
approvals_prior to_commencement_of construction_activities.

AQ-2 Long-Term (Operational) Air Emissions Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

Development associated with the proposed project MM 5.5-2a In order to reduce emissions associated with both mobile and
would resuft in increased impacts pertaining to stationary sources (i.e., wood burning stoves and fireplaces), all
operational air emissions. individual dovolopmont projocts the orooosed oroiect shall adhere

to the regulations contained in the 2t~I~ Air Quality Management
Maintenance Plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes and Chapter
8.30, Particulate Emission Regulations, of the Town’s Municipal
Code. The commercial use tenants throughout the Specific Plan
area shall, at a minimum, include the following, as appropriate:

. Bicycle racks, lockers or secure storage areas for
bicycles;

. Transit access, including bus turnouts;

. Site access design shall avoid queuing in driveways; and

. Mulch, groundcover, and native vegetation to reduce
dust

MM 5.5-2b ~a~h The omnosed project shall contribute on a fair share basis
to the Town’s street sweeping operations in order to reduce
emissions_and acfiiovo maintain the_required_Federal_standard.
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MM 5.5-2c Now dovolopmont within the Specific Plan area Ehall not be
permitted to utilize wood burning appliances unless the Federal
~
building glans, the Acolicant shall grovide confirmation, to the
satisfaction of the Town of Mammoth Lakes Community and
Economic Develoament Degartment. that wood fired stoves or
anoliances would not be used on-site.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
required.

AQ-3 Localized Emissions Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact.
measures are applicable to this topical area.

Development associated with the project would not
result in significant localized emissions impacts or Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
expose sensitive receptors to substantial increased required.
pollutant concentrations.

AQ-4 Consistency with Regional Plans Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact
measures are applicable to this topical area.

Development associated with the project would be
consistent with regional plans. Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are

required.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to 1999 SPEIR Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.
Mitigation Measures 5.5-la and 5.5-lb.

Short-Term (Construction) Air Emissions Additional Mitigation Measures: Refer to Additional Mitigation Measures
AQ-l and AQ-2.

Short-term construction activities associated with
the proposed project and other related cumulative
projects, would result in increased air pollutant
emission impacts or expose sensitive receptors to
increased pollutant concentrations.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to 1999 SPEIR Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

Mitigation Measures 5.5-2a through 5.5-2c.
Long-Term (Operational) Air Emissions

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
Development associated with the proposed project required.
and other related cumulative projects, would result
in increased impacts pertaining to operational air
emissions.

5.6 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

GHG-1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: At the time of the 1999 SPEIR Less Than Significant Impact.
document preparation, the CEQA Guidelines did not expressly address global

Greenhouse gas emissions generated by the climate change, and GHG analyses were not required under CEQA.
project would not have a significant impact on
global climate change. Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are

required.
GHG-2 Consistency with Applicable GHG Plans, Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: At the time of the 1999 SPEIR Less Than Significant Impact.

Policies, or Regulations document preparation, the CEQA Guidelines did not expressly address global
climate change, and GHG analyses were not required under CEQA.

Implementation of the proposed project would not
conflict with an applicable greenhouse gas Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
reduction plan, policy, or regulation. required.
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: At the time of the 1999 SPEIR Less Than Significant Impact.

document preparation, the CEQA Guidelines did not expressly address global
Greenhouse Gas Emissions climate change, and GHG analyses were not required under CEQA.

Greenhouse gas emissions generated by the Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
project and other related cumulative projects, would required.
not have a significant impact on global climate
change.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: At the time of the 1999 SPEIR Less Than Significant Impact
document preparation, the CEQA Guidelines did not expressly address global

Consistency with Applicable GHG Plans, climate change, and GHG analyses were not required under CEQA.
Policies, or Regulations

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
Implementation of the proposed project and other required.
related cumulative projects, would not conflict with
an applicable greenhouse gas reduction plan,
policy, or regulation.

5.7 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

USS-1 Short-Term Construction Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation Less Than Significant Impact.
(Water Demand and Wastewater Generation) measures are applicable to this topical area.

Water demand and wastewater generation during Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
construction would not result in a significant required.
demand on water or generate a significant amount
of wastewater.

USS-2 Water Services Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

Project implementation would increase the demand 5.10-8 Prior to building Dermit issuaiice...4the project a~pplicant shall
for water at the project site. comolv with all aoDlicable Munk~ioal and Fire Code reauirements

~nil pay the appropriate fees to the MCWD and MLFPD. All new
water conveyance facilities shall be installed within public rights
of way or utility eacomonts.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
required.

USS-3 Wastewater Services Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

Project implementation would resuft in an increase 5.10-7 Prior to building Dermit issuance. 4t.he project aA~ppIicant shall
in wastewater generation at the project site. comolv with all ~oIicthle Municioal Code reouimments and pay

the appropriate fees to the MCWD. All new wastewater
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convoyance facilities shall be installed within public rights of way
or utlity eacomonts.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
required.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to 1999 SPEIR Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.
Mitigation Measures 5.10-7 and 5.10-8.

Development associated with the proposed project
and other related cumulative projects could result in Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are
cumulati~ly considerable impacts to the water required.
supply and wastewater generation.
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1.7 SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, this section describes a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project. The analysis focuses on alternatives
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening the project’s significant environmental effects, even if
the alternative would impede, to some degree, the attainment of the proposed project objectives, or
would be more costly. The range of required alternatives is governed by the “rule of reason” that
requires the analysis to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The
alternatives are limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the project’s
significant effects. Of those alternatives, only the ones that the lead agency has determined could
feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives are examined in detail.

TOWN GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The Town is comprised of 12 districts and four mountain portals, as described in the Neighborhood
and District Character Element of the 2007 General Plan. Master planning of these specific districts
provides a basis for future land use decisions incorporating the goals, policies, and actions in the
Land Use and Community Design Elements as well as the Neighborhood and District Character
Element. The characteristics of each district provide a sense of place regarding structure, function,
and a district center. The project site is located in the North Village District and the identified
characteristics for this district are as follows:

• Viewsheds to Sherwin Range and the Knolls are preserved;

• Landscape that recalls the Eastern Sierra and establishes scale and street edge;

• Create a sense of exploration using pedestrian-oriented sidewalks, plazas, and courtyards
with pedestrian comforts;

• Easy pedestrian access across main streets;

• Gateway intersection at Minaret Road and Main Street/Lake Mary Road;

• Visitor-oriented entertainment retail district;

• Active day and evening through all four seasons, designed to achieve a two to three hour
visit;

• Resort and resident activities, amenities, and services;

• Animation with retail and significant businesses oriented to the street;

• Retail and services in “storefront” setting located at the sidewalk;

• A variety of resort lodging supported by meeting facilities, outdoor activities, and
restaurants, arts, culture, and entertainment;
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• Create year-round non-vehicular links to mountain portals;

• Lake Mary Road connected to the North Village District by trails;

• Shared and pooled parking, convenient structured parking, and small-scale street adjacent
surface parking; and

• Encourage living and working in close proximity to transit-oriented development.

NORTH VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The North Village Specific Plan (NVSP) aims to create a set of land use designations and
development standards which facilitate the development (or renovation) of the NVSP area as a
concentrated, pedestrian-oriented activity center with limited vehicular access. The NVSP is
intended to achieve year-round uses and visitor activity, strengthen the existing winter visitor
market, and improve Mammoth’s attractiveness to spring, summer, and fall resort visitors. The key
objective of the NVSP, and cons equently the Land Use Element, is to enhance the Town’s image as
a destination resort community, through the creation of a high profile, pedestrian-oriented, resort
activity center where lodging, restaurants, shopping, housing, and recreational opportunities are
located within proximity to one another and easily accessible by transit.

There are six land use districts established within the NVSP. As previously noted, the project site is
located in the NVSP, Resort General (RG) district. RG district has been assigned to parcels adjacent
to and easily accessible to the plaza, but still within the Pedestrian Core Overlay area. The
Pedestrian Core area is intended to be a mixed-use village with commercial uses on the ground level
and accommodation units on upper floors. The scale of the individual ground level shops vary. RG
uses are intended to provide visitor-oriented resort services, but retail uses are limited to multi-
tenant complexes or within full-service hotels. Restaurants are generally the only freestanding uses
permitted in the NVSP RG district.

The RG objectives identified in NVSP are as follows:

• To provide resort accommodations and supporting commercial facilities for visitor-oriented
activities and facilities;

• To provide a transition zone between the Plaza Resort and Specialty Lodging uses within
North Village and surrounding residential uses; and

• To provide integrated pedestrian access to and from the plazas.

PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The intent of the proposed project is to create a better relationship and integration with Minaret
Road, with a signature street level pedestrian porte cochere and other features that would animate
the streetscape and serve as an inviting portal into the proposed hotel. In a commitment to help the
NVSP area realize its place-making potential, the key goals and objectives of the project are to:
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• Greatly improve the project’s relationship with the streetscape by introducing the porosity
that allows for ease of pedestrian integration with Minaret Road;

• Populate and animate this section of Minaret Road and allow for ease of access to and from
the proposed hotel amenities via the inviting pedestrian porte cochere;

• Provide streetscape features, including an informational kiosk and a pocket park;

• Deliver much needed critical mass in terms of hot beds to substantively help the North
Village achieve economic sustainability;

• Provide an array of services and amenities that make the North Village a much more
compelling destination for tourists and locals alike;

• Eliminate the need for any additional curb cuts along Minaret Road, which would be
disruptive to pedestrian flows, by utilizing the existing vehicular access to Building C off of
Canyon Boulevard;

• Improve the animation and vibrancy of the streetscape along Minaret Road with the addition
of terraces for casual gathering or dining;

• Provide an array of amenities and related back-of-the-house functions that would allow for
the inn to operate efficiently and attract an experienced and quality hotel operator to
reinforce 8050’s quality as a compelling year-round destination for visitors and locals alike;

• Deliver a LEED certifiable project consistent with the shared environmental values of the
Town and the Applicant;

• Utilize a contextually sensitive architectural vernacular that departs from the repetitive and
mostly uninspiring design solutions associated with earlier generation lodging properties
within the community;

• Deliver a project that takes into account snow country design issues and constraints; and

• Produce a compelling, iconic, and economically sustainable lodging project that acts as a
catalyst for the revitalization and added vibrancy of the North Village.

The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful
public participation and informed decision making. The range of potential alternatives to the
proposed project shall also include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives
of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. Among
the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, General Plan consistency, other plans or
regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire,
control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the
proponent). Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the project’s significant
effects need be considered for inclusion. An alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably
ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative need not be considered.
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Only those impacts found significant and unavoidable are relevant in making the final determination
of whether an alternative is environmentally superior or inferior to the proposed project. As
discussed throughout Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, the proposed project would not result in
any significant and unavoidable impacts, as all potential impacts were concluded to be less than
significant or reduced to a less than significant levels with implementation of the Town’s standards
and regulations, the applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures, and/or the recommended
Additional Mitigation Measures.

Since no significant and unavoidable impacts were found, all potential environmental impacts that
were considered in this SEIR are being analyzed in comparison with the following alternatives:

• No Project/No Development Alternative;
• No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative; and
• Reduced Height Alternative.

Throughout the following analysis, the alternatives’ impacts are analyzed for each environmental
issues area, as examined in Section 5.0 of this SEIR. In this manner, each alternative can be
compared to the proposed project on an issue-by-issue basis. The end of this section provides an
overview of the alternatives analyzed and a comparison of each alternative’s impact in relation to the
proposed project. This section also identifies alternatives that were considered by the lead agency
but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process. Section 7.3, Environmental/v Superior
Alternative, references the “environmentally superior” alternative, as required by the CEQA
Guidelines.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FOR FURTHER
ANALYSIS

The following is a discussion of the land use alternatives considered during the scoping and planning
process and the reasons why they were not selected for detailed analysis in this SEIR. Per CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from
detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii)
infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.

1999 SPEIR ALTERNATIVES

The project site is part of the NVSP. The NVSP was adopted in 1991 and has been amended
several times. The NVSP establishes development regulations for approximately 64 acres located
around Minaret Road, Main Street/Lake Mary Road, and Canyon Boulevard. The intent of the
NVSP is to develop a cohesive, pedestrian-oriented resort activity node, and to provide a year-round
focus for visitor activity within the town.

Several projects have been approved under the NVSP, resulting in the development or
redevelopment of various properties in the area. One of these projects is the 8050 project
(encompassing the project site), which consists of a three-phased development. The certified 1999
SPEIR was found to adequately cover and address the 8050 project. The first two phases of the
8050 project, Buildings A and B, have been completed, as well as the parking structure that would
serve all three phases, Buildings A, B, and C. On April 27, 2005, the Planning Commission of the
Town of Mammoth Lakes approved Tentative Tract Map 36-229 and Use Permit 2005-01, which
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approved Building C, the third and final building in the 8050 complex. The requisite building permit
was subsequently issued by the Town to allow for construction of the approved Building C, which
totaled 41,134 square feet and included 21 residential condominiums with a total of 33 bedrooms.
The proposed Inn at the Village project is a redesign of Building C. The analyses that were
conducted as part of the 1999 SPEIR that were considered by the Town, but were rejected as
infeasible, are discussed below. It encompasses the alternative development scenarios that were
considered, and presents the findings of the environmental impact analyses that were conducted.

1999 SPEIR Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, analyzed the following alternatives to the
project or to the location of the project:

No Pro/ect Alternative. This alternative consisted of the buildout of the 1994 NVSP. The
1994 NVSP included 41 separate parcels under several separate ownerships, totaling 64.1
acres. It created a set of land use designations and development standards to facilitate the
development of the NVSP area as a concentrated, pedestrian-oriented activity center with
limited demand for automobile use. Buildout of the 1994 NVSP would have resulted in the
development of up to 3,020 accommodation rooms, in addition to affordable housing, and
135,000 square feet of commercial uses. The overall NVSP density would be approximately
54 rooms per acre based on three land use districts, the highest intensity district permitting a
maximum of 80 rooms per acre and the lowest intensity district permitting a maximum of 48
rooms per acre. While the proposed types of land uses would be similar between the 1994
and 1999 NVSP Amendment, the orientation and distribution of uses differed with the 1999
NVSP Amendment. Despite the differences in development standards and distribution, the
No Project Alternative would fulfill the primary project objectives outlined for the 1999
NVSP Amendment.

• Reduced Densitw Alternative. The Reduced Density Alternative assumed a 30 percent reduction
in the overall density (square footage) of the 1999 NVSP Amendment. The density
reduction would occur proportionally for all permitted land use types. The overall
distribution of uses would remain the same as the 1999 NVSP Amendment. The Reduced
Density Alternative would fulfill the primary project objectives for the 1999 NVSP
Amendment to a lesser degree because of the reduction in size.

• Alternative Site Alternative. The Alternative Site Alternative assumed the construction of the
same proposed land uses under the 1999 NVSP Amendment on the Lodestar at Mammoth
Master Plan site. The Lodestar at Mammoth site is bordered to the north by Main Street, to
the south by Meridian Boulevard and Minaret Road, to the west by Lake Mary Road and to
the east by joaquin Road. In May 1991, a Master Plan for development within the area of
Lodestar at Mammoth Master Plan was prepared including land use development standards
and conditions of approval for all development. A Final EIR was prepared in February 1991
and subsequently certified in April 17, 1991 for the Master Plan based on construction of a
210-acre master planned destination resort, which includes 40 single-family homes, 735
multi-family condominiums, 100 lodges and apartments (employee housing), 515,600 square
feet of full-service hotels, an 80,000 square feet commercial village, and a 110-acre 18-hole
golf course. Although the Alternative Site Alternative would result in the same amount and
type of development proposed, it would not fulfill the primary project objectives of the 1999
NVSP Amendment to facilitate the development (or renovation) of NVSP area as a
concentrated, pedestrian oriented activity center with restricted vehicular access.
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Based on the analysis presented in Chapter 7 of the 1999 SPEIR, the No Project Alternative was
identified as the environmentally superior alternative. CEQA Section 15126.6 indicates that if the
“No Project” Alternative is the “Environmentally Superior” Alternative, the EIR should also
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives. As the Reduced Density
Alternative would result in the least environmental impacts when compared to the 1999 NVSP
Amendment project while still meeting many of the project objectives and not increasing the
significance of anticipated impacts, the Reduced Density Alternative was considered the
Environmentally Superior Alternative.

As these alternatives do not focus analysis on a project-level basis, the three alternatives analyzed in
the 1999 SPEIR have been considered, but rejected from further consideration.

ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT AREAS

CEQA requires that the discussion of alternatives focus on alternatives to the project or its location
that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project. Per
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(2)(A), the key question and first step in the analysis is whether
any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the
project in another location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the SEIR. In general, any
development of the size and type proposed by the Inn at the Village project would have substantially
the same impacts on an environmental basis. Without a site specific analysis, impacts on aesthetics,
air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, land use and planning, and utilities and service systems cannot
be evaluated. However, it could be inferred that other impacts, such as biological resources, cultural
resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, mineral
resources, noise, etc., could result in increased impacts, as an alternative site would most likely be
undeveloped. The Applicant has a vested right to develop the proposed project on the 8050
Building C project site, pursuant to the building permit issued under the approved Tentative Tract
Map 36-229 and Use Permit 2005-01, which approved Building C, the third and final building in the
8050 complex. Although the Applicant does own other properties in the NVSP area, these other
properties are not yet entitled for future development (Mammoth Crossing sites located to the south
of the project site). Furthermore, it is a key objective of the proposed project, and a key aspect of its
design, to enhance pedestrian integration and accessibility while improving animation and vibrancy
of the streetscape along Minaret Road at the project site. Consequently, this alternative has been
considered and rejected from frirther analysis.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS

Based on the criteria set forth in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 and the new information
considered in this SEIR, the “No Project/No Development” Alternative, the “No Project/No
Reasonably Foreseeable Development” Alternative, and the “Reduced Height” Alternative were
selected and are analyzed in detail in the following sections.

An EIR must identify an “environmentally superior” alternative and where the No Project
Alternative is identified as environmentally superior, the EIR is then required to identify as
environmentally superior an alternative from among the others evaluated. Each alternative’s
environmental impacts are compared to the proposed project and determined to be environmentally
superior, neutral, or inferior. However, only those impacts found significant and unavoidable are
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used in making the final determination of whether an alternative is environmentally superior or
inferior to the proposed project. Section 7.3 of this SEIR identifies the Environmentally Superior
Alternative.

“NO PROJECT/NO DEVELOPMENT’ ALTERNATIVE

This alternative assumes that the existing 8050 project would remain in the current state, with
Buildings A and B of the project completed as well as the 136-space parking structure that serves the
project site. The project site would remain the parking structure podium, and no development
would be constructed atop. The seven-story hotel, totaling 64,750 gross square feet that includes up
to 67 hotel rooms, food and beverage service, spa, outdoor pool! jacuzzis, lobby, and landscaping
elements would not be developed. Under this alternative, the signature pedestrian porte cochere,
allowing for pedestrian integration and improved circulation and a visitor serving public kiosk or
retail space at street level would not be constructed. Additionally, the existing sidewalk along
Minaret Road would not be reconstructed to Town standards.

“NO PROJECT/REASONABLY FORESEEABLE DEVELOPMENT” ALTERNATIVE

The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative proposes the development of
new private residential condominiums on the project site as currently permitted (the approved 8050
Building C), which would total 41,134 square feet including 21 residential condominiums with a total
of 33 bedrooms and would be five stories (62 feet) in height. The development associated with this
alternative would have a broader building mass, covering the entire existing parking structure
podium. The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would be consistent
with the NVSP and amendments would not be required.

Table 1-1, Cornt’arison of Proposed Project and No Project! Reasonablv Foreseeable Development Alternative,
compares the land use type and overall building height of the proposed project and the No
Project! Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative. Comparatively, this alternative proposes
21 residential condominiums with 33 rooms, resulting in a difference in land use type and a decrease
of 23,616 square feet from the proposed project. This Alternative would not require a density
transfer from the Mammoth Crossing zone. In addition, this Alternative proposes a maximum
height of five stories (62 feet) plus another three feet for roof appurtenances, a decrease of 18 feet
and an additional one foot, six inches for roof appurtenances from the proposed project. The
Alternative’s maximum height would be consistent with the current NVSP. As this Alternative has a
wide building mass, this Alternative would have increased building footprint that increases the
proposed building massing along the adjacent Fireside at the Village condominiums to the south.
Under the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative, the architecture and
landscaping components would be developed as residential condominiums (with fractional
ownership) similar to the existing 8050 Buildings A and B. In addition, the remaining accessory
components (i.e., food and beverage service, spa, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, lobby, and pedestrian
porte-cochere) would not be developed, since this Alternative would not function as a more
traditional hotel operation.
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Table 1-1
Comparison of Proposed Project and No Project!
Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative

Land Use Proposed Project No ProiectiReasonably ForeseeableDevelopment Alternative

34,840 square feet
Hotel Rooms1 -

(67 rooms)
Accessory Uses (e.g., lobby, circulation, etc.) 29,910 square feet -

41,134 square feet
Residential Condominiums - (21 residential condominiums,

33 rooms)
Building Height 80 feet2 62 feet3
Notes:
1. The hotel proposes rooms that would be approximately +1- 520 square feet per room.
2. Building height for the proposed project excludes an additional 4 feet and 6 inches for roof appurtenances.
3. Building height for the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative excludes an additional 3 feet for roof

appurtenances.

“REDUCED HEIGHT” ALTERNATIVE

The Reduced Height Alternative proposes the development of a hotel use (with option for
condominium or fractional ownership) on the project site that would have 56 hotel rooms and
would be five stories (58 feet) in height. This alternative would have the same building footprint,
architecture, and landscaping elements as the proposed project. However, this alternative would
have a loss of amenities including the food and beverage service, spa, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, and
pedestrian porte-cochere, as this alternative would not function as a more traditional hotel. The
development associated with this alternative would still be built on top of the existing parking
structure podium; however, the proposed outdoor pool! jacuzzi area would instead be utilized to
accommodate outdoor patios for condominium units and modest landscape features. Under the
Reduced Height Alternative, the NVSP would need to be amended to increase the allowable
development density for the project site (a transfer of 19 rooms from one of the Mammoth
Crossing sites [MC zone]). However, amendments pertaining to building heights and setbacks
would not be required.

Table 1-2, Conmarison of Proposed Project and Reduced HeiL~ht Alternative, compares the overall density,
building height, and average daily trips of the proposed project and Reduced Height Alternative.
Comparatively, this Alternative proposes a 16.4 percent decrease in hotel units, with 11 fewer hotel
rooms, resulting in a decrease in the allowable development density transfer of 19 rooms from the
Mammoth Crossing zone. This Alternative would also decrease three peak hour trips. In addition,
the Reduced Height Alternative proposes a maximum height of five stories (58 feet) with an
additional 4 feet, 6 inches for roof appurtenances, a decrease of 22 feet from the proposed project.
The proposed maximum height would be consistent with the current NVSP. As the proposed
maximum height decreases, the proposed building also conforms to the building setback
requirements in the Resort General (RG) zone. Under the Reduced Height Alternative, the
architecture and landscaping components would be developed similar to the proposed project.
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However, the remaining accessory components (i.e., food and beverage service, spa, outdoor
pool/jacuzzis, pedestrian porte-cochere, public pocket park, and public kiosk) would not be
developed.

Table 1-2
Comparison of Proposed Project and Reduced Height Alternative

Reduced Height DifferenceLand Use Proposed Project

34,840 square feet 29,120 square feet -5,720 squarefeetHotel1
(67 rooms) (56 rooms) (-11 rooms)

Accessory Uses (i.e., circulation) 29,910 square feet 24,135 square feet -5,775 square feet
Building Height2 80 feet 58 feet -22 feet
Peak HourTrips3 19 16 -3
Notes:
1. The hotel proposes rooms that would be approximately +1- 520 square feet per room.
2. Building height excludes an addftional 4 feet and 6 inches for roof appurtenances.
3. Based on a trip generation rate of 0.28 trips per occupied unit per The Inn at the Village Project— Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014.

“ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR” ALTERNATIVE

Table 1-3, Comparison ofAlternatives, summarizes the comparative analysis presented above (i.e., the
alternatives compared to the proposed project). Review of Table 1-3 and the analysis presented
above indicates the No Project/No Development and No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Alternative are the environmentally superior alternatives, as these alternatives would
avoid or lessen impacts associated with development of the proposed project. According to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15 126.6(e), ‘No Project”A/ternative, “if the environmentally superior alternative is
the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other alternatives.” Accordingly, the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Alternative is
the environmentally superior alternative. However, this alternative would not achieve most of the
project objectives.

Only those impacts found significant and unavoidable are relevant in making the final determination
of whether an alternative is environmentally superior or inferior to the proposed project. As
discussed throughout Section 5.0, Enuironmental Analysis, the proposed project would not result in
any significant and unavoidable impacts, as all potential impacts were concluded to be less than
significant or reduced to a less than significant levels with implementation of the Town’s standards
and regulations, the applicable 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures, and/or the recommended
additional mitigation measures. Thus, although the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Alternative would reduce environmental impacts, which would be considered
environmental superior to the proposed project, this Alternative would not reduce any significant
and unavoidable environmental impacts.
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Table 1-3
Comparison of Alternatives

No Project!

Sections No Project! No Reasonably Reduced HeightDevelopment Foreseeable
Development

Land Use and Relevant Planning = =

Aesthetics/Light and Glare V V

Traffic/Circulation V V =

Noise V V
Air Quality V V
Greenhouse Gas Emissions V V
Utilities and Service Systems V V
A Indicates an impact that is greater than the proposed Project (environmentally inferior).
v Indicates an impact that is less than the proposed Project (environmentally superior).
z Indicates an impact that is equal to the proposed Project (neither environmentally superior nor inferior).
* Indicates a significant and unavoidable impact.

Further, the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would result in the
elimination of the accessory components including the food and beverage service, spa, outdoor
pool/jacuzzis, lobby, pedestrian porte-cochere, public kiosk, and public pocket park. This
Alternative would not attain most of the Town’s goals and objectives, including those pertaining to
creating a sense of exploration using pedestrian-oriented sidewalks, plazas, and courtyards with
pedestrian comforts; a visitor-oriented entertainment retail district; active day and evening through
all four seasons, designed to achieve a two to three hour visit; resort and resident activities,
amenities, and services; animation with retail and significant businesses oriented to the Street; retail
and services in “storefront” setting located at the sidewalk; and a variety of resort lodging supported
by meeting facilities, outdoor activities, and restaurants, arts, culture, and entertainment. The goals
and objectives of the NVSP would not be fully realized with this Alternative, as it would not provide
facilities or integrated pedestrian access to and from the plazas. Further, only some of the project’s
objectives would be met. Dining, casual gathering places, publically accessible landscaped spaces,
and hotel-type visitor accommodations for the residents and visitors of the Town would not be
provided on the project site. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the No Project/Reasonably
Foreseeable Development Alternative would not fully act as a catalyst for the revitalization,
economic sustainability, and added vibrancy of the NVSP area.
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2.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

2.1 PURPOSE OF THE SUBSEQUENT EIR

The Town of Mammoth Lakes (Town) undertook analysis of the proposed Inn at the Village (the
project or proposed project) and evaluated it against the standards set forth in Public Resources
Code, Section 21166 and State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section
15162. That analysis is set forth in the Modified Initial Study attached hereto as Appendix 11.1,
Modified Initial Study and Notice of Pr~aration. The Town is the Lead Agency under CEQA and has
determined that a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is required for the proposed
project (State Clearinghouse No. 2014032081)1. This SEIR has been prepared in conformance with
CEQA (California Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.); CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations {CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.); and the rules, regulations,
and procedures for the implementation of CEQA, as adopted by the Town. The principal CEQA
Guidelines sections governing content of this document include Article 9 (Contents of Environmental
Impact Reports) (Sections 15120 through 15132), and Section 15162 (Subsequent EIRs and Negative
Declarations).

The purpose of this SEIR is to review the existing conditions, analyze potential environmental
impacts, and identify feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant effects of the
proposed project. For more detailed information regarding the proposal, refer to Section 3.0, Project
Descrzption.

The Town (which has the principal responsibility of processing and approving the project) and other
public (i.e., responsible and trustee) agencies, that may use this SEIR in the decision-making or
permit process, will consider the information in this SEIR, along with other information that may be
presented during the CEQA process. Environmental impacts are not always mitigatable to a level
considered less than significant; in those cases, impacts are considered significant unavoidable
impacts. In accordance with Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, if a public agency approves
a project that has significant impacts that are not substantially mitigated (i.e., significant unavoidable
impacts), the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons for approving the project, based on the
Final SEIR and any other information in the public record for the project. This is termed, per
Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, a “statement of overriding considerations.”

This document analyzes the environmental effects of the project to the degree of specificity
appropriate to the current proposed actions, as required by Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines.
The analysis considers the activities associated with the project to determine the short-term and
long-term effects associated with their implementation. This SEIR discusses both the direct and
indirect impacts of the project, as well as the cumulative impacts associated with other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future projects.

I The Town determined that a supplemental EIR was not appropriate for the proposed project, since the

necessary additions and changes to the EIR are not considered to be minor and are of a project-specifIc nature rather
than programmatic, as with the 1999 SPEIR (discussed below).
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2.2 CEQA DOCUMENT TIERING

The project site (the subject site of this SEIR) is located within the North Village Specific Plan
(NVSP) area. The NVSP is a set of land use designations and development standards which
facilitates the development (or renovation) of the “North Village” area as a concentrated, pedestrian-
oriented commercial and visitor accommodation center. Upon adoption of the NVSP, the Town
analyzed the potential environmental impacts that would result from the required General Plan
Amendments and Zoning Code Amendments necessary for implementation of the NVSP,
encompassed in the Final Environmental Impact Report North Villa&e Specific Plan (1991 PEIR), dated
February 1991. These land use changes were approved by the Town and the 1991 PEIR was
certified. Since that time, the NVSP has undergone multiple amendments and associated
environmental compliance documentation, including the following (refer to Section 1.5, Incort’oration
by Reference, for a detailed discussion of each of the past environmental analyses conducted for
projects in the NVSP area):

• Final Environmental Impact Report North Villa~ge Specific Plan, dated February 1991;
• 1994 NVSP Amendment;
• North Villa~ge Specific Plan Environmental Impact ReportAddendum (May 1994);
• 1999 NVSP Amendment;
• Subsequent Pro~gram Environmental Impact Reportfor the North Villa~ge 1999 Specific Plan Amendment

(October 13, 2000);
• 2005 NVSP Amendment;
• 2008 NVSP Amendment;
• 2009 NVSP Amendment; and
• Final Environmental Impact Report Mammoth Crossin~g Project (April 17, 2009).

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168(c), subsequent activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the Program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental
document must be prepared. If the lead agency finds that pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, no new effects could occur or no new
mitigation measures would be required, then the lead agency can approve the activity as being within
the scope of the project covered by the Program EIR. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168[c][2].)
Otherwise, further environmental review would be required if circumstances under Public Resources
Code Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 are triggered. The CEQA Guidelines go
on to state that where subsequent activities involve site specific operations, the lead agency should
use a written checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the activity to
determine whether the environmental effects of the operation were covered in the Program EIR
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168[c][4].)

Per Section 15168(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, the Program EIR can be used to simplify the task of
preparing environmental documents on later parts of the program. The Program EIR provides the
basis in an Initial Study for determining whether the later activity may have any significant effects;
and be incorporated by reference to deal with regional influences, secondary effects, cumulative
impacts, broad alternatives, and other factors that apply to the program as a whole.
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2.2.1 THE TIERING PROCESS

To avoid repetition, wasted time, and unnecessary speculation, a lead agency may “tier” EIRs for a
sequence of actions so that the later EIRs incorporate and build on the information in the previous
EIRs. (PRC Sections 21068.5, 21093; CEQA Guidelines Section 15152.) In particular, tiering may
be used when the sequence of environmental review begins with an EIR prepared for a program,
plan, policy, or ordinance, such as the 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and the 1999 SPEIR.
(PRC Section 21094[a]; and CEQA Guidelines Section 15152[d].) The first-tier EIR may be
followed by an EIR for another plan or policy of lesser scope, or a site-specific EIR for a specific
project. (PRC Section 21094[a]; CEQA Guidelines Sections 15152[b], 15385[a].)

Once a first-tier EIR, such as the 1991 PEIR and 1994 PEIR Addendum, has been certified for a
program, plan, policy, or ordinance, the significant environmental effects of a later plan or policy of
lesser scope or a later development project must be examined using a tiered EIR. (PRC Section
21094[a].) The second-tier EIR, here the 1999 SPEIR for the 1999 NVSP Amendment, is limited to
significant environmental effects that were (1) not examined in the 1991 PEIR and 1994 PEIR
Addendum, or (2) previously examined and that are susceptible to substantial reduction or
avoidance through project revisions, mitigation measures, or other means. (PRC Section 21068.5,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15152[d].) Similar to the second-tier EIR, a third tier would follow a
similar methodology.

An SEIR need not examine significant environmental effects that the Town determined were either
(1) mitigated or avoided as a result of findings adopted under PRC Section 21081(a)(1) for the 1991
PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and 1999 SPEIR, or (2) examined in a sufficient level of detail in the
previous environmental documentation to allow it to be mitigated or avoided through revisions to
the project, imposition of conditions, or other means when the later project is approved. (PRC
Section 21094[a][1].) Further, the Town must determine whether the project may cause significant
environmental effects that were not adequately addressed in the previous environmental
documentation. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15152[f].) The Town may conclude that a significant
environmental effect has been adequately addressed in the 1999 SPEIR and earlier documentation if
it determines, based on an initial study or other analysis, that either of these statutory standards is
met. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15152[f][3].)

Accordingly, the third-tier EIR, the subject SEIR, should not reexamine significant project-related
environmental effects that would be mitigated or avoided through measures resulting from the 1999
SPEIR and previous environmental documentation, or impacts that were examined in sufficient
detail that they can be mitigated or avoided when the later project is approved. (PRC Section
21094[a][1]; and CEQA Guidelines Section 15152[fj[3].) The discussion and analysis in the SEIR is
therefore limited to significant environmental effects that were not examined in the previous
environmental documentation and significant effects that were not examined in sufficient detail to
allow mitigation measures to be devised, but that can be mitigated or avoided after further study.
(PRC Section 21068.5; CEQA Guidelines Section 15152[d].) As such, where the 1999 SPEIR and
earlier environmental documentation examined impacts at a general programmatic level and did not
evaluate project-level impacts, the SEIR provides an independent analysis of the proposed project’s
significant environmental impacts. (See ~ In re Bqy-Delta Prqgrammatic Environmental Impact Report
Coordinated Proceedin~gs [2008] 43 Cal. 4th 1143, 1173.)
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2.2.2 TIERING FROM THE PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL
DOCUMENTATION

Where appropriate, this SEIR tiers off the 1999 SPEIR and earlier environmental documentation.
As discussed above, under CEQA Guidelines Section 15152, tiering is appropriate when the
sequence of analysis follows from an EIR prepared for a general plan, policy, or program to an EIR
of lesser scope, or to a site-specific EIR. Under CEQA, the 1991 PEIR and 1994 PEIR Addendum
are considered first-tier documents, the 1999 SPEIR is considered a second-tier document, and this
SEIR for the proposed project is considered a third-tier document. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15152(d)(1) and (2), the standard of review for an SEIR is defined as follows:

(d) UT/here an EIR has been prepared and certifiedfor apro~gram, plan, poli~y, or ordinance consistent with
the requirements of this section, an)’ lead a~gen~y for a later prgiect pursuant to or consistent with the
prqgram, plan, poli~y, or ordinance should limit the EIR or ne~gative declaration on the later project to
effects which:

(1) Were not examined as szgn~ficant çflècts on the environment in the prior EIR; or
(2) Are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the

prQject, 4y the imposition ofconditions, or other means.

Accordingly, this SEIR will focus its analysis on changes to the project or the surrounding
circumstances that may have occurred since the Town of Mammoth Lakes certified the 1999 SPEIR.
Under principals of tiering, if first- and second-tier documents found significant impacts, then the
third-tier EIR must require implementation of the prior mitigation measures unless the analysis
explains that the measures are not applicable or that other mitigation measures can replace the
previous measures and similarly reduce the impacts to a level of insignificance. The 1991 PEIR,
1994 PEIR Addendum, and 1999 SPEIR determined that the following significant and unavoidable
impacts for the project site would occur with implementation of the NVSP:

• Impacts to school facilities (1991 PEIR);
• Existing view impacts (pertaining to the proposed gondola feature) (1991 PEIR);
• Land use impacts related to the aesthetics of the proposed gondola feature (1991 PEIR);
• Fiscal impacts as a result of an undetermined net cost to Mono County (1991 PEIR); and
• Air Quality (Threshold exceedances established by the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution

Control District and cumulative considerations for air quality) (1999 SPEIR).

All other impacts were found to be less than significant through the existing standards, regulations,
and/or mitigation measures imposed under the 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and the 1999
SPEIR. As discussed previously, this SEIR is “tiered” from the previous environmental
documentation. As defined under CE~QA Guidelines Section 15385, “tiering” refers to the
analysis of general matters in broader, programmatic EIRs (such as the 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR
Addendum, and 1999 SPEIR) with subsequent narrower EIRs for individual projects that
concentrate on site-specific issues and incorporate by reference the general discussions in the
programmatic EIR. CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines encourage the use of tiered EIRs to reduce
delays and excessive paperwork in the environmental review process. This is accomplished in
tiered EIRs by eliminating repetitive analyses of issues that were adequately addressed in the
Program EIR and by incorporating those analyses by reference. The tiering of the environmental
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analysis for the proposed project allows this SEIR to rely on the previous environmental
documentation (incorporated by reference) for: (1) a discussion of general background and
setting information for environmental topic areas; (2) overall growth-related issues; (3) issues that
were previously evaluated in sufficient detail in the previous environmental documentation and
for which there is no significant new information or changed circumstances that would require
ftirther analysis; and (4) cumulative impacts. For those impacts that were determined to be
significant and unavoidable for the project site in the 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and 1999
SPEIR, and which will remain significant and unavoidable with the implementation of the proposed
project, the SEIR is not required to, and does not provide, duplicative analysis. Certain
environmental analyses from the previous environmental documentation are reiterated in this SEIR
to provide a comprehensive analysis of the environmental factors, but the inclusion of such analyses
is not intended to provide a basis for reconsidering the Town’s certification of the previous
environmental documentation and its approval of the NVSP and associated Amendments.

2.3 COMPLIANCE WITH CEQA

PUBLIC REVIEW OF DRAFT SEIR

In accordance with Sections 15087 and 15105 of the CE~,QA Guidelines, this Draft SEIR will be
circulated for a 45-day public review period. Persons and agencies commenting are encouraged to
provide information that they believe is missing from the Draft SEIR and to identify where the
information can be obtained. All comment letters received will be responded to in writing, and the
comment letters, together with the responses to those comments, will be included in the Final SEIR.

Comment letters should be sent to:

Town of Mammoth Lakes, Community and Economic Development Department
P.O. Box 1609
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
Attn: Ms. Jen Daugherty, Senior Planner
daugherty@townofmammothlakes.ca.gov

FINAL EIR

This Draft SEIR is being circulated alone, without the 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, or 1999
SPEIR2, for public review for a period of 45 days. Interested agencies and members of the public
are invited to provide written comments on the Draft SEIR to the Town of Mammoth Lakes
address shown on the title page of this document. Upon completion of the 45-day review period,
the Town of Mammoth Lakes will review all written comments received and prepare written
responses for each comment. A Final SEIR will then be prepared incorporating all of the comments
received, responses to the comments, and any changes to the Draft SEIR that result from the
comments received. The previous environmental documentation, as revised by the Final SEIR, will
be considered by the Town of Mammoth Lakes for certification, consistent with CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15162.

2 The 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and 1999 SPEIR are available online at http://www.
townofmammothlakes.ca.gov/index.aspx?NIDI 59.
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All persons who commented on the Draft SEIR will be notified of the availability of the Final SEIR
and the date of the public hearing before the Town. The Draft SEIR is available to the general
public for review at the locations listed below. It is also available for review on the Town’s website
at: http: //www.townofrnammothiakes.ca.gov/index.aspx?nidz542.

• Town of Mammoth Lakes Community and Economic Development Department
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

• Mono County Library
400 Sierra Park Road
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

2.4 EIR SCOPING PROCESS

NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND MODIFIED INITIAL STUDY

The Town of Mammoth Lakes adopted the standard Appendix G (Initial Study) checklist to address
the factors in Public Resources Code, Section 21166 and State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.
This checklist is known throughout this document as a “Modified Initial Study.” After preparation
of a Modified Initial Study for the proposed project, the Town of Mammoth Lakes determined that
a Subsequent analysis to the 1999 SPEIR would be required for the proposed project and issued a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Modified Initial Study on March 26, 2014 (refer to Appendix

iLl). Comments received during the public review period, which ended on April 24, 2014 and
included a Scoping Meeting on April 9, 2014. This SEIR has taken into consideration all the
comments received in response to the NOP. Copies of the comment letters that were received
during the public review period for the Modified Initial Study and as part of the Scoping Meeting
can be found in Appendix 11.1.

The NOP process was used to determine scope of the environmental issues to be addressed in this
SEIR. Based on the NOP and the Modified Initial Study, certain environmental categories were
identified as having the potential for significant environmental impacts over and above those found
in the previous environmental documentation. Issues identified as New Potentially Significant
Impact in the Modified Initial Study are addressed in detail in this Draft SEIR. Issues identified as
No New Impact/No Impact in the Modified Initial Study are not addressed beyond the discussion
contained in the Modified Initial Study. Refer to the Modified Initial Study in Appendix 11.1 to this
SEIR for a discussion of how these initial determinations were made.

2.5 FORMAT OF THE DRAFT SEIR

Based upon the Modified Initial Study, Town of Mammoth Lakes staff determined that a SEIR
should be prepared for the proposed project because there was new information of substantial
importance that showed the proposed project could have one or more significant effects not
discussed in the 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, or the 1999 SPEIR. The scope of the SEIR
was determined based upon the Town of Mammoth Lakes’ Modified Initial Study, comments
received in response to the NOP, and comments received at the Scoping Meeting conducted by the
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Town of Mammoth Lakes. Pursuant to Sections 15126.2 and 15126.4 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, the SEIR is organized into 11 sections, as follows:

• Section 1.0, Executive Summary, provides a brief project description and summary of the
environmental impacts and mitigation measures.

• Section 2.0, Introduction and Purpose, provides CEQA compliance information.

• Section 3.0, Project Description, provides a detailed project description indicating project
location, background, and history; project characteristics, phasing, and objectives; as well as
associated discretionary actions required.

• Section 4.0, Basis of Cumulative Analysis, describes the approach and methodology for the
cumulative analysis.

• Section 5.0, EnvironmentalAnaivsis, contains a detailed environmental analysis of the existing
conditions, project impacts, recommended mitigation measures, and unavoidable adverse
impacts for a number of environmental topic areas.

• Section 6.0, Other CEOA Considerations, discusses significant environmental changes that
would be involved in the proposed action, should it be implemented. The project’s growth-
inducing impacts, including the potential for population growth, are also discussed.

• Section 7.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Proiec4 describes a reasonable range of alternatives to
the project or to the location of the project that could avoid or substantially lessen the
significant impact of the project and still feasibly attain the basic project objectives.

• Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not to be S~gnificant provides an explanation of potential impacts
that have been determined not to be significant.

• Section 9.0, Organizrations and Persons Consulted, identifies all Federal, State, or local agencies,
other organizations, and individuals consulted.

• Section 10.0, Bibliopaphv, identifies reference sources for the SEIR.

• Section 11.0, Apiendices, contains technical documentation for the project.

2.6 RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES

Certain projects or actions undertaken by a Lead Agency require subsequent oversight, approvals, or
permits from other public agencies in order to be implemented. Such other agencies are referred to
as Responsible Agencies and Trustee Agencies. Pursuant to Sections 15381 and 15386 of the
CEQA Guidelines, as amended, Responsible Agencies and Trustee Agencies are respectively defined
as follows:

“Responsible 4gen~y” means a public a&enEy, which proposes to cariy out or approve a project, for which a
Lead Agen~y is preparing or has prepared an EIR or N~gative Declaration. For the purposes of CE~QA,
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the term “reiponsible agen~y” includes all public agencies other than the Lead Agen~y, which have
discretionary approvalpower over the profrc.~ (Section 15381)

‘Trustee Agen~” means a state agen~y havingjurisdiction by law over natural resources afficted by a project,
which are held in trust for the people of the State of California. Trustee Agencies include, The Caljfornia
Department of Fish and Game, The State Lands Commission; The State Department of Parks and
Recreation and The University of Ca4fornia with regard to sites within the Natural Land and Water
Reserves System. (Section 15386)

Responsible and Trustee Agencies and other entities that may use this SEIR in their decision-making
process or for informational purposes include, but may not be limited to, the following:

• Mammoth Community Water District;
• Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District;
• California Department of Transportation;
• California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Lahontan);
• State Water Resources Control Board; and
• Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District.

2.7 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

Pertinent documents relating to this SEIR have been cited in accordance with Section 15150 of the
CEQA Guidelines~ which encourages incorporation by reference as a means of reducing redundancy
and length of environmental reports. The following documents are hereby incorporated by
reference into this SEIR. Information contained within these documents has been utilized for each
section of this SEIR. These documents are available for review at the Town of Mammoth Lakes
Community and Economic Development Department, located at 437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 and on the Town’s website: http://www.townofmammothlakes.ca.gov.

• Town ofMammoth Lakes General Plan 2007. The Town of Mammoth Lakes Council adopted
the Town ofMammoth Lakes General Plan 2007 (2007 General Plan) on August 15, 2007. The
General Plan establishes standards, guidelines, and priorities that define the community now
and for the future. The 2007 General Plan is organized by elements. Each element is
introduced with an explanation of the intent of the goals, policies, and actions within that
element. The 2007 General Plan contains the following elements:

— Economy;

— Arts, Culture, Heritage, and Natural History;

— Community Design;

— Neighborhood and District Character;
— Land Use;

- Mobility;

— Parks, Open Space and Recreation;

— Resource Management and Conservation; and

— Public Health and Safety.
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It is noted that the Housing and Noise Elements were not updated as part of the 2007
General Plan. However, an updated Housing Element was adopted in 2010, and the 2014-
2019 Housing Element Update was adopted in June 2014. Additionally, the Town Council
amended the Parks, Open Space, and Recreation Element in 2012 with the addition of new
policies and one additional goal and revoked the 1990 Parks and Recreation Element.

• Final Program Environmental Imbact Report for the Town of Mammoth Lakes 2005 General Plan
Update (May 2007). The Final Program Environmental Impact Report (2007 General Plan
PEIR) analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the update of the Town’s
General Plan. This update provided the Town’s long-range comprehensive direction to
guide future development and identified the community’s environmental, social, and
economic goals. The 2007 General Plan PEIR document was prepared as a Program EIR,
which is intended to facilitate consideration of broad policy directions, program-level
alternatives, and mitigation measures consistent with the level of detail available for the plan.
The 2007 General Plan PEIR concluded significant and unavoidable impacts regarding
aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, public safety and hazards, noise, public services
and utilities, and recreation.

• Town ofMammoth Lakes Municzial Code ~Municipal Code). The Town ofMammoth Lakes Municzbal
Code (Municipal Code) consists of all the regulatory and penal ordinances and administrative
ordinances of the Town of Mammoth Lakes. It is the method the Town uses to implement
control of land uses, in accordance with General Plan goals and policies. The Town of
Mammoth Lakes Zoning Ordinance, Title 17, of the Municipal Code identifies land uses
permitted and prohibited according to the zoning category of particular parcels. The
Buildings and Construction Ordinance, Title 15, specifies rules and regulations for
construction, alteration, and building for uses of human habitation.

• North Village Specific Plan (as amended). The North Village Specific Plan (NVSP) area consists
of approximately 64 acres of land, the majority of which is under multiple ownerships,
within the northwest portion of the Town. The NVSP area is primarily comprised of urban
development and includes hotels, restaurants, visitor-oriented and general commercial
operations, professional offices, condominiums, single-family residential, and community
facilities.

The objective of the NVSP is to create a set of land use designations and development
standards which would facilitate the development (or renovation) of the NVSP area as a
concentrated, pedestrian-oriented commercial and visitor accommodation center with public
and private underground parking, amenities and activities focused around three pedestrian
plazas connected by retail, restaurant, and cultural amenities. It is the intent of the NVSP
that future development in North Village be oriented toward year-round uses and visitor
activity to strengthen the existing winter visitor market and to improve the Town’s
attractiveness to year-round resort visitors. Unification of development throughout the
NVSP area through the establishment of architectural and landscaping guidelines also
strengthen NVSP area’s image as a resort activity node in the Town.

Since the NVSP was approved, several major projects within the NVSP area have been
approved, including:

Public Review Draft • July 2014 2-9 Introduction and Purpose



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report

CALl FORNIA

— The Village at Mammoth (Grand Sierra Lodge, White Mountain Lodge, and Lincoln
House);

— Village Gondola Building;

— Village Skier Services Building;

— Restaurants and Retail;

— Westin Monache; and

— 8050: Buildings “A”, “B”, and “C”.3

• Final Environmental Impact Retort North Village Specific Plan (February 1991). The Final
Environmental Impact Report North Village Specific Plan (1991 PEIR), dated February 1991,
addresses geology, soils, and seismicity; hydrology and water quality; biological resources;
land use and planning; jobs/housing relationship; utilities; traffic; air quality; noise;
archeological; aesthetics/visual impacts; light and glare; public services/ fiscal impacts; energy
conservation; as well as other topical areas determined to be less than significant. Where
potentially significant environmental impacts were identified, feasible mitigation measures
were recommended that would avoid or lessen adverse environmental effects of the NVSP
project. The 1991 PEIR concluded that the following significant and unavoidable impacts
would occur with implementation of the NVSP:

— Impacts to school facilities;

— Existing view impacts (pertaining to the proposed gondola feature);
— Land use impacts related to the aesthetics of the proposed gondola feature; and

— Fiscal impacts pertaining to an undetermined net cost to Mono County.

All other impacts were found to be less than significant through the existing standards,
regulations, and mitigation measures imposed under the 1991 PEIR.

• North Viila~ie Steci/ic Plan Environmental Impact Report Addendum (May 1994). In 1994, Zoning
Code Amendment 94-1 and General Plan Amendment 94-1 were filed in order to refine the
design of the NVSP pedestrian core area and to realign Canyon Boulevard to meet with
Millers Siding/Lake Mary Road as a Collector Street. These proposed design changes did
not alter the concept of the NVSP (as approved in 1991). As determined by CEQA Statutes
and Guidelines, the lead agency determined that an Addendum was required, as the project
would not raise important new issues about the significance of effects on the environment.
The North Village Specific Plan Environmental Impact ReportAddendum (1994 PEIR Addendum),
dated May 1994, determined that all of the impacts were less than significant through the
implementation of the existing standards, regulations, and mitigation measures.

• Subsequent Pro~’ram Environmental Impact Report for the North Village 1999 Spec~fIc Plan Amendment
(October 13. 2000). In 1999, an amendment to the NVSP was proposed (the 1999 NVSP
Amendment). This amendment involved modifications to circulation and parking, height
limitations and setbacks, as well as alternate development opportunities and housing
modifications, when compared to the approved NVSP at the time. As part of the 1999
NVSP Amendment, the Town prepared and certified the Subsequent Program Environmental

3 Note that modification of the approved Building C is the subject of this SEIR.
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Impact Reportfor the North Villa~ge 1999 Specific Plan Amendment (1999 SPEIR), on October 13,
2000. The purpose of the 1999 SPEIR was to review the existing conditions and
conclusions of the 1991 PEIR and 1994 PEIR Addendum, analyze potential environmental
impacts associated with the 1999 NVSP Amendment in comparison to the previous
environmental documentation, and identify mitigation measures to reduce potentially
significant effects. Mitigation measures from the 1991 PEIR and 1994 PEIR Addendum
were incorporated, and in some cases modified, and new mitigation measures were
recommended, where necessary, to reduce new potentially significant impacts. Topical areas
specifically examined in the 1999 SPEIR included land use and relevant planning; population
and housing; aesthetics/light and glare; traffic and parking; air quality; noise; geology, soils,
and seismicity; hydrology and drainage; biological resources; public services and utilities; as
well as cultural resources. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the following additional
significant and unavoidable impacts would occur with implementation of the 1999 NVSP
Amendment:

— Air Quality (Threshold exceedances established by the Great Basin Unified Air
Pollution Control District and cumulative considerations for air quality).

All other impacts were found to be less than significant through the existing standards,
regulations, and mitigation measures (modified as necessary) imposed under the 1991 PEIR
and 1994 PEIR Addendum.

The Inn at the Village project site (the subject site of this SEIR) involves the development of
a property within the NVSP area. This SEIR will rely on the first and second tier analyses
conducted for the project site in and prior to the 1999 SPEIR, and will discuss any changed
circumstances or new information that might alter the previous analyses. The SEIR will also
identify those environmental impacts that are new potentially significant or more severe than
those analyzed in the past environmental documentation.

• Final Environmental Impact Report Mammoth Crossin~g Project (April 17. 2009). The Mammoth
Crossing Project (Mammoth Crossing) proposed the redevelopment of three of the four
corners that comprise the Main Street/Lake Mary Road and Minaret Road intersection with
a combination of resort accommodations, retail uses, and public plazas. Mammoth Crossing
is located within the southern portion of the NVSP area, and included a series of
amendments to the NVSP as well as amendments to the 2007 General Plan. Environmental
impacts as a result of construction of Mammoth Crossing’s three development areas were
analyzed in a project-level EIR, the Final Environmental Impact Report Mammoth Crossin& Project
(Mammoth Crossing EIR), which was certified on September 16, 2009. Overall, Mammoth
Crossing proposed the construction of up to 742 condominium/hotel rooms, up to
approximately 69,150 square feet of hotel amenities and operations and general retail uses,
40,500 square feet of retail development, and 711 parking spaces and nine spaces for hotel
guest check-in. Affordable housing would be required to be provided as part of Mammoth
Crossing, some of which would be constructed off-site. Proposed development at the three
development areas would involve multiple buildings ranging in height from one to seven
stories. The project-level EIR determined that this project would result in the following
significant and unavoidable impacts:
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— Aesthetics;

- Air Quality; and

— Noise.

• North Village District Planning Study (modified November 5. 2008 and accepted by Town
Council in July 2009). The North Village District Planning Study (modified November 5,
2008) has been developed in accordance with the Town’s district planning policy, which
requires completion of district planning in conjunction with major land use applications
seeking Zoning Code or General Plan amendments. This planning study was initiated by the
Mammoth Crossing project application.

Mammoth Crossing was anticipated to markedly change the character, appearance, and
function of this gateway intersection, and the NVSP area as a whole. The North Village
District Planning Study therefore takes as its study boundaries the entire NVSP area, and
frames its analysis relative to the intent and goals of the NVSP and adopted General Plan for
this district. The study provides an overview and analysis of the existing conditions,
regulatory environment, character and functionality of the NVSP area, and examines these as
a series of issues, opportunities, and constraints. The 2007 General Plan’s character
statement for North Village and the stated objectives of the NVSP serve as a benchmark to
consider how future development patterns under the existing Specific Plan either support or
hinder the achievement of those objectives.

The Town’s Planning, Mobility, Public Art, and Tourism and Recreation Commissions, the
public, and other interested stakeholders provided critical input through a series of focus
groups and public meetings held as part of the district planning process. This input helped
guide the overall analysis, development of alternatives, and selection of a preferred
alternative that has been refined to create the preferred plan and recommendations.

The analysis and recommendations presented in the North Village District Planning Study
are to be used by Town decision makers to frame consideration of future projects, including
potential updates or amendments to the NVSP.

• Design Guidelines The Village at Mammoth (approved August 23. 2000). The Des~gn Guidelines
The Villa&e at Mammoth (NVSP Design Guidelines) (approved August 23, 2000), are intended
to provide general and specific design information so that all involved in the development
process are able to proceed with a shared basis of information. They are structured to
provide a description of the design concept for the NVSP area, supporting objectives of the
design components, and a listing of design guidelines that must be followed to achieve the
objectives. The main concept of the NVSP Design Guidelines is that the NVSP area should
be designed so that it is appropriate to the character of the Mammoth Lakes region, and to
be competitive with other high-quality mountain villages in North America.
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2.8 DISAGREEMENT AMONGST EXPERTS

This SEIR contains substantial evidence to support all of the conclusions presented herein. That is
not to say that there will not be disagreements with these conclusions. The CEQA Guidelines and,
more particularly, case law clearly provide the standards for treating disagreement among experts.
Where evidence and opinions of experts conflict on an issue concerning the environment, and the
agency knows of these controversies in advance, the SEIR must acknowledge the controversies,
summarize the conflicting opinions of the experts, and include sufficient information to allow the
public and decision makers to take intelligent account of the environmental consequences of their
action.

It is also possible that evidence will be presented during the Draft SEIR review which might create
disagreement. This evidence may be considered by the decision makers during the public hearing
process.

In rendering a decision on a project where there is disagreement among experts, the decision makers
are not obligated to select the most conservative, environmentally protective, or liberal viewpoint.
They may give more weight to more than one expert than another, and need not resolve a dispute
among experts. In their proceedings, they must consider the comments received and address
objections, but need not follow said comments or objections, so long as they state the basis for their
decision and that decision is supported by substantial evidence.
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING

3.1.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The Inn at the Village is located in the Town of Mammoth Lakes, California (Town). The Town is
located in the southwest portion of Mono County, on the eastern side of the Sierra Nevada
mountain range; refer to Exhibit 3-1, Ret’ional Vicinity. The project site is situated in the developed
area of North Village (NVSP area) within the northwestern portion of the Town; refer to Exhibit 3-
~, Site Vithzitv. The project site is specifically located at 50 Canyon Boulevard, to the west of Minaret
Road, north of Main Street/Lake Mary Road, and east of Canyon Boulevard. Regional access to the
site is provided via U.S. Highway 395 to State Route 203 (Main Street).

3.1.2 PROJECT SETTING (EXISTING CONDITIONS)

EXISTING ON-SITE CONDITIONS

The proposed project is the last phase (Building C) of a three-phase development (8050 project).
The first two phases (Buildings A and B) of the 8050 project have been completed, as well as the
136-space parking structure that would serve Buildings A, B, and C. The project site would be
located atop the parking structure podium1, adjoining the existing Building A (located along Canyon
Boulevard to the northwest) and Building B (located along Minaret Road to the north).

The existing Buildings A and B of the 8050 project consist of two resort lodging buildings
comprised of 28 units with 57 bedrooms. Further, the ground floor commercial along Minaret Road
in Building B totals 3,335 square feet of commercial space and includes an on-site fine dining and
catering enterprise (Toomey’s). The existing Buildings A and B also include a roof-top fitness room
and jacuzzi terrace and related site and landscaping improvements.

EXISTING GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING

According to Figure 3, Ne~ghborhood Character Map, of the Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan 2007
(2007 General Plan) the project site is within the North Village District. District boundaries are
based on the 1987 General Plan Planning Districts and are defined by existing development,
patterns of vegetation, topographic features, circulation patterns, and the relationships of land uses.
Master planning of these specific districts provides a basis for future land use decisions
incorporating the goals, policies, and actions in the Land Use and Community Design Elements as
well as the Neighborhood and District Character Element of the 2007 General Plan.

A podium is a platform that is used to raise something to a short distance above its surroundings. In the
case of the existing on-site parkitig structure, the roof of the parking structure is above-grade and is referenced as a
“podium” for the purposes of this anaiysis.

Public Review Draft • July 2014 3-1 Project Description



:H~:~.
ZT~~~ti~ ‘1~Nj

EL DORADO ‘J~oeff~N4\ Ii NEVADA
COUNTY N.. X . - ~~ ~-~‘ ~ ,.

~‘ / I
err-’ ~N-~O~ L..~-...

I ALPINE I
COUNTY Colèi~iIIe .

AMADOR — COUNTY _____ — -

Suitor — — - -
I ~ C~ek ‘ > ~ — ~ —) : - :

— CALAVERAS /

— COUNTY / I; -

dreas Bridgeport

• Sonora TUOLUMNE eeV~o~ 6

-~ ~)~nebke C~Y .r

O~ARiPoSA~’~ ,/“Project*Mamfl~th 6

Tu~~ç~ i~\ ~ Site,/>’~-~3~5

v~ f~- >~L~erced )ç /~akh~i MADERA B~hop
f~~tin~ ~ COUNTY

~ Ba~st C~y~chtItaX~ I ç”~r BigPine

I—”~
Madera ~ ) INTO

~ I -c
FS 9 COUNTY

Menddta Clovis (~ lndependen~
395

SAN BENITO j Dinuba

~NTEREY~\~Coal~qa ~

INN AT THE VILLAGENOTTO SCALE

SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Regional Vicinity
DI JN 139231

Exhibit 3-1



~p~N1MOTH KNOLLS

Q

m

-C.

C,

0-

/

—~ -...

:~ ~

~ •~ :: ~

—~

(I)
m
(J)

,-~ 0

-

I- —
I-

-~ I

8OUL~fr
4d~•

/
4

/
/

NOTTO SCALE

CONSULTING
0714.JN139231

INN AT THE VILLAGE
SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Site Vicinity
Exhibit 3-2

1-

S

I 0
I::.
r

.3,

II

-V

FOREST TRAIL

C~RCLE

0

0

I
D
a

NV ROA°

MAIN STREET

- • y

3

I 2

I
LEGEND

Project Site Boundary

North Village Specific
Plan Boundary

Source: Google Earth Pro aertal, 2013.

‘



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALl PORN IA

The project site is zoned North Village Specific Plan (NVSP), Resort General (RG), according to the
Town’s Official Zoning Map and the North Village Specific Plan Zoning. The NVSP was originally
adopted in 1991 and subsequently amended in 1994, 2000, January 19, 2005, May 21, 2008, and
October 7, 2009. According to the 2007 General Plan, the NVSP is intended to create a visitor-
oriented entertainment retail and lodging district anchored by a pedestrian plaza and a gondola
connection to Mammoth Mountain Ski Area.

The NVSP area is primarily comprised of urban development, including hotels, restaurants, visitor-
oriented and general commercial operations, professional offices, condominiums, single-family
homes, and community facilities.

SURROUNDING LAND USES

The land uses surrounding the project site are:

• North: Buildings A and B of the 8050 project adjoin the project site to the northwest and
north, respectively. These resort lodging buildings are zoned NVSP RG. Commercial and
retail uses within the Village Plaza and the Mammoth Mountain Village Gondola are located
frirther northwest of the project site (west of Minaret Road and east of Canyon Boulevard).
These commercial and retail uses are zoned NVSP, Plaza Resort (PR).

• ~ Minaret Road forms the northeast boundary of the project site. Hotel, vacation
condominium rentals, and restaurant uses are located directly across Minaret Road to the
northeast and southeast. The land uses to the east are also within the North Village
Planning District and are zoned NVSP RG.

• j~h: Fireside at the Village condominiums adjoin the project site to the south and are
zoned NVSP RG. A commercial building (previously Whiskey Creek Restaurant and now
solely occupied by Mammoth Brewing Company) and surface parking are located further
south of the project site. The zoning is NVSP, Mammoth Crossing (MC).

• i~~tt. The Westin Monache Resort and surrounding vacant land uses are located directly
across Canyon Boulevard, west of the project site. These properties are also zoned NVSP
PR.

3.2 BACKGROUND AND HISTORY

The NVSP was adopted in 1991 and has been amended several times. The NVSP establishes
development regulations for approximately 64 acres located around Minaret Road, Main Street/Lake
Mary Road, and Canyon Boulevard. The intent of the NVSP is to develop a cohesive, pedestrian-
oriented resort activity node, and to provide a year-round focus for visitor activity within the town.
The Final EnvironmentalLwpact Report North Vi//a~ge Specific P/an (1991 PEIR), dated February 1991, was
certified along with the adoption of the NVSP in 1991. In 1994, the North Villa~ge Specific P/an
Environmental Impact ReportAddendum (1994 PEIR Addendum), dated May 1994, was prepared for an
amendment to the NVSP, and in 2000, the Subsequent Pro~gram Environmental Impact Reportfor the North
Villa~ge 1999 Specific P/an Amendment (1999 SPEIR), dated October 13, 2000, was certified for an
update to the NVSP. The most recent amendment to the NVSP was in 2009 for the Mammoth
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Crossing Project (Mammoth Crossing), which established tailored development standards (e.g.,
density, height, setbacks, lot coverage) for certain NVSP properties. As part of that effort, the
Town also prepared the North Village District Planning Study, which was accepted by the Town
Council in July 2009.

Several projects have been approved under the NVSP, resulting in the development or
redevelopment of various properties in the area. One of these projects is the 8050 project
(encompassing the project site), which consists of a three-phased development. The certified 1999
SPEIR was found to adequately cover and address the 8050 project. The first two phases of the
8050 project, Buildings A and B, have been completed, as well as the parking structure that would
serve all three phases, Buildings A, B, and C. On April 27, 2005, the Planning Commission of the
Town of Mammoth Lakes approved Tentative Tract Map 36-229 and Use Permit 2005-01, which
approved Building C, the third and ~nal building in the 8050 complex. The requisite building permit
was subsequently issued by the Town to allow for construction of the approved Building C, which
totaled 41,134 square feet and included 21 residential condominiums with a total of 33 bedrooms.
The proposed Inn at the Village project is a redesign of Building C.

3.3 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

3.3.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes a seven-story hotel that includes hotel rooms, food and beverage, spa, outdoor
pool/jacuzzis, and landscaping elements; refer to Table 3-1. Proposed Land Uses, and Exhibit 3-3,
Preliminary Site Plan. The hotel, totaling 64,750 gross square feet of buildable floor area, would
consist of a maximum lodging room count of up to 67 rooms. The project would be built on top of
the existing parking podium.

Table 3-1
Proposed Land Uses

Land Use Size (square feet)

Hotel1 34,840
Accessory Uses (e.g., spa, food and beverage, lobby, circulation, etc.) 29,910

Total Project 64,750
Notes:
1. The hotel proposes up to 67 rooms that would be approximately +1- 520 square feet per room.

The project proposes to amend the approved 8050 project to address the current performance
deficiencies in the existing 8050 project and the NVSP area. The project would necessitate three
amendments to the NVSP: (1) an increase in the allowable development density for the project site,
including allowing a transfer of 30 rooms from the Mammoth Crossing site (MC zone); (2) an
increase in the allowable building height; and (3) a reduction in the required front yard setbacks
along Minaret Road. The current Application would supersede the approved 8050 project and seek
entitlement/permitting for a proposed hotel (with the requisite market requirement to retain
flexibility with respect to ownership structures [e.g., traditional hotel, condominium-hotel, etc.]).
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The following list summarizes the components of the project:

Density

The maximum allowable building density within the NVSP RG zone is 55 rooms per acre. The
8050 property is 79,798 square feet or approximately 1.83 acres, yielding an allowable density of
101 rooms at 55 rooms per acre2. The existing Buildings A and B of the 8050 project include 28
units with an overall total of 57 bedrooms, and the existing commercial in Building B equates to
seven rooms. Therefore, a maximum of 37 rooms would be allowed for Building C without a
density amendment to the NVSP.

• Given the project’s maximum room count of up to 67 rooms, the project proposes a
zoning amendment for the shortfall of 30 bedrooms and not including commercial space
towards the maximum allowable building density. However, this deficiency is proposed
to be mitigated by way of density transfer of a like-kind number of bedrooms from the
nearby Mammoth Crossing property that is also owned by the project Applicant. This
density transfer requires an amendment to the NVSP because density transfers are not
currently permitted between zones (i.e., from the MC zone to the RG zone). The 8050
project would have a maximum density of 72 rooms per acre pursuant to a density
transfer of 30 rooms from the Mammoth Crossing property. As such, there would be
no net increase in development density in the overall NVSP area associated with the
project. The proposed NVSP amendments would ensure that the density transfer would
occur prior to development of the proposed project.

Building Heights

The maximum permitted height within the NVSP RG zone is 40 feet and the maximum
projected height3 is 50 feet with an additional three feet for roof appurtenances. The NVSP also
allows up to an additional 12 feet of building height for affordable housing. When a building sits
above a parking garage, building height is measured from the garage roof elevation, provided the
garage is no more than 20 feet above natural grade. The currently approved design for Building
C allows for a total of five stories with a maximum height of 62 feet plus another three feet for
roof appurtenances.

• The project proposes a maximum height of seven stories (80 feet), when measured from
the top of the existing parking structure podium, with an additional 4 feet, 6 inches, for
roof appurtenances; refer to Exhibit 3-4, North and South Building Elevations, and Exhibit
3-5, East and West Building Elevations. The project proposes a zoning amendment to
increase the maximum permitted height allowed for the project site.

2 A 79,798 square foot lot equates to 1.832 acres; 1.832 acres multiplied by 55 rooms per acre equals 100.75

rooms, which is rounded up to 101 total rooms allowed.
~ The NVSP allows a “projected height” above the permitted height, provided that a roughly equivalent

reduction in building footprint area above the height is provided below the permitted height, and no more than 50
percent of the building square footage exceeds the permitted height.
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Building Setbacks

The proposed project conforms to the minimum of 10-foot side and rear yard setbacks.
However, the project would require a zoning amendment for the front yard setback area along
Minaret Road for a reduced setback; refer to Exhibit 3-6, Proposed Setbacks.

The reduced setback along Minaret Road intends to:

• Provide a stepped building façade that includes attractive detailing and articulated design;

• Improve the quality of the streetscape and improve pedestrian safety by providing a
pedestrian entrance and roof overhangs; and

• Improve pedestrian circulation and connectivity with the street through a signature
building entry at street level (i.e., a welcoming pedestrian porte cochere).

An additional setback is described in a private agreement between Fireside at the Village
condominiums to the south and the 8050 property owner (Settlement Agreement, Mutual
Release, and Joint Escrow Instructions). Since this is a private agreement, and the Town of
Mammoth Lakes is not a party, the Town is not responsible for enforcing the terms and
conditions of this agreement.

Site Access

Vehicle access to the project site would occur at the existing site entry at Canyon Boulevard.
The proposed project does not seek to alter the existing approved access on the property. In
addition, enhanced pedestrian access along Minaret Road and access between the existing 8050
project and Building C are proposed to allow access to and from hotel amenities. The project
features a signature street level pedestrian porte cochere that would serve as gateway access into
the project from Minaret Road, allowing for pedestrian integration and improved circulation.

The northeastern portion of the project site would also accommodate a visitor serving public
kiosk or retail space at the street level that would open up to a proposed public pocket park.

Site Coverage

The site coverage of the existing on-site buildings and parking structure is approximately 62
percent of the total lot area. The proposed project would be constructed on top of the parking
podium with similar site coverage. However, the project would also provide enhanced street
frontage improvements along Minaret Road (such as the pedestrian entry feature and public
kiosk), which would increase the maximum lot coverage to 70 percent (as allowed within the
NVSP RG zone).
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Building Floor Area

The overall floor area is approximately 139,446 square feet on the 1.83-acre site (which includes
the 8050 Buildings A, B, and C, as proposed by the project), resulting in approximately 76,200
square feet per acre. A maximum allowable building floor area within the NVSP RG zone of
87,000 square feet per acre is allowed.

Drainage

A storm drain inlet would be required to be relocated to the entry way on Minaret Road.
Drainage is routed through the subterranean parking structure to an existing Conspan retention
structure near the parking structure entrance on Canyon Boulevard. The drainage would not be
altered as a result of the proposed project.

Parking

The total parking required in the NVSP for the 8050 site, including the proposed project, is 112
spaces. This includes residential parking for the existing Buildings A and B, including parking
for the existing Building B commercial,4 and the proposed project. A private parking agreement
reserves 50 spaces in the 8050 parking structure for Fireside at the Village condominiums.

Proposed parking for the project would be accommodated via the existing parking structure and
the valet parking areas. The valet parking areas and driveway entry would provide storage for
vehicles entering the site through vehicle stack parking. The valet parking area can
accommodate approximately seven vehicles, and an additional two vehicles can be stored
between the Canyon Boulevard curb and the valet drop-off area entry. Three valet parking
attendants would be provided.5

Parking for delivery vehicles, including large trucks, would occur off of Canyon Boulevard in the
driveway area or in the porte cochere.

The property owner, iStar, has an agreement with Mammoth Mountain Ski Area (MMSA) to
provide up to 50 parking spaces on property owned by iStar. To date, iStar has been providing
these spaces in the existing 8050 parking structure. Once the proposed project is developed, it is
assumed that no spaces would be available in the 8050 parking structure for MMSA parking
during peak occupancy periods. Consistent with the flexible terms of the above-referenced
agreement, iStar anticipates providing the MMSA spaces at one or more other properties owned
by iStar, such as the Mammoth Crossing properties along Lake Mary Road and Minaret Road.

Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan

On November 5, 2003, the Town Council adopted Resolution No. 2003-63, by which the Town
Council identified the “value of cost gap per Employee Housing Unit (EHU)” in the amount of
$52,802. This resulted in the establishment of an Affordable Housing Mitigation In-Lieu Fee of
$30,889 per Full Time Employee Equivalent (FTEE), which equates to the $52,802 per EHU.

~ This includes 12 commercial parking spaces for Building B per the original approval.

LSA Associates Inc., Inn at the Village Valet Operation A na/ysis, October 23, 2013.
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On August 12, 2004, Mammoth 8050, LLC, the original developer of the 8050 project, and the
Town entered into an In-Lieu Fee Agreement for the EHUs (AH In-Lieu Fee Agreement) to
mitigate the impact the proposed 8050 project would have on the availability of workforce
housing within the community, and to provide additional housing credits to the original
developer. The AH In-Lieu Fee Agreement confirmed that at the time, the Town’s value of
each EHU was $52,802. Nonetheless, the AH In-Lieu Agreement provides that in exchange for
credit for 30 EHUs, the original developer would pay the Town $3,000,000 ($100,000 per EHU
credit), in three separate payments of $1,000,000, in connection with each phase of the proposed
project (e.g., Buildings A, B, and C). Pursuant to the AR In-Lieu Fee Agreement, the original
developer paid the Town in-lieu fees totaling $2,000,000. The original developer, however, did
not construct Building C at 8050 and did not pay the Town the final payment of $1,000,000
when it became due.

At the rate of $100,000 per EHU, the $2,000,000 that the original developer paid the Town in
mitigation fees yielded credits for 20 EHUs. In addition, the original developer received credit
for two EHUs for demolishing two commercial buildings on the project site, for a total of 22
EHUs. The construction of Buildings A and B by the original developer generated a demand
for 17.5 EHUs. Therefore, the 8050 project maintains a credit of 4.5 EHUs.

The AR In-Lieu Fee Agreement provides as follows: “In the event the formula for calculating
housing requirements shall be changed prior to the Remaining Credits being utilized to offset
housing mitigation requirements, the value of such Remaining Credits shall be applied in
conformance with the formulas in effect at the time of use of the Remaining Credits.” Since the
effective date of the AH In-Lieu Fee Agreement, the Town has changed its affordable housing
policy. The Town’s interim housing policy (Town Council Resolution 09-76) now requires that
10 percent of the total project units be provided for on-site affordable housing; however, an
Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan (AHMP) may be approved instead of providing on-site
housing if a substantial additional affordable housing benefit is achieved.

The Applicant proposes to construct up to 67 bedrooms in Building C. Pursuant to the Town’s
interim housing policy, those 67 bedrooms would require the Applicant to provide 6.7
bedrooms (6.7 EHUs) on the project site. Since each of the project’s 4.5 existing EHU credits
was generated at the rate of $100,000 per EHU (which is 189° o of the then-value of $52,802 per
ERU), the Town has already achieved a substantial additional affordable housing benefit for
each of the project’s 4.5 ERU credits. Therefore, the Applicant will apply for an AHMP which
confirms that no additional housing mitigation is required beyond the Application of the
project’s existing credit of 4.5 EHUs. The Town and Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc. would
evaluate the Applicant’s AHMP request.

Landscaping

Landscaping for the project would include a combination of planting areas. Along the northeast
and southeast sides of the building, native plant communities, shrubs, and related groundcover
would be utilized; refer to Exhibit 3-7, Landscape Plan. A Zen garden is proposed on the western
side of the building. This area would include concrete payers, accent stone, and cobble paving.
Native trees (such as Red Fir, Lodgepole Pine, Mountain Hemlock, Mountain Maple, Mountain
Alder, Western Chokecherry, Western Water Birch, and Quaking Aspen) would be installed
along the perimeter of the proposed structure.
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Although, some vegetation (including sapling trees along Minaret Road) would be removed as a
result of the proposed street frontage improvements, several existing trees would be preserved,
and new trees would be installed, as discussed above. A Tree Protection/ Preservation Plan
would be implemented to preserve and protect existing trees, shrubs, and other plant materials
including plants on adjoining properties during grubbing and grading, site preparation, and
construction activities; refer to Exhibit 3-8, Tree Protection/Preservation Plan. Existing Pine trees to
be protected-in-place range from 10 to 24 inches in diameter at breast height (DBH); no trees
six inches DBH or greater would be removed as part of the proposed project (as encouraged by
the Town’s Municipal Code).

The proposed pocket park would be approximately 532 square feet. Decorative pervious and
impervious paving and a Zen-style rock garden with public benches and boulders for street-side
seating would be installed. The area would be sited under a two-story heavy timber pergola,
providing weather protection.

Fire Lane

The project proposes a new fire lane along Minaret Road, to the south of the existing parking
structure entrance. The new fire lane would be 60 feet in length by 16 feet in width. The
existing retaining wall and sidewalk would be relocated and realigned farther to the west. The
relocated retaining wall would appear similar in height as the existing retaining wall. The
relocated sidewalk (with new pedestrian safety railing) would be realigned along the relocated
wall and then would connect into the future sidewalk planned to the south of the project site,
along Minaret Road. Due to the encroachment of the fire lane into California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-way, Caltrans would need to approve this encroachment.

Energy Saving Measures

The project would incorporate the following energy saving measures:

• South facing units feature deep balconies in front of window walls that act as a sun shade
in combination with high, operable windows to provide the desired amount of solar gain
and stack effect air circulation.

• A super insulated roof system would minimize thermal transfer through the roof with a
combination of built-up rigid insulation above the structural deck and an additional layer
of batt insulation applied below the deck.

• Dual method wall insulation would provide a high insular value, and a substantial
thermal break in the exterior wall, reducing air infiltration and condensation within the
wall cavity to create an extremely robust and long-lived thermal envelope.

• Extensive use of light emitting diode (LED) lighting would be used in a variety of
lighting fixtures.

• Weather-lock vestibule at the proposed pedestrian street entry would be positively
pressurized to keep warmed or cooled air inside the building and untreated, unfiltered air
out.
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The plaza level circulation and amenity spaces would include operable fenestration and,
in some areas, fully opening wall panels to embrace the summer season’s mild climate.

Grading

A minor amount of grading would be required along the perimeter of the project site,
specifically along Minaret Road to allow for pedestrian improvements (the public kiosk and
pocket park) and a new fire lane (to the south of the existing parking structure driveway).

Snow Management

Snow storage would be provided for the proposed heated paver sidewalk and heated paved pool
deck. The existing Benefit Assessment District (BAD) for the NVSP area would maintain the
heated paver sidewalk, and the BAD would haul snow off site, as necessary. Snow storage for
the existing driveway located off of Canyon Boulevard would remain unchanged.

Ice build-up on roof eaves would be prevented with heated roof gutters that would convey
runoff from the roof and eaves to existing stormwater retention systems. Adequate roof access
would also be provided to remove cornices as needed.

Construction Phasing and Staging

The project would commence with above-grade improvements and be completed in a single
phase. The construction of the proposed project is anticipated to take 12 months. Dunng
construction, the construction offices would be accommodated nearby on the Mammoth
Crossing property located on the northeast corner of Canyon Road and Lake Mary Road while
construction phase parking, mobilization, and storage of materials would be located on the
southeast corner of Minaret Road and Main Street; refer to Exhibit 3-9, Construction Stating Plan.
During construction staging, the buildings located on these two sites would remain accessible to
emergency services.

3.4 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), the project description must include “[a] statement
of objectives sought by the proposed project.... The statement of objectives should include the
underlying purpose of the project.”

TOWN GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The Town is comprised of 12 districts and four mountain portals, as described in the Neighborhood
and District Character Element of the 2007 General Plan. Master planning of these specific districts
provides a basis for future land use decisions incorporating the goals, policies, and actions in the
Land Use and Community Design Elements as well as the Neighborhood and District Character
Element. The characteristics of each district provide a sense of place regarding structure, function,
and a district center. The project site is located in the North Village District and the identified
characteristics for this district are as follows:
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• Viewsheds to Sherwin Range and the Knolls are preserved;

• Landscape that recalls the Eastern Sierra and establishes scale and street edge;

• Create a sense of exploration using pedestrian-oriented sidewalks, plazas, and courtyards
with pedestrian comforts;

• Easy pedestrian access across main streets;

• Gateway intersection at Minaret Road and Main Street/Lake Mary Road;

• Visitor-oriented entertainment retail district;

• Active day and evening through all four seasons, designed to achieve a two to three hour
visit;

• Resort and resident activities, amenities, and services;

• Animation with retail and significant businesses oriented to the street;

• Retail and services in “storefront” setting located at the sidewalk;

• A variety of resort lodging supported by meeting facilities, outdoor activities, and
restaurants, arts, culture, and entertainment;

• Create year-round non-vehicular links to mountain portals;

• Lake Mary Road connected to the North Village District by trails;

• Shared and pooled parking, convenient structured parking, and small-scale street adjacent
surface parking; and

• Encourage living and working in close proximity to transit-oriented development.

NVSP GOALS AND OBJECTWES

The NVSP aims to create a set of land use designations and development standards which facilitate
the development (or renovation) of the NVSP area as a concentrated, pedestrian-oriented activity
center with limited vehicular access. The NVSP is intended to achieve year-round uses and visitor
activity, strengthen the existing winter visitor market, and improve Mammoth’s attractiveness to
spring, summer, and fall resort visitors. The key objective of the NVSP, and consequently the Land
Use Element, is to enhance the Town’s image as a destination resort community, through the
creation of a high profile, pedestrian-oriented, resort activity center where lodging, restaurants,
shopping, housing, and recreational opportunities are located within proximity to one another and
easily accessible by transit.
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There are six land use districts established within the NVSP. As previously noted, the project site is
located in the NVSP RG. RG has been assigned to parcels adjacent to and easily accessible to the
plaza, but still within the Pedestrian Core Overlay area. The Pedestrian Core area is intended to be a
mixed-use village with commercial uses on the ground level and accommodation units on upper
floors. The scale of the individual ground level shops vary. RG uses are intended to provide visitor-
oriented resort services, but retail uses are limited to multi-tenant complexes or within full-service
hotels. Restaurants are generally the only freestanding uses permitted in the NVSP RG district.

The RG objectives identified in NVSP are as follows:

• To provide resort accommodations and supporting commercial facilities for visitor-oriented
activities and facilities;

• To provide a transition zone between the Plaza Resort and Specialty Lodging uses within
North Village and surrounding residential uses; and

• To provide integrated pedestrian access to and from the plazas.

PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The intent of the proposed project is to create a better relationship and integration with Minaret
Road, with a signature street level pedestrian porte cochere and other features that would animate
the streetscape and serve as an inviting portal into the proposed hotel. In a commitment to help the
NVSP area realize its place-making potential, the key goals and objectives of the project are to:

• Greatly improve the project’s relationship with the streetscape by introducing the porosity
that allows for ease of pedestrian integration with Minaret Road;

• Populate and animate this section of Minaret Road and allow for ease of access to and from
the proposed hotel amenities via the inviting pedestrian porte cochere;

• Provide streetscape features, including an informational kiosk and a pocket park;

• Deliver much needed critical mass in terms of hot beds to substantively help the NVSP area
achieve economic sustainability;

• Provide an array of services and amenities that make the NVSP area a much more
compeUing destination for tourists and locals alike

• E]iminate the need for any additional curb cuts along Minaret Road, which would be
disruptive to pedestrian flows, by utilizing the existing vehicular access to Building C off of
Canyon Boulevard;

• Improve the animation and vibrancy of the streetscape along Minaret Road with the addition
of terraces for casual gathering or dining;

Public Review Draft • July 2014 3-20 Project Description



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CAL I FOR N IA

• Provide an array of amenities and related back-of-the-house functions that would allow for
the inn to operate efficiently and attract an experienced and quality hotel operator to
reinforce 8050’s quality as a compelling year-round destination for visitors and locals alike;

• Deliver a LEED certifiable project consistent with the shared environmental values of the
Town and the Applicant;

• Utilize a contextually sensitive architectural vernacular that departs from the repetitive and
mostly uninspiring design solutions associated with earlier generation lodging properties
within the community;

• Deliver a project that takes into account snow country design issues and constraints; and

• Produce a compelling, iconic, and economically sustainable lodging project that acts as a
catalyst for the revitalization and added vibrancy of the NVSP area.

3.5 PROJECT APPROVALS

The Town, as Lead Agency for the project, has discretionary authority over the project. In order to
implement the proposed Inn at the Village, the Applicant would need to obtain, at a minimum, the
following discretionary permits/approvals:

• Subsequent Environmental Impact Report Certification;
• District Zoning Amendment;
• Tentative Tract Map;
• Conditional Use Permit;
• Encroachment Permit (California Department of Transportation);
• Design Review Permit; and
• Final Map(s).

In addition, grading permits and building permits (which are non-discretionary actions) would be
necessary for project implementation.
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4.0 BASIS OF CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS

Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, as amended, provides the following definition of
cumulative impacts:

“Cumulative impacts” r~Jèr to two or more individual ~cts which, when considered tqgether, are considerable
or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.

Pursuant to Section 15130(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, cumulative impacts of a project shall be
discussed when they are “cumulatively considerable,” as defined in Section 15065(a)(3) of the
CEQA Guidelines. Section 5.1 through Section 5.7 of this SEIR assesses cumulative impacts for
each applicable environmental issue, and does so to a degree that reflects each impact’s severity and
likelihood of occurrence.

As indicated above, a cumulative impact involves two or more individual effects. Per CEQA
Guidelines Section 15130(b), the discussion of cumulative impacts shall be guided by the standards
of practicality and reasonableness, and should include the following elements in its discussion of
significant cumulative impacts:

1. Either:

a. A list of past, present and probable Jieture projects producin~g related or cumulative impacts,
includin~g, ~fnecessary, those pro/ects outside the control of the A~gen~y, or

b. A summary ofprojections contained in an adopted local re~gional or statewide plan, or related
plannin,g documen4 that describes or evaluates conditions contributin,g to the cumulative ~ct. Such
plans mqy include: a general plan, re~gional transportation plan, or plans for the reduction of
&reenhouse ,gas emissions. A summary ofprojections maj also be contained in an adopted or cert~/ied
prior environmental documentfor such a plan. Such projects maj be supplemented with additional
information such as a re~gional modelin~gpro~ram. Anj such document shall be r~Jèrenced and made
available to the public at a location specified bj the lead a~gen~’y.

With regard to all resources and environmental issues listed in Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not To Be
Significant~, of this SEIR, the Town has determined that the cumulative impacts in those areas have
been adequately addressed in the 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and 1999 SPEIR and no
further cumulative impact analysis is required for those areas. Specifically, the Town determined
that, on the basis of the information in the Modified Initial Study, all of the cumulative impacts for
areas noted in Section 8.0 of this SEIR have been examined at a sufficient level of detail in the
previous environmental documentation to enable those effects to be mitigated or avoided by site-
specific revisions, the imposition of the conditions, or other means in connection with the approval
of the proposed project (Section 15130(d) of the CEQA Guidelines).

With regard to the environmental issues not scoped out of this SEIR, the cumulative impact
analyses contained in this SEIR use a combination of both methods A and B, with the General Plan
projections approach utilized most often, based on adopted growth forecasts through the project’s
buildout year. However, the General Plan projections approach has been supplemented in this
SEIR where recent general plan amendments have been approved since adoption of the most recent
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growth forecasts. The Town of Mammoth Lakes has also developed a traffic model, known as the
Travel Demand Model, which includes growth projections within the Town of Mammoth Lakes and
regionally. The growth projections adopted by the Town for the Travel Demand Model are used for
the cumulative air quality, greenhouse gas, and traffic impact analyses in this SEIR. Table 4-1,
Cumulative Priects Lis4 and Exhibit 4-1, Cumulative Project Locations, identify the related projects and
other possible development in the area determined as having the potential to interact with the
proposed project to the extent that a significant cumulative effect may occur. Information integral
to the identification process was obtained from the Town of Mammoth Lakes. The resulting related
projects are only those determined to be at least indirectly capable of interacting with the proposed
project.

Table 4.-i
Cwnulative Projects List

StatusNumber Project Name Description (as of 3121113)and Location

Student Housing, Mammoth Proposed 74 student housing units with a lounge, Partially Constructed

Lakes Foundation reception area, exercise room, and storage with 112 (26(UPA 2006-02) parking spaces on 1.48 acres. units)
1500 College Parkway
Altis Proposes 9 single-family residential units on 3.21 Approved (lots

2 (DZA 12-001, TTM 12-001) acres. graded, but homes
880 Bridges Lane not yet built)

Proposes a ski lodge with 106 dwelling units on 8.67 Master PlanEagle Lodge acres. Amendment3 (DZA 2005-03, ZCA 2005-01)
3256 Meridian Boulevard Approved (but not yet

entitled)
Proposes 77 hotel units (120 rooms) and 14 Approved
workforce residential units on 1.55 acres with 2,605Holiday Haus square feet of conference space and 4,380 square

4 (VTTM 36-237, UPA 2005-15) feet of outdoor patio, snow play area, indoor pool,
3863 and 3905 Main Street exercise area, and hot tubs. This project would also

construct 138 parking spaces.
Mammoth View Proposes 52 residential units and 54 hotel units on Approved
(TTM 10-00 1) 5.51 acres with 2,176 square feet of restaurant, bar,
41 and 11 Alpine Circle and spa, as well as a pool, picnic areas, and lobby5 3704 Main Street space with 174 parking spaces.
3730, 3752, 3776, and 3814
Viewpoint Road

Old Mammoth Place Proposes 340 hotel units (488 rooms) with 36,500 Approved
(VTTM 09-003) square feet of commercial space, including retail and6 restaurants on 6.1 acres. Also proposes public164, 202, and 248
Old Mammoth Road plazas, 9,500 square feet of conference space, a spaand pool, and 619 parking spaces.
Mammoth Crossing Proposes 66 workforce housing bedrooms and 742 DZNGPA
(DZA 2007-01, GPA 2009-02) hotel units with 720 parking spaces on 9.27 acres. Approved (but not yet

Northwest, southwest, Also proposes 40,500 square feet of commercial entitled)and southeast corners space and 9,000 square feet of conference and
Main Street]Lake Mary Road meeting space, pool, spa, restaurants/bars, and
and Minaret Road public plaza space.
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Table 4-1 [continued]
Cumulative Projects List

Number Project Name D ii ~ Statusand Location ::: ptio (as of 31211 3)

Mammoth Hillside Phase I Proposes 24 workforce housing units and 225 hotel Approved
(TTM 36-235) units with 259 parking spaces on 4.6 acres. Also

8 107 Lakeview Boulevard proposes 5,000 square feet of restaurant space,
106 and 80 Lake Mary Road spa/fitness area, and 6,300 square feet of conference
17 and 49 Canyon Boulevard space and a pool.
Parking Structure NVSP Proposes 300 parking spaces. Approved

9 (UPA 2007-02, TPM 36-226)
99 Canyon Boulevard

Proposes 251 hotel units (299 rooms) and 5,300 Approved
South Hotel square feet of restaurant use and 1,000 square feet of

10 (TTM 36-234) commercial use on 2.53 acres. Also proposes 4,100
6180 Minaret Road square feet of conference space, spa, lobby bar, and

292 parking spaces.
Ettinger Condominiums Proposes 10 residential units with 25 parking spaces Approved

~ (TTM 244, UPA2006-15) on 1.09 acres.2144 Old Mammoth
Road
Bungalows Proposes 10 residential units with 20 parking spaces Approved

12 (TTM 36-242, UPA2006-12) on 1.37 acres.
1500 East Bear Lake Drive
Graystone Proposes 7 single family residential lots on 4.6 acres. Homes are under

13 (TTM 13-001) construction
2006 Sierra Star Parkway

Proposes 9 residential units some with fractional All 9 units to beTallus Phase 1 .

14 (TTM 36-216 TTM 13-003) ownership and others with whole ownership, and a completed in 2014
525 Obsidian Place clubhouse on 7.67 acres. A remainder parcel of 3.62acres is included.
Tanavista Proposes 45 residential units with fractional Approved

15 (TTM 36-240, UPA 2006-08) ownership on 1.36 acres.
5208 Minaret Road
Tihana Townhomes Proposes 9 residential units on 0.54 acres. Approved

16 (TTM 36-243, UPA 2006-13)
48 Lupin Street
Snowcreek VII Proposes 118 residential units and a recreation room. Partially Constructed

17 (TTM 36-236, UPA2005-11) (14 units)85 and 1254 Old Mammoth
Road

Proposes 790 residential units and 200 hotel units Master Plan and
(400 rooms) on 237 acres. Also proposes 10,000 Development
square feet of hotel associated retail, 10,000 square Agreement

18 Snowcreek VIII feet of restaurants and bars/lounges, 25,000 square Approved (but not yetVarious feet of conference and meeting space, 12,900-square entitled)
foot spa/wellness center, 3,500 square feet for market
space, and the second 9 holes of the Snowcreek Golf
Course.

Vista Point Proposes 28 hotel units (101 rooms) with 60 parking Approved
19 (VTTM 09-001) spaces on 2.1 acres. Also proposes an owner’s

94 and 151 Berner Street lounge, a rooftop pool and terrace, locker rooms, anda pedestrian plaza.
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Table 4-1 [continued]
Cumulative Projects List

StatusNumber Project Name Descriptionand Location (as of 3121113)

Danhakl Proposes to subdivide one lot into 2 single family lots Approved
20 (TPM 11-001) on 2.44 acres.

70 Carter Street
Proposes 23,300-square foot bowling facility that Under
would include 12 bowling lanes, billiards, darts, golf Construction and
simulation, bar, and restaurant space with 37 parking operating under aMammoth Rock N Bowl
spaces on 1.14 acres. temporary certificate21 (UPA11-002) of occupancy

3029 Chateau Road
(final certificate of
occupancy expected
in 2014)

22 Hill Duplex Proposes 2 residential units on 0.23 acres. Approved200 Lupin Street
Notes:
This cumulative projects list is current as of June 12, 2014. Information provided by Sandra Moberly, Planning Manager, and Jen Daugherty,
Senior Planner, with the Town of Mammoth Lakes Community and Economic Development Department.
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The following subsections of the SEIR contain a detailed environmental analysis of the existing
conditions, project impacts (including direct and indirect, short-term, long-term, and cumulative
impacts), recommended mitigation measures, and unavoidable significant impacts, if any. The SEIR
analyzes those environmental issue areas, where potential significant impacts have the potential to
occur, as stated in Appendix 11.1, Mod~/ied Initial Study and Notice ofPreparation.

Based on the Modified Initial Study, as stated in Appendix 11.1, no significant impacts or no new
significant impacts beyond those identified in the 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and 1999
SPEIR (previous environmental documentation) upon the following environmental issue areas, as
outlined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines are anticipated:

• Agricultural and Forest Resources;
• Biological Resources;
• Cultural Resources;
• Geology and Soils;
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
• Hydrology and Water Quality;
• Mineral Resources;
• Population and Housing;
• Public Services; and
• Recreation.

As a result, these issues are addressed in Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not To Be Si~’ni/icant.

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the following environmental issue areas
were determined to have a potentially significant impact, as identified in Appendix 11.1, and have
been included within this SEIR for further analysis:

5.1 Land Use and Relevant Planning;
5.2 Aesthetics/Light and Glare;
5.3 Traffic/Circulation;
5.4 Noise;
5.5 Air Quality;
5.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions; and
5.7 Utilities and Service Systems.

Each environmental issue is addressed in a separate section of the EIR and is organized into seven
subsections, as follows:

• “Existing Setting” describes the physical conditions that exist at the present time of issuance
of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and that may influence or affect the issue under
investigation.

Public Review Draft • July 2014 5-1 Environmental Analysis



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

• “Regulatory Setting” lists and discusses the laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards that
apply to the project, as well as those agencies that may have jurisdiction over the project and
would be implementing such laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards.

• “Impact Thresholds and Significance Criteria” provides the thresholds that are the basis of
conclusions of significance, which include the criteria identified by Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Sections 15000 — 15387).

Primary sources used in identifying the criteria include the CEQA Guidelines; local, State,
Federal, or other standards applicable to an impact category; and officially established
significance thresholds. “... An ironclad definition of significant effect is not possible
because the significance of any activity may vary with the setting” (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064[b]). Principally, “... a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in
any of the physical conditions within an area affected by the project including land, air,
water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic
significance” constitutes a significant impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15382).

• “Overview of Previous Environmental Documentation” provides a summary of the topical
analyses, recommended mitigation measures, and conclusions from the previous
environmental documentation.

• “Impacts and Mitigation Measures” describes potential environmental changes to the
existing physical conditions, which may occur if the proposed project is implemented.
Evidence, based on factual and scientific data, is presented to show the cause and effect
relationship between the proposed project and the potential changes in the environment.
The exact magnitude, duration, extent, frequency, range or other parameters of a potential
impact are ascertained, to the extent possible, to determine whether impacts may be
significant; all of the potential direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect effects are
considered.

Impacts are generally classified as potentially significant impact, less than significant impact,
or no impact. For the purposes of this environmental analysis, impacts were analyzed in
each environmental issue area for the proposed project. If necessary, mitigation measures
are recommended in order to reduce any significant impacts. As an SEIR is being prepared
for the Inn at the Village Project, the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures are applied as
appropriate. The “Mitigation Measures” are project-specific measures that would be
required of the project to avoid a significant adverse impact; to minimize a significant
adverse impact; to rectify a significant adverse impact by restoration; to reduce or eliminate a
significant adverse impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations; or to
compensate for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environment.
Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures are made in 3tnkcthrough and double
underline text. The changes to the 1999 SEIR mitigation measures have been made to
clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in a project-specific manner (as
these measures are programmatic in nature). Where further Mitigation Measures are
required beyond what was recommended in the 1999 SPEIR, Additional Mitigation
Measures are prescribed.
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The “Level of Significance After Mitigation” identifies the impacts that would remain after
the application of mitigation measures, and whether the remaining impacts are or are not
considered significant. When these impacts, even with the inclusion of mitigation measures,
cannot be mitigated to a level considered less than significant, they are identified as
“unavoidable significant impacts.”

• “Cumulative Impacts” describes potential environmental changes to the existing physical
conditions that may occur as a result of the proposed project together with all other
reasonably foreseeable, planned, and approved future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts.

• “Significant Unavoidable Impacts” describes impacts that would be significant, and cannot
be feasibly mitigated to less than significant, so would therefore be unavoidable. To approve
a project with unavoidable significant impacts, the lead agency must adopt a Statement of
Overriding Considerations. In adopting such a statement, the lead agency is required to
balance the benefits of a project against its unavoidable environmental impacts in
determining whether to approve the project. If the benefits of a project are found to
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse effects may be
considered “acceptable” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 [a]).

Public Review Draft • July 2014 5-3 Environmental Analysis



Town of Mammoth Lakes

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
Inn at the Village

CALIFORNIA

This page intentionally left blank.

Public Review Draft • July 2014 5-4 Environmental Analysis



CALIFORNIA

5.1 Land Use and Relevant Planning





Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

5.1 LAND USE AND RELEVANT PLANNING

This section identifies the existing land use conditions, evaluates the project’s consistency with
relevant planning policies, and recommends mitigation measures that would avoid or lessen the
significance of potential impacts, if appropriate. This section also identifies on-site and surrounding
land use conditions and relevant land use policies and regulations, as set forth by the Town of
Mammoth Lakes (Town). Information in this section is based in part upon the following:

• Town of Mammoth Lakes General P/an 2007 (2007 General Plan), dated August 15, 2007,
amended February 1, 2012 and June 18, 2014;

• Town qf Mammoth Lakes Municz~al Code (Municipal Code), codified through Ordinance No.
14-02, passed March 19, 2014;

• North Village Specific Plan (NVSP), as amended;
• North Village District Planning Stu4y (North Village District Planning Study), modified

November 5, 2008 and accepted by Town Council in July 2009; and
• Deszgn Guidelines The Village at Mammoth (North Village Design Guidelines), approved August

23, 2000.

5.1.1 EXISTING SETTING

ON-SITE LAND USES

The proposed project is the last phase (Building C) of a three-phase development (8050 project).
The first two phases (Buildings A and B) of the 8050 project have been completed, as well as the
136-space parking structure that would serve Buildings A, B, and C. The project site would be
located atop the parking structure podium, adjoining the existing Buildings A and B.

The existing Building A and Building B of the 8050 project (adjoining the project site to the
northwest/north, respectively) consist of two resort lodging buildings comprised of 28 units with 57
bedrooms. Further, the ground floor commercial along Minaret Road in Building B totals 3,335
square feet of commercial space and includes an on-site fine dining and catering enterprise
(Toomey’s). The existing Buildings A and B also include a roof-top fitness room and jacuzzi terrace
and related site and landscaping improvements.

SURROUNDING LAND USES

The land uses that surround the project site are frirther described below.

• North: Buildings A and B of the 8050 project adjoin the project site to the northwest and
north. These resort lodging buildings are zoned North Village Specific Plan (NVSP), Resort
General (RG). Commercial and retail uses within the North Village Plaza and the Mammoth
Mountain North Village gondola are located further northwest of the project site (west of
Minaret Road and east of Canyon Boulevard). These commercial and retail uses are zoned
NVSP, Plaza Resort (PR).
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• ~ Minaret Road forms the northeast boundary of the project site. Hotel, vacation
condominium rentals, and restaurant uses are located directly across Minaret Road to the
northeast and southeast. The land uses to the east are also within the NVSP and are zoned
NVSP RG.

• LQ.liih: Fireside at the Village condominiums adjoin the project site to the south and are
zoned NVSP RG. A commercial building (Mammoth Brewing Company) and surface
parking are located further south of the project site. The zoning is NVSP, Mammoth
Crossing (MC).

• ~ The Westin Monache Resort and surrounding vacant land uses are located directly
across Canyon Boulevard, west of the project site. These properties are also zoned NVSP
PR.

5.1.2 REGULATORY SETTING

LOCAL LEVEL

Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan 2007

The 2007 General Plan establishes standards, guidelines, and priorities that define the Mammoth
Lakes community now and for the future. The “Community Vision” for Mammoth Lakes embodies
values and principles that recognize the uniqueness of its natural surroundings and character as a
village in the trees.

The 2007 General Plan is organized by elements. Each element is introduced with an explanation of
the intent of the goals, policies, and actions within that element. The 2007 General Plan contains
the following elements:

• Economy Element;
• Arts, Culture, Heritage, and Natural History Element;
• Community Design Element;
• Neighborhood and District Character Element;
• Land Use Element;
• Mobility Element;
• Parks, Open Space and Recreation Element;
• Resource Management and Conservation Element; and
• Public Health and Safety Element.

It is noted that the Noise Element was not updated as part of the 2007 General Plan. Additionally,
the 1990 Parks and Recreation Element was not formally superseded with the Parks, Open Space,
and Recreation Element; however, in 2012 the Parks, Open Space, and Recreation Element was
amended and the 1990 Parks and Recreation Element was revoked.

The Town adopted the General Plan Housing Element Update on June 18, 2014. The Housing
Element covers the planning period from 2014 to 2019 and establishes goals, policies, and programs
that help the Town meet its share of the regional housing need.
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The 2007 General Plan Elements relevant to the proposed project are further discussed below. The
2007 General Plan goals and policies relevant to the proposed project are outlined in Table 5.1-1,
2007 General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis, provided in Section 5.1.4, Impacts and Mitigation Measures,
below.

Community Design Element

The Community Design Element’s goals and policies describe the relationship between people and
the man-made and natural environment. Because the community is set within the forest, the trees
and natural landscape are prominent, create a sense of scale, and set a strong aesthetic character.
Topography, vegetation, existing buildings, and open spaces create the structure and pattern of
Mammoth Lakes.

Figure 1, Major View Corridors and Vistas, of the 2007 General Plan identifies the important scenic
resources and depicts the major view corridors and vistas throughout Mammoth Lakes. As
illustrated on Figure 1, southern views within the NVSP area that encompass the Sherwin Range are
considered scenic. Refer to Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Light and Glare, for further discussion regarding
aesthetic resources potentially occurring in the project area.

Neighborhood and District Character Element

The Neighborhood and District Character Element addresses the development of individual sites
and districts in order to enhance the unique character of Mammoth Lakes.

Districts. The 2007 General Plan denotes that the Town is comprised of 12 districts and four
mountain portals. District boundaries are based on the 1987 General Plan Planning Districts and
are defined by existing development, patterns of vegetation, topographic features, circulation
patterns, and the relationships of land uses. According to Figure 3, Neighborhood Character Map, of
the 2007 General Plan, the project site is within the North Village District. This Element
summarizes the desired characteristics and roles of the districts where the greatest amount of change
is expected to occur. North Village District objectives that are particularly relevant to the proposed
project in the context of land use are outlined in Table 5.1-1.

Land Use Element

The policies of the Land Use Element describe and determine how the community would retain its
community character and small town atmosphere, while enhancing its success as a destination resort.
An overarching principle of the community is to maintain the Town’s compact urban form, protect
natural and outdoor recreation resources, and prevent sprawl. The Land Use Element policies
relevant to the proposed project are outlined in Table 5.1-1.

The Town established the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) limiting the area available for future
development to achieve these principles. Figure 4, Plannii~g Area, Municibai~ and Urban Growth
Boundaries, of the 2007 General Plan, illustrates the Planning Area, Municipal, and Urban Growth
Boundaries and indicates the project site is located within all three boundaries.
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District Planning. Some areas of the community have special needs or conditions that would benefit
from detailed investigation to address issues such as allowable land use patterns, design standards,
zoning codes, and other property development standards and protections. The 2007 General Plan
designates underlying land use and character designations for these areas, until such time as the
district plans are completed and subsequent development standards are adopted; refer to the
Nezghborhood and District Character Element discussion above.

Land Use Designations. The distribution of land use designations throughout the Town is
illustrated on Figure 5, Land Use Diagram, of the 2007 General Plan. According to Figure 5, the
project site is designated North Village Specific Plan (NVSP), which is described as follows:

This deszgnation is intended to create a visitor-oriented entertainment retail and lodging district anchored by a
pedestrian plaz~a and a gondola connection to Mammoth Mountain Ski Area. Uses include hotels and
similar visitor accommodations along with supporting restaurants, retail; and services. Development prgj~cts
will provide a wide range of amenities and services that enhance the visitor experience. Maximum overall
density is 3,317 rooms and 135,000 square fret of commerciaL The specific allocation of density, location of
uses, and development standards are contained in the Specific Plan.

Buildout. The Land Use Element addresses buildout forecast for the 20-year planning period of the
2007 General Plan. The analysis projected that the total number of residents, visitors, and workers
on a winter weekend would grow to between 45,000 to 52,000 by the year 2025. Based on these
analyses, the 2007 General Plan establishes a policy of a total peak population of residents, visitors,
and employees at 52,000 persons. The 2007 General Plan considers buildout of the NVSP.

Mobility Element

The Mobility Element describes how the Town achieves a progressive and integrated multi-modal
transportation system, one that serves the various needs of residents, employees, and visitors.
Appendix D of the 2007 General Plan describes the Town’s circulation and specifies the roadway
classifications used in the Town. The General Bikeway Plan (Amended through May 2002) provides
a comprehensive plan for bicycle facilities, focusing on direct and convenient routing for the
commuting cyclist. The Town of Mammoth Lakes Trail Sjstem Master Plan (TMLTSMP), dated May
1991, focuses on non-motorized facilities for alternative forms of transportation including
pedestrians, bicyclists, and cross-country skiers. Refer to Section 5.3, Traffic/Circulation, for a
discussion regarding the project area’s transportation system.

Parks, Open Space, and Recreation Element

The Parks, Open Space, and Recreation Element, amended in 2012, identifies parks, open space,
and recreational opportunities as critical to Mammoth Lakes residents and to the success of
Mammoth Lakes tourism-based economy. It emphasizes a wide variety of outdoor winter and
summer activities, as well as the integration of surrounding public lands through points of public
access. Refer to Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not to be Si nificant, for discussions regarding recreation and
public services (e.g., parks).
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Resource Management and Conservation Element

The Resource Management and Conservation Element establishes and emphasizes the Town’s
stewardship of the community’s natural resources. The Element establishes goals and policies to
wisely manage resources and to establish the Town as a leader in managing and conserving its
resources. Refer to Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not to be Si~nifIcant, for discussions regarding biological
resources and solid waste. Refer to Section 5.5, Air Quality, Section 5.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and
Section 5.7, Utilities and Seruice Svstems, for discussions regarding air quality, greenhouse gas emissions,
energy conservation, and water resources.

Public Health and Safety Element

The Public Health and Safety Element addresses the Town’s quality of life to encourage people to
live and work in the Town. Issues addressed in this Element include public health, public safety,
hazards, emergency preparedness, education, and public facilities and services. Refer to Section 8.0,
Efficts Found Not to be Si~nit~can4 for discussions regarding public health, public safety, hazards,
emergency preparedness, and education. Refer to Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, and Section
~, Efficts Found Not to be Si~’nifIcant, for discussions regarding public facilities and services.

Noise Element

The Noise Element provides a policy framework for addressing potential noise impacts encountered
in the planning process. The content of a Noise Element and the methods used in its preparation
have been determined by the requirements of Section 65302 (f) of the California Government Code
and by the State of Ca4fornia General Plan Guidelines (General Plan Guidelines) published by the
California Office of Planning and Research in 1990. The General Plan Guidelines require that major
noise sources and areas containing noise-sensitive land uses be identified and quantified by preparing
generalized noise exposure contours for current and projected conditions.

The Noise Element was not updated as part of the 2007 General Plan; however, additional
overlapping statements were included to maintain consistency and assist in completing future
updates to the General Plan. The goals and policies from the Community Design Element describe
the relationship between people and the man-made and natural environment. Refer to Section 5.4,

~ for a discussion of the existing noise environment and Town standards.

Housing Element

The Housing Element Update, adopted June 18, 2014, addresses the planning period 2014 to 2019
and establishes the Town’s policy relative to the maintenance and development of safe, decent, and
affordable housing to meet the needs of existing and future residents. The Housing Element
includes an assessment of current and future housing needs and constraints in meeting those needs
and provides a strategy that establishes housing goals, policies, and programs.

The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) was responsible for
determining the Town’s Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA). According to Housing
Element Table 2-35, Mammoth Lakes Re~gional Housin~g Need Allocation bj Income Group, 74 housing units
are needed to meet the Town’s housing need between 2014 and 2019. This allocation reflects
prolonged recessionary conditions and represents the minimum amount of housing the Town must
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plan to accommodate through zoning and development strategies. The HEU shows that these 74
units can be provided through adequate and available sites as well as already approved projects.

Affordable Housing Mitigation Policy. In 2008, as a response to the economic downturn, the Town
Council approved a temporary reduction in development fees, including Development Impact Fees
(DIP) and housing in-lieu fees, as a “stimulus package” to continue investment in residential and
other construction.

In mid-2009, as the recession continued, the Town began a process to thoroughly review
development costs, including the DIF program and Housing Ordinance and associated in-lieu fees.
Based on the results of a Town-commissioned study which concluded that fees appeared to be set at
levels which are likely to impede new investment, and result in reduced development activity,
associated fee revenues, and workforce and market-rate housing production, the Town adopted
interim policies for development impact fees and for housing mitigation and in-lieu fees in
November 2009.

The Town and Mammoth Lakes Housing developed the Interim Affordable Housing Mitigation
Policy cooperatively, to include the following provisions:

• An inclusionary housing requirement of 10 percent for all new residential and lodging
developments larger than nine residential units or 19 lodging units, at a target income level
of 120 percent of area median income (AMI) or less.

• An in-lieu fee requirement for small residential and lodging projects, commercial, and
industrial development.

• Exemptions from housing mitigation requirements for small single-family residences (under
2,500 square feet), projects of four or fewer units in the Residential Multi-Family I zone,
rental apartments and deed-restricted units, and retail and restaurant development in certain
zones.

• Projects required to provide on-site units may propose an Alternate Housing Mitigation
Plan, if findings can be made that providing units on-site would be undesirable for the
community or infeasible, and that substantial additional housing benefit would result in
terms of providing a greater number of units, earlier provision of units, or providing units
that better meet priorities established by the Town or Mammoth Lakes Housing.

The policy also requires, as a subsequent action of the Town, amendment of the existing Housing
Ordinance to reflect the direction established in the Interim Affordable Housing Mitigation Policy.

The Housing Element includes policies that also direct these amendments, reflecting the interim
policy and any modifications needed as a result of recent judicial rulings on Inclusionary Programs.

Project Impact Evaluation Criteria

The 2007 General Plan includes policies related to growth management, buildout, and Population at
One Time (PAOT). In response to Town Council’s direction to address issues related to tracking
and modeling of PAOT, an Ad Hoc Committee was formed. On April 15, 2009, the Town Council
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adopted the PAOT/Irnpact Assessment Policy which included direction to develop Project Impact
Evaluation Criteria (PIEC). On June 17, 2009, the Town Council adopted the PIEC
recommendations and directed the Town Manager and Planning and Economic Development
Commission to evaluate permit applications in accordance with the adopted policy.

The PIEC Framework is required for any application for a major legislative amendment, including
Specific Plans that propose significant changes to existing development standards or policies, and/or
that requests discretionary density increases as established through General Plan Policy L.5.G, as
well as Tentative Tract Map and Use Permit applications.

The Planning and Economic Development Commission and Town Council must consider the
information in its deliberations and weigh these in the context of the PIEC, the PAOT assessment,
CEQA analysis and 1~ndings, and other relevant facts and information.

North Village Specific Plan

The NVSP was originally adopted in 1991 and subsequently amended in 1994, 2000, January 19,
2005, May 21, 2008, and October 7, 2009. The primary purpose of the NVSP is to provide land use
guidelines and development standards for the NVSP area which enables the development of a
cohesive, pedestrian-oriented resort activity node, with supporting facilities, to create a year-round
focus for visitor activity in the Town.

A specific plan is a planning document which establishes the type and pattern of land uses for a
designated area which are more specific than those normally provided by either the 2007 General
Plan or local zoning ordinances. It replaces the existing zoning regulations and becomes the new
“Zoning Ordinance” governing development of the properties within the specific plan area.

Land Use Designations. The NVSP Land Use Element establishes six land use districts with North
Village. The project site is designated Resort General (RG), which is described as follows:

This designation has been assigned to parcels adjacent to and easz/y accessible to the plaza, but still within the
Pedestrian Core Overlqy area. Resort General uses are also intended to provide visitor-oriented resort
services, although ivith lesser intensity than PR parcels. The Resort General designation d~ff~rs from the
Plaza Resort designation in that retail uses are limited to multi-tenant complexes or withinfull-service hotels.
Restaurants are general/y the on/y freestanding uses permitted in the RG distric1~ Allowable uses in the
Resort General district include hotels, resort condominiums, restaurants, residential~ and emplojiee housing

facilities.

Land Use Objectives. In addition to the overall development objectives, the NVSP identifies the
following objectives specific to the RG land use designation:

• To provide resort accommodations and supporting commercial facilities for visitor-oriented
activities and facilities.

• To provide a transition zone between the Plaza Resort and Specialty Lodging uses within
North Village and surrounding residential uses.
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• To provide integrated pedestrian access to and from the plazas.

Land Use Policies. In addition to the overall development policies, the NVSP identifies the
following policies specific to the RG land use designation:

• A variety of resort oriented lodging and limited commercial uses shall be developed in the
RG district. Visitor lodging shall be primarily inns, resort condominiums, or specialty
lodging, as opposed to motels.

• Predominantly understructure parking shall be required.

• At least 50 percent of all commercial uses within a multi-tenant commercial development
shall be devoted to restaurants.

• Convenient, safe pedestrian connections to the rest of the North Village area, transit
facilities and ski lifts shall be provided.

Development and Design Standards. The NVSP identifies general development and design
standards which shall be incorporated into new building projects. Specific Design Guidelines are
required to be prepared by applicable property owners and approved by the Planning and Economic
Development Commission to address design issues such as storefronts, lighting, signage, street
furnishings, landscaping, etc., or to refine the general Design Standards within the NVSP.

• Land Uses. NVSP Table 2, Land Use Matrix, identifies permitted uses within each land use
designation. Hotels and accessory uses within hotels are permitted uses within the RG
district.

• Density. Maximum density for parcels within the RG district is 55 rooms per acre, not to
exceed an aggregate density of 48 rooms per acre.

For purposes of development area calculations, the following density conversions apply:

One (1) “room” equals any of the following types of development:

- I hotel room;
- I bedroom, loft, or other sleeping area in residential uses; or
- 450 square feet of commercial or restaurant space.

Commercial or restaurant space within a hotel serving only the guests of that hotel,
commercial space ancillary to property management of North Village, space within an events
arena, space required for gondola building circulation and base lodge services and functions
(up to 20,000 square feet), and uses within the Open Space and Public and Quasi-public
districts are excluded from density calculations. Density exchanges may occur between
parcels within the same district, with some exceptions.

NVSP Table 3, Density Summary, which is provided below identifies the density for the NVSP
area by land use designation. The following summarizes the density summary for the Resort
General and Mammoth Crossing land use designations.
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Land Use Size Maximum Square Feet
Designation (acre) Density Total Rooms Square Feet CommerciallRetail Estimated(roomslacre) (Room Rooms

Mammoth Crossing 9.27 80*** 742 40,500** Equivalent)Q** 742

Resort General 8.60 48 413 50,000 (111) 302
**Commercial and restaurant space shall not be counted towards densfty within the Mammoth Crossing project; this provision applicable to
Mammoth Crossing distiict only.
***Density above the base of 48 rooms per acre for Mammoth Crossing, up to 80 rooms/acre may only be achieved subject to Community
Benefits/Incentive Zoning policy.
Source:_Town_of Mammoth_Lakes, North Village Specific Plan, as amended, Table 3, Density Summaiy.

Although the maximum aggregate density for the RG district is 48 rooms per acre, the
maximum density for an individual parcel within the RG district is 55 rooms per acre.

Site Covera~ie. Maximum site coverage including all buildings and paved or otherwise
developed impervious surfaces for each development area is 70 percent for the RG district.

Buildin~’ Area. Maximum building floor area for the RG district is 87,000 square feet per acre
(excluding structured parking).

Building Heicht. Maximum permitted building height for the RG district is 40 feet and
maximum projected height is 50 feet. Roof appurtenances are allowed to project above the
permitted building height by up to three feet subject to Planning and Economic
Development Commission Approval.

Buildii~g Setbacks. Side and rear setbacks for the RG district are a minimum of 10 feet. Along
Minaret Road, setbacks are based on the height of the building. Between 35 and 54 feet in
height, a setback of 30 feet is required. A setback of 40 feet is required for a structure
greater than 55 feet.

The NVSP identifies additional design standards pertaining to building design; roof form
and ridge alignment, design, materials, and appurtenances; wall surfaces; doors and windows;
wall appurtenances; color palette; signs; pedestrian walkways and plaza areas; snow removal
and management; lighting; gates and entrances; walls and fences; site furnishings; pedestrian
and skier bridges; and arts/events. Additional development standards are also identified
including grading standards and landscaping and revegetation standards.

Town of Mammoth Lakes Municipal Code

Municipal Code Title 16, Subdivisions

Title 16, Subdivisions, of the Municipal Code is enacted for the purpose of adopting subdivision and
land division regulations in accordance with the Subdivision Map Act.
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Each proposed subdivision shall be submitted to the planning department for preliminary
consideration in map form. The tentative map shall be prepared in accordance with the Subdivision
Map Act and the provisions of the Title.

Municipal Code Title 17, Zoning

Title 17, Zonin~g, of the Municipal Code (codified through Ordinance No. 14-02, passed March 19,
2014 and effective May 2, 2014) (Zoning Code), provides the legislative framework to enhance and
implement the goals, policies, plans, principles, and standards of the 2007 General Plan. The
Zoning Code, which establishes classifications of zones and regulations within these zones, was
established and adopted by the Town Council “to protect and to promote the public health, safety,
comfort, convenience, prosperity, and general welfare of residents, and business in the Town.”

The Town is divided into zones in order to classify, regulate, restrict, and separate the use of land,
buildings and structures; to regulate and to limit the type, height, and bulk of buildings and
structures in the various districts; to regulate areas of yards and other open areas abutting and
between buildings and structures; and to regulate the density of population. According to the
Town’s official Zoning Map, the project site is zoned NVSP.

Zoning Code Chapter 17.68. Use Permits. Chapter 17.68 establishes the procedures for the review
and approval or denial of Use Permits. The process includes the review of the location, design,
configuration, and potential impacts of the proposed use.

Pursuant to Section 17.68.050, the Planning and Economic Development Commission may approve
a use permit application, with or without conditions, only if all of the following findings can be
made:

• That the proposed use is consistent with all applicable sections of the General Plan and Title
17 and is consistent with any applicable specific plan or master plan;

• That the proposed use and the conditions under which it would be operated or maintained
will not be detrimental to the public health and safety nor materially injurious to properties
or improvements in the vicinity; and

• The Planning and Economic Development Commission shall make such other findings as
deemed necessary to support approval or denial of the proposed use.

Zoning Code Chapter 17.88. Design Review. Chapter 17.88 implements the design review procedural
requirements of the Town of Mammoth Lakes Design Guidelines. Specifically, the design review
requirements are included to achieve the following purposes:

• Implement the goals, policies and objectives of the General Plan related to community
design and character;

• Promote excellence in site planning and design and the harmonious appearance of buildings
and sites and ensure the man-made environment is designed to complement, not dominate,
the natural environment;
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• Regulate the design, coloration, materials, illumination, and landscaping of new construction,
and renovations within the Town in order to maintain and enhance the image, attractiveness,
and environmental qualities of the Town as a mountain resort community;

• Ensure that new landscaping provides a visually pleasing setting for structures on the site
and within the public right-of way and to prevent indiscriminate destruction of trees and
natural vegetation, excessive or unsightly grading, indiscriminate clearing of property, and
destruction of natural significant landforms;

• Ensure that the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors are
appropriate to the function of the project and the high-elevation climate of Mammoth Lakes
and are visually harmonious with surrounding development and natural landforms, trees, and
vegetation; and

• Supplement other Town regulations and standards in order to ensure control of aspects of
design that are not otherwise addressed.

Pursuant to Section 17.88.020, App/icabi/i~y, design review is required for new construction,
reconstruction, rehabilitation, alteration, or other projects involving improvements to the exterior of
a structure, site, or parking area.

The Town’s Design Guidelines adopted by the Town Council provide recommendations to be used
in the design review process. They are intended to promote high-quality and thoughtful site and
building design; visually interesting, appropriate, well-crafted and maintained buildings and
landscaping; the use of durable high-quality, and natural materials that reflect Mammoth Lakes’
character and mountain setting; and attention to the design and execution of building details and
amenities in both public and private projects.

The Planning and Economic Development Commission has design review authority for all projects
requiring major design review. Pursuant to Section 17.88.040, Scope of Desi~gn Rez’iew, design review
considers the design of the site plan, structures, lighting, landscaping, and other physical features of
a proposed project, including:

• Building proportions, massing, and architectural details;

• Site design, orientation, location, and architectural design of buildings relative to existing
structures, outdoor areas, walkways, trails, and streets on or adjacent to the property;
topography; trees and vegetation; and other physical features of the natural and built
environment;

• Size, location, design, development, and arrangement of circulation, parking, pedestrian
ways, and other paved areas;

• Exterior colors and materials as they relate to each other, to the overall appearance of the
project, the mountain environment, and to surrounding development;

• Height, materials, colors, and variety of fences, walls, and screen plantings;
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• Location and screening of mechanical equipment and refuse storage areas;

• Location, design, and compliance of exterior lighting features;

• Location and type of landscaping including selection, size, and water-efficiency of plant
materials, design of hardscape, and irrigation; and

• Size, location, design, color, lighting, and materials of all signs.

Pursuant to Section 17.88.050, Design Review Criteria, when conducting design review, the review
authority evaluates applications to ensure that they satisfy the following criteria, conform to the
policies of the 2007 General Plan and any applicable specific or master plan, the Town’s Design
Guidelines, and are consistent with any other policies or guidelines the Town Council may adopt for
this purpose. To obtain design review approval, projects must satisfy these criteria to the extent that
they apply.

• The site design and building design elements including the architectural style, size, design
quality, use of building materials, and similar elements, combine together in an attractive and
visually cohesive manner that is compatible with and complements the desired architectural
and/or aesthetic character of the area and a mountain resort community, encourages
increased pedestrian activity, and promotes compatibility among neighboring land uses.

• The design of streetscapes, including street trees, lighting, and pedestrian furniture, is
consistent with the character of commercial districts and nearby residential neighborhoods.

• Parking areas are located, designed and developed to foster and implement the planned
mobility system for the area; buffer surrounding land uses; minimize visibility; prevent
conificts between vehicles and pedestrians and cyclists; minimize stormwater run-off and the
heat-island effect; and achieve a safe, efficient, and harmonious development.

• Down-directed and shielded lighting and lighting fixtures are designed to complement
buildings, be of appropriate scale, provide adequate light over walkways and parking areas to
create a sense of pedestrian safety, minimize light pollution and trespass, and avoid creating
glare.

• Landscaping is designed to conserve water resources, promotes a natural aesthetic, and be
compatible with and enhance the architectural character and features of the buildings on site,
and help relate the building to the surrounding landscape.

Zoning Code Chapter 17.116. Specific Plans. Chapter 17.116 establishes the procedures for the
preparation, processing, review, adoption, and amendment of specific plans. After the adoption of a
specific plan, subsequent projects to implement the specific plan may be approved or adopted
within an area covered by the specific plan only if first found consistent with the specific plan. An
adopted specific plan may be amended through the same procedure as adoption of a specific plan.

Pursuant to Section 17.116.020, Applicability, the development standards and design guidelines
identified in the specific plan shall take precedence over the general standards contained in the
Zoning Code and any Town adopted design guidelines.
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North Village District Planning Study

The North Villa~ge District Plannin~g Studj, modified November 5, 2008, has been developed in
accordance with the Town’s district planning policy, which requires completion of district planning
in conjunction with major land use applications seeking Zoning Code or General Plan amendments.
This planning study was initiated by the Mammoth Crossing project application; however, the
planning study considers the entire NVSP area. The study provides an overview and analysis of the
existing conditions, regulatory environment, character, and firnctionality of the NVSP area, and
examines these as a series of issues, opportunities, and constraints. The General Plan’s character
statement for the NVSP area and the stated objectives of the NVSP serve as a benchmark to
consider how future development patterns under the existing NVSP either support or hinder the
achievement of those objectives. The Study analysis and recommendations are to be used to frame
consideration of future projects, including potential updates or amendments to the NVSP. The
project site is identified as an area of stability and assumes development of Building C.

The Village at Mammoth Design Guidelines

The Des~gn Guidelines The Vila~ge at Mammoth (North Village Design Guidelines), approved August 23,
2000, are intended to provide general and specific design information so that all involved in the
development process are able to proceed with a shared basis of information. They are structured to
provide a description of the concept of the NVSP area, followed by supporting objectives of the
design components, followed by a listing of design guidelines that must be followed to achieve the
objectives. The main concept of the North Village Design Guidelines is that the NVSP area should
be designed so that it is appropriate to the character of the Mammoth Lakes region, and to be
competitive with other high-quality mountain villages in North America. Although the North
Village Design Guidelines provide design direction for all elements within the NVSP area, they are
intended to have sufficient flexibility to allow for incorporation of future creative design solutions,
advances in building and materials technologies, and proactive responses to the dynamics of the
marketplace that improve the project. In cases where the North Village Design Guidelines are
silent, the Town may apply the Town’s Design Guidelines for additional guidance. The North
Village Design Guidelines require conformance with the NVSP, Master Plan, Municipal Code, and
building codes.

5.1.3 IMPACT THRESHOLDS
AND SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains the Modified Initial Study Environmental Checklist
form used during preparation of the Modified Initial Study, which is contained in Appendix 11.1 of
this SEIR. The Modified Initial Study includes questions relating to aesthetics and visual resources.
The issues presented in the Environmental Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of significance
in this section. Accordingly, a project may create a significant adverse environmental impact if it
would:

Physically divide an established community (refer to Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not to be
Sñ’niflcani);
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Conffict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect (refer to Impact Statements LAND-I, LAND-2, and LAND-3);
and/or

• Conffict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan (refer to Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not to be Si~ni/icarn).

Based on these standards, the effects of the proposed project have been categorized as either a “less
than significant impact” or a “potentially significant impact.” Mitigation measures are recommended
for potentially significant impacts. If a potentially significant impact cannot be reduced to a less
than significant level through the application of mitigation, it is categorized as a significant and
unavoidable impact.

5.1.4 OVERVIEW OF PREVIOUS
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The 1991 PEIR identified potentially significant impacts pertaining to the changes in the existing
physical land use patterns and demand both in the NVSP area and throughout the commercial areas
of the Town, as well as development of a more intense use than the previous zoning and land uses.
Mitigation measures were adopted for these potentially significant impacts. The 1991 PEIR
provided a brief consistency analysis of the NVSP with the 1987 General Plan and did not identify
inconsistencies. The 1994 PEIR Addendum did not provide an additional consistency analysis or
recommend additional mitigation measures. The 1999 SPEIR stated that the 1999 NVSP
Amendment would be consistent with the Town’s 1987 General Plan goals and policies. Impacts in
this regard were concluded to be less than significant.

5.1.5 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES GENERAL PLAN 2007

LAND-i PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH THE
2007 GENERAL PLAN POLICIES OR REGULATIONS.

ImpactAnalysis: The 1999 SPEIR stated that the 1999 NVSP Amendment would be consistent
with the Town’s 1987 General Plan goals and policies. Impacts in this regard were concluded to be
less than significant.

The 2007 General Plan is the primary planning document that guides land uses in the Town. The
2007 General Plan contains requirements for development, which pertain to the proposed project;
refer to the e~gu/ato~y Settin~g discussion above.

Table 5.1-1, General P/an Po/i~i Consistency Analysis, analyzes the project’s consistency with the relevant
2007 General Plan goals and policies As demonstrated in Table 5.1-1, the proposed project is
consistent with the relevant 2007 General Plan goals and policies, with the exception of Policy
C.2.X.
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Table 5.1-1
2007 General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis

General Plan Policy I Consistency of Proposed Project with Current Policy

Community Design Element
Goal Cl. Improve and enhance the community’s unique character by requiring a high standard of design in all development in
Mammoth Lakes.
Goal C.2. Desicjn the man-made environment to comolement. not dominate, the natural environment.

C.2.C. Encourage development of distinct districts, Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.A. The project proposes a hotel that
each with an appropriate density and a strong center includes food and beverage sales, spa, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, and
of retail, services, or amenities landscaping elements, within a currently developed area, consistent with

the uses envisioned by the NVSP. The site is located in proximity to
commercial and retail uses located within the North Village Plaza, as
well as other hotel, vacation condominium rentals, and restaurant uses
located to the east, south, and west. The project would not increase the
overall allowable density in the NVSP.

C.2.D. Preserve and enhance special qualities of Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.C.
districts through focused attention on land use,
community design, and economic development
C.2.E. Ensure that each district center is an Consistent. As indicated in Section 5.2. Aesthetics/Light and Glare, the
attractive destination that is comfortable and inviting project would not shade the Village Plaza. Also as indicated in Section
with sunny streets, plazas, and sidewalks. 5.2, Aesthetics/Light and Glare, the project would not result in a

significant increase in shade on sidewalks along Minaret Road,
compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. Further, existing and
future sidewalks have or will incorporate snowmelt systems, and
Caltrans implements snow removal operations and cindering of the road
to maintain safe travel conditions. Additionally, the proposed pool plaza
area is located on the southwest portion of the site to maximize solar
access.

C.2.F. Improve visual appearance as well as Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.A and C.2.C.
pedestrian access and activity by requiring infill
development patterns. Encourage rehabilitation and
reorientation of existing strip commercial
development consistent with neighborhood and
district character.

C.2.A. Create well-designed and significant public
spaces in resortlcommercial developments to
accommodate pedestrians and encourage social
interaction and community activity

Consistent. As indicated in Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Light and Glare, the
project would provide a public kiosk and pocket park along Minaret
Road, which would encourage social interaction and community activity
in the NVSP area. The project would specifically increase the
pedestrian-oriented sidewalks (a desired characteristic of the North
Village District), compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. The
project’s proposed commercial square footage, spa facility, public kiosk,
and pocket park would increase the available services and amenities in
the NVSP area. In addition, the proposed site design is specifically
oriented towards improving the pedestrian access and activity along
Minaret Road. The project includes a pedestrian entry feature and food
and beveraae terrace for outdoor seating along Minaret Road.
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Table 5.1-1 [continued]
2007 General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis

General Plan Policy

C.2.J. Be stewards in preserving public views of
surrounding mountains, ridgelines and knolls.

C.2.L. Create a visually interesting and aesthetically
pleasing built environment by requiring all
development to incorporate the highest quality of
architecture and thoughtful site design and planning.

Consistency of Proposed Project with Current Policy

Consistent. As indicated in Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Light and Glare,
southern views within the NVSP area that encompass the Sherwin
Range are considered scenic. Within the project’s viewshed, the
Sherwin Range is visible from publicly accessible areas, including those
along Minaret Road and Canyon Boulevard. Based on the site
reconnaissance conducted by RBF on January 17, 2014 and April 10,
2014, the proposed project is not visible within pedestrian views of the
Sherwin Range, as seen from the North Village Plaza to the north of the
project site. As discussed in Section 5.2, no view blockage would occur
along Canyon Boulevard. Implementation of the proposed project would
result in increased visible massing as a result of both increased heights
and reduced setbacks along Minaret Road, compared to the permitted
8050 Building C. However this increase in visible massing on-site has
not resulted in increased view blockage of the Sherwin Range.
Consistent. As indicated in Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Light and Glare, the
proposed project would have a different building massing than the
structures to the north and south, creating a visually interesting and
aesthetically pleasing built environment. Although increased building
heights are proposed, these building heights would be similar to another
structure in the NVSP area (specifically the Westin to the west). Further,
the massing has been shifted east, toward Minaret Road, in order to
frame and enhance the pedestrian environment along the northeastern
boundary of the project site. The project would allow artful signs,
interesting storefronts, individuality, and attention focused at the
pedestrian level, particularly alonci Minaret Road.

C.2.M. Enhance community character by ensuring Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.J. The building massing has been
that all development, regardless of scale or density, shifted towards Minaret Road to allow for a pool plaza area to the
maximizes provision of all types of open space, southwest. The southwest orientation maximizes solar access to the
particularly scenic open space. pool plaza and the proposed building.
C.2.T. Use natural, high quality building materials to Consistent. The project would use natural, high quality building
reflect Mammoth Lakes’ character and mountain materials to reflect Mammoth Lakes’ character and mountain setting and
setting. would result in a more hospitable and attractive pedestrian environment

(compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR). The proposed
architecture would also break up the existing architectural monotony
experienced at the 8050 Buildings A and B.

C.2.U. Require unique, authentic and diverse design Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.L and C.2.T.
that conveys innovation and creativity and
discourages architectural monotony.
C.2.V. Building height, massing and scale shall Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.J and C.2.L.
complement neighboring land uses and preserve
views to the surrounding mountains.
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Table 5.1-1 [continued]
2007 General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis

General Plan Policy Consistency of Proposed Project with Current Policy

C.2.W. Maintain scenic public views and view Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.J. In addition to the designated
corridors (shown in Figures 1 and 2) that visually scenic vistas within the NVSP area, State Route 203 (Minaret Road) is
connect community to surroundings. eligible for listing as a State scenic highway. Implementation of the

project would not result in increased view blockage of designated visual
resources (i.e., the Sherwin Range), as seen from motorists, bicyclists,
and pedestrians traveling along Minaret Road. Other visual resources
located along Minaret Road include mature pine trees. A Tree
Protection/Preservation Plan would be implemented to preserve and
protect existing trees, shrubs, and other plant materials including plants
on adjoining properties during grubbing and grading, site preparation,
and construction activities. Although removal of vegetation (including
some sapling trees), would occur, particularly along Minaret Road, due
to the size of the trees proposed for removal, this vegetation is not
considered a scenic resource per the Town’s Municipal Code. The
proposed project would re-plant new native tree species (e.g., Red Fir,
Lodgepole Pine, Mountain Hemlock, Mountain Maple, Mountain Alder,
Western Chokecherry, Western Water Birch, and Quaking Aspen) along
Minaret Road in order to maintain and enhance the character of the site
and its surroundings.

C.2.X. Limit building height to the trees on inconsistent. As indicated in Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Light and Glare,
development sites where material tree coverage the project would increase the building height by 18 feet above the
exists and use top of forest canopy in general area approved 8050C building. The proposed building height is also taller
as height limit if no trees exist on site. than that allowed by the NVSP by three stories or 30 feet. This height

increase would extend above the tree canopy present in the area,
although not substantially (5 to 13 feet above the typical and average
tree height in the area)1. Further, although proposed massing and
building height would change, this change would result in building
expression that is more vertical rather than horizontal (as desired by the
NVSP, Development Objective 1), increased architectural articulation
and varied roof forms along Minaret Road (recommended by the 2007
General Plan, Appendix C, Commercial Corridor), as well as increased
pedestrian-scale sidewalks and amenities along Minaret Road
(encouraged by the 2007 General Plan, NVSP, and North Village Design
Guidelines). Implementation of the applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation
Measures 5.3-id and 5.3-2b would require the project’s proposed
landscaping and architectural style to blend with the area’s natural
setting.

Goal C.3. Ensure safe and attractive public spaces, including sidewalks, trails, parks and streets.
C.3.D. Development shall provide pedestrian Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.A.
oriented facilities, outdoor seating, plazas, weather
protection, transit waiting areas and other
streetscape improvements.
C.3.E. Ensure that landscaping, signage, public art, Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.A, C.2.L, C.2.T, and C.2.W.
street enhancements, and building design result in a
more hospitable and attractive pedestrian
environment. Require an even higher level of design
quality and detail in commercial mixed use areas.
Goal C.4. Be stewards of natural and scenic resources essential to community image and character.

I Typical and average tree heights in the vicinity of the Mammoth Crossing project were found to be 67 to 75

feet with maximum heights of up to 90 feet.
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Table 5.1-1 [continued]
2007 General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis

General Plan Policy Consistency of Proposed Project wfth Current Policy

C.4.A. Development shall be designed to provide Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.W.
stewardship for significant features and natural
resources of the site.
C.4.B. To retain the forested character of the town, Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.W.
require use of native and compatible plant species in
public and private developments and aggressive
rep lanting with native trees.
C.4.C Retain overall image of a community in a Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.W.
forest by ensuring that native trees are protected
wherever possible and remain an important
component of the community.
C.4.D Retain the forested character of the town by Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.W.
requiring development to pursue aggressive
replanting with native trees and other compatible
species.
C.4.E Limited tree thinning and upper-story limbing Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.W.
may be permitted where needed to maintain public
safety and the health of the forest, but not for the
enhancement of views.
Goal C.5. Eliminate glare to improve public safety. Minimize light pollution to preserve views of stars and the night sky.
C.5.A. Require outdoor light fixtures to be shielded Consistent. As indicated in Section 5.2. Aesthetics/Light and Glare,
and down-directed so as to minimize glare and light proposed lighting at ground level (e.g., exterior lighting for security,
trespass. parking, signage, architectural highlighting and landscaping, and

street/sidewalk lighting) would not substantially increase compared to
that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. As described in the 1999 SPEIR,
these lighting increases would be minimized with implementation of the
1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-3d pertaining to vegetation
installation to screen views to the structure, as seen from residents
particularly to the south. Further, with the implementation of the
Additional Mitigation Measure AES-2, an outdoor lighting plan would be
required for all new outdoor lighting installations. All outdoor lighting
fixtures would be designed, located, installed, aimed downward or
toward structures, retrofitted if necessary, and maintained in order to
prevent glare, light trespass, and light pollution (Additional Mitigation
Measure AES-3). An outdoor lighting plan would be submitted in
conjunction with an application for design review and/or building permit
approval. The outdoor lighting plan would also comply with Section
17.36.030.G, Outdoor Lighting Plans, of the Town’s Municipal Code.
Development of the proposed project would be subject to environmental
and design review to ensure that light and glare impacts would not
substantially increase the amount and intensity of nighttime lighting, nor
cause light spillover onto adjoining properties.

C.5.B. Enforce removal, replacement, or retrofit of Consistent. Refer to Response C.5.A.
non-shielded or non-down-directed light fixtures that
contribute to glare and light pollution
C.5.C. Improve pedestrian safety by eliminating Consistent. Refer to Response C.5.A.
glare for motorists through use of non-glare roadway
lighting. A light fixture’s source of illumination shall
not be readily visible at a distance. Number of
fixtures used shall be adequate to evenly illuminate
for pedestrian safety.
Goal 6.6. Enhance community character by minimizing noise.
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Table 5.1-1 Lcontinued]
2007 General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis

General Plan Policy Consistency of Proposed Project with Current Policy

C.6.A. Minimize community exposure to noise by Consistent. As indicated in Section 5.4, ~g~e any deliveries to the
ensuring compatible land uses around noise project site would occur on the western portion of the site, and would be
sources. located near other sensitive uses approximately 25 feet to the south.

Noise from delivery activities would be masked by traffic noise along the
Minaret Road and Canyon Boulevard. Additionally, the project would be
required to adhere to the Town’s Municipal Code Section 8.16.090,
which prohibits loading and unloading operations to between 10:00 p.m.
and 7:00 a.m. It should be noted that stationary noise from the
proposed project would be similar to the existing surrounding
environment, as compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR.
Although the outdoor spa and pool terrace associated with the project
would generate crowd noise, as indicated in Section 5.4, crowd noise
would be 44 dBA at 13.12 feet and 20 dBA at 26.24 feet, which would
not exceed the Town’s 50 dBA standard. The proposed project would
require the use of heating, ventilation, and air conditioning units (HVAC).
Typically, mechanical equipment noise is 55 dBA at 50 feet from the
source. Noise levels from mechanical equipment would be further
reduced through the implementation of the Additional Mitigation Measure
N-3 requiring the orientation of equipment away from any sensitive
receptors, proper selection of equipment, and the installation of
equipment with proper acoustical shielding (muffling). Compliance with
the Town’s Municipal Code and Additional Mitigation Measure N-3 would
minimize noise impacts from crowd noise associated with the outdoor
spa and pool terrace and mechanical equipment to less than significant
levels.

C.6.B. Allow development only if consistent with the Consistent. Refer to Response C.6.A. As indicated in Section 5.4,
Noise Element and the policies of this Element. Noise, the proposed project would not result in long-term mobile noise
Measure noise use for establishing compatibility in impacts based on project generated traffic as well as cumulative noise
dBA CNEL and based on worst-case noise levels, levels.
either existing or future, with future noise levels to be
predicted based on projected 2025 levels.
C.6.C. Development of noise-sensitive land uses Consistent. Refer to Response C.6.A and C.6.B.
shall not be permitted in areas where the noise level
from existing stationary noise sources exceeds the
noise level standards described in the Noise
Element.
C.6.D. Require development to mitigate exterior Consistent. Refer to Response C.6.A and C.6.B.
noise to “normally acceptable” levels in outdoor
areas.
C.6.F. Require mitigation of all significant noise Consistent. Refer to Responses C.5.A and C.6.B. In addition,
impacts as a condition of project approval, implementation of 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.6-la through 5.6-

ic and Additional Mitigation Measures N-l and N-2 that require
disturbance coordinator response for construction noise complaints and
directing equipment away from receptors in order to reduce construction-
related noise would minimize any impacts from construction noise and
would ensure that impacts are reduced to a less than significant level.

~ Neighborhood District and Character Element
North Village District
Characteristic #1: Viewsheds to Sherwin Range and Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.J.
the Knolls are preserved.
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Table 5.1-1 [continued]
2007 General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis

General Plan Policy Consistency of Proposed Project with Current Policy

Characteristic #2: Landscape that recalls the Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.W.
Eastern Sierra and establishes scale and street
edge.
Characteristic #3: Create a sense of exploration Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.A.
using pedestrian-oriented sidewalks, plazas and
courtyards with pedestrian comforts.
Characteristic #6: Visitor-oriented entertainment Consistent. The proposed hotel would provide visitor accommodation
retail district, and amenities.
Characteristic #7: Active day and evening through all Consistent. Refer to Responses C.2.A and C.2.C.
four seasons, designed to achieve a 2-3 hour visit.
Characteristic #8: Resort and resident activities, Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.A and C.2.C.
amenities and services.
Characteristic #9: Animation with retail and Consistent. The proposed project includes amenities and active uses
significant businesses oriented to the street. along Minaret Road, not included in the current building design.
Characteristic #10: Retail and services in “storefront’ Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.A and Characteristic #9.
setting located at the sidewalk.
Characteristic #11: A variety of resort lodging Consistent. Refer to Responses C.2.A and C.2.C.
supported by meeting facilities, outdoor activities
and restaurants, arts, culture and entertainment.
Characteristic #12: Create year-round non-vehicular Consistent. The project would develop a hotel use with associated
links to mountain portals. amenities, consistent with the intent of the NVSP. The project area is

currently served by retail and restaurant uses located within the North
Village Plaza, as well as the North Village gondola, which provides
connection to Mammoth Mountain Ski Area.

Land Use Element
Goal Li. Be stewards of the community’s small town character and charm, compact form, spectacular natural surroundings and
access to public lands by planning for and managing growth.
L.1 .A. Limit total peak population of permanent and Consistent. As discussed below, the project proposes an amendment to
seasonal residents and visitors to 52,000 people. the NVSP to allow for a density transfer of 30 rooms from the MC zone

to the RG zone. Approval of the amendment by the Town would result
in the project’s compliance with the maximum density allowed within the
NVSP and considered by the 2007 General Plan. Therefore, the project
would be consistent with the buildout assumptions of the 2007 General
Plan.

L.i .B. Require all development to meet community Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.A and C.2.M. The project proposes
goals for highest quality of design, energy efficiency, a variety of energy saving measures including deep balconies in front of
open space preservation, and promotion of a livable, window walls that act as a sun shade, super insulated roof system, dual
sustainable community. Development that does not method wall insulation, extensive use of light emitting diode lighting,
fulfill these goals shall not be allowed, weather-lock vestibule at pedestrian street entry and operable

fenestration and fully opening wall panels.
Goal L.3. Enhance livability by designing neighborhoods and districts for walking through the ar~angement of land uses and
development intensities.
L.3.B. Develop vital retail centers and streets. Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.A and C.2.C.
L.3.D. Encourage outdoor dining in resort and Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.A and Characteristic #9.
commercial districts to increase street level
animation.
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Table 5.1-1 [continued]
2007 General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis

L.5.B. Locate visitor lodging in appropriate areas. Consistent. The project is located within the NVSP. The intent of the
NVSP is to develop a cohesive, pedestrian-oriented resort activity node,
and to provide a year-round focus for visitor activity within the Town.
The project would develop a hotel use with associated amenities,
consistent with the intent of the NVSP. The project area is currently
served by retail and restaurant uses located within the North Village
Plaza, as well as the North Village gondola, which provides connection
to Mammoth Mountain Ski Area.

L.5.E. Development shall complement and diversify Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.A and C.2.C. The project proposes
the range of resort community activities and a hotel use with associated amenities including food and beverage
amenities, sales, spa, and outdoor pool/jacuzzis.
L.5.F. Require all multi-family, resort, and specific Consistent. Refer to Response C.2.A and C.2.C. The project is located
plan development to include activities, amenities and within the NVSP. The proposed hotel would provide services and
services to support long-term visitation, amenities, such as food and beverage sales, spa, and outdoor

pool/jacuzzis within an area served by other retail and recreational
opportunities. The current Application is to amend the approved 8050
project and seek entitlement/permitting for a proposed hotel (with the
requisite market requirement to retain flexibility with respect to
ownership structures [e.g., traditional hotel, condominium-hotel, etc.]).

Mobility Element

General Plan Policy

L.3.H. Density may be clustered or transferred within
clearly articulated district, master, and specific plans
to enhance General Plan goals and policies.
Development rights may also be transferred
between districts when that transfer furthers
protection of identified environmentally sensitive
areas.

Consistency of Proposed Project with Current Policy

Consistent. As discussed in the North Village Specific Plan discussion
below, since density transfers between zones (i.e., from the MC zone to
the RG zone) are not currently allowed under the NVSP, the project
proposes to amend the NVSP. More specifically, the NVSP would be
amended to allow for a maximum density of 72 rooms per acre at the
8050 Site if the Mammoth Crossing project transfers 30 rooms of its
available density to Area 19A (formerly Phase C of the 8050 project).
Although approval of the amendment would allow for an increase in
density above the 55 rooms per acre for the project site, the maximum
density of 48 rooms per acre for the entire RG district would not be
exceeded. As noted in Response L.1 A, approval of the amendment by
the Town would result in the project’s compliance with the maximum
density allowed within the NVSP and considered by the 2007 General
Plan. Therefore, the project would be consistent with the buildout
assumptions of the 2007 General Plan.

Goal L.5. Provide an overall balance of uses, facilities and services to further the town’s role as a destination resort community.

M.3.A. Maintain a Level of Service D or better on the
Peak Design Day at intersections along arterial and
collector roads.

Goal M.3. Emphasize feet first, public transportation second, and car last in planning the community transportation system while
still meeting Level of Service standards. ____________________________________________________________

Consistent. As indicated in Section 5.3, Traffic/Circulation, project
implementation would maintain a Level of Service D or better on the
peak design day at all study intersections and roadway segments.
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General Plan Policy Consistency of Proposed Project with Current Policy

M.3.B. Reduce automobile trips by promoting and Consistent. The project site and surrounding area are currently served
facilitating: by retail and restaurant uses located within the North Village Plaza, as
• Walking well as the North Village gondola, which provides connection to
• Bicycling Mammoth Mountain Ski Area. These uses are within walking distance of
• Local and regional transit the project site, reducing the need for additional automobile trips by
• Innovative parking management promoting and facilitating walking, bicycling, and gondolas. In addition,
• Gondolas and trams major transit stops are currently located within the project area along
• Employer-based trip reduction programs Minaret Road and Canyon Boulevard. Access to the transit stops would
• Alternate work schedules be maintained, further encouraging reduction in automobile trips by
• Telecommuting providing access to transit. Furthermore, the project would include bike
• Ride-share programs parking and shuttle service to the airport and other destinations.
•_Cross-country_skiing_and_snowshoeing
M.3.C. Reduce automobile trips by promoting land Consistent. The project would involve development of a hotel use and
use and transportation strategies such as: associated amenities over an existing parking podium surrounded by
implementation of compact pedestrian oriented existing development. The project site and surrounding area are
development; clustered and infill development; currently served by retail and restaurant uses located within the North
mixed uses and neighborhood serving commercial Village Plaza, as well as the North Village gondola, which provides
mixed use centers. connection to Mammoth Mountain Ski Area. These uses are within

walking distance of the project site, reducing the need for additional
automobile trips. In addition, enhanced pedestrian access along Minaret
Road and access between the existing 8050 project and Building C are
proposed to allow access to and from hotel amenities.

M.3.E. Require development to implement Consistent. Since the project meets the Town’s parking requirements
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) (with valet operations), TDMs are not required pursuant to Municipal
measures. Code Section 17.44.050. Further, the project would be required to be

annexed into the Transit and Transportation Fee Community Facilities
District (CFD 2013-03), which funds transit operations. The project
proposes an informational kiosk, which could include wayfinding/transit
information, as well as bike storage and shuttle service to the airport and
other destinations.

M.3.G. Construction activities shall be planned, Consistent. As indicated in Section 5.3, Traffic/Circulation, a
scheduled and conducted to minimize the severity Construction Management Plan would be required to be submitted for
and duration of traffic impediments. review and approval by the Community and Economic Development

Department in order to minimize the severity and duration of traffic
impediments during construction activities.

M.3.H. Commercial developments shall not allow Consistent. Commercial deliveries would occur off of Canyon Boulevard
delivery vehicles and unloading activity to impede in the driveway area or in the porte cochere.
traffic flow through adequate delivery facilities and/or
delivery management plans.
Goal M.4. Encourage feet first by providing a linked year-round recreational and commuter trail system that is safe and
comDrehensive.
M.4.A. Improve safety of sidewalks, trails and Consistent. The project would complete a sidewalk along Minaret Road.
streets.
M.4.E. Development shall improve existing Consistent. The existing sidewalk will be improved and extended to
conditions to meet Town standards. meet Town standards.
Goal M.5. Provide a year-round local public transit system that is convenient and efficient.
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General Plan Policy Consistency of Proposed Project with Current Policy

M.5.B. Encourage transit use by requiring Consistent. Transit stops are currently located immediately adjacent to
development and facility improvements to the project area along Minaret Road and Canyon Boulevard. Access to
incorporate features such as shelters, safe routes to the transit stops would be maintained. In addition, enhanced pedestrian
transit stops, and year-round access. access along Minaret Road and access between the existing 8050

project and Building C are proposed to allow access to and from hotel
amenities and the Village Plaza. The project features a signature street
level pedestrian porte cochere that would serve as gateway access into
the project from Minaret Road, allowing for pedestrian integration and
improved circulation within the area.

Goal M.6. Encourage alternative transportation and improve pedestrian mobility by developing a comprehensive parking
management strategy.
M.6.A. Develop efficient and flexible parking Consistent. The project provides parking for both residential and
strategies to reduce the amount of land devoted to commercial uses. To maximize efficiency of the existing parking garage,
parking. valet parking is proposed.
Goal M.7. Maintain and improve safe and efficient movement of people, traffic, and goods in a manner consistent with the feet
first initiative.
M.7.E. Require all development to construct Consistent. As indicated in Section 5.3, Traffic/Circulation, project
improvements and/or pay traffic impact fees to implementation would maintain a Level of Service D or better on the
adequately mitigate identified impacts. Mitigation of peak design day at all study intersections and roadway segments.
significant project-related impacts may require Impacts would be less than significant and would not require
improvements beyond those addressed by the implementation of mitigation. The project would be required to pay any
current Capital Improvement Program and Town of development impact fees owed at time of building permit issuance.
Mammoth Lakes Air Quality Management Plan and
Particulate Emissions Regulations.
Parks, Open Space, and Recreation Element
Goal P.5. Link parks and open space with a well-designed year-round network of public corridors and trails within and
surrounding Mammoth Lakes.
P.5.D. Design public and private streets not only as Consistent. Refer to Response M.4.A and MAE. The street frontage
connections to different neighborhood districts but improvements include a public kiosk, pocket park, and landscaping.
also as an essential element of the open space
system. Include parks and plazas, tree-lined open
spaces and continuous recreational paths in design.
Resource Management and Conservation Element
Goal R.4. Conserve and enhance the quality and quantity of Mammoth Lakes’ water resources.
R.4.B. Support and encourage water conservation Consistent. The project proposes to implement energy efficient
and recycled water use within private and public appliances, low-flow faucets, toilets, and showers, and water-efficient
developments, irrigation systems. In addition, the proposed project would incorporate

several energy efficiency measures, including a LEED certifiable
structure.

R.4.C. Require drought-tolerant landscaping and Consistent. The project proposes the use of native plant communities,
water-efficient irrigation practices for all development shrubs, and related groundcover. A Zen garden is proposed which
and Town-maintained landscaped areas, parks and would include concrete payers, accent stone, and cobble paving. Native
park improvement projects. Development design, trees (such as Red Fir, Lodgepole Pine, Mountain Hemlock, Mountain
including parks, may include limited turf as Maple, Mountain Alder, Western Chokecherry, Western Water Birch,
appropriate to the intended use. and Quaking Aspen) would be installed along the perimeter of the

proposed structure. In addition the project proposes water-efficient
irrigation.
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General Plan Policy Consistency of Proposed Project with Cunent Policy

R.4.D. Require development to use native and Consistent. Refer to Response R.4.C.
compatible non-native plants, especially drought
resistant species, to greatest extent possible when
fulfilling landscaping requirements.
Goal R.6. Optimize efficient use of energy.
R.6.C. Encourage energy efficiency in new building Consistent. Refer to Response R.4.B.
and retrofit construction, as well as resource
conservation and use of recycled materials.
Goal R.7. Be a leader in use of green building technology.
R.7.A Use green building practices to greatest extent Consistent. Refer to Response R.4.B.
possible in all construction projects.
Goal RiO. Protect health of community residents by assuring that the town of Mammoth Lakes remains in compliance with or
improves compliance with air Quality standards.
R.iO.B. Promote land use patterns that reduce Consistent. Refer to Response M.3.B, M.3.C, M.3.E, and M.5.B.
number and length of motor vehicle trips, including:
• development of in-town workforce housing
• residential and mixed use development
adjacent to commercial centers
• mountain portals and transit corridors
• provision of a mix of support services in
employment areas
R.1O.C. Support strategies for development that Consistent. Refer to Response M.3.B, M.3.C, M.3.E, and M.5.B.
reduce projected total vehicle miles traveled
including, but are not limited to:
• circulation system improvements
• mass transit facilities
• private shuttles
• design and location of facilities to encourage
pedestrian_circulation
R.1O.D. Mitigate impacts on air quality resulting from Consistent. Refer to Response M.3.E. As indicated in Section 5.5, Air
development through design, participation in Town Quality, construction emissions would not exceed thresholds. Mitigation
air pollution reduction programs, and/or other Measure 5.5-la from the 1999 SPEIR would be required to minimize
measures that address compliance with adopted air fugitive dust emissions and ensure compliance with Great Basin Unified
quality standards. Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) Rules. Additionally, Mitigation

Measure 5.5-lb from the 1999 SPEIR would be required to minimize
exhaust emissions from construction equipment and ensure compliance
with the CARB anti-idling rule (California Code of Regulations, Title 13,
Section 2485). The project would not result in overall growth beyond
what is anticipated in the NVSP and the Town of Mammoth Lakes
General Plan. Furthermore, 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.5-2a
through 5.5-2c require the project to implement measures that would
minimize operational emissions from mobile sources (including
reentrained dust) and particulates from wood-burning fireplaces. The
project does not include any wood-burning devices. Operational
emissions would not exceed the applicable thresholds.

R.iO.E. The Town of Mammoth Lakes will strive to Consistent. Refer to Response R.iO.D.
attain and maintain the National Ambient Air Quality
Standard (NAAQS) for PM-iC.
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Table 5.1-1 (continued]
2007 General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis

General Plan Policy Consistency of Proposed Project with Current Policy

R.1O.G. Reduce air pollutants during construction Consistent. Refer to Response R.10.D.
through implementation of Best Management
Practices (BMP5).
Goal Rh Reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
R.11.A. Support the objectives of the U.S. Mayors Consistent. As indicated in Section 5.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
Climate Protection Agreement, Assembly Bill 32, the project would not conflict with or impede implementation of reduction
and California Executive Order S-03-05 and goals identified in AB 32 and other strategies to help reduce GHG
implement actions to reduce Mammoth Lakes’ emissions. Therefore, the project would not conflict with an applicable
carbon footprint, plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the

emissions of GHGs.
Public Health and Safety Element
Goal S.3. Minimize loss of life, injury, property damage, and natural resource destruction from all public safety hazards.
S.3.B Design buildings so that snow shed, ice shed Consistent. Ice build-up on roof eaves would be prevented with heated
and snowmelt are not a hazard to people and roof gutters that would convey runoff from the roof and eaves to existing
property. stormwater retention systems. Adequate roof access would also be

provided to remove cornices as needed.
S.3.D. Maintain safe public access and circulation Consistent. The existing Benefit Assessment District (BAD) for the
through comprehensive snow removal programs North Village would maintain the heated paver sidewalk, and the BAD
provided by the Town or by private entities. would haul snow off site as necessary.
S.3.l. Require geotechnical evaluations and Consistent. The existing parking structure was constructed to support
implement mitigation measures prior to development the future Building C at the site and was constructed to UBC standards
in areas of potential geologic or seismic hazards. and regulations as well as the Town’s Municipal Code. The new

structure would be required to be constructed to current regulatory
requirements.

S.3.L. All construction shall comply with wildland fire- Consistent. The Town and surrounding area have been rated as having
safe standards, including standards established for a very high fire potential. Thus, implementation of the proposed project
emergency access, signing and building numbering, could expose people or the new structure to risk involving wildland fires,
private water supply reserves available for fire use, as would be true for any development within the Town. The proposed
and vegetation modification. project is subject to compliance with the Uniform Fire Code, which was

amended by the Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District (MLFPD) to
ensure that Fire Code regulations are met. The proposed development
would be reviewed to ensure adequate emergency access, signing and
building numbering, and private water supply reserves are provided.

Goal S.4. Maintain adequate emergency response caoabilities.
S.4.A. Aid emergency vehicle access and Consistent. The primary emergency evacuation route is State Route
emergency evacuation of residents and visitors by 203 (Main Street) to U.S. Highway 395. Secondary evacuation is
providing and maintaining secondary access routes provided by the Scenic Loop extending from Minaret Road to U.S.
to all portions of the community, consistent with the Highway 395. During the summer months, two additional routes are
Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District (MLFPD) available including Sherwin Creek Road and the Sawmill Cutoff, both of
requirements. which are graded dirt roads. The project is required to comply with

applicable Town and MLFPD’s codes for emergency vehicle access.
The project proposes a new fire lane along Minaret Road, to the south of
the existing parking structure entrance. The new fire lane is proposed to
be 60 feet in length by 16 feet in width, as required by MLFPD. The
proposed fire lane encroaches into the State Department of
Transportation’s (Caltrans’) right-of-way, and therefore, would require
Caltrans approval. Construction of the proposed hotel and accessory
uses would occur over an existing subterranean parking structure that
supports Buildings A and B of the 8050 development. The existing site
access (from Canyon Boulevard) was constructed to accommodate the
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Table 5.1-1 [continued]
2007 General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis

General Plan Policy Consistency of Proposed Project with Current Policy

proposed project. Further, construction of the proposed project is not
anticipated to require road closure during construction.

Noise Element
4.2.1. New development of noise-sensitive land uses Consistent. As indicated in Section 5.4, f~jgj~e, noise within the area
shall not be permitted in areas exposed to existing or from mobile noise ranges from 59.1 dBA to 65.6 dBA with the 60 CNEL
projected future levels of noise from transportation noise contour located 31 feet from the roadway centerline. The increase
noise sources which exceed 60 dB Ldn in outdoor in trips associated with the proposed project would be nominal and
activity areas or 45 dB Ldn in interior spaces. would not be expected to increase noise levels to levels that would

exceed Town Noise Standards.
4.2.2. Noise created by new transportation noise Consistent. Refer to Response 4.2.1.
sources, including roadway improvement projects,
shall be mitigated so as not to exceed 60 dB Ldn
within outdoor activity areas and 45 dB Ldn within
interior spaces of existing noise sensitive land uses.
4.2.3. New development of noise-sensitive land uses Consistent. Refer to Response C.6.A and C.6.B.
shall not be permitted where the noise level from
existing stationary noise sources exceeds the noise
level standards of Table VII, Maximum Allowable
Noise Exposure-Stationaty Noise Sources, of the
General Plan Noise Element.
4.2.4. Noise created by new proposed stationary Consistent. Refer to Response C.6.A.
noise sources or existing stationary noise sources
which undergo modifications that may increase
noise levels shall be mitigated so as not to exceed
the noise level standards of Table VII at noise-
sensitive_uses.
Housing Element
HiD. Require that applicants proposing off-site Consistent. On November 5, 2003, the Town Council adopted
housing or in-lieu fees, instead of on-site mitigation Resolution No. 2003-63, by which the Town Council identified the “value
housing, are held to a higher standard of of cost gap per Employee Housing Unit (EHU)” in the amount of
demonstrating “greater housing benefit” when $52,802. This resulted in the establishment of an Affordable Housing
seeking approval of such proposals. Mitigation In-Lieu Fee of $30,889 per Full Time Employee Equivalent

(FTEE), which equates to the $52,802 per EHU. On August 12, 2004,
Mammoth 8050, LLC, the original developer of the 8050 project, and the
Town entered into an In-Lieu Fee Agreement for the EHUs (AH In-Lieu
Fee Agreement) to mitigate the impact the proposed 8050 project would
have on the availability of workforce housing within the community, and
to provide additional housing credits to the original developer. The AH
In-Lieu Fee Agreement confirmed that at the time, the Town’s value of
each EHU was $52,802. Nonetheless, the AH In-Lieu Agreement
provides that in exchange for credit for 30 EHUs, the original developer
would pay the Town $3,000,000 ($100,000 per EHU credit), in three
separate payments of $1,000,000, in connection with each phase of the
proposed project (e.g., Buildings A, B, and C). Pursuant to the AH In-
Lieu Fee Agreement, the original developer paid the Town in-lieu fees
totaling $2,000,000. The original developer, however, did not construct
Building C at 8050 and did not pay the Town the final payment of
$1,000,000 when it became due. The construction of Buildings A and B
by the original developer generated a demand for 17.5 EHUs.
Therefore, the 8050 project maintains a credit of 4.5 EHUs. Since the
effective date of the AH In-Lieu Fee Agreement, the Town has changed
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Table 5.1-1 [continued]
2007 General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis

General Plan Policy Consistency of Proposed Project with Current Policy

its affordable housing policy. The Town’s interim housing policy (Town
Council Resolution 09-76) now requires that 10 percent of the total
project units be provided for on-site affordable housing; however, an
Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan (AHMP) may be approved instead of
providing on-site housing if a substantial additional affordable housing
benefit is achieved. The Applicant proposes to construct up to 67
bedrooms in Building C. Pursuant to the Town’s interim housing policy,
those 67 bedrooms would require the Applicant to provide 6.7 bedrooms
(6.7 EHU5) on the project site. Since each of the project’s 4.5 existing
EHU credits was generated at the rate of $100,000 per EHU (which is
189 percent of the then-value of $52,802 per EHU), the Town has
already achieved a substantial additional affordable housing benefit for
each of the project’s 4.5 EHU credits. Therefore, the Applicant will apply
for an AHMP which confirms that no additional housing mitigation is
required beyond the Application of the project’s existing credit of 4.5
EHUs. The Town and Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc. would evaluate

____________________________________________ the Applicant’s AHMP request to ensure Policy H.1 .E is complied with.

Sources:
Town of Mammoth Lakes, Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan 2007, dated August 15, 2007.
Town of Mammoth Lakes, Town of Mammoth Lakes Housing Element Update 2014-2019, dated June 18, 2014.
Town of Mammoth Lakes, Noise Element of the General Plan, dated June 18, 1997.

District Planning. The project is located within the North Village District. North Village District
characteristics relevant to the proposed project have been analyzed within Table 5.1~1r
Neighborhood and District Character Element. As indicated in Table 5.1-1, the project would be
consistent with the characteristics of the North Village District.

Land Use Designation. The project site is designated NVSP. Development of the project site with
a hotel use would be consistent with the land use anticipated for the site by the General Plan.

Buildout. The 2007 General Plan establishes a policy of a total peak population of residents,
visitors, and employees at 52,000 persons. The 2007 General Plan considers buildout of the NVSP.
According to the 2007 General Plan, maximum overall density for NVSP is 3,317 rooms and
135,000 square feet of commercial. The specific allocation of density, location of uses, and
development standards are contain in the NVSP. Based on the maximum allowable building
density, a maximum of 37 rooms would be allowed for Building C; refer to the North Vila~ge Spec~flc
Plan discussion below. However, the project proposes 67 rooms, which would exceed the density
allowed within the NVSP and could exceed the peak population identified in the 2007 General Plan.
As discussed below, the project proposes an amendment to the NVSP to allow for a density transfer
of 30 rooms from the MC zone to the RG zone. Approval of the amendment by the Town would
result in the project’s compliance with the maximum density allowed within the NVSP and
considered by the 2007 General Plan. Therefore, the project would be consistent with the buildout
assumptions of the 2007 General Plan2.

2 Although the Town is now implementing Population Impact Evaluation Criteria (PIEC) to precisely evaluate

population impacts, buildout or Population at One Time (PAOT) is still appropriate to analyze in the SEIR.
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As concluded in the discussions and Table 5.1-1, the proposed project would not conflict with any
applicable General Plan policy or regulation, with the exception of Policy C.2.X. As indicated in
Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Lzght and Glare, the project would increase the building height by 18 feet above
the approved 8050C building. The proposed building height is also taller than that allowed by the
NVSP by three stories or 30 feet. This height increase would extend above the tree canopy present
in the area, although not substantially (5 to 13 feet above the typical and average tree height in the
area)3. Further, although proposed massing and building height would change, this change would
result in building expression that is more vertical rather than horizontal (as desired by the NVSP,
Development Objective 1), increased architectural articulation and varied roof forms along Minaret
Road (recommended by the 2007 General Plan, Appendix C, Commercial Corridor), as well as
increased pedestrian-scale sidewalks and amenities along Minaret Road (encouraged by the 2007
General Plan, NVSP, and North Village Design Guidelines). Implementation of the applicable 1999
SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.3-Id and 5.3-2b would require the project’s proposed landscaping and
architectural style to blend with the area’s natural setting. In conclusion, although the project is not
consistent with Policy C.2.X, the project is consistent with the remaining General Plan policies and
North Village Design Guidelines. Thus, a less than significant impact would occur in this regard.

On September 16, 2009, the Town Council voted to keep the view policy consistent with the
“village in the trees” as stated in the General Plan, not proceed with a policy to protect private
views, and continue to rely on Zoning Code standards regarding public views.

Project Impact Evaluation Criteria (PIEC)

The PIEC Framework is required for any application for a major legislative amendment, including
Specific Plans that propose significant changes to existing development standards or policies, and/or
that requests discretionary density increases as established through General Plan Policy L.5.G, as
well and Tentative Tract Map and Use Permit applications. Table 5.1-2, ProJect Imbact Evahiation
Criteria Analysis, assesses the proposed project based on the PIEC and is provided herein for
informational purposes.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

3 Typical and average tree heights in the vicinity of the Mammoth Crossing project were found to be 67 to 75

feet with maximum heights of up to 90 feet.
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Table 5.1-2
Project Impact Evaluation Criteria Analysis

Criteria Rationale Measurement Response Basis of Analysis

Traffic and Mobility
Project reduces transportation impacts through proximity to multi-modal transportation, employment, retail, and entertainment options and
encourages the use of alternative transportation and ~feet firsts principles expressed in the General Plan and Communil ‘Vision.

Project would not cause —

TM1 cumulative VMT at General True VMT would notReducing project Plan buildout (179,708
Li False exceed buildoutVMTs and trip VMT) to be exceeded

generation
Vehicle Miles decreases Project produces less VMTs ~ TrueTM2 per unit (or other measure) Reduced t~pTraveled (VMT) congestion,
and Level of reduces than similar project Li False generation rate
Service (LOS) Greenhouse Gas Li LOS improved over

production, and existing condftion Traffic analysisIntersection Level of Service ~ No mitigation required demonstrated noimproves air TM3
qualfty. impacts .~. Impact(s) mitigated impacts and no

~ Significant Impacts that mftigation required
Cannot_Be_Mitigated

~ WalkProject is located proximate Transit Less than 500 feet to
A project’s TM4 to gondola station/ski lift
proximity to daily tI~ Car gondola
services and needs Project is located proximate ~ Walk North Village, Main
increases the TM5 to concentration of major ~ Transit Street, Old Mammoth
likelihood of travel employment Car Rd and GatewayGeography/

Location by non-vehicle Project is located proximate ~ Walkmodes, thereby TM6 to concentration of Transit North Village
reducing retail/entertainment Car
congestion and 4 or more
vehicle miles Project is located within 1/4 3 Near North Village
traveled. TM7 mile of multiple existing (or —~— 2 Transit Hub

planned future) transit lines :~: 1
Project provides auto-ffip
reducing measures such as:
- Transit information to Li 4~

visftors/guests/
Providing programs employees
and measures that - Ahernative
encourage travel by transportation/carpooling
alternative modes incentive programs 3 to 4

Travel Demand reduces vehicle - Shared parking on-site Informational kiosk
Management trips. Shared and/or in a parking (wayfinding, transit
Measures - parking and other district and other
Wayfinding, parking TM8 - Preferred parking for fuel information), bike
Parking, Bicycle, management efficient and/or carpool storage, shuttle
Pedestrian strategies help to - Bicycle facilities and Li 1 to 2 service to the airport

reduce the amount storage exceeds and other destinations
of parking built to requirements
preserve valuable - Changing facilfties and —

land. showers (for employees)
- Shuttle(s) to airport and

other destinations Li None or TBD
- Way-finding measures

integrated with Town
system —
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Table 5.1-2 [continued]
Project Impact Evaluation Criteria Analysis

Critejia Rationale Measurement Response Basis of Analysis
—

Project provides enhanced
mobilfty through: 2+
- Vehicle mid-block Frontage/sidewalk

Providing enhanced connectors/enhances improvements.
multi-modal Street grid — Delivery off Canyon
infrastructure and - Pedestrian mid-block Blvd. in porte cochere

Circulation - safety features TM9 connectors El 1 to 2 or adjacent driveway.
Pedestrian, encourages travel - Exceed sidewalk A fire lane is also
Bicycle, Transit by alternative standards and — proposed, but ismodes, which requirements subject to Caltrans

reduces vehicle - Traffic calming measures None or TBD approval.
trips and improves - Superior delivery/service
circulation. facilities/management

El True
TM1O Project adds or enhances False Not applicabletransft infrastructure

~ NAorTBD
Water Supply and Capacity
Project reduces impact to water supply thmugh use of water efficient technology and other conservation measures. Project reduces impact to
water quality, treatment systems, and storm water facilities.

Project water demand will —

not result in a net increase
in the forecasted Town True
buildout water demands, Section 5.7, UtilitiesWi and will not result in a net and Service Systemsincrease in forecasted
deficits under the planning El False
scenarios presented in the
MCWDUWMP
Water Infrastructure (Water
Lines): True
- Project is located

adjacent to existing water
infrastructure with El False

Projects that do not adequate capacity to

Supply and require new or serve the incremental —

Infrastructure expanded water increase in peak demand El NA
Impacts supply or new from the project, or —infrastructure - Project is located

reduce impacts. adjacent to planned El True
water infrastructure that —

W2 will result in adequate Section 5.7, Utilities
capacity to serve the False and Service Systems
incremental increase in —

peak demand from the NA
project,_or

- Project is located in area El True
without existing or
planned water
infrastructure wfth False
adequate capacity to —

serve the incremental
increase in peak demand El NA
from the project —
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Table 5.1-2 [continued]
Project Impact Evaluation Criteria Analysis

Crfterla Rationale Measurement Response Basis of Analysis
— —

Wastewater Infrastructure
(Sewer Lines): True
- Project is located

adjacent to existing —

wastewater infrastructure Q False
with adequate capacity to
serve the incremental —

increase in peak demand ~ NA
from the project, or —

- Project is located
adjacent to planned True
wastewater infrastructure — Section 5.7, Utilities

Projects that do not W3 that will result in False and Seriice Systems
require new or adequate capacity toSupply and expanded water serve the incremental —

Infrastructure supply or new increase in peak demand NAImpacts infrastructure from the project, or —

reduce impacts. - Project is located in area
without existing or True
planned wastewater —

infrastructure with False
adequate capacity to
serve the incremental
increase in peak demand ~ NA
from the project —

Appendix 11.1,Project does not require ~ True Modified Initial Study

W4 new or expansion of — and Notice ofstormwater drainage Q False Preparation
infrastructure

The project is committed to True
using state-of-art water — Yes, wherever

W5 saving fixtures and False feasible; LEEDWater efficient appliances to reduce TBD certifiable projectlandscaping, potable water use —

Conservation -
irrigation systems, Project exceeds the Town ~ Project Not Irrigated
and water-saving Water-Efficient Landscape —Landscape and fixtures reduce

regulations, or ahernate ~ Exceeds Minimum PreliminaryBuilding Fixtures impacts to the equivalent standard, ~ Meets Minimum landscaping would

available water W6 through state of the art — use less water thansupply. irrigation systems and ~ Does Not Meet Minimum allowed per Code

native/water-saving
landscaping TBD
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Table 5.1-2 [continued]
Project Impact Evaluation Criteria Analysis

Criteda Rationale Measurement Response Basis of Analysis

Air Quality
Project furthers Town compliance with State and Federal PMIO Air Quality Standards, which improves public health.

Reduction of Project does not cause
vehicle trips and cumulative PM1O level to True Section 5.5, &elimination of solid Al exceed State and Federal

State and fuel burning standards per the adopted El False
Federal PM1O appliances AQMP —

Compliance improves air True
quality, thereby A2 Project does not use solid — Only gas fireplaces
improving public fuel burning appliances El False and fire pft proposed
health.

Also See Traffic Measurements Ti through Till —

Green Technology and Energy
Project furthers Town green building and en~~~fficiency goals. —

Project meets or exceeds True
applicable green building

Use of green GEl program standards such as El False LEED certifiable
Green technologies and LEED, California Green — project
Technology, green building Building Standards Code, or El TBD
Green Building, practices preserves equivalent
and Alternative natural resources Project incorporates 0 True
Energy and protects the renewable energy systems — TBD as design

environment. GE2 on-site or uses renewable El False
energy (i.e. photovoltaic, — proceeds
geothermal, etc.) TBD

Also See Water Measurements W5 and W6 and Traffic Measurements T4 through T1O.
Economic Stability
Project supports the Destination Resort Community and Economic Strategy through promotion of a four-season economy and provision of
visitor and resident serving uses. —

Project providesProjects that uses/facilities that contribute High
promote year- to a year-round economy — Hotel with spa, food
round, mid-week, and increase occupancy by ~ Medium and beverage sales,and shoulder El

Year-round season visitation promoting mid-week and pool, and plazashoulder season visitation —Economy strengthen and increasing visitor length El Low
economic diversity of stay —

and decrease
fluctuations in Project develops and/or ~ True Subject to marketingE2 participates in cooperativerevenue stream. marketing strategies El False needs of hotel

~ High 67 hotel roomsUses that generate Project increases transient LI Medium
TOT and sales tax E3 proposedoccupancy taxhelp support ~ Low

Tax Revenue community High
programs and Project contributes to sales
infrastructure E4 tax 0 Medium See El and E3
improvements. El Low

~ 2 + uses addedProjects with a mix Project contributes to —

of uses in placemaking and synergy El 1 use added
Mix of Uses appropriate E5 and provides a — See Ellocations increase

synergy between complementar~’ scale and El 0 uses addedmix of uses and facilitiesthoseuses. El NAorTBD
Also See Social Measurements Si and S2.
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Criteria ~on&e Measurement I Response ~ of Analysis

Social Capacity
Project provides key services, uses, emplo mentoc ortunities, and public art that enhances the quality of life of residents and visitors.

Project includes scale and LI 2 + uses added
mix of strategically targeted —

use(s) (grocery, conference ~ 1 use added Public open space -

Si space, day care, etc.) that pocket park and
respond to an unmet LI 0 uses added informational kioskProvision of community need, as —neighborhood retail

and services that identified by Town Policy LI NA or TBDKey Uses and
Services serve residents and Project creates employmentvisftors improves that widens the diversity of

quality of life and opportunities in the Both
economic stabilfty. community and includes: Hotel would create

S2 - Creation of professional, — permanent and
full-time, permanent seasonal employment
employment LI 1 of 2

- Creation of high-qualfty
seasonal_employment

Public art More than 20%
contributes to the —

LI 10% to 20% Anticipate substantiveenhancement of the S3 Project exceeds public art — public art, but TBD asPublic Art cultural and social requirements LI Less than 10% design proceeds
aspects of the —

community. TBD
Also See Economic Stability Measurements El through E5.
Housing
Project provides housing opportunities to enhance the quality of life of the town~s workforce.

Providing quality, Project provides a mix of LI True $2M provided per in-
diverse, and livable Hi housing sizes, types, andhousing affordabilfty, including False lieu housing
opportunities within housing on-site NA or TBD agreement

Housing Mix the community LI True
increases qualfty of Project exceeds — Project proposes to
life for workers and H2 workforcelaffordable False use existing credfts to
reduces vehicle housing requirements NA or TBD meet requirements
travel impacts. —

Also See Social Measurements Si and S2. —

Recreation I Leisure Capacity
Expanding and improving recreational and leisure opportunities, open space, entertainment, improves community quality of life and visitor
experience. —

Community
Accessible and LI Exceeds Minimum
usable open-space Project contributes open Lot coverageRi space according to Meets Minimum consistent with Northsponsors established ratios
community vitality LI Does Not Meet Minimum Village Specific PlanOpen Space and encourages Project provides useable ~ True

healthy activity and needed community LI False Pocket park and
while enhancing the R2 open space, i.e. TOT lot, informational kiosk
natural landscape. dog park, etc. LI NA orTBD
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Table 5.1-2 [continued]
Project Impact Evaluation Criteria Analysis

Criteria Rationale Measurement Response Basis of Analysis
— —

Project True
provides/encourages Walking distance to

R3 outdoor/indoor recreation ~ False gondola, pool plaza,
Recreation and options that are and see R2
entertainment accessible/affordable NA or TBD
options and access, Project provides trail, True

Recreation and including public R4 pedestrian, bike, or transit False Sidewalk connection
Entertainment access to public connections and access to will be provided
Options lands should be support recreation NA or TBD

provided when True NA - Project is not
feasible and R5 Project provides public False adjacent to publicaccess to public landsapplicable. NAorTBD lands

Project provides True Spa and food and
R6 entertainment options that ~ False beverage sales will be

are accessible/affordable Q TBD open to the public
Visitor

Provision of —~ True Street front food andaccessible/affordabl Project provides uses that —

e recreation and R7 contribute to the animation Q False beverage sales,
visftor serving of visitor-oriented districts — pocket park,
entertainment LI NAorTBD informational kiosk

Recreation and options, as well as -~

Entertainment well-designed and Project incorporates well- ~ True
Options effectively located designed public spaces to —

public spaces in encourage pedestrian use Pedestrian entr~,
visitor-oriented R8 and social activity in El False element, and see R6
districts commercial and visitor- — and R7
encourages return oriented districts El NA or TBD
visitation.

Also See Recreation/Leisure Capacity Measurements R3 through R6. —

Community Character I Aesthetics
Maintaining consistency with community an~~ei~hporhood character creates a sen e~pIace.

~ True Section 5.2,
CC1 Project design does not — Aesthetics/Light andimpact protected views Q FalseBuilding height,

mass, and bulk that Project design effectively ~ True Section 5.2,
Height, Mass is consistent wfth CC2 reduces and limfts visual Q False Aesthetics/Lipht and
and Bulk surrounding land obtwsion TBD

uses and preserves Project character meets Q True Proposed height and
protected views, height requirements and False street setback do not

CC3 crfteria of district, including
size scale, and massing TBD comply with NVSP
Project maximizes tree True Future improvements

Native tree CC4 preservation and other False preserve significant
Trees and preservation helps natural surroundings C NA or TBD trees
Natural to maintain the C True No mitigation
Surroundings forested character Project exceeds minimum False required; landscape

of the town. CC5 mftigation for tree removal
~ NA or TBD plan includes trees

Note: Project Evaluation indudes reference to all applicable adopted Town plans, documents, and r~ulatons, as well as those of other agencies such as
Mammoth Community Water District, ~Jr Pollution Control Distdct, etc.
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NORTH VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN

LAND-2 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH THE
NORTH VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN STANDARDS OR REGULATIONS, AS
AMENDED.

Impact Analysis: The project proposes three amendments to the NVSP: 1) to allow for an
increase in the allowable development density for the project site, including a transfer of 30 rooms
from the Mammoth Crossing site (MC zone); 2) an increase in the allowable building height; and 3)
a reduction in the required front yard setbacks along Minaret Road, as described in Section 3.3,
Project Characteristics. The following is an analysis of the project’s consistency with the NVSP.

Land Uses. NVSP Table 2, Land Use Matrix, identifies the land uses permitted within the RG
district. According to Table 2, hotels, resort condominiums, and inns are permitted uses within the
RG district. Restaurants, bars, and night clubs within hotels and accessory commercial uses within a
hotel are also permitted uses within the RG district.

Density. Maximum density for parcels within the RG district is 55 rooms per acre, not to exceed an
aggregate density of 48 rooms per acre. The 8050 property is approximately 1.83 acres, yielding an
allowable density of 101 rooms at 55 rooms per acre4. The existing Buildings A and B of the 8050
project include 28 units with an overall total of 57 bedrooms, and the existing commercial in
Building B equates to seven rooms. Therefore, a maximum of 37 rooms would be allowed for
Building C.

The project proposes up to 67 rooms, which would exceed the maximum allowed density for
Building C by 30 rooms. In order to accommodate the additional 30 rooms associated with the
project, the project proposes a density transfer of a like-kind number of bedrooms from the nearby
Mammoth Crossing property that is also owned by the project Applicant. Since density transfers
between zones (i.e., from the MC zone to the RG zone) are not currently allowed under the NVSP,
the project proposes to amend the NVSP. More specifically, the NVSP would be amended to allow
for a maximum density of 72 rooms per acre at the 8050 Site if the Mammoth Crossing project
transfers 30 rooms of its available density to Area 19A (formerly Phase C of the 8050 project).
Although approval of the amendment would allow for an increase in density above the 55 rooms per
acre for the project site, the maximum density of 48 rooms per acre for the entire RG district would
not be exceeded. Also, the density remains below the higher intensity Plaza Resort zone of the
NVSP, and the density is transferred to a location that is closer to the Village Plaza, Village transit
hub, and the Village gondola station. Further, approval of the proposed amendment would ensure
that the density transfer would occur prior to development of the project. Thus, the project would
not conflict with the NVSP standards and regulations and impacts would be less than significant in
this regard.

Site Coverage. The NVSP allows for maximum site coverage of 70 percent, including all buildings
and paved or otherwise developed impervious surfaces for the RG district. The site coverage of the
existing on-site buildings and parking structure is approximately 62 percent of the total lot area. The
proposed project would be constructed on top of the parking podium with similar site coverage.

4 1.832 acres multiplied by 55 rooms per acre equals 100.75 rooms, which is rounded up to 101 total rooms

allowed.
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However, the project would also provide enhanced street frontage improvements along Minaret
Road (such as the pedestrian entry feature and public kiosk), which would increase the maximum lot
coverage to 70 percent, as allowed within the NVSP RG district.

Building Area. The maximum building floor area for all developments within the RG district is
87,000 square feet per acre. As proposed, the overall floor area would be approximately 139,446
square feet for the approximately 1.83-acre site (which includes the 8050 Buildings A, B, and the
proposed C), resulting in a building area of 76,200 square feet per acre, consistent with the NVSP.

Building Heights. The maximum permitted height within the NVSP RG district is 40 feet and the
maximum projected height is 50 feet with an additional three feet for roof appurtenances. The
project proposes a maximum height of seven stories (80 feet), when measured from the top of the
existing parking structure podium, with an additional 4 feet, 6 inches, for roof appurtenances; refer
to Exhibit 3-4, North and South BuildinL’ Elevations and Exhibit 3-5, East and West Bui1din~g Elevations. In
order to allow for the additional height, the project proposes to amend the NVSP to allow for a
maximum permitted height for the project (Area 19 A) of 80 feet, when measured from the top of
the existing parking structure podium and a maximum projected height of 84 feet, 6 inches including
roof appurtenances, when measured from the top of the existing parking structure podium.

As indicated in Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Lzght and Glare, although increased building heights are
proposed, these building heights would be similar to another structure in the NVSP area (specifically
the Westin to the west). In addition, the height increase would not extend substantially above the
tree canopy present in the area (5 to 13 feet above the typical and average tree height in the area)5,
and the increased height would not result in increased view blockage of the Sherwin Range when
compared to the permitted 8050 Building C. Although the proposed project would increase
building height compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR, impacts pertaining to the long-term
degradation of character/quality would be reduced and a resultant less than significant impact would
result after implementation of the recommended 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.3-Id and 5.3-
2b; refer to Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Li~sht and Glare. Further, shade/shadow impacts associated with
the proposed project would be less than significant, as shadow-sensitive uses would not be
significantly shaded. The Town Planning and Economic Development Commission would conduct
an architectural design review as part of the site plan review process. The design review would
consider design features, including building height. Thus, with approval of the proposed NVSP
amendment and Design Review, the proposed project would not conflict with the NVSP standards
and regulations. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Building Setbacks. Required side and rear setbacks for the RG district are a minimum of 10 feet.
Along Minaret Road, setbacks are based on the height of the building. Between 35 and 54 feet, a
setback of 30 feet is required. A setback of 40 feet is required for a structure greater than 55 feet.
The proposed project would conform to the minimum 10-foot side and rear yard setbacks. As
stated, the project proposes a building height of 80 feet, requiring a setback of 40 feet along Minaret
Road. The project would be consistent with the front yard setback requirements for levels one
through five. However, levels six and seven would extend into the front yard setback 10 feet for
building heights from 55 feet to 73 feet (i.e., maintain a 30-foot setback) and building heights above
73 feet would maintain a 40-foot setback; refer to Exhibit 3-6, Proposed Setbacks. The setback

Typical and average tree heights in the vicinity of the Mammoth Crossing project were found to be 67 to 75
feet with maximum heights of up to 90 feet.
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amendment would also allow the pedestrian entry element to encroach up to nine feet into the
required 10-foot setback, subject to review and approval of the Planning and Economic
Development Commission.

As indicated in Section 5.2, Aesthetics!Lz~’ht and Glare, the reduced setbacks along Minaret Road
compared to the permitted 8050 Building C would not result in increased view blockage of the
Sherwin Range. Although the proposed project would reduce setbacks compared to that analyzed in
the 1999 SPEIR, impacts pertaining to the long-term degradation of character/quality would be
reduced after implementation of the recommended 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.3-id and
5.3-2b (refer to Section 5.2, Aesthe&s/L~ght and Glare), and a less than significant impact would result.
Further, shade/shadow impacts associated with the proposed project would be less than significant,
as shadow-sensitive uses would not be significantly shaded. The Town Planning and Economic
Development Commission would conduct an architectural design review as part of the site plan
review process. The design review would consider design features, including setbacks. Thus, with
approval of the proposed NVSP amendment and Design Review, the proposed project would not
conflict with the NVSP standards and regulations. Impacts would be less than significant in this
regard.

Overall, with approval of the proposed amendments to the NVSP and Design Review, the proposed
project would not conflict with the NVSP. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No additional 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
are applicable to this topical area; refer to Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Light and Glare.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES MUNICIPAL CODE

LAND-3 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH THE
TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES MUNICIPAL CODE STANDARDS OR
REGULATIONS.

Impact Analysis: The project is subject to the NVSP, and Municipal Code standards shall only
apply to the project when such standards are not specified in the NVSP. The project does not
include a request to amend any Municipal Code provisions. The project components include a
Tentative Tract Map, Conditional Use Permit; Design Review Permit; and Final Map, among others.
The following is an analysis of the project’s consistency with applicable sections of the Municipal
Code.

Title 16, Subdivisions

The project requires a Tentative Tract Map (Tilvi) in order to supersede the existing 8050 Building
C approvals (TTM 36-229), which allow a fractional ownership condominium project. Although the
project requests flexibility in the ownership structure, the project does not propose fractional
ownership. As part of the Town’s land use entitlement process, the proposed ITM would be
evaluated and required to demonstrate compliance with the Subdivision Map Act and Municipal
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Code Title 16. Approval of a Final ITM by the Town would result in the project’s compliance with
the Subdivision Map Act and Municipal Code Title 16.

Title 17, Zoning

Chapter 17.68. Use Permits. Chapter 17.68 establishes the procedures for the review and approval or
denial of Use Permits. The process includes the review of the location, design, configuration, and
potential impacts of the proposed use. The Planning and Economic Development Commission is
required to make findings in order to approve a Use Permit. The project requests a Use Permit to
supersede the existing 8050 Building C approvals, which include Use Permit (2005-01), allowing
fractional share condominium ownership. As stated, the project does not propose fractional
ownership. Approval of the Use Permit would result in the project’s compliance with Chapter
17.68.

Chapter 17.88. Design Review. Chapter 17.88 implements the design review procedural requirements
of the Town’s Design Guidelines (including the North Village Design Guidelines). Design review
considers the design of the site plan, structures, lighting, landscaping, and other physical features of
a proposed project. The review authority would evaluate the project to ensure that is satisfies the
criteria established in Chapter 17.88, as well as its conformance to the policies of the 2007 General
Plan and any applicable specific or master plan, the Town’s Design Guidelines, and any other
policies or guidelines the Town Council may adopt for this purpose. Approval of the Design
Review Application would result in the project’s consistency with Chapter 17.88.

Chapter 17.116~ Specific Plans. Chapter 17.116 establishes the procedures for adoption and
amendment of a specific plan. An adopted specific plan may be amended through the same
procedure as adoption of a specific plan, which includes making specific findings and an affirmative
vote of a majority of the total membership of the Council. Development of the project would be
required to comply with the NVSP, as amended. Thus, the project would be consistent with
Chapter 17.116. The proposed NVSP amendments are further analyzed in the North Village Specific
Plan Section, which follows.

Resolution No. 09-76. The Town’s interim housing policy requires that 10 percent of the total
project units be provided for on-site affordable housing; however, an Affordable Housing
Mitigation Plan (AHMP) may be approved instead of providing on-site housing if a substantial
additional affordable housing benefit is achieved.

The Applicant proposes to construct up to 67 bedrooms in Building C. Pursuant to the Town’s
interim housing policy, those 67 bedrooms would require the Applicant to provide 6.7 bedrooms
(6.7 Employee Housing Units [EHU]) on the project site.

As indicated in Section 3.0, Pro/ect Description, on November 5, 2003, the Town Council adopted
Resolution No. 2003-63, by which the Town Council identified the “value of cost gap per Employee
Housing Unit (EHU)” in the amount of $52,802. This resulted in the establishment of an
Affordable Housing Mitigation In-Lieu Fee of $30,889 per Full Time Employee Equivalent (FTEE),
which equates to the $52,802 per EHU. On August 12, 2004, Mammoth 8050, LLC, the original
developer of the 8050 project, and the Town entered into an In-Lieu Fee Agreement for the EHUs
(AR In-Lieu Fee Agreement) to mitigate the impact the proposed 8050 project would have on the
availability of workforce housing within the community, and to provide additional housing credits to
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the original developer. The AH In-Lieu Fee Agreement confirmed that at the time, the Town’s
value of each EHU was $52,802. Nonetheless, the AH In-Lieu Agreement provides that in
exchange for credit for 30 EHUs, the original developer would pay the Town $3,000,000 ($100,000
per EHU credit), in three separate payments of $1,000,000, in connection with each phase of the
proposed project (e.g., Buildings A, B, and C). Pursuant to the AH In-Lieu Fee Agreement, the
original developer paid the Town in-lieu fees totaling $2,000,000. The original developer, however,
did not construct Building C at 8050 and did not pay the Town the final payment of $1,000,000
when it became due.

At the rate of $100,000 per EHU, the $2,000,000 that the original developer paid the Town in
mitigation fees yielded credits for 20 EHUs. In addition, the original developer received credit for
two EHUs for demolishing two commercial buildings on the project site, for a total of 22 EHUs.
The construction of Buildings A and B by the original developer generated a demand for 17.5
EHUs. Therefore, the 8050 project maintains a credit of 4.5 EHUs.

Since each of the project’s 4.5 existing EHU credits was generated at the rate of $100,000 per EHU
(which is 189 percent of the then-value of $52,802 per EHU), the Town has already achieved a
substantial additional affordable housing benefit for each of the project’s 4.5 EHU credits.
Therefore, the Applicant would apply for an AHMP which confirms that no additional housing
mitigation is required beyond the Application of the project’s existing credit of 4.5 EHUs. The
Town and Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc. would evaluate the Applicant’s AHMP request. Approval
of the AHMP would ensure consistency with the Town’s Municipal Code. Impacts would be less
than significant in this regard.

The development review process is intended to ensure that the performance standards identified in
the Town’s Zoning Code are maintained and implemented. Thus, with approval of the Conditional
Use Permit, Design Review Permit, Specific Plan Amendment, and AHMP, the project would not
conflict with the Zoning Code.

Overall, as is evidenced by the discussions presented above, the project would not conflict with the
Town of Mammoth Lakes Municipal Code and a less than significant impact would occur in this
regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

AdditionalMitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

5.1.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES GENERAL PLAN 2007

• DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND
RELATED CUMULATIVE PROJECTS WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH THE 2007
GENERAL PLAN POLICIES OR REGULATIONS.
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TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES MUNICIPAL CODE

• DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND
RELATED CUMULATIVE PROJECTS WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH THE
TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES MUNICIPAL CODE STANDARDS OR
REGULATIONS.

Impact Analysis: The 1999 SPEIR considered impacts associated with buildout of the NVSP,
together with cumulative projects. Cumulative impacts were conduded to be iess than significant.

Development projects within the Town undergo a similar plan review process, in order to determine
potential land use planning policy and regulation confficts. Each cumulative project would be
analyzed independent of other projects, within the context of their respective land use and
regulatory setting. As part of the review process, each project would be required to demonstrate
compliance with the provisions of the applicable land use designation(s) and zoning district(s). Each
project would be analyzed in order to ensure that the goals, objectives, and policies of the 2007
General Plan, and regulations and guidelines of the Municipal Code are consistently upheld. The
project would be consistent with the 2007 General Plan and Municipal Code. Thus, the proposed
project would not result in significant cumulatively considerable impacts in this regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Miii~adon Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

NORTH VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN

• DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND
RELATED CUMULATIVE PROJECTS WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH THE
NORTH VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN STANDARDS OR REGULATIONS, AS
AMENDED.

Impact Analysis: The 1999 SPEIR considered impacts associated with buildout of the NVSP,
together with cumulative projects. Cumulative impacts were concluded to be less than significant.

Mammoth Crossing (Cumulative Project #7 as identified on Exhibit 4-1, Cumulative Prgiect Locations)
is located to the south, adjacent to the project site, within the NVSP. District Zoning and General
Plan Amendments have been approved for Mammoth Crossing; however the project is not currently
entitled. Development of the Mammoth Crossing project would be consistent with the NVSP.

The project is requesting to amend the NVSP in order to increase the allowed density and building
heights at the site and reduce the setbacks along Minaret Road. As discussed, the proposed
amendments would not result in significant impacts. Once approved, the proposed project would
be consistent with the NVSP. Thus, the proposed project would not result in cumulatively
considerable impacts in this regard.
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Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

AdditionalMitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

5.1.7 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts pertaining to
land use and relevant planning.
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5.2 AESTHETICS/LIGHT AND GLARE

This section assesses the potential for aesthetic impacts using accepted methods of evaluating visual
quality, as well as identifying the type and degree of change the proposed project would likely have
on the character of the landscape. The analysis in this section is primarily based on information
provided by the Applicant and verified through site reconnaissance conducted by REF Consulting
(RBF) on January 17, 2014 and April 10, 2014. Photographic documentation and photosimulations
of the proposed project are utilized to supplement the visual analysis and to fulfill the requirements
of CEQA. The photosimulations were provided by the Applicant and are intended to provide
general information on the proposed massing and scale of the project. The photosimulations are
subject to change as a result of the Town’s design review process and upon final design of the
project.

5.2.1 EXISTING SETTING

The Town of Mammoth Lakes (Town) is an alpine resort community located in the eastern side of
the Sierra Nevada Range, within southwestern Mono County, California. The Town is specifically
located within the Mammoth Lakes Basin at the eastern foothills of Mammoth Mountain (located
within the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range). Surrounding topography includes Mammoth Knolls to
the north, the Long Valley to the east (with views to the Inyo National Forest to the far east), the
White Mountains to the southeast, the Sherwin Mountain Range to the south, Mammoth Crest to
the southwest, and Mammoth Mountain to the west. Native trees within Mammoth Lakes include
red firs, Jeffrey pines, lodge pole pines, white firs, and aspens. Barren rock outcroppings, avalanche
slopes, and surface waters (i.e., streams, lakes, seeps, and snow) are visible throughout the Town.
Mammoth Creek traverses the Town and flows in an easterly direction. The urbanized portions of
the Town range from 7,800 to 8,600 feet above mean sea level (amsl).

The approximately 1.83-acre project site is specifically located in the North Village Specific Plan
(NVSP) area; refer to Exhibit 3-2, Site Vicinity. The NVSP area encompasses the northwest portion
of Town, adjacent to Main Street/Lake Mary Road and Minaret Road. The project site vicinity is
primarily comprised of developed uses, including hotels, restaurants, visitor-oriented and general
commercial operations, professional offices, condominiums, single-family homes, and community
facilities; refer to Exhibit 5.2-1, Bxistin~ Condition Photo~iraphs.

The proposed project is the last phase (Building C) of a three-phase development (8050 project).
The first two phases (Buildings A and B) of the 8050 project have been completed, as well as the
136-space parking structure that would serve Buildings A, B, and C. The existing Building A and
Building B of the 8050 project (adjoining the project site to the northwest and north, respectively)
consist of two resort lodging buildings comprised of 28 units with 57 bedrooms. Further, the
ground floor commercial along Minaret Road in Building B totals 3,335 square feet of commercial
space and includes an on-site fine dining and catering enterprise (Toomey’s). The existing Buildings
A and B also include a roof-top fitness room and jacuzzi terrace and related site and landscaping
improvements; refer to Exhibit 5.2-2, Existing Character of the Project Site.
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The land uses surrounding the project site include the following:

• North: Resort lodging (Buildings A and B of the 8050 project) adjoin the project site to the
northwest. Commercial and retail uses within the Village Plaza and the Mammoth Mountain
Village gondola are located further northwest of the project site (west of Minaret Road and
east of Canyon Boulevard).

• ~ Minaret Road forms the northeast boundary of the project site. Hotel, vacation
condominium rentals, and restaurant uses are located directly across Minaret Road to the
northeast and southeast.

• h: Fireside at the Village condominiums adjoin the project site to the south. A
commercial building (Mammoth Brewing Company) and surface parking are located further
south of the project site.

• ~ The Westin Monache Resort and surrounding vacant land uses are located directly
across Canyon Boulevard, west of the project site.

SCENIC VIEWS AND VISTAS

According to Figure 1, Major View Corridors and Vistas, of the Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan
(2007 General Plan), southern views within the NVSP area that encompass the Sherwin Range are
considered scenic. Within the project’s viewshed,’ the Sherwin Range is visible from publicly
accessible areas, including those along IVlinaret Road and Canyon Boulevard. Viewers in these areas
include motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians accessing the NVSP area. Based on the site
reconnaissance conducted by RBF on January 17, 2014 and April 10, 2014, the proposed project is
not visible within pedestrian views of the Sherwin Range, as seen from the North Viilage Plaza to
the north of the project site.

STATE SCENIC HIGHWAYS

In addition to the designated public scenic vistas within the NVSP area, State Route 203 (Minaret
Road) is eligible for listing as a State scenic highway.2 These views would be similar to those
discussed above for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians with the southbound views toward the
Sherwin Range, from Minaret Road in the vicinity of the project site. It should be noted that no
officially designated State scenic highways are present in or near the NVSP area. The nearest
officially designated scenic highway is U.S. Highway 395, which is located approximately 3.5 miles
east of the project site and does not include views of the NVSP area, including the project site.

For the purpose of this analysis, a “viewshed” is defined as all of the surface areas visible from the project
site. Typical obstructions that limit the project’s viewshed include topography, structures, and vegetation (particularly
trees).

2 State of California Department of Transportation, Ca4Jfi.~rnia Scenic H~ghwqy Mappi,~g Sjstem, http://www.dot.

ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic_ highways!, accessed on May 15, 2014.
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KEY VIEWS

A Key View is an area (in this case, the project site and designated visual resources) that can be seen
from a particular public location. Selected Key Views, which were determined in consultation with
Town staff, represent views from certain publicly accessible locations. Key Views represent public
views from both the public right-of-way and publicly accessible areas located within the vicinity of
the proposed project. Characteristics for each Key View are defined within foreground,
middleground, and/or background views. Characteristics located within foreground views are
located at close range and tend to dominate the view. Characteristics located within middleground
views are distinguishable, yet not as sharp as those characteristics located in the foreground views.
Features located within the background views have few details and distinctions in landform and
surface features. Objects in the background eventually fade to obscurity with increasing distance.

For the purposes of this analysis, RBF used photosimulations of the project provided by the project
Applicant in May 2014. Two Key Views representing views from motorists, bicyclists, and
pedestrians (traveling along Minaret Road and Canyon Boulevard) were selected for this analysis;
refer to Exhibit 5.2-3, Key View Locations Mat). Key Views 1 and 2 were selected to depict potential
impacts to scenic views and vistas and State scenic highways. The following describes the viewshed
from Key Views 1 and 2.

Key View 1. Views from Key View I are afforded from motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians
traveling southbound along Minaret Road; refer to Exhibit 5.2-4, Key View 1 - Existing Condition.
These southern views encompass the project site, the existing 8050 Building B, and surrounding
development in the foreground views. Ivlinaret Road and associated right-of-way are visible. Mature
trees are present throughout this view. Due to topographic conditions and mature trees, minimal
views to surrounding development to the south of the project site are available. Background views
toward the Sherwin Range are afforded.

Key View 2. Views from Key View 2 are available from motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians
traveling southbound along Canyon Boulevard; refer to Exhibit 5.2-5, Key View 2 - Existin~g Condition.
Foreground views toward surrounding development to the north of the project site is visible. The
existing 8050 Building A and Fireside at the Village condominiums to the south are present. Canyon
Boulevard and associated right-of-way are visible. Mature trees are present throughout this view.
Due to topographic conditions and mature trees, middleground views are not readily available.
Background views toward the Sherwin Range, to the southwest, are afforded.

VISUAL CHARACTER! QUALITY

RBF conducted a photographic inventory of the project area to document the existing visual
character and quality of the project site and its surroundings; refer to Exhibit 5.2-1. The most
prominent factors influencing the character of the project site and its surroundings include the
higher-density buildings, street facades, and public plaza areas coupled with the mountain character
landscaping and hardscape features associated with the NVSP area. Further, the varying topography
allows for distant views to the Sherwin Range, which increases the vividness of the landscape.
Structures in the surrounding area appear to range in height from four to seven stories with varying
architectural details. Surrounding buildings include a mix of uses fronting the public streets (e.g.,
restaurants and retail stores). Structures appear to include reduced setbacks along Minaret Road in
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order to increase the pedestrian scale of the NVSP area. Other features that contribute to the
character of the landscape include native tree species (i.e., red firs, Jeffrey pines, lodge pole pines,
white firs, and aspens). As shown on Exhibit 5.2-2, although the existing Building B achieves some
pedestrian scale with restaurant uses facing Minaret Road, the future Site C currently consists of the
facade of the existing on-site parking structure podium.

LIGHT AND GLARE

Lighting effects are associated with the use of artificial light during the evening and nighttime hours.
There are two primary sources of light: light emanating from building interiors passing through
windows and light from exterior sources (i.e., street lighting, building illumination, security lighting,
parking lot lighting, and landscape lighting). Light introduction can be a nuisance to adjacent
residential areas, diminish the view of the clear night sky, and if uncontrolled, can cause
disturbances. Uses such as residences and hotels are considered light sensitive, since occupants have
expectations of privacy during evening hours and may be subject to disturbance by bright light
sources. Light spill is typically defined as the presence of unwanted light on properties adjacent to
the property being illuminated. With respect to lighting, the degree of illumination may vary widely
depending on the amount of light generated, height of the light source, presence of barriers or
obstructions, type of light source, and weather conditions.

Glare is primarily a daytime occurrence caused by the reflection of sunlight or artificial light by
highly polished surfaces such as window glass or reflective materials and, to a lesser degree, from
broad expanses of light-colored surfaces. Perceived glare is the unwanted and potentially
objectionable sensation as observed by a person as they look directly into the light source of a
luminaire. Daytime glare generation is common in urban areas and is typically associated with
buildings with exterior facades largely or entirely comprised of highly reflective glass. Glare can also
be produced during evening and nighttime hours by the reflection of artificial light sources such as
automobile headlights. Glare-sensitive uses include residences, hotels, transportation corridors, and
aircraft landing corridors.

Currently, light and glare sources are present at the project site. Ingress/egress security lighting
associated with the parking structure as well as the existing Buildings A and B are visible on-site.
Buildings A and B also emit nighttime lighting from the interior of these structures as a result of the
resort lodging uses. Street lighting along Minaret Road and Canyon Boulevard are also present.
Lighting in the surrounding area occurs as a result of residential safety-oriented exterior and interior
lighting sources produced from Fireside at the Village condominiums to the south. No traffic signal
lighting currently exists adjoining the project site; however, pedestrian crossing safety lighting is
present along both Canyon Boulevard and Minaret Road. Preservation of dark night skies through
appropriate lighting controls has been identified as an important community goal, and is
implemented through Section 17.36.030 of the Town of Mammoth Lakes Municz~a/ Code (Municipal
Code).

Glare can also be produced during evening and nighttime hours by reflection of artificial light
sources, such as automobile headlights. Glare is typically related to either moving vehicles or sun
angles, although glare resulting from reflected sunlight can occur regularly at certain times of the
year. Glare-sensitive uses generally include surrounding residences as well as travelers utilizing the
adjacent roadways.
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SHADE AND SHADOW

Shade and shadow issues pertain to the blockage of direct sunlight by on-site buildings (which affect
adjacent properties) and the creation of hazardous roadway conditions (i.e., black ice). Shading is an
important environmental issue because the users or occupants of certain land uses, such as
residential, recreational, churches, schools, outdoor restaurants, and pedestrian areas have
expectations for direct sunlight and warmth from the sun. These land uses are termed “shadow
sensitive.”

Currently, the existing 8050 Buildings A and B as well as the adjoining Fireside at the Village
condominiums produce shadow patterns both on-site and in the surrounding area. The existing
parking structure podium is not a large source of shade as this structure does not extend more than
one level above the existing grade.

5.2.2 REGULATORY SETTING

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES GENERAL PLAN

Town policies pertaining to visual character are contained in the Community Design and
Neighborhood and District Character Elements of the 2007 General Plan (adopted August 15,
2007).

The Community Design Element’s goals and policies describe the relationship between people and
the man-made and natural environment. Because the community is set within the forest, trees and
the natural landscape are prominent, create a sense of scale, and set a strong aesthetic character.
Topography, vegetation, existing buildings, and open spaces create the structure and pattern of
Mammoth Lakes. The applicable aesthetics/light and glare-related policies include, but are not
limited to, the following:

• Create well-designed and significant public spaces in resort/commercial developments to
accommodate pedestrians and encourage social interaction and community activity (C.2.A).

• Encourage development of distinct districts, each with an appropriate density and a strong
center of retail, services, or amenities (C.2.C).

• Preserve and enhance special qualities of districts through focused attention on land use,
community design, and economic development (C.2.D).

• Improve visual appearance as well as pedestrian access and activity by requiring infill
development patterns. Encourage rehabilitation and reorientation of existing strip
commercial development consistent with neighborhood and district character (C.2.F).

• Be stewards in preserving public views of surrounding mountains, ridgelines, and knolls
(C.2.J).
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• Create a visually interesting and aesthetically pleasing built environment by requiring all
development to incorporate the highest quality of architecture and thoughtful site design and
planning (C.2.L).

• Enhance community character by ensuring that all development, regardless of scale or
density, maximizes provision of all types of open space, particularly scenic open space
(C.2.M).

• Site development adjustments may be considered to preserve significant groups of trees or
individual specimens. Replanting with native and compatible non-native trees to mitigate
necessary tree removal is required (C.2.O).

• Use natural, high quality building materials to reflect Mammoth Lakes’ character and
mountain setting (C.2.T).

• Require unique, authentic, and diverse design that conveys innovation and creativity and
discourages architectural monotony (C .2 .U).

• Building height, massing, and scale shall complement neighboring land uses and preserve
views to the surrounding mountains (C.2.V).

• Maintain scenic public views and view corridors (shown in Figures 1 and 2~) that visually
connect community to surroundings (C.2.W).

• Limit building height to the trees on development sites where material tree coverage exists
and use top of forest canopy in general area as height limit if no trees exist on site (C.2.X).

• Establish entry and district monumentation standards as a means of reinforcing community
identity (C.3.A).

• Development shall provide pedestrian-oriented facilities, outdoor seating, plazas, weather
protection, transit waiting areas, and other streetscape improvements (C.3.D).

• Ensure that landscaping, sigtiage, public art, street enhancements, and building design result
in a more hospitable and attractive pedestrian environment. Require an even higher level of
design quality and detail in commercial mixed use areas (C.3.E).

• Development shall be designed to provide stewardship for significant features and natural
resources of the site (C.4.A).

• To retain the forested character of the town, require use of native and compatible plant
species in public and private developments and aggressive replanting with native trees
(C.4.B).

Reference to Figure 1, Major View C’onidors and Vistas, and Figure 2, Vistas and Landmarks, of the Community
Design Element of the 2007 General Plan.
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• Retain overall image of a community in a forest by ensuring that native trees are protected
wherever possible and remain an important component of the community (C.4.C).

• Retain the forested character of the town by requiring development to pursue aggressive
replanting with native trees and other compatible species (C.4.D).

• Limited tree thinning and upper-story limbing may be permitted where needed to maintain
public safety and the health of the forest, but not for the enhancement of views (C.4.E).

• Require outdoor light fixtures to be shielded and down-directed so as to minimize glare and
light trespass (C.5.A).

• Enforce removal, replacement, or retrofit of non-shielded or non-down-directed light
fixtures that contribute to glare and light pollution (C.5.B).

• Improve pedestrian safety by eliminating glare for motorists through use of non-glare
roadway lighting. A light fixture’s source of illumination shall not be readily visible at a
distance. Number of fixtures used shall be adequate to evenly illuminate for pedestrian
safety (C.5.C).

The Neighborhood and District Character Element addresses the development of individual sites
and districts in order to enhance the unique character of Mammoth Lakes. The 2007 General Plan
denotes that the Town is comprised of 12 districts and four mountain portals. Existing
development, patterns of vegetation, topographic features, circulation patterns, and land use patterns
and relationships define District boundaries. Figure 3, District Map, of the 2007 General Plan,
illustrates the districts’ boundaries and indicates that the project site is located in the North Village
District. The North Village District is primarily comprised of urban development. This includes
hotels, restaurants, visitor-oriented and general commercial operations, professional and medical
offices, condominiums, single-family homes, and community facilities. The North Village District is
an intensely focused entertainment district. Development in this district is encouraged to
incorporate active open pedestrian plazas showcasing mountain views with retail, entertainment, and
public art including local talent. The North Village District objectives that are particularly relevant
to the proposed project in the context of aesthetics include the following:

• Characteristic 1: Viewsheds to Sherwin Range and the Knolls are preserved.

• Characteristic 2: Landscape that recalls the Eastern Sierra and establishes scale and street
edge.

• Characteristic 3: Create a sense of exploration using pedestrian-oriented sidewalks, plazas and
courtyards with pedestrian comforts.

• Characteristic 4: Easy pedestrian access across main streets.

• Characteristic 9: Animation with retail and significant businesses oriented to the street.

• Characteristic 10: Retail and services in “storefront” setting located at the sidewalk.
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The Town proposes special studies for certain areas and sites within the community to aid in future
planning. The North Villa,ge District Planning Studj (North Village District Planning Study) found that
the existing NVSP appears to have a number of fatal flaws that appear likely to inhibit the successful
realization of the community vision for the North Village District. The North Village District
possesses many attributes that contribute to the possibility of its success, including an excellent
location, a well-developed pedestrian core situated around the gondola, transit accessibility, scenic
assets, and strong community support for the vision of the NVSP area expressed through the 2007
General Plan and NVSP. However, although some of the NVSP area’s issues are structural
(topography, limitations due to California Department of Transportation [Caltrans]-control of State
Route 203, existing parking deficiencies, etc.), the existing land use framework is not conducive to
creating the critical mass or mix of uses needed to ensure the NVSP area’s success. Existing
regulations also provide a limited opportunity to seek creative, district-wide solutions to issues, and
rigid density and use standards do not allow for development that may be more responsive to place,
character, and transitions within and beyond the district. Significant changes are needed to the
framework of the NVSP to ensure its successful evolution from an incompletely-realized land use
plan to a vibrant, successful, and sustainable visitor-oriented retail entertainment and lodging district.

NORTH VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN

The project site is subject to the NVSP. The NVSP establishes architectural and landscaping
guidelines to strengthen the NVSP area’s image as a resort activity node in the Town. The design
emphasizes the creation of diverse shopping, recreational, residential, and cultural opportunities.
The scale of the individual ground level shops should vary giving the commercial center a feeling of
a village that has grown over time. Building expressions should be generally vertical rather than
horizontal in form and should be carefully detailed to generate the scale and texture appropriate to
pedestrian places. Building heights and setbacks shall be coordinated to promote a varied skyline,
and building heights should generally be held at or below the height of surrounding trees. The
arrangement of buildings should define the edges of the public plazas and serve as foreground
buildings to larger scale lodges and hotels. The style of the architecture and landscape is intended to
feature the materials and forms associated with the Sierra. Development in the NVSP area should
preserve views between and over buildings, across the valley, to Mammoth Mountain, and to the
Sherwin Mountains.

The NVSP designation contains land use districts indicating site-specific land use designations for
individual parcels. The project site is zoned as Resort General (RG). The NVSP also contains
development and design standards describing density, site coverage, building area and heights,
building setbacks, and other building design specifications. The NVSP policies and implementation
measures ensure the preservation of the visual resources and visual character relevant to the NVSP
area in support of the Town’s overall goal.

DESIGN REVIEW ORDINANCE

The Town’s Zoning Code Chapter 17.88, Design Ret~en~ outlines the following objectives of the
design review requirements:
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• To implement the goals, policies, and objectives of the 2007 General Plan;

• To regulate the design, coloration, materials, illumination, and landscaping of new
construction, renovations, and signage within the Town in order to maintain and enhance
the image, attractiveness, and environmental qualities of the Town;

• To ensure that property development or redevelopment and building construction or
renovation do not detract from the value or utility of adjoining properties as a result of
inappropriate, inharmonious, or inadequate design;

• To prevent indiscriminate destruction of trees and natural vegetation, excessive or unsightly
grading, indiscriminate clearing of property, and destruction of natural significant landforms;

• To ensure that the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors are
appropriate to the function of the project and are visually harmonious with surrounding
development and natural landforms, trees, and vegetation; and

• To ensure that the location, size, design, and illumination of signs, their material, and colors
are consistent with the scale and design of the building to which they are attached or which
is located on the same site, and to assure that signs are visually harmonious with the
surrounding environment.

DESIGN GUIDELINES THE VILLAGE AT MAMMOTH

The policies and goals presented in the Town Design Guidelines represent the goals and desires of
residents and property owners pertaining to the design of new development in the Town. All new
structures and all structures that are being renovated, other than single-family homes below 8,250
feet elevation, are subject to compliance with the Design Guidelines. The Design Guidelines
provide a greater level of detail regarding the type of development that promotes the Town’s Vision
Statement, 2007 General Plan, and Municipal Code.

Pursuant to Chapter 9.0, Design Review Process, of the Design Guidelines, the design review process is
to be conducted by the Community and Economic Development Department (CEDD) and the
Planning and Economic Development Commission. As part of the Design Guidelines Review
Process, the CEDD and/or an Advisory Design Panel (ADP) reviews project materials such as
drawings, site development plans, landscape plans, building elevations, cross-sections, sample
materials/color palettes, and visual simulations to determine compliance with the Design Guidelines.
All Town staff and ADP findings and recommendations are forwarded to the Planning and
Economic Development Commission in a staff report. At the Planning and Economic
Development Commission Meeting, the Commission may deny, approve, approve with conditions,
or continue the hearing to receive additional input with regards to a project’s compliance to the
Design Guidelines.

The proposed project would specifically be subject to the Desi~gn Guidelines: The Villa~ge at Mammoth
(North Village Design Guidelines), approved August 23, 2000. The North Village Design
Guidelines are intended to provide general and specific design information so that all involved in the
development process are able to proceed with a shared basis of information. Overall, it is the intent
of the North Village Design Guidelines that the NVSP area should be designed so that it is
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appropriate to the character of the Mammoth Lakes region, to be competitive with other high-
quality mountain villages in North America.

The NVSP area is envisioned as a pedestrian hub and village center that would provide a broad
range of activities, services, and facilities for visitors year round. The village core would have the
character and capacity to serve a large number of tourists, visitors, and area residents, providing
them with opportunities for dining, shopping, recreating, and entertainment. Further, the public
spaces, pedestrian plazas, and other facilities would provide multiple venues for arts, musical, and
other cultural events. The North Village Design Guidelines are intended to create a pedestrian
character with the following elements:

• Multiple walking routes creating the ability for visitors to wander; and

• The development of a high quality pedestrian level with colorful signs, interesting
storefronts, lights, and banners which express the individuality of stores and focus attention
on the ground floor level of all buildings.

The specific topics covered by the North Village Design Guidelines include, but are not limited to,
the following areas:

• Building Design;
• Form and Mass;
• Scale;
• Roof Form;
• Building Facades;
• Base and Lower Wall;
• Windows and Doors;
• Entrances and Porches, Arcades;
• Storefronts;
• Architectural Details;
• Materials;
• Colors;
• Landscape Design;
• Pedestrian Plazas, Paths, Bridges, and Boardwalks;
• Site Furnishings;
• Kiosks, Informational Boards, Menu Boards;
• Planting;
• Lighting; and
• Signage.

OUTDOOR LIGHTING REGULATIONS

Municipal Code Section 17.36.030, which was adopted in April 2014, regulates outdoor lighting
within the Town. These regulations provide rules and regulations for outdoor lighting within the
Town in order to promote a safe and pleasant nighttime environment, to protect and improve safe
travel, to prevent nuisances caused by unnecessary light, to protect the ability to view the night sky,
to phase out nonconforming fixtures, and to promote energy conservation.
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5.2.3 IMPACT THRESHOLDS
AND SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains the Initial Study Environmental Checklist form used
during preparation of the Modified Initial Study, which is contained in Appendix 11.1 of this SEIR.
The Modified Initial Study includes questions relating to aesthetics and visual resources. The issues
presented in the Environmental Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of significance in this
section. Accordingly, a project may create a significant adverse environmental impact if it would:

• Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista (refer to Impact Statement AES-1);

• Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a State scenic highway (refer to Impact Statements AES-1 and
AES-2);

• Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings
(refer to Impact Statements AES-3, AES-4, and AES-6); and/or

• Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area (refer to Impact Statement AES-5).

Based on these standards, the effects of the proposed project have been categorized as either a “less
than significant impact” or a “potentially significant impact.” Mitigation measures are recommended
for potentially significant impacts. If a potentially significant impact cannot be reduced to a less
than significant level through the application of mitigation, it is categorized as a significant and
unavoidable impact.

5.2.4 OVERVIEW OF PREVIOUS
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The 1991 PEIR concluded that distant views for motorists and pedestrians traveling along Minaret
Road would be affected due to the intensification of development in the NVSP area. Mitigation
measures such as design review for individual development sites within the area; the use of earth-
tone colors and materials; and the enforcement of a tree preservation plan, contour grading, a
forested buffer of 100 feet along the southern extension of Minaret Road, and the use of native
plants in landscaping design would reduce these impacts to less than significant levels. However, the
1991 PEIR identified the loss of forested and open space areas throughout the NVSP area as a
significant aesthetic impact. Mitigation measures were proposed to address preservation of forested
character in the NVSP area, including maintenance of a 100-foot forested buffer along the southern
exterior of Minaret Road. These measures include a tree preservation and replacement plan which
would outline increased setbacks or tree preservation pockets where feasible. The 1991 PEIR also
determined that lighting and glare levels at the project site would increase with development of the
NVSP. Mitigation measures were recommended to reduce these impacts to less than significant
levels.
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According to the 1999 SPEIR, development of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would be similar to the
approved NVSP in that it would permanently alter the visual character of the area as a result of
increased densities and the loss of open space and trees. Land uses, densities, building area, and
grading requirements within the 1999 NVSP Amendment would remain similar to those identified
for the approved NVSP. However, increased impacts as a result of the reduced setback
requirements were considered. The 1999 SPEIR stated that with adherence to the Town’s
Municipal Code regarding grading and clearing requirements and implementation of new mitigation
measures (such as modulation in building walls and facades, stepping of roof forms and detailing of
exterior treatments and ~nishes), these potential impacts would be reduced compared to that
analyzed in the 1991 PEIR. According to the 1999 SPEIR, development in accordance with the
1999 NVSP Amendment would not create additional sources of light and glare over anticipated
levels for the NVSP area. The 1999 SPEIR stated that light sources would be required to be
directed away from adjacent uses. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the previously identified
mitigation measures, together with Municipal Code requirements pertaining to directive light
techniques, would reduce potential impacts of new sources of light or glare to less than significant
levels. The 1999 SPEIR considered that build-out of the NVSP, together with cumulative projects,
may alter the nature and appearance of the area and contribute to the loss of open space. Analysis
concluded that no significant impacts beyond the analysis contained in the 1987 General Plan and
1987 General Plan PEIR were anticipated.

5.2.5 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

SCENIC VIEWS AND VISTAS

AES-1 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WOULD NOT HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL
ADVERSE AFFECT ON A SCENIC VIEW OR VISTA.

ImpactAnalysis: As previously noted, southern views to the Sherwin Range are considered scenic
resources within the 2007 General Plan. The 1991 PEIR concluded that distant views for motorists
and pedestrians traveling along Minaret Road would be affected due to the intensification of
development in the NVSP area. Mitigation measures such as design review for individual
development sites within the area and contour grading would reduce these impacts to less than
significant levels. The 1999 SPEIR stated that with adherence to the Town’s Municipal Code
regarding grading and clearing requirements and implementation of new mitigation measures (such
as modulation in building walls and facades, stepping of roof forms and detailing of exterior
treatments and finishes), potential impacts would be reduced compared to that analyzed in the 1991
PEIR.

Implementation of the proposed project would result in increased allowable building heights and
reduced setbacks that could increase the resultant view blockage of the Sherwin Range, as
experienced from Minaret Road (also an eligible State scenic highway) and Canyon Boulevard. The
approved 8050 project is consistent with the requirements set forth in the NVSP, which was
analyzed as part of the previous environmental documentation. Thus, in order to verify increased
view obstruction compared to that analyzed in the previous environmental documentation, the
Applicant provided photosimulations for each of the selected Key View locations for both the
permitted 8050 Building C as well as the proposed project in order to demonstrate the degree of
change resulting from project implementation. These photosimulations have been utilized to depict
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the resultant massing and view blockage resulting from both the “permitted” and “proposed”
development conditions. It should be noted that these photosimulations are subject to change and
are intended to provide the reader with information on the form, size, and scale of the proposed
structures within the project area. The following analyzes the project’s affects on scenic views
associated with the Sherwin Range and the “eligible” State scenic highway Minaret Road, as
experienced from motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians (Key View 1), and motorists, bicyclists, and
pedestrians along Canyon Boulevard (Key View 2).

Key View 1. Views from Key View 1 are afforded from motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians
traveling along Minaret Road. Implementation of the proposed project would result in increased
visible massing as a result of both increased heights and reduced setbacks along Minaret Road,
compared to the permitted 8050 Building C; refer to Exhibit 5.2-6, Key View 1 - Proposed Condition.
However, as demonstrated in Exhibit 5.2-6, this increase in visible massing on-site would not result
in increased view blockage of the Sherwin Range, as seen from southern views along Minaret Road.
Thus, impacts in this regard would be less than significant.

Key View 2. Views from Key View 2 are afforded from motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians
traveling along Canyon Boulevard; refer to Exhibit 5.2-7, Key View 2 - Proposed Condition. Foreground
views include the existing 8050 Building A to the southeast. Background views of the Sherwin
Range are visible to the southwest. As demonstrated in Exhibit 5.2-7, the permitted 8050 Building
C would not be visible from this vantage point and the proposed project would be minimally
exposed to these viewers and would appear similar in rooffine and color to the existing 8050
Building A. This increase in visible building massing would not result in increased view blockage of
the Sherwin Range to the southwest. Thus, implementation of the proposed project would result in
less than significant impacts in this regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

STATE SCENIC HIGHWAYS

AES-2 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WOULD NOT HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL
ADVERSE AFFECT ON VISUAL RESOURCES WITHIN A STATE SCENIC
HIGHWAY.

Impact Analysis: The 1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and 1999 SPER concluded that no
impacts to State scenic highways would occur as a result of implementation of the NVSP and
subsequent amendments (up to the 1999 NVSP Amendment). As discussed above, Minaret Road is
currently listed as eligible for State scenic highway designation. As demonstrated in Exhibit 5.2-6,
discussed above, implementation of the proposed project would not result in increased view
blockage of designated visual resources (i.e., the Sherwin Range), as seen from motorists, bicyclists,
and pedestrians traveling along Minaret Road. Other visual resources located along Minaret Road
include mature pine trees. A Tree Protection! Preservation Plan would be implemented to preserve
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and protect existing trees, shrubs, and other plant materials including plants on adjoining properties
during grubbing and grading, site preparation, and construction activities; refer to Exhibit 3-8, Irit~
Protection/Preservation P/an. Existing pine trees to be protected-in-place range from 10 to 24 inches in
diameter at breast height (DBH); no trees six inches DBH or greater would be removed as part of
the proposed project (as encouraged by the Town’s Municipal Code). Although removal of
vegetation (including some sapling trees), would occur, particularly along Minaret Road, due to the
size of the trees proposed for removal, this vegetation is not considered a scenic resource per the
Town’s Municipal Code. The proposed project would re-plant new native tree species (e.g., Red Fir,
Lodgepole Pine, Mountain Hemlock, Mountain Maple, Mountain Alder, Western Chokecherry,
Western Water Birch, and Quaking Aspen) along Minaret Road in order to maintain the character of
the site and its surroundings. Thus, as implementation of the proposed project would not result in
view blockage or impacts to visual resources (existing trees six inches DBH or greater) within the
viewshed of Minaret Road, impacts in this regard are less than significant.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

AdditionalMitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

SHORT-TERM VISUAL CHARACTER/QUALITY

AES-3 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES WOULD TEMPORARILY
DEGRADE THE VISUAL CHARACTER/QUALITY OF THE SITE AND ITS
SURROUNDINGS.

Impact Analysis: The 1999 SPEIR stated that with adherence to the Town’s Municipal Code
regarding grading and dearing requirements, these potential impacts would be reduced compared to
that analyzed in the 1991 PEIR.

As described in Section 3.3, Project Characteristics, a minor amount of grading would be required along
the perimeter of the project site, specifically along IVlinaret Road to allow for pedestrian
improvements (the public kiosk, pocket park, and fire lane improvements). These earthwork
activities would result in a nominal amount of cut and fill. Construction of the new building atop
the existing parking structure podium would commence in a single phase for approximately 12
months. During construction, the construction offices would be accommodated nearby on the
Mammoth Crossing property located on the northeast corner of Canyon Road and Lake Mary Road
while construction phase parking, mobilization, and storage of materials would be located on the
southeast corner of Minaret Road and Main Street; refer to Exhibit 3-9, Construction Stc~ging P/an.

Construction-related activities would temporarily influence the character of the project site and
surrounding area, as viewed from surrounding sensitive viewers. Surrounding sensitive receptors
that would have long duration views of the project site during construction include multi-family
residential uses (Fireside at the Village condominiums) to the south of the project site. Sensitive
receptors that would have moderate and short duration views would include motorists, bicyclists,
and pedestrians using Minaret Road, Canyon Boulevard, and Main Street/Lake Mary Road.
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Construction activities would expose some areas of disturbed surfaces, construction debris,
construction equipment, and truck traffic to sensitive viewers. The 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure
5.3-lj would require equipment and vehicle staging areas, stockpiling of materials, and fencing (i.e.,
temporary fencing with opaque material). All staging areas would be required to be sited and
screened in a manner that would minimize public views and views from surrounding sensitive
viewers (e.g., residents and motorists/bicyclists/pedestrians) to the staging areas. Further, the
Additional Mitigation Measure AES-1 would require the preparation of a construction hauling plan,
which specifies requirements for haul routes. With implementation of the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation
Measure 5.3-lj and the Additional Mitigation Measure AES-1, the visual impacts, as viewed by the
surrounding residents, pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists, would be reduced. As these impacts are
temporary in nature and would cease upon project completion (approximately 12 months), the
project’s construction-related impacts to the visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings would be reduced to less than significant levels.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation
measures are made in strikcthrough and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SEIR
mitigation measures have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure
in a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

5.3-lj Construction equipment staging areas shall use appropriate screening (i.e.. temporary
fencing with opaque materiafl to buffer views of construction equipment and material
from nublic and sensitive viewers (e.g.. residents and motorists/bicyclists /pedestrians~.
when feasible. Staging locations shall be indicated on th~project Building Permit and
Grading Plans and shall be subject to review by the Town of Mammoth Lakes
Community and Economic Development Department Planning Manager Dircctor in
accordance with th~.Municipa1 Code requirements.

AdditionalMitigation Measures:

AES-1 The Applicant shall prepare and submit a construction hauling plan to be reviewed and
approved by the Community and Economic Development Department Planning
Manager prior to issuance of Grading Permit. The hauling plan shall ensure that
construction haul routes minimize impacts to sensitive uses in the project vicinity.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

LONG-TERM VISUAL CHARACTER!QUALITY

AES-4 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION COULD DEGRADE THE VISUAL
CHARACTER/QUALITY OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS.

Impact Analysis: The 1991 PEIR concluded that distant views for motorists and pedestrians
traveling along Minaret Road would be effected due to the intensification of development in the
NVSP area. Mitigation measures such as design review for individual development sites within the
area; the use of earth-tone colors and materials; and the enforcement of a tree preservation plan,
contour grading, a forested buffer of 100 feet along the southern extension of Minaret Road, and
the use of native plants in landscaping design would reduce these impacts to less than significant
levels. However, the 1991 PEIR identified the loss of forested and open space areas throughout the
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NVSP area as a significant aesthetic impact. Mitigation measures were proposed to address
preservation of forested character in the NVSP area, including maintenance of a 100-foot forested
buffer along the southern exterior of Minaret Road. These measures include a tree preservation and
replacement plan which would outline increased setbacks or tree preservation pockets where
feasible. Mitigation measures were recommended to reduce these impacts to less than significant
levels.

According to the 1999 SPEIR, development of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would be similar to the
approved NVSP in that it would permanently alter the visual character of the area as a result of
increased densities and the loss of open space and trees. Land uses, densities, building area, and
grading requirements within the 1999 NVSP Amendment would remain similar to those identified
for the approved NVSP. However, increased impacts as a result of the reduced setback
requirements were considered. The 1999 SPEIR stated that with implementation of new mitigation
measures (such as modulation in building walls and facades, stepping of roof forms and detailing of
exterior treatments and finishes), these potential impacts would be reduced compared to that
analyzed in the 1991 PEIR.

Implementation of the proposed project would alter the visual character of the site and its
surroundings, as a new seven-story building would be constructed atop the existing parking podium
(with increased building heights and reduced setbacks compared to that allowed by the NVSP).
Photosimulations were prepared to demonstrate the degree of change resulting from project
implementation; refer to Exhibit 5.2-8, Proposed Character of the Project Site.

Overall, the project proposes a hotel that includes hotel rooms, food and beverage sales, spa,
outdoor pool/jacuzzis, and landscaping elements. The new hotel would increase both the building
height and allowed density at the project site (via a proposed density transfer from the Mammoth
Crossing Project [Mammoth Crossing] to the south). The project would be subject to the NVSP (as
proposed for amendment) and Municipal Code requirements, as applicable. The new hotel would
be mostly consistent with the North Village Design Guidelines.

The project would be generally consistent with the overall intent of the Town’s 2007 General Plan.
The project would provide a public kiosk and pocket part along Minaret Road, which would
encourage social interaction and community activity in the NVSP area (2007 General Plan Policies
C.2.A and C.3.D). The project would specifically increase the pedestrian-oriented sidewalks (a
desired characteristic of the North Village District), compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR.
The project’s proposed commercial square-footage, spa facility, public kiosk, and pocket park would
increase the available services and amenities in the NVSP area (2007 General Plan Policy C.2.C).
The proposed site design is specifically oriented towards improving the pedestrian access and
activity along Minaret Road (2007 General Plan Policy C.2.F). As discussed in Impact Statement
AES-1, project implementation would not increase view blockage compared to that analyzed for the
1999 SPEIR, consistent with 2007 General Plan Policy C.2.J). As encouraged by 2007 General Plan
policies S.2.T and C.3.E, the project would use natural, high quality building materials to reflect
Mammoth Lakes’ character and mountain setting and would result in a more hospitable and
attractive pedestrian environment (compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR). The proposed
architecture would also break up the existing architectural design or monotony experienced at
Buildings A and B (2007 General Plan Policy C.2.U). The proposed project would also preserve
specimen trees on-site as well as landscape the perimeter with new native trees (consistent with 2007
General Plan Policies C.2.O, C.4.C, and C.4.D). However, the proposed project would exceed the
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tree canopy heights on-site and in the surrounding area as surrounding trees are approximately 67 to
75 feet high (discouraged by 2007 General Plan Policy C.2.X)4.

The project would generally be consistent with the overall objectives of the NVSP. The project
would increase the visitor activity, particularly along Minaret Road (Land Use Overall Objective 2).
The project would also meet the specific objectives of the Resort General designation, including
providing resort accommodations and supporting commercial facilities for visitor-oriented activities
and facilities; a transition zone between the Plaza Resort and Specialty Lodging uses within the
NVSP area and surrounding residential uses; and integrated pedestrian access to and from the
plazas. As required by the NVSP, the project would meet the following design objectives:

1. Small Town Appearance — The massing of the new building would create a village-like
atmosphere that provides a “small town” ambiance with building expressions that appear
vertical, not horizontal.

2. Sense of Discovery — The project would provide enhanced sidewalks along Minaret Road that
are intended to intrigue and invite, unlike that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR.

3. Orientation to Vje,ys — The new building would maintain views to the Sherwin Mountains
similar to that analyzed as part of the 1999 SPEIR.

4. Emphasi~re Sunh~ght — As discussed in Impact Statement AES-6 below, the proposed project
would result in increased shade along Minaret Road and public sidewalks, compared to the
approved 8050 Building C massing. However, Additional Mitigation Measures have been
provided in order to ensure public safety along streets and sidewalks.

5. Provide Varied SeatinLi — The project proposes a public pocket park and kiosk in order to
encourage siting, resting, people-watching, relaxing, etc.

6. Create Special Places, Features — The project would emphasize the public spaces proposed along
Minaret Road.

7. Encourage Visual Variety — The project would allow colorful signs, banners, lights, interesting
storefronts/street frontage, individuality, and attention focused at the pedestrian level,
particularly along Minaret Road.

8. Maintain Landscape Context— The project proposes to preserve all mature trees on-site, per the
Town’s Municipal Code requirements. Also, all new landscaping would be appropriate to
the local setting.

9. Enhance the Gateway Ext’erience — The project is acknowledging Minaret Road as the spine of
the NVSP area by increasing the pedestrian connectivity along this road.

The proposed project would be overall consistent with the North Village Design Guidelines. The
project would be consistent with the intent of the design guidelines pertaining to increasing walking

4 Typical and average tree heights in the vicinity of the Mammoth Crossing project were found to be 67 to 75

feet with maximum heights of up to 90 feet.
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routes, and developing a high quality pedestrian level with interesting storefronts. The design
guidelines include objectives for form and mass, including organizing the form and mass in
relationship to the scale of the neighboring buildings to achieve comfortable spaces in scale with
pedestrian use. Building mass should be varied to create variety in the character of the street
corridor and the pedestrian places. As shown of Exhibit 5.2-8, the proposed project would have a
different building massing than the structures to the north and south. Although increased building
heights are proposed, these building heights would be similar to another structure in the NVSP area
(specifically the Westin to the west). Further, the massing has been shifted east, toward Minaret
Road, in order to provide an outdoor pool amenity and frame the pedestrian environment along the
northeastern boundary of the project site. Other project features that are encouraged by the North
Village Design Guidelines include the kiosk along Minaret Road. The project was reviewed by the
Town’s Advisory Design Panel (ADP) on November 4, 2013 and December 13, 2013. The ADP
was supportive of the general design direction and was supportive of the additional articulation
along Minaret Road, which gives the new building more scale and interest.

Overall, implementation of the proposed project would result in development that is more
compatible with the intent of development for the NVSP area, per the Town’s 2007 General Plan,
NVSP, and North Village Design Guidelines, compared to the existing approved development at the
project site (as considered in the 1999 SPEIR). The project would increase the building height by 18
feet above the approved 8050C building. The proposed building height is also higher than that
allowed by the NVSP by three stories or 30 feet, which would not be consistent with the Town’s
2007 General Plan policies pertaining to a “village in the trees.” However, this height increase
would not extend substantially above the tree canopy present in the area (5 to 13 feet above the
typical and average tree height in the area). Further, although proposed massing and building height
would change, this change would result in building expression that is more vertical rather than
horizontal (as desired by the NVSP, Development Objective 1), increased architectural articulation
and varied roof forms along Minaret Road (recommended by the 2007 General Plan, Appendix C,
Commercial Corridor), as well as increased pedestrian-scale sidewalks and amenities along Minaret
Road (encouraged by the 2007 General Plan, NVSP, and North Village Design Guidelines).
Implementation of the applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.3-Id and 5.3-2b would require
the project’s proposed landscaping and architectural style to blend with the area’s natural setting,
which would further reduce impacts in this regard. Thus, although the proposed project would
increase building heights and reduce setbacks compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR, impacts
pertaining to the long-term degradation of character/quality would be reduced and a resultant less
than significant impact would result after implementation of the recommended 1999 SPEIR
Mitigation Measures 5.3-id and 5.3-2b.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation
measures are made in 3trlkcthrough and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SEIR
mitigation measures have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure
in a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

5.3-id The landscape design for the site shall maximize the use of existing vegetation, and
where new plants are introduced, they shall include, and/or blend with, plants native to
the Mammoth Lakes environment. Landscapirw shall be tolerant of shaded areas, where
applicable. Landscape plans for the site shall be completed by a certified landscape
architect.
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5.3-2b The architectural style for the development shall blend with the site’s natural setting.
Rooflines shall reflect (step down) the slope of the site, and natural “earth tone” colors
and materials such as stone and wood shall be emphasized. Conformance shall be
assured through the Town’s design review procedures.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

LIGHT AND GLARE

AES-5 DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD INTRODUCE
NEW SOURCES OF LIGHT AND GLARE INTO THE PROJECT AREA.

Impact Analysis: Light pollution (also known as photopollution or luminous pollution) refers to
light that people find annoying or harmful. Because not everyone is irritated by the same lighting
sources, light pollution has a measure of subjectivity. It is common for one person’s light
“pollution” to be light that is desirable for another. Light trespass occurs when unwanted light
enters one’s property, for instance, by shining over a neighbor’s fence. A common light trespass
problem occurs when a strong light enters the window of one’s home from outside, causing
problems such as sleep deprivation or the blocking of an evening view.

Glare is the result of excessive contrast between bright and dark areas in the field of view and is
primarily a road safety issue, as bright and/or badly shielded lights around roads may partially blind
drivers or pedestrians unexpectedly. There are three types of glare: blinding glare, which is
completely blinding and leaves temporary vision deficiencies; disability glare, which describes such
effects as being blinded by automobile headlights, thus causing a significant reduction in sight
capabilities; and discomfort glare, which does not typically cause a dangerous situation in itself~ and
is mostly annoying and irritating.5

The 1991 PEIR determined that lighting and glare levels at the project site would increase with
development of the NVSP. Mitigation measures were recommended to reduce these impacts to less
than significant levels. According to the 1999 SPEIR, development in accordance with the 1999
NVSP Amendment would not create additional sources of light and glare over anticipated levels for
the NVSP area. The 1999 SPEIR stated that light sources would be required to be directed away
from adjacent uses. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the previously identified mitigation measures,
together with Municipal Code requirements pertaining to directive light techniques, would reduce
potential impacts of new sources of light or glare to less than significant levels.

Currently, light and glare sources are present at the project site. Ingress/egress security lighting
associated with the parking structure as well as the existing Buildings A and B are visible on-site.
Buildings A and B also emit nighttime lighting from the interior of these structures as a result of the
resort lodging uses. Street lighting along Minaret Road and Canyon Boulevard are also present.
Lighting in the surrounding area occurs as a result of residential safety-oriented exterior and interior
lighting sources produced from Fireside at the Village condominiums to the south. No traffic signal
lighting currently exists adjoining the project site; however, pedestrian crossing safety lighting is

5 Bob Mizon, Light Pollution: Re.rponses and Remedies, 2001.
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present along both Canyon Boulevard and Minaret Road. Implementation of the proposed project
would result in increased lighting at the project site compared to existing conditions. However, with
implementation of the Town’s Lighting Regulations, the proposed lighting at ground level (e.g.,
exterior lighting for security, parking, signage, architectural highlighting and landscaping, and street
lighting) would not substantially increase compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. The upper
three stories proposed by the project would increase the visible light being emitted from the interior
of the proposed structure. This increase would contribute to the existing light levels of the built
environment. Surrounding light sensitive receptors would be residential uses located adjacent to the
project site. Although new sources of lighting would be visible, this new lighting would be of a
similar character to the surrounding lighting that is emitted from the interior of surrounding uses.
Further, increased visible interior lighting would not result in increased light spillover onto
surrounding uses, nor would this lighting be highly visible from surrounding public areas as a result
of the project’s limited viewshed and existing surrounding exterior lighting in the area (e.g., street
lighting). As described in the 1999 SPEIR, the lighting increases would be minimized with
implementation of the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-3d pertaining to vegetation installation
to screen views to the structure, as seen from residents particularly to the south.

Further, with the implementation of the Additional Mitigation Measure AES-2, an outdoor lighting
plan would be required for all new outdoor lighting installations. All outdoor lighting fixtures would
be designed, located, installed, aimed downward or toward structures, retrofitted if necessary, and
maintained in order to prevent glare, light trespass, and light pollution (Additional Mitigation
Measure AES-3). An outdoor lighting plan would be submitted in conjunction with an application
for design review approval. The outdoor lighting plan would also comply with Municipal Code
Section 1 7.36.030.G, Outdoor Lz~ghtin~g Plans, of the Town’s Municipal Code.

Development of the proposed project is subject to environmental and design review to ensure that
light and glare impacts would not substantially increase the amount and intensity of nighttime
lighting, nor cause light spillover onto adjoining properties. Additionally, all new development
would be required to comply with the requirements of the Town’s Lighting Regulations (Municipal
Code Section 17.36.030). With implementation of the applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures
as well as the added Mitigation Measures AES-2 and AES-3, the project’s increase in lighting in the
area would be reduced to less than significant levels.

The new structure would also result in increased glare as a result of the increased building height,
compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. Implementation of the 1999 SPEIR recommended
Mitigation Measure 5.3-3c would require minimizing reflective glass and other reflective building
materials used on the exterior of the new structure. Thus, although increased, impacts in this regard
would be reduced to iess than significant levels.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Midgation Measures: Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation
measures are made in 3trikcthrough and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SEIR
mitigation measures have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure
in a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

5.3-3c The project shall use minimally reflective glass and all other materials used on
exterior of the proposed building3 and structurcs (including thc gondola cabina and
towcr3) shall be selected with attention to minimizing reflective glare.
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5.3-3d Vegetative buffers shall be used to reduce light intrusion on residential developmentiii
the south of the nroiect site and on forc3tcd arca~ locatcd adjaccnt to thc projcct 3itc.

AddiiionalMitigation Measures:

AES-2 The Applicant shall prepare and submit an outdoor lighting plan pursuant to the Town’s
Lighting Regulations (Section 17.36.030, Outdoor Lighting Plans, of the Municipal Code) to
the Community and Economic Development Planning Manager that includes a
footcandle map illustrating the amount of light from the project site at adjacent light
sensitive receptors.

AES-3 Landscape lighting should be designed as an integral part of the project. Lighting levels
shall respond to the type, intensity, and location of use. Safety and security for
pedestrians and vehicular movements must be anticipated. Lighting fixture locations
shall not interfere or impair snow storage or snow removal operations. Light fixtures
shall have cut-off shields to prevent light spill and glare into adjacent areas.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

SHADE /SHADOW

AES-6 DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD INTRODUCE
SHAI)E AND SHADOW ONTO ADJACENT BUILDINGS AND ROADWAY
RIGHT-OF-WAY WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA.

Impact Analysis: Shade/shadow impacts were not considered in the past environmental
documentation.

In order to identify the proposed project’s potential increase in shadow-related impacts, morning,
noon, afternoon, and evening shade patterns were compared for each of the four seasons for both
the permitted 8050 Building C and the proposed project. Specifically, four dates were used for
analysis purposes: the winter solstice (December 21), when the sun is at its lowest; the summer
solstice (June 21), when the sun is at its highest point; and the vernal and autumnal equinoxes
(March 21 and September 21), when day and night are of approximately equal length (note that the
shadow patterns are the same on these two dates). The longest shadows are cast during the winter
months and the shortest shadows are cast during the summer months. The following discussion
describes the summer/winter solstice and vernal/autumnal equinox phenomenon, local topography,
and some general assumptions that affect shadow patterns in the project vicinity. Note that the
analysis considers shadow effects associated with proposed building massing only; the shadow
patterns associated with proposed landscaping are not addressed.

Summer and Winter Solstice

“Solstice” is defined as either of the two points on the ecliptic that lie midway between the
equinoxes (separated from them by an angular distance of 90°). At the soistices, the sun’s apparent
position on the celestial sphere reaches its greatest distance above or below the celestial equator,
about 23.5° of the arc. At the time of summer solstice, approximately June 21, the sun is directly
overhead at noon at the Tropic of Cancer. In the Northern Hemisphere, the longest day and
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shortest night of the year occur on this date, marking the beginning of summer. At winter solstice,
approximately December 21, the sun is overhead at noon at the Tropic of Capricorn; this marks the
beginning of winter in the Northern Hemisphere. Measuring shadow lengths for the winter and
summer soistices represents the extreme shadow patterns that occur throughout the year. Shadows
cast on the summer solstice are the shortest shadows during the year, becoming progressively longer
until winter solstice when the shadows are the longest they are all year. Shadows are shown for
summer and winter solstice, cast from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. The morning summer and winter
solstice shadows are generally cast towards the northwest, then shrink as they move overhead and
extend towards the east in the afternoon.

Vernal and Autumnal Equinox

An equinox is the moment when the sun passes over the equator. The event occurs twice a year,
approximately March 21 and September 21. The equinoxes are the two days each year when the
middle of the sun is an equal amount of time above and below the horizon for every location on
Earth. In the Northern Hemisphere, the March equinox is known as the vernal equinox and the
September equinox is the autumnal equinox. In the Southern Hemisphere, the names are reversed.
In practice, at the equinox, the day is longer than the night. The morning equinox shadows are
generally cast towards the west in the morning, then shrink as they move overhead, and extend
towards the east in the afternoon.

The equinoxes can be interpreted as virtual points in the sky. As Earth moves around the sun, the
apparent position of the sun relative to the other stars moves in a full circle over the period of a
year. This circle is called the ecliptic, and is also the plane of Earth’s orbit projected against the
whole sky. Other bright planets like Venus, Mars, and Saturn also appear to move along the ecliptic,
because their orbits are in a similar plane to Earth’s. Another virtual circle in the sky is the celestial
equator, or the projection of the plane of Earth’s equator against the whole sky. Because Earth’s
axis of rotation is tilted relative to the plane of Earth’s orbit around the sun, the celestial equator is
inclined to the ecliptic by about 23.5°.

Project Impacts

The project would be a single seven-story hotel structure (80 feet high when measured from the top
of the existing parking structure podium, with an additional 4 feet, 6 inches, for roof appurtenances).
The proposed building would cast new shadows on nearby properties, as well as public streets and
sidewalks. RBF used the Applicant-provided shade/shadow diagrams in order to illustrate the
degree of change that would result between the permitted 8050 Building C and the proposed
project.

The shade/shadow diagrams are composed of a series of three-dimensional rendered site plans. The
site plan consists of the project massing models, as well as the surrounding context and geography.
For comparative purposes, the renderings illustrate the shadow effects of the approved 8050
Building C and the proposed building. The orientation of the model was set to represent the
orientation of the project site. Dates selected for each season were: the summer/winter solstice and
vernal/autumnal equinoxes. For each of those days selected, the time periods were 9:00 am., 12:00
p.m., and 3:00 p.m. The vernal and autumnal shadow patterns are similar in nature, thus these
analyses have been grouped together.
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June 21. On June 21, shadows cast by the permitted 8050 Building C are typically limited to the
confines of the site; refer to Exhibit 5.2-9a, Proposed Summer Shadow Patterns. Shadow coverage of
areas surrounding the project site is most prominent during the morning and evening hours (9:00
a.m. and 3:00 p.m.). In the morning hours, some shade is cast onto the existing on-site 8050
Building A. No shadow patterns are cast onto Minaret Road, Canyon Boulevard, or off-site
properties.

Implementation of the proposed project would result in slightly increased shadow patterns in the
summer months. Shadows cast in the morning and evening hours have been extended further onto
the on-site 8050 Building A (in the morning hours) as well as partially onto Minaret Road in the
evening hours.

December 21. On December 21, shadows cast by the permitted 8050 Building C are widespread
within the project site during all hours; refer to Exhibit 5.2-9b, Proposed Winter Shadow Patterns.
Morning shadows would be present primarily to the northwest of the project site, onto the existing
8050 Buildings A and B, as well as the North Village Plaza area. During noon, the sun shines above
from a southerly direction, casting shadows in a northerly fashion; shadows would be cast on-site
within vacant land and onto a large portion of Minaret Road to the north at this time. In the early
afternoon (i.e., 3:00 p.m.), Minaret Road would be mostly cast over by shadows as a result of both
the permitted 8050 Building C as well as other buildings in the area (8050 Buildings A and B as well
as Fireside at the Village condominiums).

Implementation of the proposed project would result in increased shadow patterns in the winter
months. Shadows cast in all hours have been extended further, including those onto Minaret Road
and the resort lodging property to the north in the afternoon and evening hours.

March 21/September 21. Shadows generated by buildings are similar on March 21 and September
21, when the sun shines at a moderate angle at noon. Shadows generated by the permitted 8050
Building C during these periods tend to extend to the west onto the existing 8050 Buildings A and
B, within the project site during the morning (9:00 a.m.), and extend onto Minaret Road, to the
northeast, in the late afternoon (3:00 p.m.); refer to Exhibit 5.2-9c, Proposed Vernal/Autumnal Shadow
Patterns. Morning shadows would be present primarily to the northwest, onto the existing 8050
Building A. During noon, the sun shines above from a southerly direction, casting shadows in a
northerly fashion; shadows would be cast on-site within vacant land at this time. In the early
afternoon (i.e., 3:00 p.m.), Minaret Road would be mostly cast over by shadows (similar to other
buildings in the area).

Implementation of the proposed project would result in increased shadow patterns in the
spring/autumnal months. Shadows cast in all hours have been extended further, including those
onto the on-site 8050 Building A (in the morning hours) and Minaret Road in the afternoon and
evening hours.
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Impact Conclusion

The proposed building would cast new shadows on nearby public streets and sidewalks as well as
onto the existing 8050 Buildings A and B and the resort lodging property to the north, compared to
the permitted 8050 Building C. Project-generated shadows would increase along Minaret Road in
the afternoon and evening hours for both the spring/autumn and winter months. Although the
proposed building would cast shadows on the 8050 Buildings A and B to the northwest and north,
and the commercial (resort lodging) structure to the northeast of the project site, these shadows
would not be uncharacteristic for the area and would not appear substantially greater than the
approved 8050 Building C shadows. Implementation of the proposed project would not cast
shadow on existing solar heat or passive solar collectors, as no solar collectors are present within or
adjoining the project site.

As illustrated on Exhibits 5.2-9a through Exhibit 5.2-9c, the proposed buildings would shade the
sidewalk and travel lanes of Minaret Road during the spring/autumn and winter months for more
than three hours after 12:00 p.m. Particularly, most of the shade increase would occur along the
eastern-most northbound travel lane of Minaret Road, compared to the approved 8050 Building C.
Caltrans conducts snow removal operations and cindering of the road to maintain safe travel
conditions. Furthermore, the existing and future sidewalks along Minaret Road have or will have
heat melt systems to address shade conditions.

In addition, the proposed buildings would cast shadows on the existing 8050 Buildings A and B to
the northwest and resort lodging uses to the north. Specifically, shadows would be increased within
the building and vacant areas to the northwest and north, respectively. However, these buildings are
not considered to be in constant shadow as they are not cast onto any particular area for the entirety
of the day. Also, the project would not cast a shadow on the Village Plaza. Therefore, the resulting
shadows cast by the proposed structures would result in less than significant impacts to surrounding
uses as a result of constant shadows.

The Town Planning and Economic Development Commission would complete an architectural
design review as part of the site plan review process6. The design review would consider setbacks, as
well as building height, alignment, and form. As the project would not cast shadow on existing solar
heat or passive solar collectors or result in constant shadows on surrounding uses, impacts
pertaining to shade and shadow would be reduced to less than significant levels.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

AdditionalMitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

~‘ The project was reviewed by the ADP on November 4, 2013 and December 13, 2013. The ADP was

supportive of the general design direction and was supportive of the additional articulation along Minaret Road, which
gives the new building more scale and interest.

Public Review Draft • July 2014 5.2-35 Aesthetics/Light and Glare



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIPORNIA

5.2.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

SCENIC VIEWS AND VISTAS

• PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WOULD NOT HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL
ADVERSE CUMULATIVE AFFECT ON A SCENIC VIEW OR VISTA.

ImpactAnalysis: Increased development in the NVSP area could contribute to increased building
heights and massing, which could increase view obstruction of the Sherwin Range to the south. The
1999 SPEIR considered impacts associated with build-out of the NVSP, together with cumulative
projects; however, specific considerations to view obstruction were not provided. Although future
development could increase view blockage of the Sherwin Range, as seen from the NVSP area, each
project would be reviewed and evaluated by the ADP and/or Planning and Economic Development
Commission to ensure that there is not substantial view blockage to this designated scenic resource.
Further, as discussed in Impact Statement AES-1, the proposed project would not result in increased
view blockage of the Sherwin Range compared to that analyzed as part of the 1999 SPEIR. Thus,
the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact in this regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

STATE SCENIC HIGHWAYS

• PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WOULD NOT HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL
ADVERSE CUMULATIVE AFFECT ON VISUAL RESOURCES WITHIN A STATE
SCENIC HIGHWAY.

ImpactAnalysis: As discussed in Impact Statement AES-2, State Route 203 (Minaret Road) is an
eligible State scenic highway. Although not yet officially designated, the potential for increased view
blockage and removal of significant mature trees along the viewshed of Minaret Road could affect
the future designation of this highway. Each development project would be reviewed and evaluated
by the ADP and/or Planning and Economic Development Commission to ensure view blockage
policies are complied with (per the Town’s 2007 General Plan goals and policies) as well as enforce
the Town’s Municipal Code pertaining to tree removal. As discussed in Impact Statement AES-2,
the proposed project would not result in an increase in view blockage of the Sherwin Range or
removal of significant trees (as defined by the Town’s Municipal Code) along the viewshed of
Minaret Road. Thus, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact in
this regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.
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Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

SHORT-TERM VISUAL CHARACTER/QUALITY

• DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND
RELATED CUMULATIVE PROJECTS COULD RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT
CUMULATIVE SHORT-TERM AESTHETIC IMPACT.

Impact Analysis: Project construction activities are considered to be short-term and would cease
upon project completion. Mammoth Crossing (Cumulative Project #7 as identified on Exhibit 4-1,
Cumulative Project Locations) is located to the south, adjacent to the project site. At this time, it is
anticipated that Mammoth Crossing would be constructed after the proposed project. . The project
proposes construction staging areas at the Mammoth Crossing location. However, construction-
related impacts could occur at the same time as the proposed project. The project would be
required to implement the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-lj, which would require equipment
and vehicle staging areas, stockpiling of materials, and fencing (i.e., temporary fencing with opaque
material). All staging areas would be required to be sited and screened in a manner that would
minimize public views and views from surrounding sensitive viewers (e.g., residents) to the staging
areas. Further, the Additional Mitigation Measure AES-1 would require the preparation of a
construction hauling plan, which specifies requirements for haul route(s). With implementation of
the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-lj and the Additional Mitigation Measure AES-1, the visual
impacts, as viewed by the surrounding residents, pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists, would be
reduced. As these impacts are temporary in nature and would cease upon project completion
(approximately 12 months), the project’s construction-related impacts to the visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings would be reduced to less than significant levels. Thus, the
proposed project is not anticipated to result in significant cumulatively-contributable aesthetic
impacts during construction.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-
lj.

Additional Mitigation Measures: Refer to the Additional Mitigation Measure AES-1.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

LONG-TERM VISUAL CHARACTER/QUALITY

• DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND
RELATED CUMULATIVE PROJECTS COULD RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT
LONG-TERM CUMULATIVE CHARACTER/QUALITY IMPACTS.

Impact Analysis: Cumulative projects could result in a change in the character/quality of the
landscape experienced within the NVSP area. The 1999 SPEIR considered that build-out of the
NVSP, together with cumulative projects, may alter the nature and appearance of the area and
contribute to the loss of open space. Analysis concluded that no significant impacts beyond the
analysis contained in the 1987 General Plan and 1987 General Plan PEIR were anticipated.
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Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with the Mammoth Crossing Project to the
south would change the visible building massing and architecture as experienced along Minaret
Road. However, as discussed in Impact Statement AES-4, these changes in character would be
generally consistent with the intent of the Town’s 2007 General Plan, NVSP, and North Village
Design Guidelines. Particularly, the project would increase the architectural diversity along Minaret
Road as well as increase the pedestrian-scale walkways along Minaret Road. Further, the project
would be subject to the applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.3-id and 5.3-2b, which would
require the project’s proposed landscaping and architectural style to blend with the area’s natural
setting. With implementation of the applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures, the proposed
project would not result in substantial cumulatively considerable impacts in this regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures
5.3-id and 5.3-2b.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

LIGHT AND GLARE

• DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD INTRODUCE NEW
SOURCES OF LIGHT AND GLARE INTO THE PROJECT AREA, WHICH COULD
RESULT IN CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE LIGHT AND GLARE IMPACTS.

ImpactAnalysis: Future development would introduce a greater intensity of lighting to the NVSP
area. New development would require lighting for activity areas involving nighttime uses, parking,
lighting around the structures (security lighting and walkways), and lighting for interior of the
buildings, if applicable. The light and glare impacts of individual development projects can often be
mitigated through careful site design, proper lighting techniques to direct light on-site and away
from adjacent properties, and compliance with the 2007 General Plan and Municipal Code. Sources
of light and glare for cumulative projects would be evaluated on a project-by-project basis. All new
development would particularly be required to comply with Section 17.36.030, Outdoor Lîghtin~g Plans,
of the Town’s Municipal Code.

The 1991 PEIR determined that lighting and glare levels at the project site would increase with
development of the NVSP. Mitigation measures were recommended to reduce these impacts to less
than significant levels. According to the 1999 SPEIR, development in accordance with the 1999
NVSP Amendment would not create additional sources of light and glare over anticipated levels for
the NVSP area. The 1999 SPEIR stated that light sources would be required to be directed away
from adjacent uses. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the previously identified mitigation measures,
together with Municipal Code requirements pertaining to directive light techniques, would reduce
potential impacts of new sources of light or glare to less than significant levels.

As discussed in Impact Statement AES-5, the proposed project would increase the lighting emitted
at the project site as a result of the additional three stories proposed. Development of the proposed
project would be subject to environmental and design review to ensure that light and glare impacts
would not substantially increase the amount and intensity of nighttime lighting, nor cause light

Public Review Draft • July 2014 5.2-38 Aesthetics/Light and Glare



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

spillover onto adjoining properties. The 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-3d pertaining to
vegetation installation to screen views to areas of intrusive lighting, as seen from residents
particularly to the south, would further reduce these impacts. All new development would be
required to comply with the requirements of the Town’s Lighting Regulations (Municipal Code
Section 17.36.030). With implementation of the applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures as well
as the Additional Mitigation Measures AES-2 and AES-3, the project would not result in substantial
cumulatively considerable impacts in this regard.

Future development would also result in increased glare as a result of new buildings within the
NVSP area. Implementation of the 1999 SPEIR recommended Mitigation Measure 5.3-3c would
require minimiring reflective glass and other reflective building materials used on the exterior of any
new structures, including the proposed project. Thus, with implementation of the 1999 SPEIR
recommended Mitigation Measure 5.3-3c, the proposed project would not result in substantial
cumulatively considerable impacts pertaining to increased glare (compared to that analyzed in the
1999 SPEIR).

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures
5.3-3c and 5.3-3d.

AdditionalMitigation Measures: Refer to the Additional Mitigation Measures AES-2 and AES-3.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

SHADE/SHADOW

• DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN
CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE SHADE AND SHADOW IMPACTS WITHIN
THE NVSP AREA.

Impact Analysis: New structures associated with future development in the NVSP area may cast
shadows in their respective locations; however, this issue is typically localized to each development
site. Although the proposed project would result in increased shadows within the project vicinity,
these impacts would be iess than significant, as previously described, and these impacts are project-
specific and not cumulatively considerable (as no future projects are proposed adjoining the project
site). Thus, the proposed project would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts in this
regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.
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5.2.7 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts pertaining to
aesthetics/light and glare upon implementation of the applicable 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures,
as well as the Additional Mitigation Measures AES-1 through AES-3.
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5.3 TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION

This section is based upon The Inn at the Villa~ge Project — Traffic Ana/ysis (Traffic Study), dated May 8,
2014, and 50 Canjion Boulevard (Inn at the Vilk~ge): Valet Operation (Valet Operation Analysis), dated
October 23, 2013, both prepared by LSA Associates, Inc., and which are included as Appendix 11.2,
Traffic Study. The purpose of the Traffic Study is to evaluate development of the proposed project
from a traffic and circulation standpoint. Mitigation measures are recommended, if necessary, to
avoid or reduce project impacts on traffic and circulation.

The Traffic Study analyzes existing and future am. and p.m. peak hour traffic conditions for the
following scenarios:

• Existing winter conditions;
• Existing with project conditions;
• Cumulative without project conditions;
• Cumulative with project conditions;
• 2007 General Plan Buildout without project conditions; and
• 2007 General Plan Buildout with project conditions.

5.3.1 EXISTING SETTING

STUDY AREA

Study Intersections

Exhibit 5.3-1, Location of’ Study Intersections, identifies the location of the following four study
intersections, which provide access to the project area.

• Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road;
• Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street;
• Minaret Road/Forest Trail; and
• Forest Trail/Main Street.

Study Roadway Segments

The following seven roadway segments traverse the study area and its vicinity:

• Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road;
• Minaret Road north of Lake Mary Road- Main Street;
• Minaret Road south of Lake Mary Road- Main Street;
• Lake Mary Road west of Canyon Boulevard;
• Lake Mary Road-Main Street between Canyon Boulevard and Minaret Road;
• Main Street east of Minaret Road; and
• Forest Trail east of Minaret Road.
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Weekend peak-hour intersection and roadway segment counts were obtained from the Town of
Mammoth Lakes Travel Demand Model Final Report (Travel Demand Model) (LSC Transportation
Consultants, Inc., dated 2011) for locations in the project vicinity. For purposes of the traffic
analysis, the Existing and Alternative X (Buildout “Baseline” plus Existing Network) traffic volumes
were used from the model. Using available data from the Travel Demand Model, the peak hour
operations of the study area intersections and roadway segments have been determined for Existing,
Cumulative, and Buildout (Alternative X) baseline (no project) conditions.

The Buildout (Alternative X) baseline (no project) volumes from the Travel Demand Model were
used to develop the Cumulative peak-hour intersection and roadway segment volumes. Because the
Town’s model includes the maximum allowable density on the project site (8050 project), including
uses and bedrooms not currently built, the manual reduction of peak hour trips equivalent to 37
bedrooms from the project site has been applied to the Buildout (Alternative X) baseline (no
project) volumes to represent the Cumulative baseline conditions. The peak-hour trips of 37 total
bedrooms from the project site were removed from the study area intersection and roadway
segment volumes. The volume adjustments are provided as Attachment 5 of the Traffic Study,
included as Appendix 11.2.

LEVEL OF SERVICE METHODOLOGY
AND PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

Roadway operations and the relationship between capacity and traffic volumes are generally
expressed in terms of Level of Service (LOS). These levels recognize that, while an absolute limit
exists regarding the amount of traffic traveling through a given intersection (the absolute capacity),
the conditions that motorists experience rapidly deteriorates as traffic approaches the absolute
capacity. Under such conditions, congestion is experienced. There is general instability in the traffic
flow, which means that relatively small incidents (e.g., momentary engine stalls) can cause
considerable fluctuations in speeds and delays. This near-capacity situation is labeled LOS E.
Beyond LOS E, capacity has been exceeded, and arriving traffic would exceed the ability of the
intersection to accommodate it. An upstream queue would then form and continue to expand in
length until the demand volume again declines.

To determine the peak-hour operations of intersections within the study area, the Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) 2010 methodology was used. The HCM analysis methodology describes the
operation of an intersection using a range of LOS from LOS A (free-flow conditions) to LOS F
(severely congested conditions), based on the corresponding ranges of stopped delay experienced
per vehicle for signalized and unsignalized intersections shown in Table 5.3-1, LOS and Delay Rarnies.

The peak-hour operation of the future roundabout at Minaret Road/Forest Trail was determined
using the SIDRA 6 software. Detailed HCM and SIDRA 6 worksheets are provided as Attachments
3 and 4 of the Traffic Study, included as Appendix 11.2.
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Table 5.3-1
LOS and Delay Ranges

Level of Signalized Intersections Unsignalized Intersections
Service Description Delay (seconds) Delay (seconds)

Operations with very low delay occurring
A with favorable progression and/or short ≤ 10.0 ≤ 10.0

cycle lengths.
Operations with low delay occurring with

B good progression and/or short cycle > 10.0 and ≤ 20.0 > 10.0—15.0
lengths.
Operations with average delays
resulting from fair progression and/orC > 20.0 and ≤ 35.0 > 15.0—25.0longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle
failures begin to appear.
Operations with longer delays due to a
combination of unfavorable progression,

D long cycle lengths, or high V/C ratios. > 35.0 and ≤ 55.0 > 25.0—35.0
Many vehicles stop and individual cycle
failures are noticeable.
Operations with high delay values
indicating poor progression, long cycle

E lengths, and high V/C ratios. Individual > 55.0 and ≤ 80.0 > 35.0-50.0
cycle failures are frequent occurrences.
This is considered to be the limit of
acceptable delay.
Operation with delays unacceptable to

F most drivers occurring due to over > 80.0 > 50.0saturation, poor progression, or very
long cycle lengths.

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes, Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the Town of Mammoth Lakes 2005 General Plan
Update, dated May 2007.

The Town’s LOS (which is defined using letter grades A through F) standard for intersections is
LOS D, which corresponds to a delay of 55.0 seconds or less for signalized intersections. An
intersection is considered satisfactory when it operates in the range of LOS A to D. An unsignalized
intersection would be considered deficient if an individual minor street movement operates at LOS
E or F (greater than 35.0 seconds of delay) and the total minor approach delay exceeds four vehicle
hours for a single-lane approach and five vehicle hours for a multilane approach, consistent with the
Circulation Element of the 2007 General Plan.

Roadway segment volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios and LOS were determined using the Town’s peak
hour roadway capacities. The Town’s LOS standard for roadway segments is also LOS D. A
significant impact occurs on a roadway segment operating at unsatisfactory LOS E or F when
deficiencies are identified at the adjacent intersections or driveways.
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EXISTING (WINTER) CONDITIONS

Intersection Levels of Service

Table 5.3-2, Existiny Peak Hour Intersection Levels ofService, summarizes the existing peak hour LOS for
the study intersections.

Table 5.3-2
Existing Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service

Study Intersection Traffic Control Delay1 LOS

1 Canyon BoulevardlLake Mary Road Signal 9.8 sec A
2 Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street Signal 30.0 sec C
3 Minaret Road/Forest Trail TWSC 0.386 hr D
4 Forest Trail/Main Street TWSC 1.123 hr D

LOS = level of service; Signal = traffic signal; TWSC two-way stop-controlled; sec = seconds; hr hour.
Notes:
1. For signalized intersections, delay is the average intersection delay in seconds. For TWSC intersections, delay is the

worst-case total minor street approach delay in hours.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Project — Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; included as Appendix

iI2~ Traffic Study.

As indicated in Table 5.3-2, all study intersections are currently operating at an acceptable LOS
(LOS D or better) during the peak hours based on the Town’s LOS standards.

Roadway Segment Levels of Service

Table 5.3-3, Existing Peak Hour Rgadway Segment Levels of Service, summarizes the existing peak hour
LOS for the study roadway segments.

Table 5.3-3
Existing Peak Hour Roadway Segment Levels of Service

Peak Hour
Roadway Segment Capacity Volume VIC LOS

(vehicles) (vehIcles)

Canyon Boulevard North of Lake Mary Road 800 875 1.09 F
North of Lake Mary Road-Main Street 1,500 934 0.62 B

Minaret Road
South of Lake Mary Road-Main Street 1,400 718 0.51 A
West of Canyon Boulevard 800 327 0.41 A

Lake Mary Road-Main Street Between Canyon and Minaret 1,600 1,211 0.76 C
EastofMinaretRoad 3,200 1,596 0.50 A

Forest Trail East of Minaret Road 500 129 0.26 A
LOS level of service; V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio
Bold values indicate unacceptable LOS E or F.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Project — Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; included as A~~endix 11.2, fl~.ffjc
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As indicated in Table 5.3-3, all study roadway segments are currently operating at an acceptable LOS
(LOS D or better) with the exception of Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road.

EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE

The Eastern Sierra Transit Authority (ESTA) operates both regional and local bus lines that serve
the Town, including inter-city service along Highway 395 and the Town’s intra-city shuttle/trolley
service. Other key transit providers in the area are the Mammoth Mountain Ski Area (MMSA), who
contracts with ESTA to provide access between the Town and their ski area portals, and the
Yosemite Area Regional Transportation System (YARTS) which provides summer shuttle service
between the Town and Yosemite National Park.

The Town’s fixed route service is fare-free. Several routes provide service to the NVSP area with a
stop on Minaret Road and at Canyon Boulevard, north of the project site. Routes serving the NVSP
area include the Red Line, Purple Line, Yellow Line, Orange Line, Blue Line, Evening Hospitality
Shuttle, and Night Trolley.

EXISTING PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES

The project site is located within the central portion of the NVSP area, just south of the Village
Plaza and North Village gondola, which provides connection to Mammoth Mountain Ski Area.
Sidewalks extend from Forest Trail along Minaret Road, adjacent to most of the project site.
Sidewalks are not available along the southernmost portion of the project site to Main Street.
Sidewalks are located along Canyon Boulevard. Crosswalks are provided at Minaret Road and Lake
Mary Road-Main Street and at Canyon Boulevard and Lake Mary Road-Main Street. In addition,
mid-block crosswalks are provided on Minaret Road and Canyon Boulevard, providing access to the
Village Plaza and North Village gondola from other uses within the area.

According to Map 2-2, Existing Summer Recreation Nodes and Facilities (UGB & Beyond), of the Town of
Mammoth Lakes Trail Sjstem Master Plan (Trail System Master Plan), adopted October 19, 2011, an
existing Class III Bike Route is located along Minaret Road and Canyon Boulevard, adjacent to the
project site. Bike routes provide for shared use with bicyclists and motor vehicle traffic and are
typically identified only by signing. South of Main Street, an existing Class II Bike Lane is located
along Minaret Road. Bike lanes provide a striped and stenciled lane for one-way travel on both sides
of a typical street or highway. A near-term’ multi-use path is identified along Lake Mary Road, west
of Minaret Road; this path has been completed. A multi-use path provides for bicycle and
pedestrian travel on a paved right-of-way completely separated from any street or highway.

A near-term multi-use path is defined as projects which are funded, designed, and/or under construction.
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5.3.2 REGULATORY SETTING

STATE LEVEL

California Department of Transportation

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) publishes the Guide for the Preparation of
Traffic Impact Studies, which provides guidelines and recommended elements of traffic studies for
projects that could potentially impact state facilities such as State Route highways and freeway
facilities. This is a State-level document that is used by each of the Caltrans District offices.

The Guide defines when traffic studies should be conducted to address impacts to State facilities,
but does not define quantitative impact standards. The Guide states that Measures of Effectiveness
(MOEs) are used to evaluate Caltrans facilities, and that the agency strives to maintain a LOS value
of C on its facilities. However, the Guide states that the appropriate target LOS varies by facility
and congestion level, and is defined differently by Caltrans depending on the analyzed facility.

LOCAL LEVEL

Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan 2007

The Mobility Element of the 2007 General Plan describes how the Town achieves a progressive and
integrated multi-modal transportation system that serves the various needs of residents, employees,
and visitors. The Element focuses on the Town being connected, accessible, uncongested, and safe
with emphasis on feet first, public transportation second, and car last, and identifies measures to
improve mobility throughout.

Mobility Element policies that pertain to the proposed project include, but are not limited to, the
following:

• Maintain a Level of Service D or better on the Peak Design Day at intersections along
arterial and collector roads (Policy M.3.A).

• Reduce automobile trips by promoting and facilitating:

- Walking;
- Bicycling;
- Local and regional transit;
- Innovative parking management;
- Gondolas and trams;
- Employer-based trip reduction programs;
- Alternate work schedules;
- Telecommuting;
- Ride-share programs; and
- Cross-country skiing and snowshoeing (Policy M.3.B).

Public Review Draft • July 2014 5.3-7 Traffic/Circulation



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CA LI PORN IA

• Reduce automobile trips by promoting land use and transportation strategies such as:
implementation of compact pedestrian oriented development; clustered and infill
development; mixed uses and neighborhood serving commercial mixed use centers (Policy
M.3.C).

• Require development to implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures
(Policy M.3.E).

• Construction activities shall be planned, scheduled and conducted to minimize the severity
and duration of traffic impediments (Policy M.3.G).

• Encourage transit use by requiring development and facility improvements to incorporate
features such as shelters, safe routes to transit stops, and year-round access (Policy M.5.B).

• Require all development to construct improvements and/or pay traffic impact fees to
adequately mitigate identified impacts. Mitigation of significant project-related impacts may
require improvements beyond those addressed by the current Capital Improvement Program
and Town of Mammoth Lakes Air Quality Management Plan and Particulate Emissions
Regulations (Policy M.7.E).

Town of Mammoth Lakes Trail System Master Plan

The Trail System Master Plan, adopted October 19, 2011, updates the 1991 Trail System Plan, in
accordance with the 2007 General Plan. The Trail System Master Plan also carries forward projects
from the General Bikewqy P/an and the Sherivins Area Recreation P/an (SHARP). The Trail System
Master Plan envisions an integrated system of infrastructure and programs that support recreation
and mobility simultaneously, by seamlessly connecting homes, hotels, businesses, recreation nodes,
and backcountry experiences. It is based on the notion that the recreational trail experience begins
when you leave your home or hotel, not just when you park your car at the trailhead. In addition to
new trails, paved pathways, signage and wayfinding, and associated amenities, the Plan includes
suggestions for other improvements such as sidewalks, crosswalks, bus stops, bike lanes, bicycle
parking, summer maintenance, and snow removal.

Town of Mammoth Lakes Pedestrian Master Plan

The Town of Mammoth Lakes Pedestrian Master Plan (Pedestrian Master Plan), adopted April 16,
2014, serves as an update to the Town’s Sidewalk Master Plan and guides the future development
and enhancement of pedestrian facilities within the Town. It is intended to follow the General Plan
Mobility Element goals, policies, and actions related to pedestrian infrastructure. The Pedestrian
Master Plan focuses on the triple-bottom-line, which is where transportation complements the
community’s social, economic, and natural capital and seeks to implement feet-first transportation,
which emphasizes and prioritizes: 1) non-motorized travel; 2) public transportation; and 3) vehicles.
The Pedestrian Master Plan inventories existing infrastructure, assesses current and future needs,
and makes recommendations for the funding and implementation of projects.
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Town of Mammoth Lakes Bikeway Plan Update

The Town of Mammoth Lakes Bikeway Plan Update (Bikeway Plan Update), adopted April 16,
2014, guides the future development of bicycle facilities and programs in the Town. Its
recommendations will facilitate bicycling for transportation and recreation and help attain the goals
identified in the bicycle section of the General Plan Mobility Element. The Bikeway Plan Update
seeks to meet the community needs and desires for a pleasant, enjoyable, and safer bicycle
experience by establishing an overall framework for developing the bicycle network.

Town of Mammoth Lakes Municipal Code

Article II. Development Impact Mitigation Fees. The Town has established development impact
fees which are imposed on the issuance of building permits for development within the Town. Any
person who seeks to develop land within the Town by applying for a building permit is required to
pay the appropriate development impact fee prior to• the first framing or “skeleton” inspection of
the permit or annex into a Mello Roos District, if established. A development impact fee, Circulation
Sjstem (Streets, Signals, Bri4ges, Transit and Trails), has been established. Revenues are deposited into a
fund and administered on a consolidated basis.

5.3.3 IMPACT THRESHOLDS
AND SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

DEFINITION OF DEFICIENCY AND SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Definition of Deficiency

The Town’s LOS standard for signalized intersections is LOS D (less than 55.0 seconds of delay).

The Town’s LOS standard for unsignalized intersections is LOS D (less than 35.0 seconds of delay)
and less than four vehicle hours of total minor approach delay for a single-lane approach (or five
vehicle hours of total minor approach delay for a multilane approach).

The Town’s LOS standard for roadway segments is LOS D.

Definition of Significant Impact

The identification of significant impacts is a requirement of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). A traffic impact is considered significant and immitigable if the project both:
i) contributes measurable traffic to, and ii) substantially and adversely changes the level of service at
any off-site location projected to experience deficient operations under foreseeable cumulative
conditions, where feasible improvements consistent with the 2007 General Plan cannot be
constructed.

A significant project impact occurs on a roadway segment operating at LOS E or F when a
significant project impact is identified at an adjacent (upstream or downstream) intersection.
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Significance Criteria

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains the Modified Initial Study Environmental Checklist
form used during preparation of the Modified Initial Study, which is contained in Appendix 11.1 of
this SEIR. The Modified Initial Study includes questions relating to traffic/circulation. The issues
presented in the Environmental Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of significance in this
section. Accordingly, a project may create a significant adverse environmental impact if it would:

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness
for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of
the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit (refer to Impact Statements TRA-1,
TRA-2, and TRA-3);

• Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to
level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; refer to Section

~ Efficts Found Not To Be Sign~fican4

• Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks; refer to Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not
To Be Si~inifican4

• Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); refer to Section 8.0, Efficts Found
Not To Be Significant;

• Result in inadequate emergency access; refer to Section 8.0, Bificts Found Not To Be Significant;
and

• Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities; refer
to Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not To Be Significant.

Based on these standards, the effects of the proposed project have been categorized as either a “less
than significant impact” or a “potentially significant impact.” Mitigation measures are recommended
for potentially significant impacts. If a potentially significant impact cannot be reduced to a less
than significant level through the application of mitigation, it is categorized as a significant and
unavoidable impact.

5.3.4 OVERVIEW OF PREVIOUS
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The 1991 PEIR provided an analysis of traffic generation, the NVSP Circulation Plan, pedestrian
circulation, and transit. For traffic generation, a cumulative plus project scenario was presented
which represented traffic conditions with full buildout of the 1991 NVSP. The LOS analysis
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identified seven roadway segments that would operate at LOS F. Several intersections were also
identified to operate at LOS F. Mitigation measures were provided to reduce the significance of
impacts, which included a Transportation Demand Management Program.

The Circulation Plan review evaluated vehicular circulation, roadway design consideration, and
access. The analysis concluded that the overall circulation for the area in the vicinity could expect to
be improved by the proposed NVSP roadway network. The roadway design consideration
addressed the Canyon Boulevard realignment and closure realignment of Berner Street. Mitigation
for the Circulation Plan was provided and included the provision of transit services.

The 1994 NVSP Amendment resulted in further analysis of traffic and circulation conditions and
was included in the 1994 PEIR Addendum. This analysis resulted in modified mitigation measures
as a result of modifications to traffic patterns.

The 1999 SPEIR determined that the 1999 NVSP Amendment would result in the generation of
approximately 15,419 additional typical Saturday daily trips. This increase in traffic could result in
potentially significant impacts to the existing LOS on three nearby intersections. The 1999 SPEIR
determined that implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would reduce potentially
significant impacts to less than significant levels. Further, the 1999 SPEIR determined that
operational deficiencies would occur at several intersections in the area with and without the 1999
NVSP Amendment, assuming buildout of the Town’s 1987 General Plan. The 1999 SPEIR
concluded that with implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, cumulative impacts
in this regard would be reduced to less than significant levels.

The 1999 SPEIR also determined that the 1999 NVSP Amendment was consistent with the Town’s
1987 General Plan policies that encouraged transit, pedestrian, and bicycle transportation, and
discouraged vehicular transportation. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that with implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures, cumulative impacts in this regard would be reduced to less than
significant levels.

5.3.5 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC GENERATION

TRA-1 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WOULD NOT CAUSE A SIGNIFICANT
INCREASE IN TRAFFIC FOR EXISTING CONDITIONS WHEN
COMPARED TO THE TRAFFIC CAPACITY OF THE STREET SYSTEM.

Impact Analysis: The previous environmental documentation did not specify construction traffic
generation-related traffic/circulation impacts. Construction activities associated with the proposed
project would generate traffic as a result of vehicular traffic related to construction workers and
delivery of materials to the project site. Project construction is anticipated to take 12 months.
During construction, the construction offices would be accommodated nearby on the Mammoth
Crossing property located on the northeast corner of Canyon Boulevard and Lake Mary Road while
construction phase parking, mobilization, and storage of materials would be located on the southeast
corner of Minaret Road and Main Street; refer to Exhibit 3-9, Construction Sta~iing Plan.
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Construction-related trips associated with trucks and employees traveling to and from the project
site may result in minor traffic delays within the project area. However, the potential traffic
interference caused by construction vehicles would only be a temporary, short-term impact to
vehicles using Canyon Boulevard, Minaret Road, and Lake Mary Road in the morning and afternoon
hours.

Hauling of the material would be restricted to occur during the off-peak hours (9:00 a.m. to 3:00
p.m.) and appropriate traffic control personnel (“flaggers”) would be used to ensure construction
vehicles operate safely along Canyon Boulevard, Minaret Road, and Lake Mary Road and in a
manner that minimizes disruption of traffic along these roadways.

It is anticipated that a maximum of 41 workers and an average of 33 workers would be on site at any
given time during construction of the project. Many of these workers would stagger their work
schedules and would not arrive or depart at the same time. However, as a conservative estimate, if
all 41 workers drove individually and arrived and departed during the peak periods, the interim
traffic generated by construction workers traveling to and from the project site would represent
approximately six percent of the existing peak-hour traffic on Minaret Road and 2.5 percent of the
existing peak-hour traffic on Main Street (east of Minaret Road). The actual construction worker
trip volumes would be dispersed throughout the peak period (consisting of multiple hours) and the
entire day. The temporary nature of the construction trips and the nominal increase in temporary
traffic volumes would not result in a significant impact. Thus, construction worker traffic impacts
would be less than significant in this regard.

In order to reduce the potential impact of construction-related vehicles interacting with pedestrians
and local traffic, a construction management plan would be developed to implement a variety of
measures to minimize traffic and parking impacts upon the local circulation system (Additional
Mitigation Measure TRA-1). The construction management plan would indude, but not be limited
to the: prohibition of construction worker parking along local streets, identification of appropriate
haul routes to avoid traffic disruptions, and limitation of hauling activities to off-peak hours.
Implementation of a construction management plan would further ensure potential impacts
associated with construction-related traffic would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures:

TRA-1 Prior to issuance of any Building Permits, a Construction Management Plan shall be
submitted for review and approval by the Community and Economic Development
Department Planning Manager. The Construction Management Plan shall, at a
minimum, address the following:

• Traffic control for any street closure, detour, or other disruption to traffic
circulation.

• Identify the routes that construction vehicles would utilize for the delivery of
construction materials (i.e., lumber, tiles, piping, windows, etc.), to access the site,
traffic controls and detours, and proposed construction phasing plan for the project.
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• Specify the hours during which transport activities can occur and methods to
mitigate construction-related impacts to adjacent streets.

• Require the Applicant to keep all haul routes clean and free of debris, including but
not limited to gravel and dirt as a result of its operations. The Applicant shall clean
adjacent streets, as directed by the Town Engineer (or representative of the Town
Engineer), of any material which may have been spilled, tracked, or blown onto
adjacent streets or areas.

• The scheduling of hauling or transport of oversize loads shall avoid peak hour traffic
periods to the maximum extent feasible, unless approved otherwise by the Town
Engineer. No hauling or transport shall be allowed during nighttime hours or
Federal holidays. All hauling and transport activities shall comply with Municipal
Code Chapter 8.16, Noise Re~gu/ation.

• Haul trucks entering or exiting public streets shall at all times yield to the public
traffic.

• If hauling operations cause any damage to existing pavement, streets, curbs, and/or
gutters along the haul route, the Applicant shall be fully responsible for repairs. The
repairs shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Town Engineer.

• All constructed-related parking and staging of vehicles shall be kept out of the
adjacent public roadways and shall occur within the identified construction staging
area.

• This Plan shall meet standards established in the current California Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Device (MUTCD) as well as Town of Mammoth Lakes
requirements.

Level ofSi~-nfficance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION

TRA-2 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WOULD NOT CAUSE A SIGNIFICANT
INCREASE IN TRAFFIC FOR FORECAST CONDITIONS WHEN
COMPARED TO THE TRAFFIC CAPACITY OF THE STREET SYSTEM.

Impact Analysis: The 1991 PEIR provided an analysis of traffic generation. A cumulative plus
project scenario was presented which represented traffic conditions with full buildout of the 1991
NVSP. The LOS analysis identified seven roadway segments that would operate at LOS F. Several
intersections were also identified to operate at LOS F. Mitigation measures were provided to reduce
the significance of impacts, which included a Transportation Demand Management Program. The
1994 NVSP Amendment resulted in further analysis of traffic conditions and was included in the
1994 PEIR Addendum. This analysis resulted in modified mitigation measures as a result of
modifications to traffic patterns. The 1999 SPEIR determined that the 1999 NVSP Amendment
would result in the generation of approximately 15,419 additional typical Saturday daily trips. This
increase in traffic could result in potentially significant impacts to the existing LOS on three nearby
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intersections. The 1999 SPEIR determined that implementation of the recommended mitigation
measures would reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels.

The proposed project involves the development of a seven-story hotel that includes hotel rooms,
food and beverage sales, spa, outdoor pool! jacuzzis, and landscaping elements. The hotel, totaling
64,750 gross square feet of buildable floor area, would consist of a maximum lodging room count of
up to 67 rooms. The project would be built on top of the existing parking structure podium.

The proposed development would exceed the maximum allowable density of the project site by 30
rooms. In order to exceed the project site’s maximum allowable density by 30 rooms, but remain
within the overall maximum density of the entire NVSP, the Applicant is proposing to transfer 30
bedrooms to the project site from another site within the NVSP Mammoth Crossing zone. Two
parcels within the Mammoth Crossing zone, either the Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing
Company site at the northwest corner of Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street or the Ullr site
at the southeast corner of Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street, is proposed to serve as the
“sending site” for purposes of the density transfer.

Project Trip Generation

Typical winter weekend peak-hour trips were generated for the project using empirical survey data
from a study conducted in the NVSP area in February and March 2008; refer to Attachment 6 of the
Traffic Study, included as Appendix 11.2. This study evaluated trip generation characteristics of
occupied units in the NVSP area (Village Lodges and Westin Hotel) and included trip generation for
guest-serving uses within these projects such as restaurants, bars, spas, pools, conference facilities,
etc.

The trip rate applied for the project is 0.28 trip per occupied unit, which represents the high end of
the survey results. The project trip generation for the 10,700 square feet of guest-serving uses (i.e.,
food and beverage service, spa, etc.) is incorporated within the 0.28 trip rate applied to each
occupied unit.

The basis for using an observed/measured rate is that the data reflects the net vehicular trip
generation while recognizing the proximity of its resort units to accessory retail and restaurant uses,
as well as to the gondola and other retail and restaurant attractions in the NVSP area. The surveyed
trip rate of 0.28 trip per occupied unit (with 54 percent inbound and 46 percent outbound) is
conservative and inclusive of all vehicle trip types (i.e., resort trips only, accessory retail [non-hotel]
trips only, and trips for multiple uses). Therefore, no additional guest-serving retail trips have been
included in the trip generation for the proposed project.

Based on the surveyed trip rate, the project would generate 19 peak-hour trips (10 inbound and 9
outbound) on a typical weekend. Project-related trips were distributed through the study area
intersections and roadway segments based on expected travel patterns between the project and local
destinations. The project trip distribution and assignment are illustrated on Figure 2, Profrct Tn~t
Distribution andAss~gnmen4 of the Traffic Study, included as Appendix 11.2.
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Existing With Project Conditions

Existing with project conditions peak hour volumes were derived by adding the peak-hour project-
generated trips to existing baseline traffic volumes.

Intersection Levels ofService

Table 5.3-4, Existing With ProJect Peak Hour Intersection Analysis, summarizes the peak hour LOS
results at the study intersections for existing with project conditions.

Table 5.3-4
Existing With Project Peak Hour Intersection Analysis

EXisting ~‘ Peak Hour Significant
Traffic Existing Pmj~ Change In Project

Study Intersection Control

Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS Delay Impact?
—

1 Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road Signal 9.8 sec A 9.9 sec A 0.1 sec No
2 Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street Signal 30.0 sec C 30.0 sec C 0.0 sec No
3 Minaret Road/Forest Trail TWSC 0.386 hr D 0.388 hr D 0.002 hr No
4 ForestTrail/Main Street TWSC 1.123 hr D 1.130 hr D 0.007 hr No
LOS level of service; Signal = traffic signal: PNSC = two-way st~-controlled; sec = seconds; hr = hour.
Notes:
1. For signalized intersections, delay is the average intersection delay in seconds. For TWSC intersections, delay is the worst-case total minor street approach

delay in hours.
Source: LSA Assoctates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Pmject — Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; induded as Ap~eidix 11.2. Traffic Study.

As indicated in Table 5.3-4, all study intersections are anticipated to operate at an acceptable LOS
(LOS D or better) based on the Town’s performance criteria under existing with project conditions.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Roadway Segment Levels of Service

Table 5.3-5, Existing With Project Peak Hour Roadway Se~gment Analysis, summarizes the peak hour LOS
results of the roadway segments for existing with project conditions.

As indicated in Table 5.3-5, all study area roadway segments are anticipated to operate at an
acceptable LOS based on the Town’s performance criteria under existing with project conditions,
with the exception of Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road. Although the project would
increase the volume-to-capacity ratio at this segment, significant impacts would not occur at the
adjacent intersections of Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road or Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-
Main Street. Therefore, the project would not create a significant impact to the study area roadway
segments under existing with project conditions. Impacts would be less than significant in this
regard.
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Table 5.3-5
Existing With Project Peak Hour Roadway Segment Analysis

Existing Existing With Project
Significant

Roadway Segment Capacity Peak Hour Peak Hour Project(vehicles) Volume VIC LOS Volume VIC LOS Impact?
(vehicles) (vehicles)

Canyon Boulevard I North of Lake Mary Road

I North of Lake Mary Road-Main StreetMinaret Road I
South of Lake Mary Road-Main Street

I West of Canyon BoulevardLake Mary Road-
Between Canyon and Minaret

Main Street
East of Minaret Road

Forest Trail East of Minaret Road
LOS levd of service; V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio
Bold values indicate unacceptable LOS E or F.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Project— TrafficAnalysis, dated May 8,2014; induded as Aooendix 11 2. Traffic Study

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

2007 GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT CONDITIONS

TRA-3 DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND
BUILDOUT OF THE 2007 GENERAL PLAN WOULD NOT RESULT IN
SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACTS.

ImpactAnalysis: The 1999 SPEIR determined that operational deficiencies would occur at several
intersections in the area with and without the 1999 NVSP Amendment, assuming buildout of the
Town’s 1987 General Plan. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that with implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures, impacts in this regard would be reduced to less than significant
levels.

2007 General Plan Buildout Without Project Conditions

Inteisection Levels ofService

Table 5.3-6, 2007 General Plan Buildout Without Project Peale Hour Intersection Analysis, summarizes the
peak hour LOS results of the study intersections for 2007 General Plan buildout without project
conditions.
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Table 5.3-6
2007 General Plan Buildout Without Project Peak Hour Intersection Analysis

Study Intersection Traffic Control Delay1 LOS

1 Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road Signal 9.9 sec A
2 Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street Signal 39.9 sec D
3 Minaret Road/Forest Trail2 Roundabout3 43.5 sec D
4 Forest Trail/Main Street TWSC 3.3 10 hr F

LOS level of service; Signal = traffic signal; TWSC two-way stop-controlled; sec = seconds; hr hour.
Bold values indicate unacceptable LOS E or F.
Notes:
1. For signalized intersections, delay is the average intersection delay in seconds. For TWSC intersections, delay is the

worst-case total minor street approach delay in hours.
2. This intersection would be improved from TWSC to a roundabout as required by a cumulative project on the east side of

Minaret Road.
3. Roundabout analyzed using SIDRA 6 software and the “SIDRA StandardS capacity model and the Highway Capacity

Manual 2010 LOS methodol~y.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Project — Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; included as A~~endix

112 Traffic Study.

As indicated in Table 5.3-6, all study intersections are anticipated to operate at an acceptable LOS
(LOS D or better) based on the Town’s performance criteria under 2007 General Plan buildout
without project conditions with the exception of the Forest Trail/Main Street intersection.
Although the LOS calculation for the two-way stop-controlled (TWSC) intersection of Forest
Trail/Main Street indicates LOS F, the total minor (multilane) approach delay is less than five
vehicle hours (3.310 vehicle hours). For an additional discussion regarding the Forest Trail/Main
Street intersection, refer to Section 5.3.6, Cumulative Impacts. Therefore, all study intersections are
forecast to operate at a satisfactory LOS.

Roadway SegmentLevels ofService

Table 5.3-7, 2007 General P/an Bui/dout Without Project Peak Hour Roadway Se~~ment Analysis, summarizes
the peak hour LOS results of the roadway segments for 2007 General Plan buildout without project
conditions.

As indicated in Table 5.3-7, all study roadway segments are anticipated to operate at an acceptable
LOS based on the Town’s performance criteria under 2007 General Plan buildout without project
conditions with the exception of the following:

• Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road;
• Minaret Road south of Lake Mary Road-Main Street; and
• Lake Mary Road-Main Street between Canyon Boulevard and Minaret Road.
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Table 5.3-7
2007 General Plan Buildout Without Project Peak Hour Roadway Segment Analysis

Roadway Segment Capacity Peak Hour VIC LOS(vehicles) Volume

Canyon Boulevard North of Lake Mary Road 800 943 1.18 F
North of Lake Mary Road-Main Street 1,500 1,238 0.83 D

Minaret Road
South of Lake Mary Road-Main Street 1,400 1,382 0.99 E

West of Canyon Boulevard 800 396 0.50 A
Lake Mary Road-Main Street Between Canyon and Minaret 1,600 1454 0.91 E

EastofMinaretRoad 3,200 2,011 0.63 B
Forest Trail East of Minaret Road 500 237 0.47 A
LOS level of service; V/C volume-to-capacity ratio
Bold values indicate unacceptable LOS E or F.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Project — Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; included as ADDendix 11.2, it~ffjc

~iy~y.

2007 General Plan Buildout With Project Conditions

As stated, the proposed development would exceed the maximum allowable density of the project
site by 30 rooms. In order to exceed the project site’s maximum allowable density by 30 rooms, but
remain within the overall maximum density of the entire NVSP, the Applicant is proposing to
transfer 30 bedrooms to the project site from another site within the NVSP Mammoth Crossing
zone. Two parcels within the Mammoth Crossing zone, either the Whiskey Creek/Mammoth
Brewing Company site at the northwest corner of Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street or the
Ullr site at the southeast corner of Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street, is proposed to serve
as the “sending site” for purposes of the density transfer. Thus, 2007 General Plan buildout with
project conditions are analyzed for each density transfer site alternative (Whiskey Creek/Mammoth
Brewing Company or Ullr).

The 37 bedrooms of the maximum allowable density would generate approximately 10 peak-hour
trips (five inbound and five outbound). The 30 bedrooms beyond the maximum allowable density
would generate nine peak-hour trips (five inbound and four outbound). For purposes of 2007
General Plan buildout with project conditions, the nine peak-hour trips associated with 30
bedrooms beyond the maximum allowable density were redistributed (or transferred) from the
Mammoth Crossing (Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company or Ullr) sending site to the project
site using the 2007 General Plan buildout without project traffic volumes.

Intersection Levels ofService

Table 5.3-8, 2007 General P/an Buildout With Project Peak Hour Intersection Analysis — Whiskey
Creek/Mammoth Brewin~i Company, summarizes the peak hour LOS results of the study intersections
for 2007 General Plan buildout with project conditions assuming a density transfer from the
Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company site.
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Table 5.3-8
2007 General Plan Buildout With Project Peak Hour Intersection Analysis —

Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company

Traffic Without Project With Project Peak Hour SignificantStudy Intersection ~ Change In Projecton o Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS Delay Impact?

! Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road Signal 9.9 sec A 9.9 sec A 0.0 sec No
2 Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street Signal 39.9 sec D 39.9 sec D 0.0 sec No

S Minaret Road/Forest Trail2 Roundabout3 43.5 sec D 43.5 sec 0 0.0 sec No
4 Forest Trail/Main Street TWSC 3.310 hr F 3.310 hr F 0.000 hr No
LOS level of service; Signal = traffic signal; T~NSC = two-way st~-controIIed; sec = seconds; hr = hour.
Notes:
1. For signalized intersections, delay is the average intersection delay in seconds. For TWSC intersections, delay is the worsticase total minor street approach delay in

hours.
2. This intersection would be improved from TWSC to a roundabout as required by a cumulative prqect on the east side of Minaret Road.
3. Roundabout analyzed using SIDRA 6 software and the “SIDRA Standard” capacity model and the Highway Capacity Manual 2010 LOS methodol~y.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Prc~ect— Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; induded as Agpendix 11.2, Traffic Study.

As indicated in Table 5.3-8, all study intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or
better) under 2007 General Plan buildout with project conditions assuming a density transfer from
the Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company site with the exception of the Forest Trail/Main
Street intersection2. Although the LOS calculation for the TWSC intersection of Forest Trail/Main
Street indicates LOS F, the total minor (multilane) approach delay would not exceed five vehicle
hours (3.310 vehicle hours). Therefore, based on the transfer of 30 bedrooms from the Whiskey
Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company site to the project site (and the redistribution of the equivalent
peak-hour trips), the project would not create a significant impact to a study intersection under 2007
General Plan buildout with project conditions assuming a density transfer from the Whiskey
Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company site. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Table 5.3-9, 2007 General Plan Buildout With Project Peak Hour Intersection Anali’.ris — U11r summarizes
the peak hour LOS results of the study intersections for 2007 General Plan buildout with project
conditions assuming a density transfer from the Ullr site.

As indicated in Table 5.3-9, all study intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or
better) under 2007 General Plan buildout with project conditions assuming a density transfer from
the Ullr site with the exception of the Forest Trail/Main Street intersection3. Although the LOS
calculation for the TWSC intersection of Forest Trail/Main Street indicates LOS F, the total minor
(multilane) approach delay would not exceed five vehicle hours (3.310 vehicle hours). Therefore,
based on the transfer of 30 bedrooms from the Ullr site to the project site (and the redistribution of
the equivalent peak-hour trips), the project would not create a significant impact to a study
intersection under 2007 General Plan buildout with project conditions assuming a density transfer
from the Ullr site. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

2 The proposed 30 room density transfer from the Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company site to the

project site would result in no change to the General Plan buildout intersection delay times.
3 The proposed 30 room density transfer from the Ullr site to the project site would result in no change to the

General Plan buildout intersection delay times.
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Table 5.3-9
2007 General Plan Buildout With Project Peak Hour Intersection Analysis — Ullr

T~ffl Without Project With Project Peak Hour SignificantStudy Intersection Change In Project
° Delay’ LOS Delay1 LOS Delay Impact?

1 Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road Signal 9.9 sec A 9.9 sec A 0.0 sec No
2 Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street Signal 39.9 sec D 39.9 sec D 0.0 sec No
3 Minaret Road/Forest Trail2 Roundabout3 43.5 sec D 43.5 sec 0 0.0 sec No
4 Forest Trail/Main Street TWSC 3.310 hr F 3.310 hr F 0.000 hr No
LOS = level of service; Signal traffic signal; TWSC = two-way st~-controiled; sec = seconds; hr = hour.
Notes:
1. For signalized intersections, delay is the average intersection delay in seconds. For TWSC intersections, delay is the wors~case total minor street approach

delay in hours.
2. This intersection would be improved from 1WSC to a roundabout as required by a cumulative project on the east side of Minaret Road.
3. Roundabout analyzed using SIDRA 6 software and the ~SlDRA Standard~ capacity model and the Highway Capacity Manual 2010 LOS methodol~y.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village P,oject — Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; included as ApDendix 11.2. Traffic Study.

Roadway Segment Levels ofService

Table 5.3-10, 2007 General Plan Buildout With Project Peak Hour Roadway Segment Analysis — Whiskey
Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company, summarizes the peak hour LOS results of the roadway segments
for 2007 General Plan buildout with project conditions assuming a density transfer from the
Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company site.

Table 5.3-10
2007 General Plan Buildout With Project Peak Hour

Roadway Segment Analysis — Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company

Roadway Segment

Bou~vard North of Lake Mary Road
North of Lake Mary Road-Main StreetMinaret Road
South of Lake Mary Road-Main Street

Lake Mary West of Canyon Boulevard
Road-Main Between Canyon and Minaret
Street East of Minaret Road
Forest Trail East of Minaret Road
LOS = level of service; V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio
Bold values indicate unacceptable LOS E or F.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Project— Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; included as Apeen dix 11 2, Traffic Study

As indicated in Table 5.3-10, all study roadway segments are anticipated to operate at an acceptable
LOS based on the Town’s performance criteria under 2007 General Plan buildout with project
conditions assuming a density transfer from the Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company site
with the exception of the following:

Capacity
(vehicles) Peak Hour

Volume
(vehicles)
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• Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road;
• Minaret Road south of Lake Mary Road-Main Street; and
• Lake Mary Road-Main Street between Canyon Boulevard and Minaret Road4.

The transfer of 30 bedrooms from Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company to the project site
(and the redistribution of the equivalent peak-hour trips) would not increase the volume-to-capacity
ratio at these three roadway segments when compared to existing conditions. Furthermore,
significant impacts would not occur at the adjacent intersections. Therefore, the project would not
create a significant impact to the study area roadway segments under 2007 General Plan buildout
with project conditions assuming a density transfer from the Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing
Company site. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Table 5.3-11, 2007 General Plan Buildout With Project Peak Hour Roadway Segment Analysis — U11r
summarizes the peak hour LOS results of the roadway segments for 2007 General Plan buildout
with project conditions assuming a density transfer from the Ullr site.

Table 5.3-11
2007 General Plan With Project Peak Hour Roadway Segment Analysis — Ulir

Without Project With Project
~ SignificantRoadway Segment aPac~ ~ Peak Hour Peak Hour Project~ i’~ C es, Volume VIC LOS Volume VIC LOS Impact?

(vehicles) (vehicles)

Canyon North of Lake Mary Road 800 943 1.18 F 948 1.19 F No
Boulevard

M R d North of Lake Mary Road-Main Street 1,500 1,238 0.83 D 1,239 ~t83 D Nomare oa South of Lake Mary Road-Main Street 1,400 1,382 0.99 E 1378 0.98 E No

Lake Mary West of Canyon Boulevard 800 396 0.50 A 396 0.50 A No
Road- Between Canyon and Minaret 1,600 1,454 0.91 E 1,459 0.91 B No
Main Street East of Minaret Road 3,200 2,011 063 B 2,011 0.63 B No

Forest Trail East of Minaret Road 500 237 0.47 A 237 0.47 A No
LOS = levd of service; V/C volume4o-capacity ratio
Bold values indicate unacceptable LOS E or F.
Source: LSA Assodates, Inc., The Inn at the ViIla~ Project— Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; induded as Appesdix 11.2. Traffic Study:

As indicated in Table 5.3-11, all study roadway segments are anticipated to operate at an acceptable
LOS based on the Town’s performance criteria under 2007 General Plan buildout with project
conditions assuming a density transfer from the Ullr site with the exception of the following:

• Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road;
• Minaret Road south of Lake Mary Road-Main Street; and -

• Lake Mary Road-Main Street between Canyon Boulevard and Minaret Road’.

‘~ Although the trip distribution assumptions and segment approach information has changed, the proposed 30

room density transfer from the Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company site to the project site would result in no
change to the resultant General Plan buildout roadway peak hour volumes as shown in Table 5.3-10.

Although the trip distribution assumptions and segment approach information has changed, the proposed 30
room density transfer from the Ulir site to the project site would result in only very slight changes to the resultant
General Plan buildout roadway peak hour volumes as shown in Table 5.3-1 1.
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Although the transfer of 30 bedrooms from the Ullr site to the project site (and the redistribution of
the equivalent peak-hour trips) would increase the volume-to-capacity ratio at the Canyon Boulevard
north of Lake Mary Road roadway segment, significant impacts would not occur at the adjacent
intersections. Therefore, the project would not create a significant impact to the study area roadway
segments under 2007 General Plan buildout with project conditions assuming a density transfer
from the UlJi site. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

5.3.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Table 4-1, Cumulative Pro/ects List, identifies the related projects and other possible development in
the area determined as having the potential to interact with the proposed project to the extent that a
significant cumulative effect may occur. The following discussions are included per topic area to
determine whether a significant cumulative effect would occur.

• CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT, AND OTHER RELATED
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS, COULD INCREASE TRAFFIC WHEN COMPARED
TO THE TRAFFIC CAPACITY OF THE EXISTING STREET SYSTEM.

Impact Analysis: The previous environmental documentation did not specify specific cumulative
traffic/circulation impacts associated with construction.

Construction activities associated with the proposed project and cumulative projects may overlap,
resulting in traffic impacts to local roadways. However, as stated, construction of the proposed
project would not result in significant traffic impacts to study intersections. Further, the project
would be required to prepare a Construction Management Plan in order to reduce the impact of
construction-related traffic upon the local circulation system within the project area (Additional
Mitigation Measure TRA-1). The cumulative development projects would also be required to reduce
construction traffic impacts on the local circulation system and implement any required mitigation
measures that may be prescribed pursuant to CEQA provisions. Therefore, the project’s
contribution to cumulative construction traffic impacts would be less than significant

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures: Refer to Additional Mitigation Measure TRA-1.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.
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• IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND OTHER RELATED
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS, WOULD NOT CAUSE A SIGNIFICANT INCREASE
IN TRAFFIC WHEN COMPARED TO THE TRAFFIC CAPACITY OF THE
STREET SYSTEM.

Impact Analysis: The 1991 PEIR determined that the cumulative plus project scenario identified
seven roadway segments that would operate at LOS F. Several intersections were also identified to
operate at LOS F. Mitigation measures were provided to reduce the significance of impacts, which
included a Transportation Demand Management Program. The 1994 NVSP Amendment resulted
in further analysis of traffic and circulation conditions and was included in the 1994 PEIR
Addendum. This analysis resulted in modified mitigation measures as a result of modifications to
traffic patterns. The 1999 SPEIR determined that operational deficiencies would occur at several
intersections in the area with and without the 1999 NVSP Amendment, assuming buildout of the
Town’s 1987 General Plan. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that with implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures, cumulative impacts in this regard would be reduced to less than
significant levels.

Cumulative Without Project Conditions

Intersection Levels ofService

Table 5.3-12, Cumulative Without Project Peale Hour Intersection Analvsis, summarizes the peak hour LOS
results of the study intersections for cumulative without project conditions.

Table 5.3-12
Cumulative Without Project Peak Hour Intersection Analysis

Study Intersection Traffic Control Delay1 LOS

1 Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road Signal 9.9 sec A
2 Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street Signal 39.6 sec D
3 Minaret Road/Forest Trail2 Roundabout3 43.3 sec D
4 Forest Trail/Main Street TWSC 3.228 hr F

LOS level of service; Signal = traffic signal; TWSC = two-way stop-controlled; sec seconds; hr hour
Bold values indicate unacceptable LOS E or F.
Notes:
1. For signalized intersections, delay is the average intersection delay in seconds. For TWSC intersections, delay is the

worst-case total minor street approach delay in hours.
2. This intersection would be improved from TWSC to a roundabout as required by a cumulative project on the east side of

Minaret Road.
3. Roundabout analyzed using SIDRA 6 software and the “SIDRA Standard” capacity model and the Highway Capacity

Manual 2010 LOS methodology. ____________________________________________________

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Project — Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; included as Appendix
11.2, Traffic Study.

As indicated in Table 5.3-12, all study intersections are anticipated to operate at an acceptable LOS
(LOS D or better) based on the Town’s performance criteria under cumulative without project
conditions with the exception of the Forest Trail/Main Street intersection. Although the LOS
calculation for the TWSC intersection of Forest Trail/Main Street indicates LOS F, the total minor
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(multilane) approach delay is less than five vehicle hours (3.228 vehicle hours). Therefore, all study
area intersections are forecast to operate at a satisfactory LOS.

Historically, Forest Trail/Main Street would have been improved through installation of other traffic
signals along Main Street at Center Street or Mountain Boulevard, thus creating gaps in traffic for
pedestrians and vehicles. However, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has
indicated that traffic signal warrants are not based on Saturday (weekend) peak volumes during ski
season, but on annual average volumes per the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (CAMUTCD). Because the peak activity within the Town occurs during a few months out
of the year and on the weekends, the annual average volumes may not satisfy the need for a signal.
Caltrans has suggested analysis of a coordinated signal system (Warrant 6 of the CAMUTCD).
However, Forest Trail/Main Street is located less than 1,000 feet west of an existing signal.
Therefore, the coordinated signal system warrant may not be applicable. Caltrans has also noted
that meeting a traffic signal warrant(s) does not guarantee the initiation of a project to install a signal.
Furthermore, two primary issues that would need to be addressed prior to consideration of a signal
at this intersection are frontage road connections and funding by the various parties involved (i.e.,
Caltrans, the Town, and the property owner[s] of the south leg driveway). In this context, there are
no direct, feasible improvements to address this existing deficient condition.

Roadway Segment Levels of Service

Table 5.3-13, Cumulative Without Pro/ect Peak Hour R~adwav Se~mentAna/ysis, summarizes the peak hour
LOS results of the roadway segments for cumulative without project conditions.

Table 5.3-13
Cumulative Without Project Peak Hour Roadway Segment Analysis

c Peak HourRoadway Segment (vehicles) VIC LL~

Canyon Boulevard North of Lake Mary Road 800 935 1.17 F
. North of Lake Mary Road-Main Street 1,500 1,236 0.82 D

Minaret Road South of Lake Mary Road-Main Street 1,400 1,378 0.98 E

West of Canyon Boulevard 800 396 0.50 A
Lake Mary Road-Main Street Between Canyon and Minaret 1,600 1,446 0,90 D

East of Minaret Road 3,200 2,007 0.63 B
Forest Trail East of Minaret Road 500 237 0.47 A
LOS level of service; V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio
Bold values indicate unacceptable LOS E or F.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Project — Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; included as Appendix 11.2, Traffic

As indicated in Table 5.3-13, all study roadway segments are anticipated to operate at an acceptable
LOS (LOS D or better) based on the Town’s performance criteria under cumulative without project
conditions with the exception of the following:
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• Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road; and
• Minaret Road south of Lake Mary Road-Main Street.

Cumulative With Project Conditions

Similar to 2007 General Plan buildout with project conditions, cumulative with project conditions
are analyzed for each density transfer site alternative (Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company
orUllr).

For the purposes of the cumulative with project (Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company or
Ullr) conditions, the peak hour trips associated with 67 bedrooms (including the current maximum
allowable density of 37 bedrooms on the project site and 30 bedrooms from the Mammoth Crossing
zone [Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company or Ullr] sending site) were applied to the
cumulative baseline (without project) traffic volumes. The 37 bedrooms of the maximum allowable
density would generate approximately 10 peak-hour trips (five inbound and five outbound). The 30
bedrooms beyond the maximum allowable density would generate nine peak-hour trips (five
inbound and four outbound). Ten peak-hour trips were overlaid onto the cumulative without
project traffic volumes, and nine peak-hour trips were redistributed (or transferred) from the
Mammoth Crossing zone (Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company or Ullr) sending site to the
project site using the cumulative without project traffic volumes.

Intersection Levels ofService

Table 5.3-14, Cumulative With Project Peak Hour Intersection Analysis — Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Bren~in~i
Company, summarizes the peak hour LOS results of the study intersections for cumulative with
project conditions assuming a density transfer from the Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing
Company site.

Table 5.3-14
Cumulative With Project Peak Hour Intersection Analysis —

Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company

Traffi Without Project With Project Peak Hour SignificantStudy Intersection ~ C1 Change In Project
~ o Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS Delay Impact?

1 Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road Signal 9.9 sec A 9.9 sec A 0.0 sec No
2 Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street Signal 39.6 sec D 39.9 sec D 0.3 sec No
3 Minaret Road/Forest Trail2 Roundabout3 43.3 sec D 43.5 sec D 0.2 sec No
4 Forest Trail/Main Street TWSC 3.228 hr F 3.310 hr F 0.082 hr No
LOS level of service; Signal = traffic signal; TWSC two-way stop-controlled; sec seconds; hr hour.
Bold values indicate unacceptable LOS E or F.
Notes:
1. For signalized intersections, delay is the average intersection delay in seconds. For TWSC intersections, delay is the worst-case total minor street approach

delay in hours.
2. This intersection would be improved from TWSC to a roundabout as required by a cumulative project on the east side of Minaret Road.
3. Roundabout analyzed using SIDRA 6 software and the “SIDRA Standard” capacity model and the Highway Capacity Manual 2010 LOS methodol~y.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Project — TrafficAnalysis, dated May 8, 2014; induded as ADpendix 11.2. Traffic Study.
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As indicated in Table 5.3-14, all study intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or
better) under cumulative with project conditions assuming a density transfer from the Whiskey
Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company site with the exception of the Forest Trail/Main Street
intersection. Although the LOS calculation for the TWSC intersection of Forest Trail/Main Street
indicates LOS F, the total minor (multilane) approach delay would not exceed five vehicle hours
(3.310 vehicle hours). Therefore, the project would not create a significant impact to a study
intersection under cumulative with project conditions assuming a density transfer from the Whiskey
Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company site. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Table 5.3-15, Cumulative With Project Peak Hour Intersection Analysis — Ullr, summarizes the peak hour
LOS results of the study intersections for cumulative with project conditions assuming a density
transfer from the Ulir site.

Table 5.3-15
Cumulative With Project Peak Hour Intersection Analysis — Ullr

T~ffi Without Project With Prolect Peak Hour SignificantStudy intersection ~ Change In Projecton ~ Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS Delay Impact?

1 Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road Signal 9.9 sec A 9.9 sec A 0.0 sec No
2 Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road-Main Street Signal 39.6 sec D 39.9 sec D 0.3 sec No
3 Minaret Road/Forest Trail2 Roundabout3 43.3 sec D 43.5 sec D 0.2 sec No
4 ForestTrail/Main Street TWSC 3.228 hr F 3.310 hr F 0.082 hr No

LOS level of service; Signal traffic signal; TWSC = two-way stop-controlled; sec seconds; hr = hour.
Notes:
1. For signalized intersections, delay is the average intersection delay in seconds. For TWSC intersections, delay is the worst-case total minor street

approach delay in hours.
2. This intersection would be improved from TWSC to a roundabout as required by a cumulative project on the east side of Minaret Road.
3. Roundabout analyzed using SIDRA 6 software and the ~SlDRA Standard’ capacfty model and the Highway Capacity Manual 2010 LOS

methodology.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Project — Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; included as Appendix 11.2, Traffic Study.

As indicated in Table 5.3-15, all study intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS under
cumulative with project conditions with the exception of the Forest Trail/Main Street intersection.
Although the LOS calculation for the TWSC intersection of Forest Trail/Main Street indicates LOS
F, the total minor (multilane) approach delay would not exceed five vehicle hours (3.310 vehicle
hours). Therefore, the project would not create a significant impact to a study intersection under the
cumulative with project conditions assuming a density transfer from the Ullr site. Impacts would be
less than significant in this regard.

Roadway Segment Levels ofService

Table 5.3-16, Cumulative With Project Peak Hour Rf.~ad2vav Se~iment Analvsis — Whiskey Creek/Mammoth

Breivin& Company, summarizes the peak hour LOS results of the roadway segments for cumulative
with project conditions assuming a density transfer from the Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing
Company site.
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As indicated in Table 5.3-16, all study roadway segments are anticipated to operate at an acceptable
LOS based on the Town’s performance criteria under cumulative with project conditions assuming a
density trans fer from the Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company site with the exception of:

• Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road;
• Minaret Road south of Lake Mary Road-Main Street; and
• Lake Mary Road-Main Street between Canyon Boulevard and Minaret Road.

Table 5.3-16
Cumulative With Project Peak Hour Roadway Segment Analysis —

Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company

Without Project With Project
SignificantCapacity Peak Hour Peak Hour ProjectRoadway Segment (vehicles) Volume VIC LOS Volume VIC LOS Impact?

(vehicles) (vehicles)
— —

Canyon Boulevard North of Lake Mary Road 800 935 1.17 F 943 1.18 F No
North of Lake Mary Road-Main Street 1500 1236 0.82 D 1,238 083 D NoMinaret Road
South of Lake Mary Road-Main Street 1,400 1,378 0.98 E 1,382 0.99 E No
West of Canyon Boulevard 800 396 0.50 A 396 0.50 A No

Lake Mary Road- Between Canyon and Minaret 1,600 1,446 0.90 D 1454 0.91 E No
Main Street

EastofMinaretRoad 3,200 2,007 0.63 B 2,011 0.63 B No
Forest Trail East of Minaret Road 500 237 0.47 A 237 047 A No
LOS = levd of service; V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio
Bold values indicate unacceptable LOS E or F.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Project— Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; induded as Apoendix 11.2. Traffic Study.

Although the project would increase the volume-to-capacity ratio at these three roadway segments,
the project would add eight or fewer peak-hour trips to these locations. Furthermore, significant
impacts would not occur at the adjacent intersections. Therefore, the project would not create a
significant impact to the study area roadway segments under cumulative with project conditions
assuming a density transfer from the Whiskey Creek/Mammoth Brewing Company site. Impacts
would be less than significant in this regard.

Table 5.3-17, Cumulative With Project Peak Hour Roadway Segment Analysis — Ullr, summarizes the peak
hour LOS results of the roadway segments for cumulative with project conditions assuming a
density trans fer from the Ullr site.

As indicated in Table 5.3-17, all study roadway segments are anticipated to operate at an acceptable
LOS based on the Town’s performance criteria under the cumulative with project conditions
assuming a density transfer from the Ullr site with the exception of the following:

• Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road;
• Minaret Road south of Lake Mary Road-Main Street; and
• Lake Mary Road-Main Street between Canyon Boulevard and Minaret Road.

Although the project would increase the volume-to-capacity ratio at these three roadway segments,
the project would add 13 or fewer peak-hour trips to these locations. Furthermore, significant
impacts would not occur at the adjacent intersections. Therefore, the project would not create a
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significant impact to the study area roadway segments under cumulative with project conditions
assuming a density transfer from the Ullr site. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Table 5.3-17
Cumulative With Project Peak Hour Roadway Segment Analysis — Ulir

WithoutProJect With Project
SignificantCapacityRoadway Segment (vehicles) Peak Hour — Peak Hour Impact?

Volume VIC LOS Volume VIC LOS
(vehicles) — (vehicles)

— — —
Canyon North of Lake Mary Road 800 935 1.17 F 948 1.19 F No
Boulevard

North of Lake Mary Road-Main Street 1,500 1,236 0.82 D 1238 0.83 D No
Minaret Road

South of Lake Mary Road-Main Street 1,400 1378 0.98 E 1378 0.98 E No

Lake Mary West of Canyon Boulevard 800 396 0.50 A 397 0.50 A No
Road- Between Canyon and Minaret 1,600 1,446 0.90 D 1,459 0.91 E No
MainStreet EastofMinaretRoad 3,200 2,007 0.63 B 2,011 0.63 B No

ForestTrail EastofMinaretRoad 500 237 0.47 A 237 0.47 A No
LOS = level of service; V/C = volumeto-capadfty ra~o —

Bold values indicate unacceptable LOS E or F.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., The Inn at the Village Project— Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014; induded as Appendix 11.2. Traffic Study.

The proposed project would not result in cumulatively considerable traffic impacts in regards to
local intersections and roadway segments. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

AdditionalMitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

5.3.7 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

No significant unavoidable impacts related to traffic/circulation have been identified.
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5.4 NOISE

The purpose of this section is to evaluate noise source impacts on-site and to surrounding land uses
as a result of implementation of the proposed project. This section evaluates short-term
construction-related impacts, as well as future buildout conditions. Ivlitigation measures are also
recommended to avoid or lessen the project’s noise impacts. Information in this section is based on
the Town ofMammoth Lakes General Plan (2007 General Plan) and the Town ofMammoth Lakes Municipal
Code (Municipal Code). For the purposes of mobile source noise modeling and contour distribution,
traffic information contained in the Town ofMammoth Lakes Travel Demand Model Final Report (Travel
Demand Model), dated February 15, 2011 and prepared by LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.,
and The Inn at the Villa~ge Project— Traffic Ana/ysis, dated May 8, 2014, and prepared by LSA Associates,
Inc. (refer to Appendix 11.2, Traffic Study) were used. Noise measurement and traffic noise modeling
data can be found in Appendix 11.3, Noise Data.

5.4.1 EXISTING SETTING

NOISE SCALES AND DEFINITIONS

Sound is described in terms of the loudness (amplitude) of the sound and frequency (pitch) of the
sound. The standard unit of measurement of the loudness of sound is the decibel (dB). Since the
human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating
scale has been devised to relate noise to human sensitivity. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA)
performs this compensation by discriminating against frequencies in a manner approximating the
sensitivity of the human ear.

Decibels are based on the logarithmic scale. The logarithmic scale compresses the wide range in
sound pressure levels to a more usable range of numbers in a manner similar to the Richter scale
used to measure earthquakes. In terms of human response to noise, a sound 10 dBA higher than
another is judged to be twice as loud, and 20 dBA higher four times as loud, and so forth. Everyday
sounds normally range from 30 dBA (very quiet) to 100 dBA (very loud). Examples of various
sound levels in different environments are illustrated on Exhibit 5.4-1, Sound Levels and Human
Reiponse.

Many methods have been developed for evaluating community noise to account for, among other
things:

• The variation of noise levels over time;
• The influence of periodic individual loud events; and
• The community response to changes in the community noise environment.

Numerous methods have been developed to measure sound over a period of time; refer to Table
..4-l., Noise Descrit,tors.
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Jet Engine 1 0 Harmful y Loud

Shotgun Firing . 13
Pain Threshold

Thunderclap 1 0

Rock Music Band 110 Regular exposure over 1 minuterisks permanent hearing loss

Garbage Truck ~ 100 No more than 15 minute
ci exposure recommended

—-“7 —~ Lawnmower 90 Annoying
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Source: Melville C. Branch and R. Dale Beland, Outdoor Noise in the Metropolitan Environment 1970.
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Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety (EPNONAC 550/9-74-004), March 1974.
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Table 5.4-1
Noise Descriptors

Term Definition

Decibel (dB) The unit for measuring the volume of sound equal to 10 times the
logarithm (base 10) of the ratio of the pressure of a measured
sound to a reference pressure (20 micropascals).

A-Weighted Decibel (dBA) A sound measurement scale that adjusts the pressure of
individual frequencies according to human sensitivities. The
scale accounts for the fact that the region of highest sensitivity for
the human ear is between 2,000 and 4,000 cycles per second
(hertz).

Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) The sound level containing the same total energy as a time
varying signal over a given time period. The Leq is the value that
expresses the time averaged total energy of a fluctuating sound
level.

Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) The highest individual sound level (dBA) occurring over a given
time period.

Minimum Sound Level (Lmjn) The lowest individual sound level (dBA) occurring over a given
time period.

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) A rating of community noise exposure to all sources of sound that
differentiates between daytime, evening, and nighttime noise
exposure. These adjustments are +5 dBA for the evening, 7:00
PM to 10:00 PM, and +10 dBA for the night, 10:00 PM to 7:00
AM.

Day/Night Average (Ldn) The Ldn is a measure of the 24-hour average noise level at a
given location. It was adopted by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) for developing criteria for the evaluation
of community noise exposure. It is based on a measure of the
average noise level over a given time period called the Leq. The
Ldn is calculated by averaging the Leq’s for each hour of the day at
a given location after penalizing the “sleeping hours” (defined as
10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) by 10 dBA to account for the increased
sensitivity of people to noises that occur at night.

Exceedance Level (Ln) The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 1%, 10%, 50%,
and 90% (Lai, Lia, L50, L90, respectively) of the time during the
measurement period.

Source: Cyril M. Harris, Handbook of Noise Control, 1979.

HEALTH EFFECTS OF NOISE

Human response to sound is highly individualized. Annoyance is the most common issue regarding
community noise. However, many factors influence people’s response to noise. The factors can
include the character of the noise, the variability of the sound level, the presence of tones or
impulses, and the time of day of the occurrence. Additionally, non-acoustical factors, such as the
person’s opinion of the noise source, the ability to adapt to the noise, the attitude towards the source
and those associated with it, and the predictability of the noise, all influence people’s response. As
such, response to noise varies widely from one person to another and with any particular noise,
individual responses will range from “not annoyed” to “highly annoyed.”
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The effects of noise are often only transitory, but adverse effects can be cumulative with prolonged
or repeated exposure. The effects of noise on the community can be organized into six broad
categories:

• Noise-Induced Hearing Loss;
• Interference with Communication;
• Effects of Noise on Sleep;
• Effects on Performance and Behavior;
• Extra-Auditory Health Effects; and
• Annoyance.

According to the United States Public Health Service, nearly ten million of the estimated 21 million
Americans with hearing impairments owe their losses to noise exposure. Noise can mask important
sounds and disrupt communication between individuals in a variety of settings. This process can
cause anything from a slight irritation to a serious safety hazard, depending on the circumstance.
Noise can disrupt face-to-face communication and telephone communication, and the enjoyment of
music and television in the home. It can also disrupt effective communication between teachers and
pupils in schools, and can cause fatigue and vocal strain in those who need to communicate in spite
of the noise.

Interference with communication has proved to be one of the most important components of
noise-related annoyance. Noise-induced sleep interference is one of the critical components of
community annoyance. Sound level, frequency distribution, duration, repetition, and variability can
make it difficult to fall asleep and may cause momentary shifts in the natural sleep pattern, or level
of sleep. It can produce short-term adverse effects on mood changes and job performance, with the
possibility of more serious effects on health if it continues over long periods. Noise can cause
adverse effects on task performance and behavior at work, and non-occupational and social settings.
These effects are the subject of some controversy, since the presence and degree of effects depends
on a variety of intervening variables. Most research in this area has focused mainly on occupational
settings, where noise levels must be sufficiently high and the task sufficiently complex for effects on
performance to occur.

Annoyance can be viewed as the expression of negative feelings resulting from interference with
activities, as well as the disruption of one’s peace of mind and the enjoyment of one’s environment.
Field evaluations of community annoyance are useful for predicting the consequences of planned
actions involving highways, airports, road traffic, railroads, or other noise sources. The
consequences of noise-induced annoyance are privately held dissatisfaction, publicly expressed
complaints to authorities, and potential adverse health effects, as discussed above. In a study
conducted by the United States Department of Transportation, the effects of annoyance to the
community were quantified. In areas where noise levels were consistently above 60 dBA CNEL,
approximately nine percent of the community is highly annoyed. When levels exceed 65 dBA
CNEL, that percentage rises to 15 percent. Although evidence for the various effects of noise have
differing levels of certainty, it is clear that noise can affect human health. Most of the effects are, to
a varying degree, stress related.
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GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be
described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) or the
root mean square (RMS) velocity is usually used to describe vibration amplitudes. PPV is defined as
the maximum instantaneous peak or vibration signal, while RMS is defined as the square root of the
average of the squared amplitude of the signal. PPV is typically used for evaluating potential
building damage, whereas RMS is typically more suitable for evaluating human response. Typically,
groundborne vibration, generated by man-made activities, attenuates rapidly with distance from the
source of vibration. Man-made vibration issues are therefore usually confined to short distances
(i.e., 500 feet or less) from the source.

Both construction and operation of development projects can generate groundborne vibration. In
general, demolition of structures preceding construction generates the highest vibrations.
Construction equipment such as vibratory compactors or rollers, pile drivers, and pavement breakers
can generate perceptible vibration during construction activities. Heavy trucks can also generate
groundborne vibrations that vary depending on vehicle type, weight, and pavement conditions.

SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Human response to noise varies widely depending on the type of noise, time of day, and sensitivity
of the receptor. The effects of noise on humans can range from temporary or permanent hearing
loss to mild stress and annoyance due to such things as speech interference and sleep deprivation.
Prolonged stress, regardless of the cause, is known to contribute to a variety of health disorders.
Noise, or the lack thereof~ is a factor in the aesthetic perception of some settings, particularly those
with religious or cultural significance. Certain land uses are particularly sensitive to noise, including
schools, hospitals, rest homes, long-term medical and mental care facilities, and parks and recreation
areas. Residential areas are also considered noise sensitive, especially during the nighttime hours.

Existing sensitive receptors located in the project vicinity include hotels, resort condominiums,
single and multi-family residential homes, a park, and a place of worship. Sensitive receptors are
depicted below in Table 5.4-2, Sensitive Recet#ors.

AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENTS

In order to quantify existing ambient noise levels in the project area, REF Consulting conducted
noise measurements on January 17, 2014 between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.; refer to
Table 5.4-3, Noise Measurements. The noise measurement sites were representative of typical existing
noise exposure within and immediately adjacent to the project site; refer to Exhibit 5.4-2, Noise
Measurement Locations. Two noise measurement locations were selected at the project site. Site 1 was
north of the Fireside at the Village condominiums along Minaret Road (to the south). Site 2 was in
the North Village Plaza, adjacent to the gondola (to the north). As shown in Table 5.4-3, the
measured average noise levels were 42.6 dB at Site I and 45.1 dB at Site 2. The primary noise source
at Sites I and 2 was light pedestrian activity within the surrounding area.

Public Review Draft . July 2014 5.4-5 Noise



Town of Mammoth Lakes

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
Inn at the Village

M~oi~L~
CALIFORNIA

Table 5.4-2
Sensitive Receptors

Distance from Direction fromType Name Project Site (feet) Project Site

8050 Buildings A and B 25 Northwest

Fireside at the Village 25 South
Hotels/Resort
Condominiums Alpenhof Lodge 100 Northeast

The Westin Monache Resort, Mammoth 425 West
The Village Lodge: Lincoln House 555 Northwest

435 East
750 Southwest

Residential Residential Uses
855 West

1000 Northwest
Places of Worship Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints 4,925 Southeast
Parks Community Center Park 885 Northwest
Note: Distances are measured from the exterior project boundary only and not from individual construction projects/areas within the

interior of the proiect sfte.
Source: Google Earth, 2014.

Table 5.4-3
Noise Measurements

Measurement
Location Location Leq L.~ Lmu Time(dBA) (dBA) (dBA)Number

1 Along Minaret Road, north of the Fireside at the 42.6 67.5 36.5 8:32 a.m. toVillage condominiums 8:42 a.m.
8:46a.m.to2 North Village Plaza, adjacent to the gondola 45.1 69.5 375 8:56 am.

Source: RBF Consulting, January 17, 2014.

Noise monitoring equipment used for the ambient noise survey consisted of a Brüel & Kj~er Hand-
held Analyzer Type 2250 equipped with a 4189 pre-polarized microphone. The monitoring
equipment complies with applicable requirements of the American National Standards Institute for
Type I (precision) sound level meters. The results of the field measurements are indicated in
Appendix 11.3, Noise Data.

MOBILE SOURCES

In order to assess the potential for mobile source noise impacts, it is necessary to determine the
noise currently generated by vehicles traveling through the project area. The existing roadway noise
levels in the vicinity of the project site were projected. Noise models were run using the Federal
Highway Administration’s Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD -77-108) together with
several roadway and site parameters. These parameters determine the projected impact of vehicular
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traffic noise and include the roadway cross-section (such as the number of lanes), roadway width,
average daily traffic (ADT), vehicle travel speed, percentages of auto and truck traffic, roadway
grade, angle-of-view, and site conditions (“hard” or “soft”). The model does not account for
ambient noise levels (i.e., noise from adjacent land uses) or topographical differences between the
roadway and adjacent land uses. Noise projections are based on modeled vehicular traffic as derived
from the project’s Traffic Studj.

A 25- to 40-mile per hour (mph) average vehicle speed was assumed for existing conditions based
on empirical observations and posted maximum speeds along the adjacent roadways. Existing
modeled traffic noise levels can be found in Table 5.4-4, Existing Traffic Noise Levels. As shown in
Table 5.4-4, noise within the area from mobile noise ranges from 59.1 dBA to 65.6 dBA.

Table 5.4-4
Existing Traffic Noise Levels

Existing Conditions

dBA @100 Distance from Roadway Centerline to: (Feet)
Roadway Segment Feet from

ADT Roadway @~J CNEL Noise 65 CNEI. NoIse 70 CNEL Noise

Centerline Contour Contour Contour

Canyon Boulevard
Crystal Lane to Hillside Drive I 3,730 59.1 31 I 14 I

Main StreetlLake Mary Road
West of Minaret Road 6,250 62.4 69 32 15
EastofMinaretRoad 13,080 65.6 114 53 24

Minaret Road
North of Main Street/Lake Mary Road 7,910 62.8 65 30 14
South of Main Street/Lake Mary Road 6,980 63.1 92 43 20

ADT = average daily trips; dBA A-weighted decibels; CNEL = communfty noise equivalent level

STATIONARY NOISE SOURCES

The project area consists of residential, commercial, and retail uses served by a grid system of
arterial, collector, and local roadways. The primary sources of stationary noise in the project vicinity
are related to the parking areas, conversations, and commercial/retail activities. The noise associated
with these sources may represent a single-event or a continuous occurrence.

5.4.2 REGULATORY SETTING

This section summarizes the laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards that are applicable to the
project. Regulatory requirements related to environmental noise are typically promulgated at the
local level. However, Federal and State agencies provide standards and guidelines to the local
jurisdictions.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA GUIDELINES

California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was enacted in 1970 and requires that all known
environmental effects of a project be analyzed, including environmental noise impacts. Under
CEQA, a project has a potentially significant impact if the project exposes people to noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance. Additionally, under
CEQA, a project has a potentially significant impact if the project creates a substantial increase in
the ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. If a project
has a potentially significant impact, mitigation measures must be considered. If mitigation measures
to reduce the impact to less than significant levels are not feasible due to economic, social,
environmental, legal, or other conditions, the most feasible mitigation measures must be considered.

California Government Code

California Government Code Section 65302(f) mandates that the legislative body of each county,
town, and city adopt a noise element as part of their comprehensive general plan. The local noise
element must recognize the land use compatibility guidelines established by the State Department of
Health Services, as shown in Table 5.4-5, Land Use Cornt’atibi/ilv for Community Noise Enriironments.

Table 5.4-5
Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments

Community Noise Exposure (Ldn or CNEL dBA)
Land Use Categoly Normally Conditionally Normally Clearly

Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable

Residential - Low Densfty, Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 50—60 55 -70 70-75 75-85
Residential - Multiple Family 50—65 60 -70 70—75 70 -85
Transient Lodging - Motel, Hotels 50 —65 60-70 70—80 80-85
Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes 50 —70 60 -70 70—80 80 -85
Audito~ums, Concert Halls, Amphftheaters NA 50 -70 NA 65 -85
Sports Arenas, Outdoor Spectator Sports NA 50 -75 NA 70 -85
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50 —70 NA 67.5—75 72.5-85
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, Cemeteries 50 —70 NA 70 —80 80 -85
Office Buildings, Business Commercial and Professional 50 —70 67.5- 77.5 75—85 NA
Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilfties, Agricufture 50—75 70 -80 75 —85 NA
NA = Not Applicable; Ldn Day/Night Average; CNEL = community noise equivalent level; dBA = A-weighted decibels
Notes:
Normally Accentable - Spedfied land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal conventional construction, without
any special noise insulation requirements.
Conditionally Acceotable - New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and
needed noise insulation features induded in the design. Conventional construction, but with dosed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will
normally suffice.
Normally Unacceotable - New Construction or development should be discouraged. If new construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the
noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features induderl in the design.
Clearly Unacceotable — New construction or develc~ment should generally not be undertaken.
Source: Office of Planning and Research, California, General Plan Guideilnes, October 2003.
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The guidelines rank noise land use compatibility in terms of “normally acceptable”, “conditionally
acceptable”, “normally unacceptable”, and “clearly unacceptable” noise levels for various land use
types. Single-family homes are “normally acceptable” in exterior noise environments up to 60
CNEL and “conditionally acceptable” up to 70 CNEL. Multiple-family residential uses are
“normally acceptable” up to 65 CNEL and “conditionally acceptable” up to 70 CNEL. Schools,
libraries, and churches are “normally acceptable” up to 70 CNEL, as are office buildings and
business, commercial, and professional uses.

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES

Tide 8.0 (Health and Safety) of the Municipal Code covers all noise standards. Chapter 8.16 (Noise
Regulation) of the Municipal Code sets forth all noise regulations controlling unnecessary, excessive
and annoying noise and vibration in the Town. As outlined in Chapter 8.16 and as indicated in
Table 5.4-6, Exterior Noise Limits, maximum exterior noise levels are based on land use.

Table 5.4-6
Exterior Noise Limits

ReceMng Land Use Category Time Period RurallSuburban Suburban Urban

. . . lOp.m.—7a.m. 40 45 50One and Two Family Residential
7 am. —10 p.m. 50 55 60

. . . . . 10 p.m. —7 a.m. 45 50 55Multi-Family Dwelling Residential 7 am. —10 p.m. 50 55 60

Limited Commercial 10 p.m. —7 a.m. 55
Some Multiple Dwellings 7 am. —10 p.m. 60

. 10 p.m. —7 a.m. 60
Commercial

7a.m.—lOp.m. 65
Light Industrial Anytime 70
Heavy Industrial Anytime 75
Notes:

1. Levels are not to be exceeded more than thirty minutes in any hour.
2. The classification of different areas of the community in terms of environmental noise zones shall be determined by the noise

control officer, based upon assessment of community noise survey data. Addftional area classifications should be used as
approp~ate to reflect both lower and higher existing ambient levels than those shown. Industrial noise limits are intended
primarily for use at the boundary of industrial zones rather than for noise reduction within the zone.

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes, Municipal Code.

The following is taken from the Municipal Code:

Section 8. 1 6.070 Exterior noise limits

A. The noise standards for the various categories of land use ident~JIed bji the noise control officer as
presented in Table 1 (refer to Table 5.4-6) shali~ unless otherwise .spedJical~y indicatea~ app/y to all
such property within a designated tone.
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B. No person shall operate or cause to be operated anj source of sound at anj location within the town or
allow the creation of anj noise on property owned, leased, occupied or otherwise controlled b~y such person,
which causes the noise level when measured on anj otherproperty to exceeth

1. The noise standardfor that land use as in Table 1 (refer to Table 5.4-6) for a cumulative
period ofmore than thirty minutes in anj hour; or

2. The noise standard plus five dB for a cumulative period of more than fifteen minutes in anj
houi~ or

3. The noise standardplus ten dB for a cumulative period ofmore than jIve minutes in anj hour;
or

4. The noise standard plus fifteen dB for a cumulative period of more than one minute in anj
hout~ or

5. The noise standardplus twenty dB or the maximum measured ambient level; for a1~y period of
time.

C. If the measured ambient level dj~rs from that permissible within an~ of the first four noise limit
categories above the allowable noise exposure standard shall be adjusted in five dB increments in
each category as appropriate to encompass or reflect the ambient noise level

D. In the event the ambient noise level exceeds the fifth noise limit category, the maximum allowable
noise level under this category shall be increased to reflect the maximum ambient noise level

E. if the measurement location is on a boundary between two d~ff~rent tones, the noise level applicable
to the lower noise tone plusfive JB, shall app/y.

F Ifpossible, the ambient noise shall be measured at the same location along the properçy line utilized
in subsection B of this section with the alleged offinding noise source inoperative. Iffor anj reason
the alleged offinding noise source cannot be shut down, the ambient noise must be estimated bj

pe~formi~~g a measurement in the same general area of the source but at a sz~cient distance such
that the noise from the source is at least ten dB below the ambient in order that on/y the ambient
level is measured If the d~rence between the ambient and the noise source is five to ten dB, then
the level the ambient itse/f can be reasonab/y determined bji subtracting a one decibel correction to
accountfor the contribution of the source.

G. In the event the alleged offensive noise, as judged 1,j the noise control officer, contains a steadj,
audible tone such as a whine, screech, or hum, or is a repetitive noise such as hammering or riveting~
or contains music or speech conveying informational content, the standard limits setforth in Table 1
(refer to Table 5.4-6) shall be reduced bjifive dB.

Additionally, the Code states the following regarding applicable interior noise standards:

Section 8. 16.080 Interior noise standards

B. No person shall operate, or cause to be operated within a dwelling uni4 ai~y source ofsound or allow
the creation of ai~y noise which causes the noise level when measured inside a neighboring receiving
dwelling unit to exceed:
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1. The noise standard as specifIed in Table 2 (refer to Table 5.4-7. Interior Noise Limits)
for a cumulative period ofmore thanfive (5) minutes in anj hour; or

Table 5.4-7
Interior Noise Limits

I Noise Zone I Type of Land Use I Time Interval I Allowable Interior Noise Level

~ All Multifamily Residential
10 p.m. —7 a.m. I I
7 am. — 10 p.m. 45 I

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes, Municipal Code. I

2. The noise standard plus five decibels (5 dB) for a cumulative period of more than one
minute in a~y houi7 or

3. The noise standardplus ten decibels (10 dB) or the maximum measured ambient, for anj
period of time.

C If the measured ambient level d~ffrrs from that permissible within anj of the noise limit cate~gories
above, the allowable noise exposure standard shall be adjusted in five decibel (5 dB) increments in
each cate~go~y as appropriate to reflect the ambient noise level

D. In the event the alle~ged offinsive noise, as ju4ged by the noise control officer, contains a steadj,
audible tone such as a whine, screech, or hum, or is a repetitive noise such as hammerin~g or rivetin&,
or contains music or speech conv~yin~g informational content, the standard limits setforth in Table 2
shall be reduced b~’yfive d13.

In addition to interior and exterior noise standards, the Town provides regulations for construction
activities and other types of noises in Section 8.16.090, Prohibited Acts, of the Town’s Municipal
Code. The following noise regulations were taken for Section 8.16.090 for regulations relevant to
the proposed project:

5. Liadin~g, unloadin~g, openin~g~ closin& or other handling of boxes, crates, containers, buildin~g materials,
garba~e cans, or similar objects between the hours of ten p.m. and seven a.m. in such a manner as to
cause a noise disturbance across a residential realproperty line or at ai~y time to violate the provisions of
this section.

6. Operatin~g or causin~g the operation of anj tools or equipment used in construction, drillin~g~ repail
alteration or demolition work is subject to the hours of work permitted bji this code, exceptfor emeigen~y
work ofpublic service a~gencies.

a. At residentialproperties:

i. Mobile equipment: Maximum noise levels for nonscheduled, intermitten4 short-term
operation (less than ten dqys) of mobile equipment; refer to Table 5.4-8, Maximum
Noise Levels For Short-Term Noise:
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Table 5.4-8
Maximum Noise Levels For Short-Term Noise

Type Ill AreasAcceptable Hours Type I Areas Type II Areas Semi-Residential
Operation Single-Family Residential Multi-Family Residential Commercial

Daily, except Sundays
and legal holidays 7 am. 75 dBA 80 dBA 85 dBA
to8p.m.
Daily, 8 p.m. to 7 am.
and all day Sundays and 60 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA
legal holidays
Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes, Municipal Code.

ii. Stationary equipment: Maximum noise levels for repetitive/y scheduled and relative/y
long-term operation (periods of ten dqys or more) of stationary equipment, refer to
Table 5.4-9, Maximum Noise Levels For Long-Term Noise.

Table 5.4-9
Maximum Noise Levels For Long-Term Noise

Type I Areas Type ill Areas
Acceptable Hours Operation Single-Family Type Ii Areas Semi-Residential!

Residential Muftl-FamilylResldential Commercial
Daily, except Sundays and legal 60 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA
holidays 7 am. to 8 p.m.
Daily, 8 p.m. to 7 am. and all day 50 dBA 55 dBA 60 dBA
Sundays and legal holidays
Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes, Municipal Code.

5.4.3 IMPACT THRESHOLDS
AND SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains the Modified Initial Study Environmental Checklist
form used during preparation of the Modified Initial Study, which is contained in Appendix 11.1 of
this SEIR. The Modified Initial Study includes questions relating to noise. The issues presented in
the Environmental Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of significance in this section.
Accordingly, a project may create a significant adverse environmental impact if it would:

• Expose persons to, or generate, noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies (refer to Impact
Statement N-I);

• Expose persons to or generate excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise
levels (refer to Impact Statement N-2);
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• Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project (refer to Impact Statements N-3 and N-4);

• Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project (refer to Impact Statement N-i);

• For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels (refer to Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not To
Be S~gnificanz); and

• For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels (refer to Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not To Be
Sicn~Jicanz).

Based on these standards, the effects of the proposed project have been categorized as either a “less
than significant impact” or a “potentially significant impact.” Mitigation measures are recommended
for potentially significant impacts. If a potentially significant impact cannot be reduced to a less
than significant level through the application of mitigation, it is categorized as a significant and
unavoidable impact.

NOISE IMPACT CRITERIA

Significance of Changes in Traffic Noise Levels

An off-site traffic noise impact typically occurs when there is a discernable increase in traffic and the
resulting noise level exceeds an established noise standard. In community noise considerations,
changes in noise levels greater than 3 dB are often identified as substantial, while changes less than 1
dB will not be discernible to local residents. A 5 dB change is generally recognized as a clearly
discernable difference.

As traffic noise levels at sensitive uses approach or exceed the 65 CNEL standard, a 3.0 dB increase
as a result of the project is used as the increase threshold for the project. Thus, the project would
result in a significant noise impact when a permanent increase in ambient noise levels of 3.0 dB
occurs upon project implementation and the resulting noise level exceeds the applicable exterior
standard at a noise sensitive use.

Significance of Changes in Stationary Noise Levels

The project would normally have a significant noise impact if it would:

• Exceed the stationary source noise criteria for the Town of Mammoth Lakes as identified in
Table 5.4-9, Maximum Noise Levels For Loi~g-Terin Noise.
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5.4.4 OVERVIEW OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL
ANALYSIS

Short-Term Construction Noise

The 1991 PEIR concluded that sensitive receptors in the project vicinity could experience noise
levels up to 101 dEA Leq at 50 feet from the noise source as a result of pile driving activities.
Mitigation measures including limitations to construction hours and the provision of noise mufflers
for engine driven equipment would reduce these impacts to less than significant levels. According
to the 1999 SPEIR, short-term noise impacts could occur as a result of the project’s construction
activities including trenching and pile driving activities. A new mitigation measure providing
temporary sound barriers around pile driving sites if pile driving activities should occur within 200
feet of existing residences was recommended. In addition, haul route noise impacts were
determined to be less than significant. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the 1999 NVSP
Amendment would result in reduced impacts to short-term construction noise associated with the
project site upon implementation of previously identified mitigation measures, and temporary sound
barriers, as applicable.

Long-Term Operational Noise — Mobile Sources

The 1991 PEIR concluded that existing noise levels on all major arterials and streets exceeding 60
dBA would increase due to cumulative development with or without implementation of the NVSP.
However, anticipated noise levels with implementation of the NVSP would not be significantly
higher than projected noise levels without the project. According to the 1999 SPEIR, development
of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would result in additional traffic on adjacent roadways and
contributing noise levels on adjacent roadway segments. Further, development of the 1999 NVSP
Amendment would result in an increase in vehicular generated noise levels along Main Street, east of
Minaret Road. However, this increase was determined to be less than significant. The 1999 SPEIR
concluded that adherence to the Town’s Noise Element of the 1987 General Plan and Title 24 of
the California Code of Regulations would ensure that project impacts would remain less than
significant.

Long-Term Operational Noise — Stationary Sources

The 1991 PEIR determined that stationary noise impacts at the project site were insignificant as
impacts were below ambient noise levels. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that long-term operations
associated with the 1999 NVSP Amendment (including loading and unloading activities, mechanical
equipment, and parking lots) would not result in significant impacts.
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5.4.5 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS

N-i GRADING AND CONSTRUCTION WITHIN THE AREA WOULD RESULT
IN TEMPORARY NOISE IMPACTS TO NEARBY NOISE SENSITIVE
RECEIVERS.

ImpactAnalysis: The 1999 SPEIR (pages 5.6-14 through 5.6-16) concluded that short-term noise
impacts could occur resulting from the project’s construction activities including trenching and pile
driving activities while haul route noise impacts were determined to be less than significant. The
1999 SPEIR identified mitigation measures including previously identified mitigation measures and
providing temporary sound barriers around pile driving sites if pile driving activities are within 200
feet of existing residences that would further reduce impacts to short-term construction noise.
Construction noise impacts associated with the proposed project are discussed below.

Construction activities associated with the project would generate perceptible noise levels during the
building construction, paving, and architectural coating phases. Construction equipment anticipated
for project development includes only standard equipment that would be employed for any routine
construction project of this scale; construction equipment with substantially higher noise and
vibration generation characteristics (i.e., pile drivers, rock drills, blasting equipment, etc.) would not
be used. Construction noise is difficult to quantify because of the many variables involved including
the size of equipment used, percentage of time, and number of pieces of equipment that would
actually operate on the site. However, maximum construction noise levels at 50 feet would typically
range from approximately 75 to 85 dB for the type of equipment anticipated to be used for
construction of the project. The range of maximum noise levels associated with various pieces of
construction equipment is depicted in Table 5.4-10, Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels. The
average noise levels presented in Table 5.4-10 are based on the quantity, type, and Acoustical Use
Factor for each type of equipment.

Construction noise impacts generally occur when construction activities occur in areas immediately
adjoining noise sensitive land uses, during noise sensitive times of the day, or when construction
durations last over extended periods of time. The closest existing sensitive receptor to the
construction area is the Fireside at the Village condominiums (residences) located 25 feet south of
the project site. The majority of the construction would occur at distances of 100 to 1,000 feet or
more from the nearest sensitive receptors and would not be expected to interfere with normal hotel,
recreational, or residential activities. These noise levels could intermittently occur for a few days
when construction equipment is operating in close proximity to the resort condominiums. The
remainder of the time the construction noise levels would be much less because the equipment
would be working in a large area farther away from the existing sensitive uses.
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Table 5.4-10
Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels

E m nt Typical Sound Level (dB)quip e 50 feet from Source

Air Compressor 81
Backhoe 80
Compactor 82
Concrete Mixer 85
Concrete Pump 82
Concrete Vibrator 76
Crane, Derrick 88
Crane, Mobile 83
Dozer 85
Generator 81
Grader 85
Impact Wrench 85
Jack Hammer 88
Loader 85
Paver 89
Pile-driver (Impact) 101
Pile-driver (Sonic) 96
Pneumatic Tool 85
Pump 76
Rail Saw 90
Rock Drill 98
Roller 74
Saw 76
Scraper 89
Truck 88
Source: Federal Transit Administration, Traffic Noise and Vibration Assessment, May 2006.

Construction activities would also cause increased noise along access routes to and from the site due
to movement of equipment and workers. The proposed project would require a nominal amount of
cut and fill for grading, and a small amount of soil hauling trips. Adherence to the Town’s
Municipal Code Section 8.16.090 requirements, and compliance with the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation
Measures 5.6-la and 5.6-lb would reduce short-term construction noise impacts by requiring mobile
equipment to be muffled and requiring best management practices for hauling activities. In
addition, Mitigation Measures N-i and N-2 would require a disturbance coordinator to respond to
construction noise complaints and direct equipment away from sensitive receptors to further reduce
construction-related noise. As construction would be limited to daytime hours per Town’s
Municipal Code Section 8.16.090 and due to the short-term nature of construction activities,
construction-related noise would be less than significant with mitigation.

Conclusion

The project would require a minimal amount of cut and fill and associated hauling trips, compared
to what was analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. Construction noise impacts would cease upon completion
of construction. Implementation of 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.6-la and 5.6-lb and
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additional Mitigation Measures N-i and N-2 would minimize any impacts from construction noise
and would ensure that impacts are reduced to a less than significant level.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation
measures are made in atrikcthrough and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SEIR
mitigation measures have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure
in a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

5.6-la Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit. the Director of Public Works and the Building
Official shall confirm that the Grading Plan. Building Plan, and specifications stipulate
that construction activities shall not take place outside of the allowable hours specified
~ Pursuant to ChaptcrSection 8.16.090 of the Town’s Municinal Code.Ordinancc,
con3tructlon pctivltlc3 ohall bc limitcd to thc houro of L7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Monday
through Saturday and prohibited on Sunday or holidays, or as otherwise permitted by
ChaptcrSection 8.1 6.090).

5.6-lb Prior to Grading Permit issuance, all G~onstruction equipment. fixed or mobile, shall be
muffled or controlled, if required, to meet Chapter 8.16 requirements for maximum
noise generated by construction equipment. Contracts shall specify that engine-driven
equipment be fitted with appropriate noise mufflers.

Additional Mitigation Measures:

N-I Prior to Grading Permit issuance, the Applicant shall provide a qualified “Noise
Disturbance Coordinator.” The Disturbance Coordinator shall be responsible for
responding to any local complaints about construction noise. When a complaint is
received, the Disturbance Coordinator shall notify the Town within 24-hours of the
complaint and determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad
muffler, etc.) and shall implement reasonable measures to resolve the complaint, as
deemed acceptable by the Community and Economic Development Department
Planning Manager. The contact name and the telephone number for the Disturbance
Coordinator shall be clearly posted on-site.

N-2 Prior to Grading Permit issuance, during construction, stationary construction
equipment shall be placed such that emitted noise is directed away from sensitive noise
receivers (e.g., along Minaret Road and away from the Fireside at the Village
condominiums).

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

VIBRATION IMPACTS

N-2 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WOULD NOT RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT
VIBRATION IMPACTS TO NEARBY SENSITIVE RECEPTORS.

ImpactAnalysis: The 1999 SPEIR (pages 5.6-14 through 5.6-16) concluded that short-term noise
impacts could occur resulting from the project’s construction activities including trenching and pile
driving activities. The 1999 SPEIR identified mitigation measures including previously identified
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mitigation measures and providing temporary sound barriers around pile driving sites if pile driving
activities are within 400 feet of existing residences that would further reduce impacts to short-term
construction noise.

Short-Term Construction

The types of construction vibration impact include human annoyance and building damage. Human
annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the threshold of human
perception for extended periods of time. The vibration produced by construction equipment, is
illustrated in Table 5.4-11, T~ica/ Vibration Live/s for Construction Equipment. Groundborne vibration
decreases rapidly with distance. As indicated in Table 5.4-11, based on the Federal Transit
Administration data, vibration velocities from typical heavy construction equipment operations that
would be used during project construction range from 0.003 to 0.170 inch-per-second peak particle
velocity (PPV) at 25 feet from the source of activity.

Table 5.4.-li
Typical Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment

Equipment Approximate peak particle velocity at 25 feet(incheslsecond)

Loaded trucks 0.170
Small bulldozer 0.089
Auger/drill rigs 0.089
Jackhammer 0.076
Vibratory hammer 0.035
Vibratory compactor/roller 0.003
Notes:
1. Peak particle ground velocity measured at 25 feet unless noted otherwise.
2. Root mean square amplftude ground velocity in decibels (VdB) referenced to 1 micro-inch/second.

Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines, May
2006.

With regard to the proposed project, groundborne vibration would be generated primarily during
grading activities on-site and by off-site haul-truck travel. Construction of the project would require
the use of typical construction equipment that could generate some groundbome vibration and
groundborne noise; however, the project would not involve the use of pile drivers, which have the
potential to generate substantial vibration. In addition, per the Town’s requirements, construction
activities that would produce groundborne vibration would primarily occur between the hours of
7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. Therefore, these activities would not occur during
recognized sleep hours for residents. Based on this information, proposed construction activities
associated with the project would not expose sensitive receptors in the project vicinity to excessive
groundborne vibration levels. Therefore, project impacts related to excessive construction related
groundborne vibration and groundborne noise would be considered less than significant and no
mitigation measures would be required.
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Long-Term Operations

The project proposes a hotel and accessory uses, which would not generate groundborne vibration
that could be felt at surrounding uses. The proposed project would not involve railroads, substantial
heavy truck operations, or any other use capable of producing groundborne vibration, and therefore
would not result in vibration impacts at surrounding uses as compared to that analyzed in the 1999
SPEIR. As such, no impact would occur in this regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

LONG-TERM (MOBILE) NOISE IMPACTS

N-3 TRAFFIC GENERATED BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT
SIGNIFICANTLY CONTRIBUTE TO EXISTING TRAFFIC NOISE IN THE
AREA OR EXCEED THE TOWN’S ESTABLISHED STANDARDS.

ImpacrAnalysis: The 1999 SPEIR (pages 5.6-16 through 5.6-18) concluded that development of
the 1999 NVSP Amendment would result in additional traffic on adjacent roadways and
contributing noise levels on adjacent roadway segments, further increasing vehicular generated noise
levels along Main Street, east of IVlinaret Road. However, this increase was determined to be less
than significant. Adherence to the Town’s Noise Element of the 1987 General Plan and Title 24 of
the California Code of Regulations would ensure that project impacts would remain less than
significant. Mobile source noise impacts associated with the proposed project are discussed below.

Off-Site Mobile Noise Conditions

Implementation of the proposed project would result in additional traffic on adjacent roadways,
thereby increasing vehicular noise in the vicinity of existing and proposed land uses. Based on the
Traffic Studj, the proposed project would generate an increase of 19 peak-hour trips. The “Existing”
scenario is shown in Table 5.4-4, Existinp Traffic Noise Levels. As depicted in Table 5.4-4, noise levels
would range from approximately 59.1 dBA to 65.6 dBA, with the highest noise levels occurring
along Main Street/Lake Mary Road (west of Minaret Road). This increase in 19 trips associated with
the proposed project would be nominal and would not be expected to increase noise levels to levels
that would exceed the Town’s Noise Standards. In general acoustical principals, the traffic volume
along a roadway would have to double in order to create a noticeable acoustical increase of 3 dBA.1
As the project would not result in this level on a noise increase, a less than significant impact would
occur in this regard.

I California Department of Transportation, Division of Environmental Analysis, Traffic Noise Ana/ysis Protocol

Technical Noise Siippkment, November 2009.
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On-Site Noise Conditions

As indicated in Table 5.4-4, mobile source noise levels along Minaret Road adjacent to the project
site would be 62.8 dBA. According to Town’s standards, interior noise limits are 45 dBA between
7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. A typical building can provide an attenuation rate of approximately 20
dBA with the windows closed. As a result, on-site interior noise levels are estimated to be 42.8 dBA.
Thus, the interior noise levels would be below the Town’s interior noise limit of 45 dBA. A
significant impact would not occur in this regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

LONG-TERM (STATIONARY) NOISE IMPACTS

N-4 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD RESULT IN AN INCREASE IN
LONG-TERM STATIONARY AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS.

ImpactAnalysis: The 1999 SPEIR determined that long-term operations associated with the 1999
NVSP Amendment (including loading and unloading activities, mechanical equipment, and parking
lots) would not result in significant impacts. Stationary source noise impacts associated with the
proposed project are discussed below.

Slow-Moving Trucks (Deliveries)

Any deliveries to the project site would occur on the western portion of the site, and would be
located near other sensitive uses approximately 25 feet to the south. It should be noted that
stationary noise from the proposed project would be similar to the existing surrounding
environment, as compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. Noise from delivery activities would
also be masked by traffic noise along the Minaret Road and Canyon Boulevard. Additionally, the
project would be required to adhere to the Town’s Municipal Code Section 8.16.090, which
prohibits loading and unloading operations to between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Thus, impacts
resulting from delivery activities would be mitigated to a less than significant level.

Mechanical Equipment

Typically, mechanical equipment noise is 55 dBA at 50 feet from the source. Heating Ventilation
and Air Conditioning (HVAC) units would be included within the attic of the proposed hotel,
thereby reducing noise impacts. Noise levels from mechanical equipment would be further reduced
through the implementation of the Additional Mitigation Measure N-3 requiring the orientation of
equipment away from any sensitive receptors, proper selection of equipment, and the installation of
equipment with proper acoustical shielding (mufifing). Compliance with the Town’s Municipal
Code and Additional Mitigation Measure N-3 would minimize noise impacts from mechanical
equipment to less than significant levels with mitigation.
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Noise from the Proposed Outdoor Spa and Pool Terrace

The outdoor spa and pooi terrace associated with the Project would generate crowd noise. Crowd
noise is dependent on several factors including vocal effort, impulsiveness, and the random
orientation of the crowd members. Crowd noise is estimated at 60 dBA at one meter (3.28 feet)
away for raised normal speaking2. This noise level would have an increased five dBA adjustment for
the impulsiveness of the noise source, and a reduced three dBA adjustment for the random
orientation of the crowd members3. Therefore, crowd noise would be 62 dBA at one meter from
the source. Noise has a decay rate due to distance attenuation, which is calculated based on the
Inverse Square Law. Based upon the Inverse Square Law, sound levels decrease by six dBA for each
doubling of distance from the source.4 As a result, crowd noise would be 44 dBA at 13.12 feet and
20 dBA at 26.24 feet, which would not exceed the Town’s 50 dBA standard. The proposed use
would be required to comply with the Town’s Municipal Code and therefore, noise impacts from
crowd noise would be less than significant.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

AdditionalMitigation Measures:

N-3 Mechanical equipment shall be placed as far practicable from sensitive receptors.
Additionally, the following shall be considered prior HVAC installation: proper selection
and sizing of equipment, installation of equipment with proper acoustical shielding, and
incorporating the use of parapets into the building design.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Ivlitigation Incorporated.

5.4.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The 1999 SPEIR (page 5.6-21) determined that implementation of the 1999 NVSP Amendment
would increase ambient noise levels in the site vicinity due to vehicular traffic noise along local
roadways and stationary sources of noise associated with the development. As noise impacts are
determined on a project-by-project basis, future development would require separate discretionary
approval and CEQA assessment, addressing potential noise impacts and identifying appropriate
attenuation measures, as applicable.

Table 4-1, Cumulative Projects List, identifies the related projects and other possible development in
the area determined as having the potential to interact with the proposed project to the extent that a
significant cumulative effect may occur. The following discussions are included per topic area to
determine whether a significant cumulative effect would occur.

2 M.J. Hayne, et al, Prediction of Crowd Noise, Acoustics, November 2006.
~ Ibid.

Cyril M. Harris, Noise Control in Bui/dii~gs, 1994.
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SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS

• GRADING AND CONSTRUCTION WITHIN THE AREA COMBINED WITH
OTHER RELATED CUMULATIVE PROJECTS COULD RESULT IN SHORT-
TERM NOISE IMPACTS TO NEARBY NOISE SENSITIVE RECEIVERS.

Impact Analysis: Construction activities associated with the proposed project and cumulative
projects may overlap, resulting in construction noise in the area. However, as analyzed above,
construction noise impacts primarily affect the areas immediately adjacent to the construction site
and would be mitigated to a less than significant level. Additionally, the proposed project would
comply with the Town’s Municipal Code limitations on allowable hours of construction and would
implement 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.6-la and 5.6-lb and Additional Mitigation Measures
N-l and N-2 to reduce construction noise impacts to less than significant levels with mitigation.
The construction activities associated with the cumulative development projects would also be
required to comply with Town’s Municipal Code limitations on allowable hours of construction and
would incorporate mitigation measures on a project-by-project basis, as applicable, to reduce
construction noise pursuant to CEQA provisions. Therefore, the project’s contribution to
cumulative noise impacts would be less than significant.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.6-la
and 5.6-lb.

Additional Mitigation Measures: Refer to Additional Mitigation Measures N-l and N-2.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

VIBRATION IMPACTS

• PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION COMBINED WITH OTHER RELATED
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS WOULD NOT RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT
VIBRATION IMPACTS TO NEARBY SENSITIVE RECEPTORS.

ImpactAnalysis: As stated above, construction activities associated with the proposed project and
cumulative projects may overlap. There would be no vibration impacts associated with operations at
the project site as compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. Therefore, vibration impacts of
the proposed project would not be cumulatively considerable. Further, the cumulative development
projects would be required to implement any required mitigation measures on a project-by-project
basis, as applicable, pursuant to CEQA provisions. Therefore, the project’s contribution to
cumulative vibration impacts would be less than significant.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.
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LONG-TERM (MOBILE) NOISE IMPACTS

• TRAFFIC GENERATED BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT COMBINED WITH
OTHER RELATED CUMULATIVE PROJECTS WOULD NOT SIGNIFICANTLY
CONTRIBUTE TO EXISTING TRAFFIC NOISE IN THE AREA OR EXCEED
THE TOWN’S ESTABLISHED STANDARDS.

Impact Analysis: As described above, project traffic noise impacts from the project would be
minimal due to the amount of trips (19 peak hour trips) in comparison to existing noise levels
(between 59.1 dBA and 65.6 dBA) and the existing traffic volume ranges (between 3,730 to 13,080
AD’T). Typically, a 3dBA difference in noise level is considered a perceptible difference to the
human ear. This requires doubling the traffic on a roadway.~ As the project trip generation results
would not double traffic volumes and amounts to only 19 peak-hour trips, this would have a
nominal effect on long term mobile noise impacts compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR.
Therefore, the increase in noise associated with cumulative traffic would not be significantly
cumulatively considerable and less than significant impacts would result in this regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

AdditionalMitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

LONG-TERM (STATIONARY) NOISE IMPACTS

• THE PROPOSED PROJECT COMBINED WITH OTHER RELATED
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS WOULD RESULT IN AN INCREASE IN LONG-TERM
STATIONARY AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS.

Impact Analysis: Although related cumulative projects have been identified within the project
study area, the noise generated by stationary equipment on-site cannot be quantified due to the
speculative nature of each development. However, each cumulative project would require separate
discretionary approval and CEQA assessment, which would address potential noise impacts and
identify necessary attenuation measures, where appropriate. Additionally, as noise dissipates as it
travels away from its source, noise impacts from stationary sources would be limited to each of the
respective sites and their vicinities. As no other project sites are located within the immediate
vicinity of the proposed project that would involve stationary noise sources, the project would not
contribute to a cumulative stationary noise impact and impacts would be less than significant in this
regard.

Further, with the implementation of the Additional Mitigation Measure N-3, the proposed project
would reduce stationary noise impacts to less than significant levels with mitigation. Thus, the
proposed project and identified cumulative projects are not anticipated to result in a significant
cumulative impact.

Ibid.
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Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitiga jion Measures: Refer to Additional Mitigation Measure N-3.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

5.4.7 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

No unavoidable significant impacts related to noise have been identified in this section.
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5.5 AIR QUALITY

This section addresses the air emissions generated by the construction and operation of the
proposed project, and the potential impacts to air quality. The analysis also addresses the
consistency of the proposed project with the air quality policies set forth within the Mammoth Lakes
Air~Quali~y Maintenance Plan and PM,0 Redes~gnation Requestfor the Town ofMammoth Lakes (2013 AQIVIP)
prepared by the Town of Mammoth Lakes and the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control
District (GBUAPCD). The analysis of project-generated air emissions focuses on whether the
proposed project would cause an exceedance of an ambient air quality standard or GBUAPCD
significance threshold. Air quality technical data is included in Appendix 11.4, Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Data.

5.5.1 EXISTING SETTING

GREAT BASIN VALLEYS AIR BASIN

Geography

The Town of Mammoth Lakes (Town) is located in the Great Basin Valleys Air Basin (Basin), which
is bounded by the Sierra Nevada mountain range to the west, the White, Inyo, and Coso ranges to
the east, Mono Lake to the north, and Little Lake to the south. The Basin includes Mono County,
where the project site is located, as well as Alpine and Inyo Counties.

The extent and severity of the air pollution problem in the Basin is a function of the area’s natural
physical characteristics (weather and topography), as well as man-made influences (development
patterns and lifestyle). Factors such as wind, sunlight, temperature, humidity, rainfall, and
topography all affect the accumulation and/or dispersion of air pollutants throughout the Basin.

Climate

The climate of the area consists of variable daily temperatures, clear skies, warm summers, cold
winters, and iow humidity. The Town is located at an average elevation of 8,000 feet above mean
sea level, and encompasses approximately 25 square miles of land. The Town receives an average
snowfall of over 200 inches per year. The majority of precipitation takes place between the winter
months of December and February with an annual average of 43 inches of water (equivalent to
approximately 29 feet of snowpack) recorded at Mammoth Pass.

The average annual temperature varies from a minimum in the upper 20 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) to a
maximum of mid to high 50’s. January is usually the coldest month, while July and August are
usually the warmest months. The average annual wind speed in the area is less than 10 miles per
hour (mph), the strongest beginning in the spring months. Average annual relative humidity is
approximately 50 percent, and skies are mostly clear. Spring is the windiest season with fast-moving
northerly weather fronts. Due to the increased elevation of the Town relative to some of the lower
lying areas in the Basin, winds are primarily light and variable. Occasionally, a westerly “Zephyr”
wind blows beginning in the early afternoon until the early evening during summer months.
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Local Ambient Air Quality

The GBUAPCD monitors air quality at 20 monitoring stations throughout the Basin. The
monitoring station representative of this area is the Mammoth Lakes-Gateway monitoring station,
which is located approximately one mile east of the project site. The Mammoth Lakes-Gateway
monitoring station only monitors particulate matter (PM10). Ozone (03) and carbon monoxide (CO)
concentrations were monitored in the past, but these monitoring programs have been discontinued.
There are no monitoring stations within Mono County that monitor the other criteria pollutants.
The closest station within the Basin that monitors 03 is the Death Valley monitoring station, which
is located approximately 150 miles southeast of the project site. The Keeler-Cerro Gordo Road
station is the closest to the project (approximately 100 miles to the south) that monitors PM25. The
air quality data from 2011 to 2013 monitored at these stations are presented in Table 5.5-1, LscalAir
Oualifl’ Levels.

Table 5.5-1
Local Air Quality Levels

Primary Standard Maximum1 Number of Days
Pollutant Year Concentration StatelFederal

California Federal Std. Exceeded

2011 0.084 ppm 0/0Ozone (03) 0.09 ppm NA~ 2012 0.082 0/0
(1-Hour)2 for 1 hour 2013 0.080 0/0

2011 0.079 ppm 20/3Ozone (03) 0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm 2012 0.077 8/1
(8-Hour)2 for8 hours for8 hours 2013 0.074 5/0

2011 102.0 pg/rn3 27/0Particulate Matter 50 pg/m3 150 pg/rn3 2012 56.0 4/0
(PMio) 3, 6,7 for 24 hours for 24 hours 2013 183.08 32/28

2011 208.0 pg/m3 NM/9Fine Particulate Matter No Separate 35 pg/rn3 2012 99.0 NM/4
(PM2.5)4.7 State Standard for 24 hours 2013 93.6 NM/8

NA = Not Applicable; NM Not Measured; ppm = parts per million; PMio particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less; lIglm3
micrograms per cubic meter PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter or less;
Notes:

1. Maximum concentration is measured over the same period as the California Standard. All values listed above represent midnight-to-
midnight 24-hour averages and may be related to an exceptional event.

2. Measurements taken at the Death Valley National Monument Monito~ng Station (located near Furnace Creek, Death Valley,
California 92328).

3. Measurements taken at the Mammoth Lakes-Gateway Monitoring Station (located at Highway 203 and Old Mammoth Road,
Mammoth Lakes, California 93546).

4. Measurements taken at the Keeler-Cerro Gordo Road Monitoring Station (located at 190 Cerro Gordo Road, Keeler, California
93530).

5. The United States Environmental Protection Agency revoked the Federal 1-hour Standard in June of 2005.
6. PMjo exceedances are based on State thresholds established prior to amendments adopted on June 20, 2002.
7. PMjo and PM2.5 exceedances are derived from the number of samples exceeded, not days.
8. In 2013, Federal PM10 standards were exceeded twice due to wildfire smoke impacts from the Aspen Fire. Also, 10 of the days where

the State PM10 standards were exceeded in 2013 were due to the Aspen Fire.
Source: California Air Resources Board, Aerometric Data Analysis and Measurement System (ADAM) Air Quality Data Statistics,

http://www.arb.ca.govladam/welcome.html, accessed on May 12, 2014.
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Carbon Monoxide. CO is an odorless, colorless toxic gas that is emitted by mobile and stationary
sources as a result of incomplete combustion of hydrocarbons or other carbon-based fuels. In
cities, automobile exhaust can cause as much as 95 percent of all CO emissions.

CO replaces oxygen in the body’s red blood cells. Individuals with a deficient blood supply to the
heart, patients with diseases involving heart and blood vessels, fetuses (unborn babies), and patients
with chronic hypoxemia (oxygen deficiency) as seen in high altitudes are most susceptible to the
adverse effects of CO exposure. People with heart disease are also more susceptible to developing
chest pains when exposed to low levels of carbon monoxide. Exposure to high levels of carbon
monoxide can slow reflexes and cause drowsiness, and result in death in confined spaces at very
high concentrations.

Ozone. 03 occurs in two layers of the atmosphere. The layer surrounding the earth’s surface is the
troposphere. The troposphere extends approximately 10 miles above ground level, where it meets
the second layer, the stratosphere. The stratospheric (the “good” ozone layer) extends upward from
about 10 to 30 miles and protects life on earth from the sun’s harmful ultraviolet rays.

“Bad” ozone is a photochemical pollutant, and needs volatile organic compounds (VOCs), nitrogen
oxides (NO~), and sunlight to form; therefore, VOCs and NO~ are ozone precursors. To reduce
ozone concentrations, it is necessary to control the emissions of these ozone precursors. Significant
ozone formation generally requires an adequate amount of precursors in the atmosphere and a
period of several hours in a stable atmosphere with strong sunlight. High ozone concentrations can
form over large regions when emissions from motor vehicles and stationary sources are carried
hundreds of miles from their origins.

While ozone in the upper atmosphere (stratosphere) protects the earth from harmful ultraviolet
radiation, high concentrations of ground-level ozone (in the troposphere) can adversely affect the
human respiratory system and other tissues. Ozone is a strong irritant that can constrict the airways,
forcing the respiratory system to work hard to deliver oxygen. Individuals exercising outdoors,
children, and people with pre-existing lung disease such as asthma and chronic pulmonary lung
disease are considered to be the most susceptible to the health effects of ozone. Short-term
exposure (lasting for a few hours) to ozone at levels typically observed in Southern California can
result in aggravated respiratory diseases such as emphysema, bronchitis and asthma, shortness of
breath, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of the lung tissue, increased fatigue, as
well as chest pain, dry throat, headache, and nausea.

Nitrogen Dioxide. Nitrogen oxides (NOw) are a family of highly reactive gases that are a primary
precursor to the formation of ground-level ozone, and react in the atmosphere to form acid rain.
NO, (often used interchangeably with NON) is a reddish-brown gas that can cause breathing
difficulties at high levels. Peak readings of NO, occur in areas that have a high concentration of
combustion sources (e.g., motor vehicle engines, power plants, refineries, and other industrial
operations).

NO, can irritate and damage the lungs, and lower resistance to respiratory infections such as
influenza. The health effects of short-term exposure are still unclear. However, continued or
frequent exposure to NO, concentrations that are typically much higher than those normally found
in the ambient air, may increase acute respiratory illnesses in children and increase the incidence of
chronic bronchitis and lung irritation. Chronic exposure to NO, may aggravate eyes and mucus
membranes and cause pulmonary dysfunction.
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Coarse Particulate Matter (PM~. PM10 refers to suspended particulate matter, which is smaller than
10 microns or ten one-millionths of a meter. PM10 arises from sources such as road dust, diesel
soot, combustion products, construction operations, and dust storms. PM10 scatters light and
significantly reduces visibility. In addition, these particulates penetrate into lungs and can potentially
damage the respiratory tract. On June 19, 2003, the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
adopted amendments to the statewide 24-hour particulate matter standards based upon
requirements set forth in the Children’s Environmental Health Protection Act (Senate Bill 25).

Fine Particulate Matter (PM~. Due to recent increased concerns over health impacts related to fine
particulate matter (particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter or less), both State and Federal PM,5
standards have been created. Particulate matter impacts primarily affect infants, children, the elderly,
and those with pre-existing cardiopulmonary disease. In 1997, the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) announced new PM,5 standards. Industry groups challenged the new standard in
court and the implementation of the standard was blocked. However, upon appeal by the EPA, the
United States Supreme Court reversed this decision and upheld the EPA’s new standards.

SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Sensitive populations are more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than the general population.
Sensitive populations (sensitive receptors) that are in proximity to localized sources of toxics and
CO are of particular concern. Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality
than others, depending on the population groups and the activities involved. The following types of
people are most likely to be adversely affected by air pollution, as identified by CARB: children
under 14, elderly over 65, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases.
Locations that may contain a high concentration of these sensitive population groups are called
sensitive receptors and include residential areas, hospitals, day-care facilities, elder-care facilities,
elementary schools, and parks. Sensitive receptors in the project vicinity include hotels, resort
condominiums, single and multi-family residential homes, a park, and a place of worship. Sensitive
receptors are depicted below in Table 5.5-2, Sensitive Recettors.

Table 5.5-2
Sensitive Receptors

Distance from Project Direction fromType Name Ske (feet) Project Site

8050 Buildings A and B 25 Northwest
Fireside at the Village 25 South

Hotels/Resort
Condominiums Alpenhof Lodge 100 Northeast

The Westin Monache Resort, Mammoth 425 West
The Village Lodge: Lincoln House 555 Northwest

435 East
750 SouthwestResidential Residential Uses
855 West

1,000 Northwest
Places of Worship Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints 4,925 Southeast

Parks Community Center Park 885 Northwest
Google Earth, 2014.
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5.5.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

The EPA is responsible for implementing the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), which was first
enacted in 1955 and amended numerous times after. The FCAA established Federal air quality
standards known as the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). These standards
identify levels of air quality for “criteria” pollutants that are considered the maximum levels of
ambient (background) air pollutants considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect
the public health and welfare. The criteria pollutants are 03, CO, NO,, which is a form of NOR,
SO2, which is a form of SON, PM10, PM,5, and lead (Pb); refer to Table 5.5-3, National and California
AmbientAir Quality Standards.

CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD

CARB administers the air quality policy in California. The California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS) were established in 1969 pursuant to the Mulford-Carrell Act. These standards, included
with the NAAQS in Table 5.5-3, are generally more stringent and apply to more pollutants than the
NAAQS. In addition to the criteria pollutants, CAAQS have been established for visibility reducing
particulates, hydrogen sulfide, and sulfates. The California Clean Air Act (CCAA), which was
approved in 1988, requires that each local air district prepare and maintain an Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) to achieve compliance with CAAQS. These AQMP’s also serve as the
basis for the preparation of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the State of California.

Like the EPA, CARB also designates areas within California as either attainment or nonattainment
for each criteria pollutant based on whether the CAAQS have been achieved. Under the CCAA,
areas are designated as nonattainment for a pollutant if air quality data show that a State standard for
the pollutant was violated at least once during the previous three calendar years. Exceedances that
are affected by highly irregular or infrequent events are not considered violations of a State standard,
and are not used as a basis for designating areas as nonattainment.

GREAT BASIN UNIFIED AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

The GBUAPCD has jurisdiction over the counties of Mono, Alpine, and Inyo. The GBUAPCD is
one of 35 air quality management districts that have prepared AQMPs to accomplish a five-percent
annual reduction in emissions. The most recent AQMP was adopted in 2013.

In 1990, the GBUAPCD prepared the Air ~uali~y Mana~gement Plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes
(1990 AQMP) to address PM1(1 pollution in the region. In October 2013, the GBUAPCD prepared
the Air ~,Quali~y Maintenance Plan and PM,0 Redeszgnation Request for the Town of Mammoth Lakes (2013
AQMP), as an update to the 1990 AQMP. The 2013 AQMP reviews the background of the 1990
AQMP, the measures implemented as a result of that plan and their effectiveness, and changes to
clean air regulations since the adoption of the 1990 AQIVfP. The 2013 AQMP recommends
maintenance measures and requests that the Town of Mammoth Lakes be redesignated as
attainment for the federal PM10 standard. The redesignation request is based on monitoring data
and a modeling analysis, and a maintenance plan that contains requirements to ensure the Federal
PM10 standard would not be violated in the future.
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Table 5.5-3
National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards

California’ FederaP
Pollutant Averaging Time

Standard’ Attainment Status Standards4 Attal ment Status

1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 ~.ug/m3) Nonattainment N/As N/As
Ozone (03)

8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 ~.1g/m3) Nonattainment 0.075 ppm (147 hg/rn3) Undassified

Particulate Matter 24 Hour 50 ~g/m3 Nonattainment 150 ~g/m3 Nonattainment
(PM10) Annual Arithmetic Mean 20 Jg/m3 Nonattainment N/A7 N/Ar

Fine Particulate 24 Hour No Separate State Standard 35 ~ig/m3 Undassified/Attainment
Matter (PM25) Annual Arithmetic Mean 12 ~ig/m3 Undassified/Attainment 12 llg/m3 Undassified

Carbon Monoxide 1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mgkn3) Attainment 35 ppm (40 mgftri3) Attainment
(CO) 8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) Attainment 9 ppm (10 mg/rn3) Attainment

Nitrogen Dioxide 1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 ~1g/m3) Attainment 100 ppb (188 ~g/m3) N/A
(N02)6 Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.030 ppm (57 ~.Ig/m3) N/A 0.053 ppm (100 lg/m3) Attainment

1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 ~ig/m3) Attainment 75 ppb (196 ~g/m3) N/A

3 Hour N/A N/A N/A Attainment
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m3) Attainment 0.14 ppm Attainment

(for_certain_areas)’

Annual Arithmetic Mean N/A N/A 0.30 ppm Attainment
(for_certain_areas)’

30 day average 1.5 iig/m3 Attainment N/A N/A
Lead (Pb)

Calendar Quarter N/A N/A 1.5 ~.rg/m3 Attainment

Visibility-Reducing 8 Hours (10 am. to Extinction coefficient= Undassified NoPartides 6 p.m., PST) 0.23 km@<70% RH
Federal

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 ~rg/m3 Attainment Standards
Hydrogen Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 ~1g/m3) Undassified

ig/m3= micrograms per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; km = kilometer(s); RH = relative humidity; PST = Pacific Standard Time; N/A = Not
Applicable.
Notes:
1. California standards for ozone, carbon monoxde (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1- and 24-hour), nitrogen dbxide, suspended particulate matter-PMmo and visibility-

reducing particles, are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of
Standards in Section 70200 of Titie 17 of the California Code of Regulations. In 1990, CARS identified vinyl chloride as a toxic air contaminant, but determined that there
was not sufficient available scientific evidence to support the identification of a threshold exposure level. This action allows the implementation of health-protective control
measures at levels below the 0.010 ppm ambient concentration specified in the 1978 standard.

2. National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year.
EPA also may designate an area as attainment/unclassifiab!e, if: (1) it has monitored air quality data that show that the area has not violated the ozone standard over a
three-year period; or (2) there is not enough information to determine the air quality in the area. For PM1o, the 24-hour standard is attained when 99 percent of the daily
concentrations, averaged over the three years, are equal to or less than the standard. For PM25, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily
concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard.

3. Concentration is expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference temperature of 25CC and a
reference pressure of 760mm of mercury. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25C and a reference pressure of 760 mm
of mercury (1013.2 millibar); ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.

4. National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health.
5. The Federal 1-hour ozone standard was revoked on June 15, 2005 in all areas except the 148-hour ozone nonattainment Eady Action Compact (EAC) areas.
6. The Nitrogen Dioxide ambient air quality standard was amended in February 22, 2007 to lower the 1-hour standard to 0.18 ppm and establish a new annual standard of

0.030 ppm.
7. The EPA revoked the annual PMto standard in 2006 (effective December 16, 2006).
8. On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour S02 standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were revoked. To attain the 1-hour national

standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 S02 national
standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas des~nated nonattainment for the
1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved.

Source: California Air Resources Board and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, June 4, 2013.

Public Review Draft • July 2014 5.5-6 Air Quality



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Envfronmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

The measures identified in the 2013 AQMP were incorporated in the Town of Mammoth Lakes
Municz~al Code (Municipal Code) as Chapter 8.30, Particulate Emissions Re~gulations. The measures
included within Chapter 8.30 include a vehicle miles traveled (VMI) limit for the town of 179,708,
street sweeping measures, and regulations on wood-burning stoves and fireplaces. Three major
control measures that were amended by the 2013 AQMP include the following:

• Section 8.30.040 B. No new wood burning appliances are allowed to be installed in multi
family developments, consistent with General Plan Policy R.10.3.

• Section 8.30.080, Mandaton’ Curtailment. All wood burning appliances (including EPA certified
stoves), except pellet stoves, are subject to the Town’s no-burn day program.

• Section 8.30.100 B. Proposed development projects and other Town approved activities
which affect vehicle trips are evaluated against the VMT limit of 179,708.

5.5.3 IMPACT THRESHOLDS
AND SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

GBUAPCD THRESHOLDS

Currently, the GBUAPCD does not have separate daily thresholds for criteria pollutants other than
State and Federal standards; refer to Table 5.5-3. However, CEQA allows Lead Agencies to rely on
standards or thresholds promulgated by other agencies.

The GBUAPCD was consulted during the course of this analysis to determine the proper
methodology to use for analyzing criteria pollutants. Based on guidance from the GBUAPCD,
project-related emissions were quantified and compared to the Mojave Desert Air Quality
Management District (MDAQMD) numerical thresholds.1 Projects in the Basin have recently used
the numerical standards of the MDAQMD in prior CEQA reviews (e.g., the Town ofMammoth Lakes
Trail System Master Plan EIR, dated July 2011). Because the air quality and pollutant attainment status
in portions of the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB) are similar to those of the Basin, the numerical
thresholds set for MDAB by the MDAQMD are considered adequate to serve as significance
thresholds for the proposed project. Table 5.5-4, Regional Thresholds of Significance, presents the
MDAQMD numerical thresholds that would be utilized for analysis of the proposed project.

Table 5.5-4
Regional Thresholds of Significance

Pollutant (Ibslday)
Phase

VOC NOx CO SOx PMio PMZ5

Construction 137 137 548 137 82 82
Operation 137 137 548 137 82 82
VOC volatile organic compounds; NOx z nitrogen oxides; CO carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PMio = particulate
matter smaller than 10 microns; PM2.5 z particulate matter smaller than 2.5 microns
Source: Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District, CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines, February 2009.

Telephone conversation with Jan Sudomier from the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District,
April 16, 2014.
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CEQA SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains the Modified Initial Study Environmental Checklist
form used during preparation of the Modified Initial Study, which is contained in Appendix 11.1 of
this SEIR. The Modified Initial Study includes questions relating to air quality. The issues presented
in the Environmental Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of significance in this section.
Accordingly, a project may create a significant adverse environmental impact if it would:

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan (refer to Impact
Statement AQ-4).

• Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation (refer to Impact Statements AQ-1 and AQ-2).

• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors) (refer to Impact Statements AQ-1 and AQ-2).

• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations (refer to Impact Statement
AQ-3).

• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people (refer to Section 8.0,
Efficts Found Not To Be Sienificani).

Based on these standards/criteria, the effects of the proposed project have been categorized as
either a “less than significant impact” or a “potentially significant impact.” If a potentially significant
impact cannot be reduced to a less than significant level through the application of goals, policies,
standards, or mitigation, it is categorized as a significant and unavoidable impact. The standards
used to evaluate the significance of impacts are often qualitative rather than quantitative because
appropriate quantitative standards are either not available for many types of impacts or are not
applicable for some types of projects.

5.5.4 OVERVIEW OF PREVIOUS
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

CONSISTENCY WITH AN AIR QUALITY PLAN

The EPA has classified the Basin as a non-attainment area for Federal and State PM10 and 03 (State
standards only) air quality standards. As a non-attainment area, the GBUAPCD was subject to the
SIP, later satisfied by the 1990 AQMP pursuant to the FCAA. The 1991 PEIR concluded that
construction emissions would exceed Federal and State CO standards. Mitigation measures to
reduce construction equipment idling would reduce impacts to less than significant levels. The 1991
PEIR also determined that operational PM10 levels, as well as localized concentrations of CO levels
would be exceeded. With compliance to GBUAPCD requirements and other limitations to wood
burning appliances and fireplaces, operational emissions would be reduced to less than significant
levels. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the 1999 North Village Specific Plan (NVSP) Amendment
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complied with the 1990 AQMP regulations applicable to wood burning appliance emissions.
However, implementation of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would add increased VMT to the Town’s
buildout maximum VMT, exceeding the VMT Cap at that time of 106,600 prescribed in the Town’s
1990 AQMP.2 Mitigation measures such as each project contributing their fair share to the Town’s
vacuum street sweeping program and conversions to certified stoves/ fireplaces can help reduce
PM10 levels below the Federal threshold. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the 1999 NVSP
Amendment would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts for PM10 State standards.

AIR QUALITY VIOLATIONS

The 1991 PEIR concluded that construction impacts from PM10 concentrations would be potentially
significant. Mitigation measures such as site watering and using drift fencing tackifiers and stockpile
covering for inactive construction areas would reduce these impacts to less than significant. The
1991 PEIR identified construction vehicles and equipment as creating potentially significant hot spot
violations of Federal and State CO standards. The 1991 PEIR determined that with implementation
of recommended mitigation to reduce unnecessary construction equipment idling, impacts in this
regard would be reduced to less than significant levels.

According to the 1999 SPEIR, clearing, excavation, grading operations, and other construction
activities within the NVSP area would generate dust, with PM10 quantities that could violate State
and Federal standards. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that construction impacts would be mitigated to
a less than significant level with implementation of GBUAPCD standard dust control measures
including daily clean-up and site watering during construction activities, effective covering to
minimize fugitive dust release, and replanting and repaving after construction to reestablish
vegetation. Additionally, construction activities would require a secondary source permit from the
GBUAPCD, specifying appropriate dust control measures to further reduce potential air quality
impacts to less than significant levels.

EXPOSURE TO POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS

The 1991 PEIR concluded that there were potentially significant operational impacts from three
sources: 1) localized CO hotspots; 2) contribution to PM10 levels from resuspended road cinders and
vehicle tail pipe and tire wear; and 3) impacts of wood burning fireplaces on PM10 levels. Several
mitigation measures including compliance with GBUAPCD requirements and limitations on the
quantity of fireplaces and wood burning appliances would reduce these impacts to less than
significant levels.

The 1991 PEIR also quantified existing, future cumulative, and future cumulative plus project worst-
case curbside CO concentrations expected at five intersections. Of the five intersections analyzed,
two intersections (Minaret Road/Main Street and Old Mammoth Road/Main Street) were identified
as exceeding the CO standard. Combined traffic impacts from cumulative development and the
NVSP buildout could exceed the 8-hour CO standards for roadside receptors. However, a
sensitivity analysis identified that CO levels at the Minaret Road/Main Street intersection decreased
rapidly as receptors moved away from the intersection, and at 50 feet from the roadside, the 8-hour

2 The Town’s AQMP was updated in 2013 and included a new ~STMT Cap of 179,708, under which the project
is now applicable to as part of this SEIR
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CO concentration was below the State standard. The 1-hour CO standard was not exceeded as a
result of the NVSP or cumulative development.

The 1999 SPEIR determined that under the 1999 NVSP Amendment, the Minaret Road/Main
Street intersection would operate at level of service (LOS) F without mitigation and then be
improved to LOS D with proposed roadway/intersection improvements resulting in the 8-hour CO
concentration to fall below the State standard. A new mitigation measure prohibiting development
within 50 feet of the Minaret Road/Main Street intersection would reduce potential CO levels to less
than significant. The 1999 SPEIR also concluded that the buildout of the 1999 NVSP Amendment
would result in an increase in local and regional PM10 levels due to increased traffic and wood stoves.
Even with implementation of recommended mitigation measures and proposed project design
measures, impacts in this regard were determined significant and unavoidable for PM10 emissions.

5.5.5 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

SHORT-TERM (CONSTRUCTION) AIR EMISSIONS

AQ-1 SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE
PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD RESULT IN INCREASED AIR
POLLUTANT EMISSION IMPACTS OR EXPOSE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS
TO INCREASED POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS.

ImpactAnalysis: The 1999 SPEIR (pages 5.5-9 and 5.5-10) identified less than significant impacts
associated with fugitive dust as construction activities within the Plan area would be required to
obtain a secondary source permit from the GBUAPCD. Conditions of the permit would specify the
appropriate dust control measures.

Temporary impacts would result from project construction activities. Short-term air emissions
would result from the following activities:

• Particulate (fugitive dust) emissions from grading and building construction; and
• Exhaust emissions from the construction equipment and the motor vehicles of the

construction crew.

Potential odors could arise from the diesel construction equipment used on-site, as well as from
architectural coatings and asphalt off-gassing. Odors generated from the referenced sources are
common in the man-made environment and are not known to be substantially offensive to adjacent
receptors. Additionally, odors generated during construction activities would be temporary and are
not considered to be a significant impact.

The project proposes the development of 67 hotel rooms and accessory uses on top of the existing
parking structure podium. Construction activities would occur for approximately 12 months, and
primarily involve building, paving, and painting. Minor demolition activities would be associated
with the sidewalk along the project frontage on Minaret Road. A minor amount of earthwork would
also be involved the project frontage.
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Project construction would require tractors, loaders, paving equipment, and a crane. Emissions for
each construction phase have been quantified based upon the phase durations and equipment types.
The analysis of daily construction emissions has been prepared utilizing the California Emissions
Estimator Model (Ca1EEMod). Refer to Appendix 11.4, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Data, for the
Ca1EEMod outputs and results. Table 5.5-5, Maximum Daily Construction Emissions, presents the
anticipated daily short-term construction emissions.

Table 5.5-5
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Daily Pollutant Emissions_(ibslday)l
Emissions Source

ROG NOx CO SOx PMio PM2.5

Unmitigated 61.64 47.88 40.10 0.05 8.08 4.99
Mitigated2 61.64 47.88 40.10 0.05 4.52 3.07
Significance Threshold3 137 137 548 137 82 82
Mitigated Emissions Exceed Thresholds? No No No No No No

VOC = volatile organic compounds; NOx nitrogen oxides; CO carbon monoxide; SOx = suitur oxides; PM10 particulate matter smaller than
10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate mattersmaller than 2.5 microns
Notes:
1. Emissions were calculated using CaIEEMod.
2. The reduction/credits for construction emission mitigations are based on mitigation included in CaIEEMod. The mitigation includes the

following: properly maintain mobile and other construction equipment; replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly; water exposed
surfaces twice daily; cover stock piles with tarps; water all haul roads twice daily; limit speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; and
use CARB certified engines.

3. Regional daily construction thresholds are based on the MDAQMD significance thresholds.
Refer to Anpendix 11.4, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Data, for assumptions used in this analysis.

Fugitive Dust Emissions

Fugitive dust (PM10 and PM,5) from grading and construction is expected to be short-term and
would cease following completion of the proposed project improvements. Most of this material is
composed of inert silicates, which are less harmful to health than the complex organic particulates
released from combustion sources. These particles are either directly emitted or are formed in the
atmosphere from the combustion of gases such as NO~ and SO~ combining with ammonia. The
greatest amount of fugitive dust generated is expected to occur during site grading and excavation.
Dust generated by such activities usually becomes more of a local nuisance than a serious health
problem. Of particular concern is the amount of PM10 generated as a part of fugitive dust emissions.

CaIEEMod calculates PM10 and PM25 fugitive dust as part of the site earthwork activity emissions;
refer to Table 5.5-5. Maximum particulate matter emissions would occur during the initial stages of
construction, when grading activities would occur. With the application of the 1999 SPEIR
Mitigation Measure 5.5-la, which requires adherence to GBUAPCD Rule 401 and Rule 402, the
maximum mitigated particulate matter concentration would be 4.52 pounds per day (lbs/day) for
PM10 and 3.07 lbs/day for PM,5. It should be noted that 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-la
would be required, and has been modified to reflect project current standards and practices.
Emissions would be below the thresholds of 82 lbs/day for PM10 and PM,5.
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The Basin is currently classified as nonattainment for PM10. Implementation of the 1999 SPEIR
Mitigation Measure 5.5-Ia, which includes dust control techniques (e.g., daily watering) and
limitations on construction hours, would reduce impacts of PM1() fugitive dust. The GBUAPCD
utilizes a permitting process to regulate emissions resulting from construction activities. The
following list shows the rules and regulations that are applicable to the proposed project:

a. GB UAPCD Rule 200-A and 200-B. Permits Required — Bçfore anj individual builds or operates
ai~ythin~g~ which maj cause the issuance of air contaminants or the use of which maj eliminate, reduce or
control the issuance of air contaminants, such person must obtain a written authority to construct and
permit to operatefrom an Air Pollution Control Officei

b. GB UAPCD Rule 216-A. New Source Review Requirements for Determinin~g Impact on Air
Quality Secondary Sources — Rule 216-A states a person shall not initiate, mod~, construct or operate
anj secondary sources that will cause the emission of anj air pollutant withoutfirst obtaining a permil~
A secondary source is dçfined bj the GB UAP~D as anj structure, building, facili~i, equipment,
installation, or operation which is located on one or more bordering properties within the District and
which is owned, operated, or under shared entitlement to use b~y the same person.

c. GB UAPCD Rules 401 and 402. Fugitive Dust and Nuisance — Rule 401 requires that airborne
particles remain on the site they orzginate from under normal wind conditions. Proper mitigation
techniques approved by the GB UAP~D must be implemented to ensure thatfugitive dust is contained
This does not app/y to dust emissions dischaiged through a stack or otherpoint source.

Rule 402 states that anj air dischai~e that mqy cause injury or detriment, nuisance or annoyance, or
damage to anj public property or considerable number ofpeople is regulated This rule discusses all the
health and saJè~ issues that mqy inteifire with public andprivate areas surrounding the site.

The applicable rules and regulations have been listed as reduction measures for the proposed project
based on guidance from the GBUAPCD. With compliance to the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures
5.5-la and 5.5-lb for construction activities, impacts related to fugitive dust would be reduced to a
less than significant level.

Construction Exhaust Emissions

Exhaust emissions from construction activities indude emissions associated with the transport of
machinery and supplies to and from the project site, emissions produced on-site as the equipment is
used, and emissions from trucks transporting materials to/from the site. As presented in Table 5.5-
~, construction equipment and worker vehicle exhaust emissions would not exceed the emissions
thresholds. The N0~ emissions during the periods described above would result in a less than
significant impact during construction activities.

ROG Emissions

In addition to gaseous and particulate emissions, the application of asphalt and surface coatings
creates ROG emissions, which are 03 precursors. ROG emissions associated with paving and
architectural coating have been quantified with CaIEEMod. Based on the modeling, the proposed
project would not exceed ROG thresholds during construction.
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Asbestos

Pursuant to guidance issued by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State
Clearinghouse, lead agencies are encouraged to analyze potential impacts related to naturally
occurring asbestos (NOA). Asbestos is a term used for several types of naturally occurring fibrous
minerals that are a human health hazard when airborne. The most common type of asbestos is
chrysotile, but other types such as tremolite and actinolite are also found in California. Asbestos is
classified as a known human carcinogen by State, Federal, and international agencies and was
identified as a toxic air contaminant by the CARB in 1986.

Asbestos can be released from serpentinite and ultramafic rocks when the rock is broken or crushed.
At the point of release, the asbestos fibers may become airborne, causing air quality and human
health hazards. These rocks have been commonly used for unpaved gravel roads, landscaping, fill
projects, and other improvement projects in some localities. Asbestos may be released to the
atmosphere due to vehicular traffic on unpaved roads, during grading for development projects, and
at quarry operations. All of these activities may have the effect of releasing potentially harmful
asbestos into the air. Natural weathering and erosion processes can act on asbestos bearing rock
and make it easier for asbestos fibers to become airborne if such rock is disturbed.

Serpentinite and/or ultramafic rock are known to be present in 44 of California’s 58 counties.
These rocks are particularly abundant in the counties of the Sierra Nevada foothills, the Kiamath
Mountains, and Coast Ranges. According to the Department of Conservation Division of Mines
and Geology, A General Location Guide for Ultramafic Rocks in Ca4fornia — Areas More Like/y to Contain
Naturaliy Occurring Asbestos Report (dated August 2000), the proposed project is not located in an area
where NOA is likely to be present. Therefore, impacts in this regard are less than significant.

Total Daily Construction Emissions

Ca1EEMod was utilized to model construction emissions for ROG, NOR, CO, 50X~ PM10, and
PM25. Construction would occur over approximately a 12 month period. CalEEMod allows the
user to input mitigation measures such as watering the construction area to limit fugitive dust and
applying soil stabilizers to the project area. Mitigation measures selected within Ca]EEMod allow
for certain reduction credits and result in a decrease of pollutant emissions. Reduction credits are
based upon studies developed by CARB and various air quality management districts throughout
California, and were programmed within CaIEEMod.

As indicated in Table 5.5-5, construction emissions would not exceed thresholds. The 1999 SPEIR
Mitigation Measure 5.5-la would be required to minimize fugitive dust emissions and ensure
compliance with GBUAPCD Rules. Additionally, 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-lb would be
required to minimize exhaust emissions from construction equipment and ensure compliance with
the CARE anti-idling rule (California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Section 2485). With
implementation of 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.5-la and 5.5-lb, and compliance with
applicable GBUAPCD rules (refer to Additional Mitigation Measures AQ-l and AQ-2 that require
compliance with GBUAPCD Rules 200-A, 200B, and 216A), construction emissions would be less
than significant.
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Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation
measures are made in stnlicthrough and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SEIR
mitigation measures have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure
in a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

5.5-la Prior to approval of the Project plans and specifications the Public Works Directot or
his desicrnee. shall confirm that the plans and specifications stipulate that excessive
fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by regular watering or other dust preventive
measures and that fugitive dust shall not cause a nuisance off-site as specified in the
Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) Rules and Regulations.
In ordcr to rcducc fugitivc dust cmissions, cach dcvclopmcnt projcct shall obtain
pcrmits, as nccdcd, from thc Town and thc Statc APCD and shall implcmcntThe
following measures shall be implemented during grading and/or construction of the
individual dcvclopmcnt sitcs Proiect to ensure compliance with permit conditions and
applicable Town and GBUAPCD requirements.

a. The individual dcvclopmcnt project9 shall comply with State, GBUAPCD, Town,
and Uniform Building Code dust control regulations, so as to prevent the soil from
being eroded by wind, creating dust, or blowing onto a public road or roads or other
public or private property.

b. Adequate watering techniques shall be employed on a daily basis to partially mitigate
the impact of construction-generated dust particulates.

Clean-up on construction-related dirt on approach routes to individual dcvclopmcnt
the project sites/improvcmcnts shall be ensured by the application of water and/or
chemical dust retardants that solidify loose soils. These measures shall be
implemented for construction vehicle access, as directed by the Town Engineer.
Measures shall also include covering, watering or otherwise stabilizing all inactive soil
piles (left more than 10 days) and inactive graded areas (left more than 10 days).

d. Any vegetative ground cover to be utilized on the individual dcvclopmcnt the Project
sites/improvcmcnts shall be planted as soon as possible to reduce the amount of
open space subject to wind erosion. Irrigation shall be installed as soon as possible
to maintain the ground cover.

e. All trucks hauling dirt, soil or other loose dirt material shall be covered.

5.5-lb To reduce the potential of spot violations of the CO standards and odors from
construction equipment exhaust, unnecessary idling of construction equipment shall be
avoided pursuant to CARE anti-idling regulations for in-use Off Road Diesel Vehicles.
~ (dV3~ (Id1incr~.
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AdditionalMitigation Measures:

AQ-1 Under the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) Rule 200-A
and 200B, the project Applicant shall apply for a Permit To Construct prior to
construction, which provides an orderly procedure for the review of new and modified
sources of air pollution.

AQ-2 Under the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) Rule 216-A
(New Source Review Requirement for Determining Impact on Air Quality Secondary
Sources), the project Applicant shall complete the necessary permitting approvals prior
to commencement of construction activities.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

LONG-TERM (OPERATIONAL) AIR EMISSIONS

AQ-2 DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT
WOULD RESULT IN INCREASED IMPACTS PERTAINING TO
OPERATIONAL AIR EMISSIONS.

Impact Analysis: The 1999 SPEIR (pages 5.5-10 through 5.5-13) concluded that the estimated
daily operational emissions resulting from buildout of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would exceed
the applicable Ambient Air Quality Standards for PM10.

Operational emissions generated by both stationary and mobile sources would result from normal
daily activities on the project site after occupation (i.e., increased concentrations of 03, PM10, and
CO). Stationary area source emissions would be generated by the consumption of natural gas or
propane for space and water heating devices, the operation of landscape maintenance equipment,
and the use of consumer products. Stationary energy emissions would result from energy
consumption associated with the proposed project. Mobile emissions would be generated by the
motor vehicles traveling to and from the project site.

Mobile Source Emissions

Mobile sources are emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative emissions.
Depending upon the pollutant being discussed, the potential air quality impact may be of either
regional or local concern. For example, ROG, N0~, 50X~ PM10, and PM,5 are all pollutants of
regional concern (N0~ and ROG react with sunlight to form 03 [photochemical smog], and wind
currents readily transport S0~, PM10, and PM,5). However, CO tends to be a localized pollutant,
dispersing rapidly at the source.

Project-generated vehicle emissions have been estimated using CaIEEMod. This model predicts
ROG, N0~, PM10, and PM,3 emissions from motor vehicle traffic associated with new or modified
land uses; refer to Appendix 11.4, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Data. According to The Inn at the
Villa~ge Project— Traffic Ana/ysis (Traffic Study), dated May 8, 2014, prepared by LSA Associates, Inc.,
(included as Appendix 11.2, Tr4ic Study), the proposed project would generate 19 peak hour trips
(10 inbound and 9 outbound) on a typical weekend. Table 5.5-6, Lon~g-Term OperationalAir Emissions,
presents the anticipated mobile source emissions.
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Table 5.5-6
Long-Term Operational Air Emissions

Pollutant (poundslday)1
Emissions Source

ROG NOx CO SOx PMio PMLS

Unmitigated Emissions
Area

Energy ________________________

Mobile 11.47 43.55

Total Unmitigated Emissions 12.13 44.11
Mitigated Emissions _________________________________

Area

Energy

Mobile

Total Mitigated Emissions
Significance Threshold2

Is Threshold Exceeded?
(Significant Impact?)

Notes:
1. Based on CaIEEMod modeling results, worst-case seasonal emissions for area and mobile emissions have been modeled.
2. Regional daily thresholds are based on the MDAQMD significance thresholds.
3. Refer to Appendix 11 4, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Data for assumptions used in this analysis.

Stationary Source Emissions

Stationary source emissions would be generated due to an increased demand for electrical energy
and propane/natural gas with the development of the proposed project; refer to Table 5.5-6. This
assumption is based on the supposition that those power plants supplying electricity to the site are
utilizing fossil fl.iels. Electric power generating plants are distributed throughout the Basin and
western United States, and their emissions contribute to the total regional pollutant burden. The
primary use of propane/natural gas by the proposed land uses would be for combustion to produce
space heating, water heating, other miscellaneous heating, or air conditioning, consumer products,
and landscaping.

Conclusion

As described above, the project involves the development of 67 hotel rooms above an existing
parking structure podium and would generate 19 peak hour trips. The project site is within the
North Village District. Although the project would increase density on the site, it would
accommodate the increase by transferring 30 rooms from one of the Mammoth Crossing sites.
Therefore, the project would not result in overall growth beyond what is anticipated in the Town’s
2007 General Plan and the NVSP. Furthermore, the recommended 1999 SPEIR Mitigation
Measures 5.5-2a through 5.5-2c would require the project to implement measures that would
minimize operational emissions from mobile sources (including reentrained dust) and particulates
from wood-burning fireplaces. As operational emissions would not exceed the applicable
thresholds, impacts in this regard would be reduced to iess than significant levels.

11.47 43.55
12.13 . 44.11
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Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation
measures are made in atrikcthrough and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SEIR
mitigation measures have been made to c1arif~r/up-date the information and/or present the measure
in a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

MM 5.5-2a In order to reduce emissions associated with both mobile and stationary sources (i.e.,
wood burning stoves and fireplaces), all individual dcvclopmcnt projccta the proposed
Project shall adhere to the regulations contained in the 2Q13 Air Quality Managcmcnt
Maintenance Plan for the Town of Mammoth Lakes and Chapter 8.30, Particulate
Emission Regulations, of the Town’s Municipal Code. The commercial use tenants
throughout the Specific Plan area shall, at a minimum, include the following, as
appropriate:

• Bicycle racks, lockers or secure storage areas for bicycles;
• Transit access, including bus turnouts;
• Site access design shall avoid queuing in driveways; and
• Mulch, groundcover, and native vegetation to reduce dust.

MM 5.5-2b Each The proposed project shall contribute on a fair share basis to the Town’s street
sweeping operations in order to reduce emissions and achicvc maintain the required
Federal standard.

MM 5.5-2c Ncw dcvclopmcnt within the Specific Plan arca shall not bc permitted to utilitc wood
burning applianccs unlcss thc Fcdcral standard is documcntcd to not bc exceeded.
Prior to approval of building plans, the Applicant shall provide confirmation to the
satisfaction of the Town of Mammoth Lakes Community and Economic Development
Department that wood fired stoves or appliances would not be used on-site.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

LOCALIZED EMISSIONS

AQ-3 DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROJECT WOULD NOT
RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT LOCALIZED EMISSIONS IMPACTS OR
EXPOSE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS TO SUBSTANTIAL INCREASED
POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS.

Impact Analysis: The 1999 SPEIR (pages 5.5-13 through 5.5-14) identified three intersections
(Old Mammoth Road/Main Street, Minaret Road/Main Street, and Forest Trail/Main Street) that
would decrease to an unacceptable LOS and have the potential to exceed CO standards. The 1999
SPEIR identified mitigation measures prohibiting development within 50 feet of the Minaret
Road/Main Street intersection, which would reduce potential CO levels to less than significant. It
should be noted that the project site is located more than 300 feet from this intersection.
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Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

CO emissions are a function of vehicle idling time, meteorological conditions, and traffic flow.
Under certain extreme meteorological conditions, CO concentrations near a congested roadway or
intersection may reach unhealthful levels (i.e., adversely affecting residents, school children, hospital
patients, the elderly, etc.).

In order to identify CO hotspots, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
criterion was utilized since the GBUAPCD does not currently have a preferred methodology. The
SCAQMD requires a quantified assessment of CO hotspots when a project increases the volume-to-
capacity ratio (also called the intersection capacity utilization) by 0.02 (two percent) for any
intersection with an existing level of service LOS D or worse. Because traffic congestion is highest
at intersections where vehicles queue and are subject to reduced speeds, these hot spots are typically
produced at intersections.

The Basin is designated as an attainment area for the Federal and State CO standards. There has
been a decline in CO emissions even though vehicle miles traveled on U.S. urban and rural roads
have increased. On-road mobile source CO emissions have declined 24 percent between 1989 and
1998, despite a 23 percent rise in motor vehicle miles traveled over the same 10 years. California
trends have been consistent with national trends; CO emissions declined 20 percent in California
from 1985 through 1997 while vehicle miles traveled increased 18 percent in the 1990s. Three major
control programs have contributed to the reduced per-vehicle CO emissions: exhaust standards,
cleaner burning fuels, and motor vehicle inspection/maintenance programs.

A detailed CO analysis was conducted in the Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide (CO Plan)
for the SCAQMD’s 2003 Air Quality Management Plan. The locations selected for microscale
modeling in the CO Plan are worst-case intersections in the Basin, and would likely experience the
highest CO concentrations. Thus, CO analysis within the CO Plan is utilized in a comparison to the
proposed project, since it represents a worst-case scenario with heavy traffic volumes.

Of these locations, the Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Avenue intersection in Los Angeles experienced
the highest CO concentration (4.6 parts per million [ppm]), which is well below the 35-ppm 1-hr
CO Federal standard. The Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Avenue intersection is one of the most
congested intersections in Southern California with an average daily traffic (ADT) volume of
approximately 100,000 vehicles per day. As the CO hotspots were not experienced at the Wilshire
Boulevard/Veteran Avenue intersection, it can be reasonably inferred that CO hotspots would not
be experienced at any intersections within the Town near the project site due to the low volume of
traffic (190 daily trips and 19 peak hour trips) that would occur as a result of project
implementation. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Carbon Dioxide

The Town is located near the southwest edge of the Long Valley Caldera, which overprints the
Sierra Nevada boundary fault system. Persistent earthquake and volcanic activity over the past four
million years have formed the eastern Sierra landscape in the vicinity of Long Valley Caldera and the
Mono Basin. Detailed surveys indicate that the central portion of the Long Valley Caldera has risen
more than 30 inches since the late 1970s, possibly in response to the filling of a shallow magma
chamber. In 1990, it was recognized that magmatic gasses were killing trees in certain portions of
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the caldera. The trees were killed by high carbon dioxide flux in the soil gasses surrounding their
roots. The most well-known location of high carbon dioxide soil gas is at the north end of
Horseshoe Lake where scientists estimate between 50 and 150 tons of carbon dioxide are emitted
daily. However, based on studies performed by the California Geological Survey and the U.S.
Geological Survey it should be noted that there have been no areas of high carbon dioxide flux
identified in the project vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project would not be exposed to carbon
dioxide in this regard and impacts are less than significant.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSi~nificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL PLANS

AQ-4 DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROJECT WOULD BE
CONSISTENT WITH REGIONAL PLANS.

Impact Analysis: The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the estimated daily operational emissions
resulting from buildout of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would exceed the applicable Ambient Air
Quality Standards for PM10. Therefore, impacts were determined to conflict with the 1990 AQMP.

As described above, according to the 1990 AQMP, particulate matter from road dust and soot from
wood combustion primarily causes PM10 violations in the Town. In other words, tailpipe emissions
from heavy-duty diesel engines constitute a minor or negligible component of PM10 impacts in the
Mammoth Lakes area. In addition, motor vehicle emissions such as those used in snow-removal
equipment have been greatly reduced since the 1990 AQMP analysis was completed because State
and Federal programs now require the use of low-sulfur diesel fuel as of 2006.

The monitoring data and modeling analysis within the 2013 AQMP determined that with
implementation of the control measures from the 1990 AQMP, PM10 levels in the Town have
declined significantly. The updated emissions estimate in the 2013 AQMP shows 3,385 kg/day
PM10 in 2012, which is a 20 percent reduction in emissions since 1990 when the AQMP was
adopted. This reduction was achieved despite a 72 percent population increase from 4,785 in 1990
to 8,234 in 2010.

The 2013 AQMP also models emissions associated with the estimated 179,708 VMT at 2007
General Plan buildout. The VMT estimate is based on a revised traffic model for the community
that incorporates additional roadway segments and revises VMT projections based on updated
traffic counts and current modeling technologies. The air quality modeling shows that this overall
level of traffic would not cause an exceedence of the NAAQS and is suggested as the VMT limit for
the 2013 AQMP.

The proposed project would construct a seven-story hotel of 34,840 square feet and up to 67 rooms,
and an additional 29,910 square feet of accessory uses. This increase in density at the project site
would be accommodated by a proposed density transfer from one of the Mammoth Crossing sites
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to the project site. Thus, although the proposed project would increase densities at the site, the
overall approved density for the NVSP area would remain the same after implementation of the
proposed project. Development associated with the proposed project would be consistent with
what is anticipated in the Town’s 2007 General Plan. Therefore, VMT associated with the project
are included in the 2007 General Plan buildout VMT estimate that is included in the modeling for
the 2013 AQMP.

Future development within the Town has been anticipated within the recent 2007 General Plan. In
order to address the anticipated increase at future buildout, the 2007 General Plan has included
several goals and policies to further regulate the anticipated PM10 emissions resulting from the
increased VMT. Such goals and policies would build upon the regulations set forth within the
current Municipal Code, Chapter 8.30, and GBUAPCD Rule 431. As an example of the new goals
and policies, the 2007 General Plan has included the use of higher density residential and mixed-use
development adjacent to commercial centers, mountain portals, and transit corridors, which would
reduce the number of vehicle trips, VMT, and encourage alternative modes of transportation.

As the proposed project is anticipated in the 2007 General Plan and 2013 AQMP, implementation
of the proposed project would not conflict with the 2013 AQMP. Additionally, the project would
be required to comply with the applicable 2007 General Plan policies, which would further reduce
impacts associated with plan consistency to a less than significant level.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

5.5.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The 1999 SPEIR (page 5.5-15) concluded that 1999 NVSP Amendment would contribute to a
current violation of PM10 State and Federal standards resulting in cumulative operational impacts.
This contribution would result in a significant and unavoidable impact.

Table 4-1, Cumulative Projects List, identifies the related projects and other possible development in
the area determined as having the potential to interact with the proposed project to the extent that a
significant cumulative effect may occur. The following discussions are included per topic area to
determine whether a significant cumulative effect would occur.

SHORT-TERM (CONSTRUCTION) AIR EMISSIONS

• SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE
PROPOSED PROJECT AND OTHER RELATED CUMULATIVE PROJECTS,
WOULD RESULT IN INCREASED AIR POLLUTANT EMISSION IMPACTS OR
EXPOSE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS TO INCREASED POLLUTANT
CONCENTRATIONS.
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Impact Analysis: Of the 22 projects that have been identified within the proposed project study
area, there are a number of related projects that have not been built or are currently under
construction. Since applicants have no control over the timing or sequencing of the related projects,
any quantitative analysis to ascertain the daily construction emissions that assumes multiple,
concurrent construction would be speculative.

The GBUAPCD has developed a permitting process prior to the construction of any development
within the Basin to ensure that construction activities would not result in exceedances of NAAQS.
The GBUAPCD emphasizes the use of control measures during construction activities. As stated in
Impact Statement AQ-l, mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with construction
through the application of proper permits and by demonstrating that the appropriate control
measures would be utilized during construction activities. With implementation of 1999 SPEIR
Mitigation Measures 5.5-la and 5.5-lb and Additional Mitigation Measures AQ-l and AQ-2, the
project would comply with all applicable GBUAPCD Rules and the project’s cumulative
contribution would be less than significant in this regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.5-la
and 5.5-lb.

Additional Mitigation Measures: Refer to Additional Mitigation Measures AQ-l and AQ-2.

Level ofSig~nificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

LONG-TERM (OPERATIONAL) AIR EMISSIONS

• DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND OTHER
RELATED CUMULATIVE PROJECTS, WOULD RESULT IN INCREASED
IMPACTS PERTAINING TO OPERATIONAL AIR EMISSIONS.

Impact Analysis: The GBUAPCD’s approach for assessing cumulative impacts related to
operations is based on the attainment of ambient air quality standards in accordance with the
requirements of the Federal and State Clean Air Acts. A significant impact may occur if a project
would add a cumulatively considerable contribution of a Federal or State non-attainment pollutant.
Because the Basin is currently in nonattainment for 03 and PM10, related projects could exceed an
air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality exceedance.

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in long-term air quality impacts, as
emissions would not exceed applicable operational thresholds. Development associated with the
proposed project would be consistent with what is anticipated in the 1999 SPEIR and the Town’s
2007 General Plan. Additionally, adherence to GBUAPCD rules and regulations (as required by
1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.5-2a through 5.5-2c) would alleviate potential impacts related to
cumulative conditions on a project-by-project basis. Emission reduction technology, strategies, and
plans are constantly being developed. As a result, the proposed project would not contribute a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any nonattainment criteria pollutant. Therefore,
cumulative operational impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project would be
less than significant.
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Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.5-2a
through 5.5-2c.

AdditionalMitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

5.5.7 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

No unavoidable significant impacts related to air quality have been identified in this section.
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5.6 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

This section evaluates greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with the proposed project and
analyzes compliance with applicable regulations. Consideration of the project’s consistency with
applicable plans, policies, and regulations, as well as the introduction of new sources of GHGs, is
included in this section. GHG technical data is induded in Appendix 11.4, Air Quality and Greenhouse
Gas Data.

5.6.1 EXISTING SETTING

The Town of Mammoth Lakes (Town) is located in the Great Basin Valley Air Basin (Basin), which
is bounded by the Sierra Nevada mountain range to the west, the White, Inyo, and Coso ranges to
the east, Mono Lake to the north, and Little Lake to the south. The Basin includes Mono County,
where the project site is located, as well as Alpine and Inyo Counties.

The extent and severity of the air pollution problem in the Basin is a function of the area’s natural
physical characteristics (weather and topography), as well as man-made influences (development
patterns and lifestyle). Factors such as wind, sunlight, temperature, humidity, rainfall, and
topography all affect the accumulation and/or dispersion of pollutants throughout the Basin.

SCOPE OF ANALYSIS FOR CLIMATE CHANGE

The study area for climate change and the analysis of GHG emissions is broad as climate change is
influenced by world-wide emissions and their global effects. However, the study area is also limited
by the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064[d]), which directs lead agencies to consider an “indirect
physical change” only if that change is a reasonably foreseeable impact which may be caused by the
project.

The baseline against which to compare potential impacts of the project includes the natural and
anthropogenic drivers of global climate change, including world-wide GHG emissions from human
activities that have grown more than 70 percent between 1970 and 2004. The State of California is
leading the nation in managing GHG emissions. Accordingly, the impact analysis for this project
relies on guidelines, analyses, policy, and plans for reducing GHG emissions established by the
California Air Resources Board (CARB).

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE - GREENHOUSE GASES

The natural process through which heat is retained in the troposphere is called the “greenhouse
effect.”1 The greenhouse effect traps heat in the troposphere through a threefold process as follows:
Short wave radiation emitted by the Sun is absorbed by the Earth; the Earth emits a portion of this
energy in the form of long wave radiation; and GHG in the upper atmosphere absorb this long wave
radiation and emit this long wave radiation into space and toward the Earth. This “trapping” of the
long wave (thermal) radiation emitted back toward the Earth is the underlying process of the
greenhouse effect.

1 The troposphere is the bottom layer of the atmosphere, which varies in height from the Earth’s surface to 10

to 12 kilometers.
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The most abundant GHGs are water vapor and carbon dioxide (CO,). Many other trace gases have
greater ability to absorb and re-radiate long wave radiation; however, these gases are not as plentiful.
For this reason, and to gauge the potency of GHGs, scientists have established a Global Warming
Potential (GWP) for each GHG based on its ability to absorb and re-radiate long wave radiation.
GHGs normally associated with the proposed project include the following:2

Water Vapor (~1-I2Q). Although water vapor has not received the scrutiny of other GHGs, it is
the primary contributor to the greenhouse effect. Natural processes, such as evaporation
from oceans and rivers, and transpiration from plants, contribute 90 percent and 10 percent
of the water vapor in our atmosphere, respectively. The primary human related source of
water vapor comes from fuel combustion in motor vehicles; however, this is not believed to
contribute a significant amount (less than one percent) to atmospheric concentrations of
water vapor. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has not determined a
GWP for water vapor.

• Carbon Dioxide (C02). CO, is primarily generated by fossil fuel combustion in stationary and
mobile sources. Due to the emergence of industrial facilities and mobile sources in the past
250 years, the concentration of CO, in the atmosphere has increased 40 percent.3 CO2 is the
most widely emitted GHG and is the reference gas (GWP of 1) for determining GWPs for
other GHGs.

• Methane (CH~). CH4 is emitted from biogenic sources, incomplete combustion in forest fires,
landfills, manure management, and leaks in natural gas pipelines. In the United States, the
top three sources of CH4 are landfills, natural gas systems, and enteric fermentation. CR4 is
the primary component of natural gas, which is used for space and water heating, steam
production, and power generation. The GWP of CR4 is 21.

• Nitrous Oxide (N,Q2. N,O is produced by both natural and human related sources. Primary
human related sources include agricultural soil management, animal manure management,
sewage treatment, mobile and stationary combustion of fossil fuel, adipic acid production,
and nitric acid production. The GWP of N2O is 310.

• H’ydrofiuorocarbons (7-IFCs). HFCs are typically used as refrigerants for both stationary
refrigeration and mobile air conditioning. The use of HFCs for cooling and foam blowing is
growing, as the continued phase out of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and
hydrochiorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) gains momentum. The GWP of HFCs range from 140
for HFC-152a to 11,700 for HFC-23.4

2 All Global Warming Potentials are given as 100 year GWP. Unless noted otherwise, all Global Warming
Potentials were obtained from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Climate Change (Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change, Climate Change, The Science of Climate Chai.~ge — Contributio,i of W7orki~~g Groz~ I to the Second
Assessment Repon~ qf the IP~ 1996).

U.S. Envirom-nental Protection Agency, Invento~y of United States Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks 1990 to
2012, April 2014.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Ove,view of Greenhouse Gas Emissions — Emissions of Flno,inated Gases,
dated April 17, 2014. http://epa.gov/cimatechange/ghgemissions/gases/fgases.html, accessed on May 15, 2014.

Public Review Draft • July 2014 5.6-2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

Pertluorocarbons (PFCs). PFCs are compounds consisting of carbon and fluorine. They are
primarily created as a byproduct of aluminum production and semiconductor manufacturing.
PFCs are potent GHGs with a GWP several thousand times that of C02, depending on the
specific PFC. Another area of concern regarding PFCs is their long atmospheric lifetime (up
to 50,000 years).5 The GWP of PFCs range from 6,500 to 9,200.

Sulfur hexaJluoride (SF1~). Sulfur hexafluoride is a colorless, odorless, nontoxic, nonflammable
gas. It is most commonly used as an electrical insulator in high voltage equipment that
transmits and distributes electricity. Sulfur hexafluoride is the most potent GHG that has
been evaluated by the IPCC with a GWP of 23,900. However, its global warming
contribution is not as high as the GWP would indicate due to its low mixing ratio compared
to CO, (4 parts per trillion [ppt] in 1990 versus 365 parts per million [ppm], respectively).6

In addition to the six major GHGs discussed above (excluding water vapor), many other
compounds have the potential to contribute to the greenhouse effect. Some of these substances
were previously identified as stratospheric ozone (03) depletors; therefore, their gradual phase out is
currently in effect. The following is a listing of these compounds:

• H’vdrochlorofluorocarbons (I-ICFCs). HCFCs are solvents, similar in use and chemical
composition to CFCs. The main uses of HCFCs are for refrigerant products and air
conditioning systems. As part of the Montreal Protocol, all developed countries that adhere
to the Montreal Protocol are subject to a consumption cap and gradual phase out of HCFCs.
The United States is scheduled to achieve a 100 percent reduction to the cap by 2030. The
GWP of HCFCs range from 93 for HCFC-123 to 2,000 for HCFC-142b.7

• 1,1,1 trichloroethane. 1,1,1 trichloroethane or methyl chloroform is a solvent and degreasing
agent commonly used by manufacturers. The GWP of methyl chloroform is 110 times that
of CO,.8

• Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). CFCs are used as refrigerants, cleaning solvents, and aerosols
spray propellants. CFCs were also part of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) Final Rule (57 FR 3374) for the phase out of 03 depleting substances. Currently,
CFCs have been replaced by HFCs in cooling systems and a variety of alternatives for
cleaning solvents. Nevertheless, CFCs remain suspended in the atmosphere contributing to
the greenhouse effect. CFCs are potent GHGs with a GWP ranging from 4,600 for CFC 11
to 14,000 for CFC 13.~

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Overview of Greenhouse Gas Emissions — Emissions of Fluorinated Gases,
dated April 17, 2014. http: /epa.gov/cimatechange/ghgemissions/gases/fgases.html, accessed on May 15, 2014.

6 Ibid.
~ U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Protection of Stratoipheric Ozone: Listing of Global Warming Potentialfor

Ozone Depleting Substances, dated October 29, 2009. http://www.epa.gov/EPA-AIR/ 1996/January/Day-i 9/pr-372.html,
accessed on May 15, 2014.

8 Ibid.
~ U.s. Environmental Protection Agency, Class I Ozone Depleting Substances, dated June 21, 2013.

http://www.epa.gov/ozone/science/ods/classone.html, accessed on May 15, 2014.
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5.6.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

FEDERAL

The Federal government is extensively engaged in international climate change activities in areas
such as science, mitigation, and environmental monitoring. The EPA actively participates in
multilateral and bilateral activities by establishing partnerships and providing leadership and
technical expertise. Multilaterally, the United States is a strong supporter of activities under the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the IPCC.

In 1988, the United Nations and the World Meteorological Organization established the IPCC to
assess the scientific, technical, and socioeconomic information relevant to understanding the
scientific basis of human-induced climate change, its potential impacts, and options for adaptation
and mitigation. The most recent reports of the IPCC have emphasized the scientific consensus
around the evidence that real and measurable changes to the climate are occurring, that they are
caused by human activity, and that significant adverse impacts on the environment, the economy,
and human health and welfare are unavoidable.

In December 2007, Congress passed the first increase in corporate average fleet fuel economy
(CAFE) standards. The new CAFE standards represent an increase to 35 miles per gallon (mpg) by
2020. In March 2009, the Obama Administration announced that for the 2011 model year, the
standard for cars and light trucks will be 27.3 mpg, the standard for cars will be 30.2 mpg; and
standard for trucks would be 24.1 mpg. Additionally, in May 2009 President Barack Obama
announced plans for a national fuel-economy and GHG emissions standard that would significantly
increase mileage requirements for cars and trucks by 2016. The new requirements represent an
average standard of 39 mpg for cars and 30 mpg for trucks by 2016.

In May 2010, EPA and Department of Transportation’s National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) issued a joint Final Rule to establish a National Program comprised of
new standards for light-duty vehicles that will reduce GHG emissions and improve fuel economy.
In October 2012, the EPA and NHTSA issued final rules to extend the National Program standards
to further decrease GHG emissions and increase fuel economy for light-duty vehicles for model
years 2017-2025. NHTSA is finalizing CAFE standards for model years 2017-2012 while issuing
augural standards for 2022-2025 model years under the Energy and Security Act. EPA is finalizing
GHG emission standards for 2017-2025 model years under the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) and
modifying changes to the regulations applicable to model years 2012-2016 in regards to air
conditions performance, N20 measurement, off-cycle technology credits, and police and emergency
vehicles.

In September 2009, the EPA finalized a GHG reporting and monitoring system that began on
January 1, 2010. In general, this national reporting requirement will provide the EPA with accurate
and timely GHG emissions data from facilities that emit 25,000 metric tons (MT) or more of CO2
per year. This publicly available data will allow the reporters to track their own emissions, compare
them to similar facilities, and aid in identifying cost-effective emissions reduction strategies. This
new program covers approximately 85 percent of the nation’s GHG emissions and applies to
approximately 10,000 facilities. The reporting system is intended to provide a better understanding
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of where GHGs are coming from and will guide development of the best possible policies and
programs to reduce emissions.

In December 2009, the EPA signed two endangerment and cause or contribute findings for GHG
emissions under Section 202(a) of the FCAA. The EPA concluded that current and projected
concentrations of the six key well-mixed GHGs (CO,, CH4, N,O, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6) in the
atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare of current and future generations. In addition,
the EPA determined that the combined emissions of these well-mixed GHGs from new motor
vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG pollution which threatens public
health and welfare. These findings do not themselves impose any requirements on industry or other
entities. However, this action was a prerequisite for implementing GHG standards for vehicles.

Currently, the EPA is proposing the 2014 Renewable Fuel Standard Program (RFS2) to establish the
volume requirements and associated percentage standards for cellulosic biofuel, biomass-based
diesel, advanced biofuel, and total renewable fuels that apply to gasoline and diesel produced or
imported in the year 2014. EPA is also proposing the 2015 Biomass-Based Diesel Volume to
determine the applicable national volume of biomass-based diesel that will be required in 2015. As
required by the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, the proposed standards would
ensure that transportation fuel sold in the United State contains a minimum volume of renewable
fuel.

STATE

Various statewide and local initiatives to reduce California’s contribution to GHG emissions have
raised awareness that, even though the various contributors to and consequences of global climate
change are not yet frilly understood, global climate change is occurring, and that there is a real
potential for severe adverse environmental, social, and economic effects in the long term. Every
nation emits GHGs and as a result makes an incremental cumulative contribution to global climate
change; therefore, global cooperation will be required to reduce the rate of GHG emissions enough
to slow or stop the human-caused increase in average global temperatures and associated changes in
climatic conditions.

Executive Order S-1-07. Executive Order S-1-07 proclaims that the transportation sector is the
main source of GHG emissions in California, generating more than 40 percent of statewide
emissions. It establishes a goal to reduce the carbon intensity of transportation fuels sold in
California by at least ten percent by 2020. This order also directs CARB to determine whether this
Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) could be adopted as a discrete early-action measure as part of
the effort to meet the mandates in AB 32.

Executive Order S-3-05. Executive Order S-3-05 set forth a series of target dates by which
statewide emissions of GHGs would be progressively reduced, as follows:

• By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;
• By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and
• By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.
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The Executive Order directed the secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency
(Cal/EPA) to coordinate a multi-agency effort to reduce GHG emissions to the target levels. The
secretary will also submit biannual reports to the governor and California Legislature describing the
progress made toward the emissions targets, the impacts of global climate change on California’s
resources, and mitigation and adaptation plans to combat these impacts. To comply with the
executive order, the secretary of Cal/EPA created the California Climate Action Team (CAT), made
up of members from various State agencies and commissions. The team released its first report in
March 2006. The report proposed to achieve the targets by building on the voluntary actions of
California businesses, local governments, and communities and through State incentive and
regulatory programs.

Executive Order S-13-08. Executive Order S-13-08 seeks to enhance the State’s management of
climate impacts including sea level rise, increased temperatures, shifting precipitation, and extreme
weather events by facilitating the development of State’s first climate adaptation strategy. This will
result in consistent guidance from experts on how to address climate change impacts in the State of
California.

Executive Order S-14-08. Executive Order S-14-08 expands the State’s Renewable Energy Standard
to 33 percent renewable power by 2020. Additionally, Executive Order S-21-09 (signed on
September 15, 2009) directs CARE to adopt regulations requiring 33 percent of electricity sold in the
State come from renewable energy by 2020. CARE adopted the “Renewable Electricity Standard”
on September 23, 2010, which requires 33 percent renewable energy by 2020 for most publicly
owned electricity retailers.

Executive Order S-20-04. Executive Order S-20-04, the California Green Building Initiative, (signed
into law on December 14, 2004), establishes a goal of reducing energy use in State-owned buildings
by 20 percent from a 2003 baseline by 2015. It also encourages the private commercial sector to set
the same goal. The initiative places the California Energy Commission (CEC) in charge of
developing a building efficiency benchmarking system, commissioning and retro-comrnissioning
(commissioning for existing commercial buildings) guidelines, and developing and refining building
energy efficiency standards under Title 24 to meet this goal.

Executive Order S-21-09. Executive Order S-21 -09, 33 percent Renewable Energy for California,
directs CARE to adopt regulations to increase California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) to
33 percent by 2020. This builds upon SB 1078 (2002) which established the California RPS
program, requiring 20 percent renewable energy by 2017, and SB 107 (2006) which advanced the 20
percent deadline to 2010, a goal which was expanded to 33 percent by 2020 in the 2005 Energy
Action Plan II.

Assembly Bill 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006). California passed the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32; Cal~/brnia Health and SafrEy Code Division
25.5, Sections 38500 - 38599). AB 32 establishes regulatory, reporting, and market mechanisms to
achieve quantifiable reductions in GHG emissions and establishes a cap on statewide GHG
emissions. AB 32 requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32
specifies that regulations adopted in response to AB 1493 should be used to address GHG
emissions from vehicles. However, AB 32 also includes language stating that if the AB 1493
regulations cannot be implemented, then CARE should develop new regulations to control vehicle
GHG emissions under the authorization of AB 32.
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Assembly Bill 1493. AB 1493 (also known as the Pavley Bill) requires that CARE develop and
adopt, by January 1, 2005, regulations that achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of GHG
emitted by passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks and other vehicles determined by CARE to be
vehicles whose primary use is noncommercial personal transportation in the State.”

To meet the requirements of AB 1493, CARE approved amendments to the California Code of
Regulations (CCR) in 2004 by adding GHG emissions standards to California’s existing standards
for motor vehicle emissions. Amendments to CCR Title 13, Sections 1900 and 1961 and adoption
of 13 CCR Section 1961.1 require automobile manufacturers to meet fleet-average GHG emissions
limits for all passenger cars, light-duty trucks within various weight criteria, and medium-duty weight
classes for passenger vehicles (i.e., any medium-duty vehicle with a gross vehicle weight rating less
than 10,000 pounds that is designed primarily to transport people), beginning with the 2009 model
year. Emissions limits are reduced further in each model year through 2016. When fully phased in,
the near-term standards will result in a reduction of about 22 percent in GHG emissions compared
to the emissions from the 2002 fleet, while the mid-term standards will result in a reduction of about
30 percent.

Assembly Bill 3018. AB 3018 established the Green Collar Jobs Council (GCJC) under the
California Workforce Investment Board (CWIB). The GCJC will develop a comprehensive
approach to address California’s emerging workforce needs associated with the emerging green
economy. This bill will ignite the development of job training programs in the clean and green
technology sectors.

Senate Bill 97. SB 97, signed in August 2007 (Chapter 185, Statutes of 2007; PRC Sections 21083.05
and 21097), acknowledges that climate change is a prominent environmental issue that requires
analysis under CEQA. This bill directs the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR),
which is part of the State Natural Resources Agency, to prepare, develop, and transmit to CARE
guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions (or the effects of GHG emissions), as
required by CEQA.

OPR published a technical advisory recommending that CEQA lead agencies make a good-faith
effort to estimate the quantity of GHG emissions that would be generated by a proposed project.
Specifically, based on available information, CEQA lead agencies should estimate the emissions
associated with project-related vehicular traffic, energy consumption, water usage, and construction
activities to determine whether project-level or cumulative impacts could occur, and should mitigate
the impacts where feasible. OPR requested CARE technical staff to recommend a method for
setting CEQA thresholds of significance as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 that will
encourage consistency and uniformity in the CEQA analysis of GHG emissions throughout the
State.

The Natural Resources Agency adopted the CEQA Guidelines Amendments prepared by OPR, as
directed by SB 97. On February 16, 2010, the Office of Administration Law approved the CEQA
Guidelines Amendments, and filed them with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California
Code of Regulations. The CEQA Guidelines Amendments became effective on March 18, 2010.

Senate Bill 375. SB 375, signed in September 2008 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008), aligns regional
transportation planning efforts, regional GHG reduction targets, and land use and housing
allocation. SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to adopt a sustainable
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communities strategy (SCS) or alternative planning strategy (APS) that will prescribe land use
allocation in that MPOs regional transportation plan. CARE, in consultation with MPOs, will
provide each affected region with reduction targets for GHGs emitted by passenger cars and light
trucks in the region for the years 2020 and 2035. These reduction targets will be updated every eight
years but can be updated every four years if advancements in emissions technologies affect the
reduction strategies to achieve the targets. CARE is also charged with reviewing each MPO’s SCS or
APS for consistency with its assigned targets. If MPOs do not meet the GHG reduction targets,
transportation projects may not be eligible for funding programmed after January 1, 2012.

Senate Bills 1078 and 107. SB 1078 (Chapter 516, Statutes of 2002) requires retail sellers of
electricity, including investor-owned utilities and community choice aggregators, to provide at least
20 percent of their supply from renewable sources by 2017. SB 107 (Chapter 464, Statutes of 2006)
changed the target date to 2010.

Senate Bill 1368. SB 1368 (Chapter 598, Statutes of 2006) is the companion bill of AB 32 and was
signed into law in September 2006. SB 1368 required the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC) to establish a performance standard for baseload generation of GHG emissions by
investor-owned utilities by February 1, 2007. SB 1368 also required the CEC to establish a similar
standard for local publicly owned utilities by June 30, 2007. These standards could not exceed the
GHG emissions rate from a baseload combined-cycle, natural gas fired plant. Furthermore, the
legislation states that all electricity provided to California, including imported electricity, must be
generated by plants that meet the standards set by CPUC and CEC.

CARB Scoping Plan

On December 11, 2008, CARE adopted its Scoping Plan, which functions as a roadmap to achieve
GHG reductions in California required by AB 32 through subsequently enacted regulations.
CARE’s Scoping Plan contains the main strategies California will implement to reduce C02eq1°
emissions by 174 million MT, or approximately 30 percent, from the State’s projected 2020
emissions level of 596 million MTCO,eq under a business as usual (BAU)~ scenario. This is a
reduction of 42 million MTCO2eq, or almost ten percent, from 2002 to 2004 average emissions, but
requires the reductions in the face of population and economic growth through 2020.

CARE’s Scoping Plan calculates 2020 BAU emissions as the emissions that would be expected to
occur in the absence of any GHG reduction measures. The 2020 BAU emissions estimate was
derived by projecting emissions from a past baseline year using growth factors specific to each of the
different economic sectors (e.g., transportation, electrical power, commercial and residential,
industrial, etc.). CARE used three-year average emissions, by sector, for 2002 to 2004 to forecast
emissions to 2020. At the time CARB’s Scoping Plan process was initiated, 2004 was the most
recent year for which actual data was available. The measures described in CARE’s Scoping Plan are
intended to reduce the projected 2020 BAU to 1990 levels, as required by AB 32. On February 10,
2014, CARE released the draft proposed first update. The appendices to the report, including the

~ Carbon Dioxide Equivalent (CO2eq) - A metric measure used to compare the emissions from various

greenhouse gases based upon their global warming potential.
11 “Business as Usual” refers to emissions that would be expected to occur in the absence of GHG reductions.

See http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm. Note that there is significant controversy as to what BAU
means. In determining the GHG 2020 limit, CARB used the above as the “definition.” It is broad enough to allow for
design features to be counted as reductions.
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environmental analysis will be released at a later date. On February 20, 2014, CARE will have a
Board meeting discussion that will include additional opportunities for stakeholder feedback and
public comment. In late-Spring 2014, CARE will hold a Board Hearing to consider the Final
S coping Plan Update and Environmental Analysis.

LOCAL

Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District

The Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) has jurisdiction over the
counties of Mono, Alpine, and Inyo and is primarily responsible for comprehensive air pollution
control in the Basin. However, GBUAPCD lacks the authority to directly regulate factors leading to
global climate change or GHG emission issues associated with plans and new development projects
throughout the Basin.

Town of Mammoth Lakes

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES 2007 GENERAL PLAN

The Town does not have any plans, policies, regulations, significance thresholds, or laws addressing
climate change at this time. The Resources Management and Conservation Element of the Town of
Mammoth Lakes General P/an 2007 (2007 General Plan) includes goals and policies addressing energy
resources, energy conservation, green technology, and air quality. The 2007 General Plan states that
energy demands and consumption can be reduced through education, energy audits, incentives, and
innovative measures. In addition, green building technology, renewable energy resources, and
conservation of existing energy sources are encouraged through education, research, cost-benefit
analysis, and establishing regulatory framework and implementation standards. The Town also
promotes reduction of GHG emissions by supporting the objectives of the U.S. Mayors Climate
Protection Agreement, AB 32, and Executive Order S-3-05. The Resources Management and
Conservation Element policies that are relevant to the proposed project are as follows:

• Reduce energy demand by promoting energy efficiency in all sectors of the community
(R.6.A).

• Encourage energy efficiency in new building and retrofit construction, as well as resource
conservation and use of recycled materials (R.6.C).

• Reduce the use of fossil fuels and energy consumption of Town fleet through innovative
measures (R.6.D).

• Use green building practices to greatest extent possible in all construction projects (R.7.A).

• Encourage development of housing close to work, commercial services, recreation areas and
transit routes to reduce fuel consumption (R.7.B).
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• Educate community, both residents and visitors, on economic and environmental benefits of
energy efficiency, use of renewable resources and potential cost savings with energy efficient
retrofits and remodels (R.8.A).

• Educate building industry professionals on value of energy efficient building construction
and use of renewable resource heating and power systems both in new and retrofit
construction (R.8.B).

• Research and facilitate cost-benefit analysis for energy and resource conservation in new and
existing building systems (R.8.C).

• Encourage use of renewable fuels such as biodiesel (R.8.D).

• Support development of a geothermal heating district for the town including seeking grant-
funding sources for geothermal heating projects (R.8.E).

• Encourage building design and orientation for passive solar heating (R.8.F).

• Encourage use of decentralized solar electric power production systems (R.8.G).

Mobility Element

The Town is currently preparing the Mobility Element that will serve as the community’s
comprehensive transportation plan, updating the existing Circulation Element of the 2007 General
Plan. The Mobility Element establishes the goals, policies, actions, and infrastructure necessary to
achieve a progressive and complete multimodal transportation system that serves the needs of all
users by implementing “feet-first,” sustainability, and smart-growth oriented principles. The
Mobility Element policies that are relevant to the proposed project are as follows:

• Reduce automobile trips by promoting and facilitating pedestrian, bicycle, transit and parking
management strategies and programs through the following:

- Implementation of compact pedestrian-oriented development that provides a mix of
land uses within walking or biking distance that meet the daily needs of residents and
visitors,

- Encouraging clustered and infill development,
- Encouraging and developing land use policies that focus development potential in

locations best served by transit and other alternative transportation, and
- Implementing parking strategies that encourage the “park-once” concept (M.16.l).

• Require new development to implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
measures (M.16.2).

• Encourage the school district, ski resort and other major public and private traffic generators
to develop and implement measures to change travel behavior (M.16.3).

• Regularly update the TDM requirements for new development (M.17.1).
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Eastern Sierra Energy Initiative

The Eastern Sierra Council of Governments (Eastern Sierra Council Council), representing the
Town of Mammoth Lakes, Bishop, Inyo County, and Mono County, launched the Eastern Sierra
Energy Initiative (ESEI), a multi-agency, local energy partnership between Southern California
Edison (SCE) and the Eastern Sierra Council. The initiative will be a rurally oriented partnership
covering over 13,000 square miles and serving a total population of about 25,000. ESEI’s scope and
objective is to reduce energy use and demand by focusing on three key areas: (1) establishing a
“culture” of energy efficiency; (2) working closely with SCE to more effectively implement existing
programs; and (3) seeking innovative approaches to energy efficiency in our alpine environment.

High Sierra Energy Initiative

On January 18, 2005, the Town Council of Mammoth Lakes passed a resolution supporting an
energy partnership between Southern California Edison (SCE) and the Town of Mammoth Lakes.
The resolution designates the local nonprofit High Sierra Energy Foundation to implement the High
Sierra Energy Initiative (HSEI) mission to “support a commitment to sustainable practices through
energy efficiency, and will provide leadership and guidance in promoting, facilitating, and instituting
such practices in the community.” This partnership is part of $675 mi]lion in SCE energy efficiency
programs authorized by the California Public Utilities Commission.

5.6.3 IMPACT THRESHOLDS
AND SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

At this time, there is no absolute consensus in the State of California among CEQA lead agencies
regarding the analysis of global climate change and the selection of significance criteria. In fact,
numerous organizations, both public and private, have released advisories and guidance with
recommendations designed to assist decision-makers in the evaluation of GHG emissions given the
current uncertainty regarding when emissions reach the point of significance.

Lead agencies may elect to rely on thresholds of significance recommended or adopted by State or
regional agencies with expertise in the field of global climate change (CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.7(c).) CEQA leaves the determination of significance to the reasonable discretion of the lead
agency and encourages lead agencies to develop and publish thresholds of significance to use in
determining the significance of environmental effects. However, neither the GBUAPCD nor the
Town has yet established specific quantitative significance thresholds for GHG emissions for
development projects. The GBUAPCD was consulted during the course of this analysis to
determine the proper methodology to use for analyzing GHG emissions.

Based on guidance from the GBUAPCD, project-related emissions were quantified and compared
to the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) numerical thresholds.12
Projects in the Basin have recently used the numerical thresholds of the CAPCOA in prior CEQA
reviews (e.g., the Trail Sjstem Master Plan EIR, July 2011). In January 2008, the California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) released a white paper, entitled CEQA and

12 Telephone conversation with Jan Sudomier from the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District,

April 16, 2014.
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Climate Change, which examines various threshold approaches available to air districts and lead
agencies for determining whether GHG emissions are significant, including a number of “non-zero”
thresholds for land use development projects. Therefore, in the absence of promulgated numeric
thresholds, the most conservative (lowest) numerical threshold suggested by CAPCOA, 900 metric
tons per year (MTCO,eq/yr), are considered adequate to serve and would be utilized for analysis of
the proposed project.

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains the Modified Initial Study Environmental Checklist
form used during preparation of the Modified Initial Study, which is contained in Appendix 11.1 of
this SEIR. The Modified Initial Study includes questions relating to GHG emissions. The issues
presented in the Environmental Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of significance in this
section. Accordingly, a project may create a significant adverse environmental impact if it would:

• Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment (refer to Impact Statement GHG-1).

• Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases (refer to Impact Statement GHG-2).

Based on these standards/criteria, the effects of the proposed project have been categorized as
either a “less than significant impact” or a “potentially significant impact.” If a potentially significant
impact cannot be reduced to a less than significant level through the application of goals, policies,
standards, or mitigation, it is categorized as a significant and unavoidable impact. The standards
used to evaluate the significance of impacts are often qualitative rather than quantitative because
appropriate quantitative standards are either not available for many types of impacts or are not
applicable for some types of projects.

5.6.4 OVERVIEW OF PREVIOUS
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

At the time of the 1999 SPEIR document preparation, the CEQA Guidelines did not expressly
address global climate change, and GHG analyses were not required under CEQA. The Town has
incorporated the GHG emissions threshold questions from the CEQA Appendix G Checklist into
this SEIR. The analysis below considers significance thresholds and addresses whether the project
may have potentially significant impacts related to GHG emissions.

5.6.5 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

GHG-1 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS GENERATED BY THE PROJECT
WOULD NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON GLOBAL CLIMATE
CHANGE.
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Impact Analysis: The proposed project’s GHG emissions have been calculated and refer to
emissions that would be expected to occur in the absence of GHG reduction measures. GHG
impacts associated with the proposed project are discussed below.

Direct Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases

Direct GHG emissions for project-related conditions include emissions from construction activities,
area sources, and mobile sources. Table 5.6 1, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, presents the estimated CO,,
CH4, and N,O emissions.

Table 5.6-1
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

C02 CH~ N20_________ Total
~ MetricSource Meffic Metric Tf Metric Tons of

Tonslyear1 Tonslyear1 CO~2 Tonslyear1 CO~ci2 CO2eq

Direct Emissions
• Construction (amortized over 30 12.21 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 12.26

years)
- Area Source 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
• Mobile Source 336.06 0.02 0.45 0.00 0.00 336.44

Total Unmitigated Direct Emissions3 348.27 0.02 0.50 0.00 0.00 348.70
Indirect Emissions

• Energy 336.53 0.01 0.34 0.00 1.4 368.24
- Solid Waste 7.45 0.44 11 0.00 0.00 16.69
• Water Demand 3.36 0.06 1.4 0.00 0.40 4.94

Total Unmitigated Indirect Emission& 347.34 0.51 12.74 0.00 1.80 389.87
Total Project-Related Emissions3 738.57 MTCO2egIyear

Notes:
1. Emissions calculated using California Emissions Estimator Model (CaIEEM0d) computer model.
2. C02 Equivalent values calculated using the EPA Website, Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies Calculato,

http://www. epa.gov/cleanenergylenergy-resou rces/calculator. html, accessed April 2014.
3. Totals may be slightly off due to rounding.
Refer to Aø~endix 11.4, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Data, for detailed model inputloutput data.

The California Emissions Estimator Model (Ca1EEMod) computer model outputs contained within
the Appendix 11.4 Air Qua/it’v and Greenhouse Gas Data, were used to calculate mobile source, area
source, and construction-related GHG emissions. Operational GHG estimations are based on
energy emissions from natural gas usage and automobile emissions. CalEEMod relies upon
construction phasing and project specific land use data to calculate emissions; refer to Appendix
IIA. GHGs associated with area sources and mobile sources would be 0.00 MTCO.,eq/year and
336.44 MTCO,eq/year, respectively. GHG emissions from construction would result in 12.26
MTCO,eq for all construction phases. Construction GHG emissions are typically summed and
amortized over the lifetime of the project (assumed to be 30 years , then added to the operational
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emissions.13 Total project-related direct operational emissions would result in 348.70
MTCO,eq/year.

Indirect Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases

Energy Consumption. Energy Consumption emissions were calculated using the CaIEEMod model
and project-specific land use data. Electricity would be provided to the project site via SCE. The
project would indirectly result in 368.24 MTCO2eq/year due to energy consumption; refer to Table
5.6-1.

So/id Waste. Solid waste associated with operations of the proposed project would result in 16.69
MTCO2eq/year; refer to Table 5.6-1.

Water Demand~ The Mammoth Community Water District (MCWD) would be the main water
supply provider to the proposed project. The project’s water supply would be provided by local
surface water, groundwater as well as recycled water sources. Emissions from indirect energy
impacts due to water supply would result in 4.94 MTCO,eq/year.

Total Project-R€./ated Sources of Greenhouse Gases. As shown in Table 5.6-1, the total amount of project-
related GHG emissions from direct and indirect sources combined would total 738.57
MTCO,eq/year.

Project Design Features

The proposed project would incorporate several design features that reduce GHG emissions. The
proposed project would incorporate sustainable practices which include energy and land use
efficiency measures. A list of the proposed project’s GHG reducing design features are provided
below.

Energy Savin~g Measures

• South facing units feature deep balconies in front of window walls that act as a sun shade in
combination with high, operable windows to provide the desired amount of solar gain and
stack effect air circulation.

• A super insulated roof system would minimize thermal transfer through the roof with a
combination of built-up rigid insulation above the structural deck and an additional layer of
batt insulation applied below the deck.

• Dual method wall insulation would provide a high insular value, and a substantial thermal
break in the exterior wall, reducing air infiltration and condensation within the wall cavity to
create an extremely robust and long-lived thermal envelope.

• Extensive use of light emitting diode (LED) lighting would be used in a variety of lighting
fixtures.

13 The project lifetime is based on the standard 30 year assumption of the South Coast Air Quality

Management District (http://www.aqmd.gov/hb/2008/December/08123 la.htm).
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• Weather-lock vestibule at the proposed pedestrian street entry would be positively
pressurized to keep warmed or cooled air inside the building and untreated, unfiltered air
out.

• The plaza level circulation and amenity spaces would include operable fenestration and in
some areas fully opening wall panels to embrace the summer season’s mild climate.

Land Use

• A proposed signature street level pedestrian porte cochere would serve as gateway access
into the project from Minaret Road, allowing for pedestrian integration and improved
circulation.

• Enhanced pedestrian access along Minaret Road would allow ease of access to and from
hotel amenities and access between the existing 8050 Buildings A and B and the project
(Building C as proposed).

• Deliver a LEED certifiable project consistent with the shared environmental values of the
Town and the Applicant.

• Landscaping for the project would include a combination of planting areas. Along the
northeast and southeast sides of the building, native plant communities, shrubs, and related
groundcover would be utilized. Native trees (including Red Fir, Lodgepole Pine, Mountain
Hemlock, Mountain Maple, Mountain Alder, Western Chokecherry, Western Water Birch,
and Quaking Aspen) would be installed along the perimeter of the proposed structure.

• A Tree Protection/Preservation Plan would be implemented to preserve and protect existing
trees, shrubs, and other plant materials including plants on adjoining properties. Existing
Pine trees to be protected-in-place range from 10 to 24 inches at diameter breast height
(DBH).

The project design features would further reduce the GHG emissions. However, as shown in Table
j~j, the project-related emissions would be 738.57 MTCO,eq/yr, which are below the 900
MTCO,eq/yr threshold. As such, the GHG reductions resulting from project design features were
not applied in Ca1EEMod due to the threshold not being exceeded.

Conclusion

As shown in Table 5.6-1, project-related GHG emissions would be 738.57 MTCO,eq/yr, which are
below the 900 MTCO,eq/yr threshold. The project’s design features would further reduce project-
related GHG emissions. As the project would not exceed the 900 MTCO,eq/yr threshold in an
unmitigated condition, the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact with
regards to GHG emissions.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: At the time of the 1999 SPEIR document
preparation, the CEQA Guidelines did not expressly address global climate change, and GHG
analyses were not required under CEQA.
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Additional Mitiganon Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE GHG PLANS, POLICIES, OR
REGULATIONS

GHG-2 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT
CONFLICT WITH AN APPLICABLE GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION
PLAN, POLICY, OR REGULATION.

Impact Analysis: The Town does not currently have an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. However, the Town is currently
updating the Mobility Element of the 2007 General Plan to establish goals, policies, actions, and
infrastructure to achieve a progressive and comprehensive multimodal transportation system
through implementation of “feet-first,” sustainability, and smart-growth oriented principles. In
addition, the Town is involved in the Eastern Sierra Energy Initiative (ESEI), created in partnership
with SCE and the Eastern Sierra Council, represented by additional jurisdictions including Bishop,
Inyo County, and Mono County. ESEI’s scope and objective is to reduce energy use and demand
by focusing on establishing a “culture” of energy efficiency, working closely with SCE to more
effectively implement existing programs, and seeking innovative approaches to energy efficiency in
our alpine environment. The Town implemented the High Sierra Energy Initiative (HSEI), in
partnership with SCE to support a commitment to sustainable practices through energy efficiency,
and will provide leadership and guidance in promoting, facilitating, and instituting such practices in
the community.

As concluded in Impact Statement GHG-1 the proposed project would not generate a significant
amount of GHGs in an unmitigated condition. GHG emissions would be further reduced with
implementation of the proposed project design features. The project would not conflict with or
impede implementation of reduction goals identified in AB 32 and other strategies to help reduce
GHG emissions. Therefore, the project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs and impacts would be less
than significant in this regard.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: At the time of the 1999 SPEIR document
preparation, the CEQA Guidelines did not expressly address global climate change, and GHG
analyses were not required under CEQA.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

5.6.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Table 4-1, Cumulative Projects List, identifies the related projects and other possible development in
the area determined as having the potential to interact with the proposed project to the extent that a
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significant cumulati effect may occur. The following discussions are included per topic area to
determine whether a significant cumulative effect would occur.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

• GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS GENERATED BY THE PROJECT AND OTHER
RELATED CUMULATIVE PROJECTS, WOULD NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT
IMPACT ON GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE.

Impact Analysis: As stated above, the 1999 SPEIR did not analyze GHG emission-related
impacts. However, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact regarding GHG
emissions, as the project would result in 738.57 MTCO,eq/yr under buildout conditions. Therefore,
project related GHG impacts were determined to be less than significant as they were below the 900
MTCO,eq threshold. The background and formulation of the GHG threshold that was utilized is
described under Section 5.6.3, Impact Thresholds and S~gn~ficance Criteria.

On December 30, 2009, the Natural Resources Agency adopted the CEQA Guideline Amendments
prepared by Office of Planning and Research (aPR), as directed by SB 97. On February 16, 2010,
the Office of Administration Law approved the CEQA Guidelines Amendments, and filed them
with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations. The CEQA
Guidelines Amendments became effective on March 18, 2010. The Natural Resources Agency
originally proposed to add subdivision (f) to section 15130 to clarify that sections 21083 and
21083.05 of the Public Resources Code do not require a detailed analysis of GHG emissions solely
due to the emissions of other projects (i.e., State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(a)(1); Santa
Monica Chamber of Commerce v. City of Santa Monica (2002) 101 Cal.App.4th 786, 799). Rather, the
proposed subdivision (f) would have provided that a detailed analysis is required when evidence
shows that the incremental contribution of the project’s GHG emissions is cumulatively
considerable when added to other cumulative projects (i.e., Communities for a Better Environment v.
Ca4fornia Resources A~gen~y (2002), supra, 103 Cal.App.4th at 119-120). In essence, the proposed
addition would be a restatement of law as applied to GHG emissions. Analysis of GHG emissions
as a cumulative impact is consistent with case law arising under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) (e.g., Centerfor Biological Diversity v. National Highwqy Traffic SaJè~y Administration, 538 F.3d
1172, 1215-1217 [9th Cir. 2008]). Other portions of the CEQA Guideline Amendments address
how lead agencies may determine whether a project’s emissions are cumulatively considerable (e.g.,
Proposed Sections 1506(h)(3) and 15064.4). However, public comments noted that the new
subdivision merely restated the law, and was capable of misinterpretation. The Natural Resources
Agency, therefore, determined that because other provisions of the CEQA Guideline Amendments
address the analysis of GHG emissions as a cumulative impact, and because the reasoning of those
is fully explained in the Initial Statement of Reasons, subdivision (f) should not be added to the
CEQA Guidelines. The deletion was reflected in the revisions that were made available for further
public review and comment on October 23, 2009, and was not adopted as part of the CEQA
Guidelines Amendments that became effective on March 18, 2010.

It is generally the case that an individual project of this sire and nature is of insufficient magnitude
by itself to influence climate change or result in a substantial contribution to the global GHG
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inventory.14 GHG impacts are recognized as exclusively cumulative impacts; there are no non-
cumulative GHG emission impacts from a climate change perspective.15 The additive effect of the
project’s GHG emissions would not result in a reasonably foreseeable cumulatively considerable
contribution to global climate change. In addition, the proposed project as well as other cumulative
related projects would also be subject to all applicable regulatory requirements, which would further
reduce GHG emissions. As the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact
regarding GHG emissions, the project’s cumulatively considerable GHG emissions are less than
significant.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: At the time of the 1999 SPEIR document
preparation, the CEQA Guidelines did not expressly address global climate change, and GHG
analyses were not required under CEQA.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE GHG PLANS, POLICIES, OR
REGULATIONS

• IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND OTHER RELATED
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS, WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH AN APPLICABLE
GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PLAN, POLICY, OR REGULATION.

Impact Analysis: As described above, the 1999 SPEIR was not required to analyze GHG
emissions per CEQA. However, the proposed project would not conflict with an adopted plan,
policy, or regulation pertaining to GHGs. Additionally, the proposed project and all related
cumulative projects would be subject to all applicable regulatory requirements, which would also
reduce the GHG emissions of the project. Implementation of required regulatory requirements
would ensure that the project would not conflict with or impede implementation of reduction goals
identified in AB 32, SB 375, and other strategies to help reduce GHG emissions. Cumulative
projects would be required to be consistent with the reduction goals of AB 32, SB 375, and other
State and regional strategies to avoid significant GHG impacts. The proposed project would not
generate a significant amount of GHG emissions and the proposed project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable impact with regard to a conflict with an adopted GHG reduction plan,
policy, or regulation. There are no other applicable plans, policies, or regulations that have been
adopted by the GBUAPCD or the Town for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Therefore,
impacts in this regard would be less than significant.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: At the time of the 1999 SPEIR document
preparation, the CEQA Guidelines did not expressly address global climate change, and GHG
analyses were not required under CEQA.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

14 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, CEQA & Climate Chai.~ge: Eva/uati~~g and Addressii~g

Greenhouse Gas Emissionsftvm Projects Subject to the Cal~for,,ia Enoironmental~Quab~y Act, 2008.
15 Ibid.
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Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

5.6.7 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

No unavoidable significant impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions have been identified in this
section.
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5.7 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

This section is based upon information provided by the Mammoth Community Water District
(MCWD); refer to Appendix 11.5, Utility Correspondence. Other references relied upon the 2010 Urban
Water Mana~gement P/an (2010 UWMP), dated November 2011, prepared by the MCWD. In the
context of this SEIR, the utilities and service systems consist of water and wastewater (sewers).
Other public services are addressed in Appendix 11.1, ModifIed Initial Study and Notice ofPreparation.

This section discusses existing conditions, which provide background information necessary to
determine potential impacts of the proposed project. Criteria by which an impact may be
considered potentially significant are provided, along with a discussion of impacts pursuant to
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. IVlitigation measures are identified to avoid or reduce
potential impacts to less than significant levels.

5.7.1 EXISTING SETTING

WATER

Water Supply

The project site is served by the MCWD. The 2010 UWMP was adopted in November 2011. Based
on the 2010 UWMP, the MCWD has 3,660 water service connections and relies on water supply
provided by local surface water, ground water, recycled water, and savings from water conservation
(demand management) measures.

Surface Water. The MCWD utilizes surface water as the primary water source when it is available
because less energy and fewer chemicals are required to divert, treat, and deliver water from the Lake
Mary Water Treatment Plant (WTP). Surface water requires minimal treatment, and the supply is
gravity-fed to almost the entire service area. The MCWD has two water right licenses and one
permit issued by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) that entitle the MCWD to
both store and divert surface water at Lake Mary, allowing up to a maximum annual surface water
diversion of 2,760 acre-feet with the exception of future water demands including water diversions,
extractions, and deliveries in the MCWD’s service area not exceeding 4,387 acre-feet per year (AFY)
per a recent settlement agreement between Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP)
and the MCWD. However, actual diversions are typically significantly lower due to the combined
influence of natural variability in snowpack runoff quantity and timing, limited storage to manage
the variable runoff, mismatch between the seasonal trends in supply availability and community
water demands, and compliance with the monthly minimum Mammoth Creek fishery bypass.

Groundwater. Groundwater supply comes from nine production wells within the Mammoth
groundwater basin. During the past five years, the MCWD pumped an average of 1,682 AFY.
Groundwater supply is limited by the capacity of the nine wells, groundwater level drawdown
impacts on well production, and the ability of the two ground water treatment plants (GWTP) to
effectively treat and remove naturally occurring drinking water contaminants such as arsenic, iron,
and manganese. Treated water is stored in 10 distribution system storage reservoirs, with a
combined capacity of 7.5 million gallons. The water distribution system also includes 81 miles of
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pipelines, seven booster pump stations, and five pressure zones. The MCWD has a State-approved
Groundwater Management Plan in compliance with AB-3030, and will be providing long term
monitoring data for the State’s California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM)
program to Mono County.

Recycled Water. Delivery of recycled water meeting Title 22 water standards for unrestricted
irrigation use began in 2010. In 2009, the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) issued a master permit to the MCWD for recycled water supply within the MCWD
service area. By 2010, construction of the distribution system pump stations and pipelines to serve
the Sierra Star and Snowcreek golf courses were completed and Sierra Star began using recycled
water for irrigation. The golf course irrigation for Snowcreek and Sierra Star (320 AFY each), along
with minor amounts of construction-use water, are the only established long term uses for recycled
water. The recycled water system includes an advanced wastewater treatment plant producing Title
22 quality recycled water, two booster pump stations, and 21,000 feet of distribution mains.

Water Supplies. Based on the 2010 UWMP, the MCWD can currently supply 3,895 AFY (as of
2010) to their service area. By 2030, available water supply is anticipated to increase to 4,436 AFY,
above the MCWD water demand limit of 4,387 AFY per the recent settlement agieement between
DWP and the MCWD. As previously noted, with the settlement agreement between DWP and
MCWD, future water demands including water diversions, extractions, and deliveries in the
MCWD’s service area should not exceed 4,387 AFY. The groundwater and surface water supply
values do not change over the planning horizon, as there are no new anticipated sources of surface
or groundwater supply, with the exception of one planned back up well (Well 11). The recycled
water quantities reflect the existing and planned increased use at the Sierra Star and Snowcreek golf
courses only.

During current conditions (2010) and intermediate planning horizons through 2030, MCWD’s
combined use of Mammoth Creek surface water, local groundwater, and recycled water results in a
supply mix that can reliably meet the community needs under the full range of water year types,
including both the severe one year and sustained multi-year droughts. The water supply reliability
results also include water treatment plant processed water losses (such as filter backwash) and
recycled water used for irrigation. The water supply reliability, which is based on the 2010 UWMP,
is summarized, as follows:

• Normal Conditions. Under normal conditions, the Town’s average current (2010) water
demand including processed water or water losses is 2,589 AFY and forecast 2030 water
demand is 4,180 AFY. As indicated in 2010 UWMP Table 5-10, Supp~’y and Total Demand
Comparison — Normal Year (in acre-feet), the MCWD anticipates meeting demands under normal
conditions through current supplies.

• Single Dr-v Year Conditions. Under single dry year conditions, the Town’s forecast 2030 water
demand including processed water or water losses is 4,180 AFY. As indicated in 2010
UWMP Table 5-Il, Sz~pp/y and Demand Comparison — Sin~gle D~y Year (in acre-fret), the MCWD
anticipates meeting demands under single dry year conditions through increasing the
availability of local groundwater resources, providing 90 percent of the supply in a severe
one year drought.
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• Multiple Dry Year Conditions. Under multiple dry year conditions, the Town’s forecast 2030
water demand including processed water or water losses is 4,180 AFY. As indicated in 2010
UWMP Table 12, Supp/y and Demand Comparison — Multz~ple D~y Year Event (in acre-fret), the
MCWD anticipates meeting demands under multiple dry year conditions through increasing
the availability of local groundwater resources with 60 percent of the supply over a three year
sustained drought.

Water Demand and Existing Facilities

In 2013, the Town’s average daily flow was 3.6 cubic feet per second (cfs) and the peak demand was
4.43 million gallons per day (mgd). These 2013 figures include golf course irrigation.1 Table 5.7-1,
2005 Thron~ih 2030 Total Water Demand~ provides the current and projected water demand. The total
water demand in 2005 was 2,564 acre-feet and in 2010 it was 2,169 acre-feet. The reduced water
demand in 2010 could be partially explained by the late start of the irrigation season. The total water
demand does not include the additional processed water uses or water losses.2

Table 5.7-1
2005 Through 2030 Total Water Demand

Acre-Feet Per Year (AFY)
Water Supply Sources

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 ~010

Total Water Deliveries 2,564 2,169 2,565 2,961 3,357 3,751
Additional Processed Water Uses and 857 420 424 426 428 429
Losses
Total 3,421 2,589 2,989 3,387 3,785 4,180
Source: Mammoth Community Water District, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, November2011.

Currently, the project site consists of an existing parking structure podium and does not require
water services. The distribution system surrounding the project site consists of existing water lines
along Canyon Boulevard, Minaret Road, and Main Street/Lake Mary Road; refer to Exhibit 5.7-1,
Existing Water and Wastewater Facilities. Pressure reducing stations are planned for construction along
Minaret Road and Canyon Boulevard, which may change water pressure zone boundaries around the
project area. The existing design of the water delivery system is sufficient to meet the current water
demands.3

WASTEWATER

The MCWD owns, operates, and maintains the sewage collection systems for the Town, including
pump stations and over 35 miles of sewer mains and interceptors.4 There are four main trunks of
the MCWD sewer collection system located on the following streets: Old Mammoth Road, Meridian

Written correspondence from Irene Yamashita, Public Affairs/Environmental Specialist, Mammoth
Community Water District, May 14, 2014.

2 Ibid.

Ibid.
‘ Town of Mammoth Lakes, Final Program Environmental I~~’1pact Report fir the Town of Mammoth Lakes 2005

General P/a,, Update, May 2007.
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Boulevard, Sierra Star Golf Course to Center Street, and Main Street. The inceptor lines vary in
diameter from 18 to 21 inches. MCWD also operates and maintains 13 wastewater pump stations
and 11 miles of sewers for the United States Forest Service (USFS). Raw wastewater is delivered to
the MCWD wastewater treatment facility, located near the intersection of Meridian Boulevard and
State Route 203, through Old Mammoth Road and Main Street.

The MCWD’s wastewater treatment facility provides advanced secondary treatment. This includes
biological treatment, filtration, and disinfection through utilization of chlorine. Treated wastewater
is currently discharged to Laurel Pond, located approximately 5.5 miles southeast of the Town on
USFS land. Disposal occurs at the pond through percolation into the ground and evaporation into
the atmosphere.

Wastewater Generation and Facilities

As previously indicated, the project site currently consists of an existing parking structure podium
and, therefore, does not generate wastewater. Currently, sewer lines are present within the project
area, located along Canyon Boulevard, Minaret Road, and Main Street/Lake Mary Road; refer to
Exhibit 5.7-1. In addition, one 8-inch sewer from Building B would be required to be relocated to
the northwest boundary of the project site; refer to Exhibit 5.7-2, Grading and Drainage P/an. There
are no plans to build new sewer lines within the project area.

5.7.2 REGULATORY SETTING

WATER

State Level

Urban Water Management Act

The Urban Water Management Plan Act (UWMP Act) was passed in 1983 and codified as California
Water Code Sections 10610 through 10657. Since its passage in 1983, the Act has been amended on
several occasions. In 2004, the Act was amended to require additional discussion of transfer and
exchange opportunities, non-implemented demand management measures, and planned water
supply projects. Most recently, in 2005, the Act was amended to require water use projections
(required by California Water Code Section 10631) to include projected water use for single-family
and multi-family residential housing needed for lower income households. In addition, Government
Code Section 65589.7 was amended to require local governments to provide a copy of the adopted
housing element to water and sewer providers. The Act requires “every urban water supplier
providing water for municipal purposes to more than 3,000 customers or supplying more than 3,000
acre feet of water annually, to prepare and adopt, in accordance with prescribed requirements, an
urban water management plan.” Urban water suppliers must file these plans with the California
Department of Water Resources every five years describing and evaluating reasonable and practical
efficient water uses, reclamation, and conservation activities. As required by the Memorandum of
Understanding Regarding Urban Water Conservation in California and Assembly Bill 11 (Filante,
1991), the 2005 UWMP Act, incorporated water conservation initiatives, and a Water Shortage
Contingency Plan.

Public Review Draft • July 2014 5.7-5 Utilities and Service Systems



ABBREVL4TIONS
‘~NIE1

V

L~ /
c,Rcai Fft(S~N

AMAO~A IAAWtY
715 CI

I~WAU
IOI1a~wAU

DEVELOPMENT ~‘11ia7J~A DV

DROSS PROPERTY AREA —
BUILD.WC TQO7PRV6T .4REA —
AC SVEWALK —
EA7SIENC IMPERW~AI$ loRPAcE —
AXII1CN.4L BRERNOIIS SLARPAcE —
97E COIfRAGE —
NUMBER ~ ROOMS —

DENSITY (TOTAL RO~M EQVJV/AO9E~.
5140W STORAGE -

SEBtA WA?tfi~ ERr LIE7UI1(S AM~ ORA,WAG( PACIIJ71ES
NER( E4STAUED PER PRENOUS IENTA ~f MAP. fl6~PE
IS AN AX40CNAL 5I %JopAwrnILfrAr ~lI(ENmy
WAY ALLNC MIVANE 1 RO4U AS ~EO~W nEMBEW
DRAINAGE SNALL BE PIPED TERPAJER OlE PARKING
SThYICflIAE TO OlE CCWWAN REIFNI1CIV BASW.

PIE AODI7ILWAL MINARET ROAD FROITAGE 5/OEWALA’ NEL
BEIIEAThO 10 FAOLITA7S SNOW MELT

NO TREES ARE PLANNED TO BE REMO~BD.

NOT TO SCALE

R8F~
~ON8UI.TIN~
A ~CO5p15Y 07114.JN 39231

INN AT THE VILLAGE
SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Grading and Drainage Plan
Exhibit 5.7-2

LEGEND
PRDROSED RETAENII40 WALL IlflIl
DECaRA Th€ ROCK PACiNG

I—~I
FWC9’OSEV HF.A TED PA lEN SIDEWALK
TORE MAINTAINED BY DIE TOALL

79.798 ~q.N
72,890 .qJi.
955 89 FL
54~505 ,q.17.
1,595 ~qiL
lOX (lot MAA~)
67 ROOMS
72 ROOM ECVJIVALEIITS/ACRE
640 s~ ft.

‘\‘ STORM WA TER RETEN’I’IflW
RE1ENIIOW REWIRED PER LRW’JCB
REQIJIREMEN15’ FOR OLD PRO.E~~ FOOiPRIN1~

ADOI7IONAL RETENITO.V R.EQIJIREAIENTS DUE
TO ADDED IAIPER WOVE SURFACE

O~O83 AC(L595 SFXO.9)

TOTAL RETENJYON REOLI!RF,.~

RE7EN POW VOLUME COWSTREJCYED



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

Water Conservation Act of 2009

Senate Bill X7-7, the Water Conservation Act of 2009 (WCA), creates a framework for future
planning and actions by urban (and agricultural) water suppliers to reduce California’s water use.
The law requires urban water suppliers to reduce statewide per capita water consumption by 20
percent by 2020. Additionally, the State is required to make incremental progress towards this goal
by reducing per capita water use by at least 10 percent by 2015. Each urban retail water supplier was
required to develop water use targets and an interim water use target by July 1, 2011. Each urban
retail water supplier was required, by July 2011, to include in their water management plan the
baseline daily per capita water use, water use target, interim water use target, and compliance daily
per capita water use.

Senate Bill 610

In regard to water supply, the Water Code (commonly referred to as Senate Bill (SB) 610, according
to the enacting legislation) requires preparation of a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for certain
projects.5 The Water Code requires that a WSA be prepared for any “project” which would consist
of one or more of the following:6

• A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units;

• A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons
or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space;

• A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons
or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space;

• A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more
than 250,000 square feet of floor space;

• A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified above; or

• A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount
of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.

Senate Bill 221

SB 221~ amended state law to improve the link between information on water supply availability and
land use at the tentative map preparation phase of a project. SB 610 and SB 221 are companion
measures which seek to:

Water Code Sections 10910—10915.
6 Water Code Section 10910(b).
7 Business and Professions Code Section 11010 and Government Code Section 66473.4.
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• Promote more collaborative planning between iocal water suppliers and cities and counties;

• Require that detailed information regarding water availability be provided to town and
county decision-makers prior to approval of specific large development projects;

• Require that this detailed information be included in the administrative record that serves as
the evidentiary basis for an approval action by the town or county on such projects; and

• Recognize local control and decision making regarding the availability of water for projects
and the approval of projects.

SB 221 pertains only to residential projects and establishes the relationship between the WSA
prepared for a project and the project approval under the Subdivision Map Act.

Assembly Bill 3030

Assembly Bill (AB) 3030, the Groundwater Management Act, is Section 10750 et seq. of the
California Water Code. AB 3030 provides local water agencies with procedures to develop a
groundwater management plan so those agencies can manage their groundwater resources efficiently
and safely while protecting the quality of supplies. Under AB 3030, the development of a
groundwater management plan by a local water agency is voluntary. Once a plan is adopted, the
rules and regulations contained therein must also be adopted to implement the program outlined in
the plan.

Efficiency Standards

Title 24 of the California Administrative Code contains the California Building Standards, including
the California Plumbing Code (Part 5), which promotes water conservation. Title 20 addresses
public utilities and energy and includes appliance efficiency standards that promote water
conservation. In addition, a number of State laws listed below require water-efficient plumbing
fixtures in structures:

• Title 24, California Administrative Code, Sections 25352(i) and (j) address pipe insulation
requirements, which can reduce water used before hot water reaches equipment or fixtures.
Insulation of water-heating systems is also required.

• Title 20, California Administrative Code, Section l6O4(g) establishes efficiency standards that
give the maximum flow rate of all new showerheads, lavatory faucets, sink faucets, and tub
spout diverters.

• Title 20, California Administrative Code, Section 1606 prohibits the sale of fixtures that do
not comply with established efficiency regulations.

• Health and Safety Code, Section 17921.3 requires low-flush toilets and urinals in virtually all
buildings.

• Health and Safety Code, Section 116785 prohibits installation of residential water softening
or conditioning appliances unless certain conditions are satisfied, and includes the
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requirement that water conservation devices on fixtures using softened or conditioned water
be installed.

Regional Level

2010 Urban Water Management Plan

In accordance with State legislation, MCWD adopted an updated UWMP in November 2011. The
2010 LJWMP provides the following:

• Information, analysis, and conclusions regarding past, current, and projected future water
supply and demand;

• Current and future water supplies to meet projected demands; supply reliability under future
demand conditions;

• Plans for potential water shortages; and

• Actions to reduce water demand; and future potential impacts of climate change on local
water supplies.

In understanding that the MCWD’s surface water supply could be impacted by climate change
impacts to snowpack water content and watershed runoff patterns, the 2010 UWMP also includes
both adaptation strategies (measures to change water supply and management infrastructure, and
changes to customer use characteristics to respond to the effects of climate change) and mitigation
strategies (changes implemented to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and their contribution to the
mechanisms driving climate change).

Groundwater Management Plan for the Mammoth Basin Watershed

The Groundwater Management P/an for the Mammoth Basin Watershed (Groundwater Plan), dated July
2005, was developed with guidance from AB 3030 guidelines. It develops a management strategy
that focuses on groundwater resources being managed in a manner that ensures sufficient, high
quality groundwater resources while minimizing potential environmental impacts. Information and
analysis contained within the Groundwater Plan is based on previously published reports,
conclusions of recent research, and MCWD data compilations on hydrologic conditions, facility
locations, and water production for the Mammoth Basin watershed.

Water Conservation Ordinance Update

In March 2014, MCWD adopted a water conservation ordinance update establishing rules and
regulations concerning water shortages, water conservation standards and regulations, and their
enforcement. The ordinance establishes permanent and mandatory water management requirements
in order to assure adequate supplies of water to meet the needs of the public, and further their
public health, safety and welfare that are necessary to:

• Conserve water;
• Enable effective water supply planning;
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• Assure reasonable and beneficial use of water;
• Prevent waste of water;
• Prevent unreasonable use of water; and
• Prevent unreasonable methods of use of water within the MCWD service area.

In addition, it establishes four levels of actions to be implemented in times of shortage, with
increasing restrictions placed on water use when water supply or water production capabilities are
declining.

Level 1 Water Restrictions

Following a dry winter and a warm summer as well as a decline in groundwater aquifers, the MCWD
Board enacted Level 1 Water Restrictions, to place restrictions on water use. The outdoor irrigation
requirements that assist in maximizing irrigation efficiency and mitigating increased water demand
include:

• Even numbered addresses irrigate on Monday, Wednesday and Saturday;
• Odd numbered addresses irrigate on Tuesday, Thursday and Sunday;
• No outdoor watering between the hours of 10 a.m. and 7 p.m.;
• No irrigation variances will be granted for new lawns or rehabilitating more than 5 percent

of existing turf~
• All hose-end sprinklers must be equipped with a shutoff timer;
• Overfilling of swimming poois or spas is prohibited;
• Water may not pooi, pond, or mist off of impervious areas;
• Irrigation accounts may not exceed 150 percent of the MCWD’s Maximum Applied Water

Allowance (MAWA);
• Irrigation with a hand-held hose equipped with a shut-off device is exempt from day of week

and time of day restrictions;
• Washing of hard surfaces with MCWD supplied water is prohibited, unless required for

health and safety reasons; and
• All leaks must be repaired within in five days after notification from the MCWD.

WASTEWATER

Regional Level

Water Ouality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region. North and South Basins

The Town is within the jurisdictional boundaries of the Lahontan RWQCB. The Lahontan
RWQCB develops and enforces water quality objectives and implementation plans that safeguard
the quality of water resources in its region. Chapter 4.4 of the Water ~Quali~y Control Plan for the
Lahontan Re~gion, North and South Basins (WQCP), dated December 2005, outlines policies and
regulations for municipal wastewater treatment, disposal, and reclamation. The standards contained
within the WQCP are designed to provide developers with a uniform approach for the design and
installation of adequate systems to control wastewater and wastewater treatment/sewage disposal
impacts from the Town, and to prevent any potential contamination of groundwater at the discharge
site.
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Local Level

Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan 2007

Town policies pertaining to utility and service systems are contained in the Resource Management
and Conservation and Public Health and Safety Elements of the Town ofMammoth Lakes General Plan
2007 (2007 General Plan), adopted on August 15, 2007. The Resource Management and
Conservation Element focuses on the Town’s stewardship in managing and conserving the
community’s natural resources.

Resource Management and Conservation Element policies that pertain to the proposed project
include, but are not limited to, the following:

• Work with MCWD to ensure that groundwater is not over-drafted and does not cause
negative environmental impacts to resources such as surface water, springs and native
vegetation (Policy R.1.H.).

• The Town shall work with MCWD to ensure that land use approvals are phased so that the
development of necessary water supply sources is established prior to development
approvals (Policy R.4.A.).

• Support and encourage water conservation and recycled water use within private and public
developments (Policy R.4.B.).

• Require drought-tolerant landscaping and water-efficient irrigation practices for all
development and Town-maintained landscaped areas, parks and park improvement projects.
Development design, including parks, may include limited turf as appropriate to the intended
use (Policy R.4.C.).

• Require development to use native and compatible non-native plants, especially drought-
resistant species, to the greatest extent possible when fulfilling landscaping requirements
(Policy R.4.D.).

• Limit use of turf over root zones of native trees to avoid or minimize adverse impacts of
excessive water to native trees (Policy R.4.E.).

• Support programs to recycle materials such as paper, cardboard, glass, metal, plastics, motor
oil, and programs to compost or chip for mulch tree cuttings, brush, and other vegetation
(Policy R.9.A.).

The intent of the Public Health and Safety Element is to improve the quality of life to encourage
people to live and work in the Town. The policy applicable to utilities and services systems states
that the quality of life may be improved through the establishment of Level of Service standards for
facilities, operations and services, and resource management (Policy S.6.A.).
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5.7.3 IMPACT THRESHOLDS
AND SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains the Modified Initial Study Environmental Checklist
form used during preparation of the Modified Initial Study, which is contained in Appendix 11.1 of
this SEIR. The Modified Initial Study includes questions relating to utilities and service systems.
The issues presented in the Environmental Checklist have been utilized as thresholds of significance
in this section. Accordingly, a project may create a significant adverse environmental impact if it
would:

• Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board (refer to Impact Statements USS-1 and USS-2).

• Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant
environmental effects (refer to Impact Statements USS-l, USS-2, and USS-3).

• Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant environmental effects
(refer to Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not To Be Signi/ican/).

• Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlement and
resources, and new or expanded entitlement is needed (refer to Impact Statement USS-2).

• Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may serve
the project that does not have adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments (refer to Impact Statement USS-3).

• Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs (refer to Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not To Be Signi/Ican/).

• Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations regarding solid waste (refer to
Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not To Be S~gnifIcant).

Based on these standards, the effects of the proposed project have been categorized as either a “less
than significant impact” or a “potentially significant impact.” Mitigation measures are recommended
for potentially significant impacts. If a potentially significant impact cannot be reduced to a less
than significant level through the application of mitigation, it is categorized as a significant and
unavoidable impact.
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5.7.4 OVERVIEW OF PREVIOUS
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Water

The 1991 PEIR determined that the potential impacts from the estimated total water demand of the
development of the NVSP would be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of
recommended mitigation measures. According to the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994 NVSP
Amendment resulted in no changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts with
respect to public utilities beyond those identified in the 1991 PEIR. With implementation of
recommended mitigation measures, these impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels.
Based on the 1999 SPEIR, the 1999 NVSP Amendment would increase water demand above
existing conditions, requiring some existing water main pipelines to be upgraded and an incremental
expansion of the existing water system. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that implementation of
mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to water systems and facilities to less than
significant levels.

Wastewater

According to the 1991 PEIR, the development of the NVSP was anticipated to generate
approximately 459,100 gallons of wastewater per day. As the MCWD had adequate treatment
capacity for project-generated wastewater flows, the 1991 PEIR concluded there was a less than
significant impact on wastewater facilities. Based on the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994 NVSP
Amendment resulted in no changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts with
respect to public utilities beyond those identified in the 1991 PEIR. According to the 1999 SPEIR,
the 1999 NVSP Amendment would increase generated wastewater above existing conditions,
presenting an increase in service demand for operations and maintenance of the sewer pipeline
system and treatment facility. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that mitigation measures pertaining to
issuance of a sewer permit and applicable fee payments prior to construction of any facilities would
reduce potential impacts to wastewater systems and facilities to less than significant levels.

5.7.5 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION
(WATER DEMAND AND WASTEWATER GENERATION)

USS-1 WATER DEMAND AND WASTEWATER GENERATION DURING
CONSTRUCTION WOULD NOT RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT DEMAND
ON WATER OR GENERATE A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF
WASTEWATER.

Impact Analysis: This threshold was not addressed in the 1999 SPEIR. Water demand and
wastewater generation during construction associated with the proposed Inn at the Village project
are discussed below.
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Water Demand

The project site is currently an existing parking structure. Thus, there is no existing demand for
water associated with the project site. Construction of the proposed project would create a demand
for water during the 12-month construction. As discussed in Section 3.3, ProJect Characteristics,
construction activities would include demolition, grading, building construction, paving, and
architectural coating. More specifically, the construction activities that would create a demand for
water include watering soil for fugitive dust control, adding water to backfill material, spraying
concrete, masonry, painting, and equipment and site clean up, among others. The 2010 UWMP
states that the Town’s water demand was 2,169 AFY in 2010 and 2,565 AFY in 2015. Construction
activities are temporary in nature, do not require substantial amounts of water, and would not result
in an increase in water demand that would require new entitlements or resources. As such,
construction activities would result in a less than significant impact on the existing water supply and
infrastructure.

Wastewater Generation

During all phases of construction, a private contracted vendor would provide and maintain portable
toilets at the construction site. Typically, one 68-gallon portable toilet is provided for every ten
persons at the construction site. The contracted vendor would empty the portable toilets once per
week and dispose of the waste off-site. Construction personnel would generate a negligible amount
of wastewater. Therefore, no measurable wastewater flows are anticipated and the existing
wastewater capacity would not be constrained during project construction. In addition, no
disruption of wastewater service is expected to occur as a result of construction activities.
Therefore, construction activities would result in a less than significant impact on wastewater service
and infrastructure.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are
applicable to this topical area.

AdditionalMitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact.

WATER SERVICES

USS-2 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WOULD INCREASE THE DEMAND FOR
WATER AT THE PROJECT SITE.

Impact Analysis: The 1999 SPEIR (pages 5.10-20 through 5.10-23) concluded that the 1999
NVSP Amendment would increase water demand above existing conditions, requiring some existing
water main pipelines to be upgraded and an incremental expansion of the existing water system.
The 1999 SPEIR concluded that implementation of mitigation measures would reduce potential
impacts to water systems and facilities to less than significant levels.

Project implementation would result in a long-term water demand for operational uses, including
hotel rooms, food and beverage service, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, and landscaping. The average water
use from meters servicing resort lodging with retail mixed use developments in the area, based on
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three years (2008, 2009, and 2010), is approximately 1,673 gallons per day (gpd) (1.87 AFY).8’ In
addition, the irrigation usage is anticipated to be approximately 101 gpd (0.11 AFY).1° Therefore the
total water demand is 1,774 gpd (1.99 AFY).

As previously discussed, the amount of precipitation directly impacts water supply, including the
supply during drought conditions. MCWD has analyzed existing and projected water supply in
normal, single dry, and multiple dry years. According to MCWD, it has adequate water supply to
meet community needs under the full range of water year types, including both the severe one year
and sustained multi-year droughts. This is primarily due to the availability of local groundwater
resources, which provides 40 percent of supply underaverage conditions, nearly 90 percent of the
supply in a severe one year drought, and 60 percent of the supply over a three year sustained
drought.

The MCWD anticipates it would be able to accommodate the proposed project’s demand for water
services in combination with other water demands throughout the Town with existing water
supplies during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry water years.11 At the expected project
completion date in 2015, the MCWD has projected an available water supply of 4,164 AFY in
normal water years, and a projected demand of 2,989 AFY.12 As the proposed project would create
a demand of 1.99 acre-feet for an average year (less than one percent of the total projected demand),
it is anticipated that an adequate supply of water is available for the project. Additionally, the
proposed project would also be subject to the fire flow requirements specified by the Mammoth
Lakes Fire Protection Department (MLFPD), which would be a minimum of 2,750 gallons per
minute for a 2 hour period, and would need to provide 100 pounds per square inch (psi) of water
pressure on the roof at all times)3 The MCWD anticipates it would be able to provide adequate
water supply to accommodate the fire flow requirements.14 Further, it is important to note that the
proposed projection would result in a decrease in anticipated water generation at the Mammoth
Crossing site as a result of the proposed density transfer. Given the minimal increase in water
generation from the project, water demand would not substantially increase compared to that
analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. Further, implementation of 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-8
would ensure that the project complies with all appropriate regulations and fees from the Lahontan
RWQCB, MCWD, state and local fire codes, and the Town’s Municipal Code. As the 2010 UWMP
indicates that available water sources particularly groundwater would be sufficient to serve the Town
through 2030, the project’s water demand would be met. Therefore, as the Town would have the
necessary infrastructure and water supply to accommodate the proposed project, with
implementation of the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-8, potential impacts to water demand,
water supplies, and infrastructure would be reduced to less than significant levels.

8 An acre-foot equals approximately 325,829 gallons.
9 Written Correspondence from Irene Yamashita, Public Affairs/Environmental Specialist, Mammoth

Community Water District, May 14, 2014.
10 Written Correspondence from Benjamin Harth, Bull Stockwell Allen, May 20, 2014.
~ Written Correspondence from Irene Yamashita, Public Affairs/Environmental Specialist, Mammoth

Community Water District, May 14, 2014.
12 Mammoth Community Water District, 2010 Urban Water Mana~gement P/an, November 2011.
13 Written Correspondence from Thom Heller, Fire Marshal/Division Chief~ Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection

District, May 7, 2014.
14 Written Correspondence from Irene Yamashita, Public Affairs/Environmental Specialist, Mammoth

Community Water District, May 14, 2014.
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Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation
measures are made in strikcthrough and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SEIR
mitigation measures have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure
in a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

5.10-8 Prior to buildinsr nermit issuance~Fthe project a~pplicant shall comrilv with all
applicable Municinal and Fire Code requirements and pay the appropriate fees to the
MCWD and MLFPD. All ncw watcr convcyancc facilitics shall bc inatallcd within public
right3 of way or utility ca3cmcnts.

AdditionalMitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

WASTEWATER SERVICES

USS-3 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WOULD RESULT IN AN INCREASE IN
WASTEWATER GENERATION AT THE PROJECT SITE.

ImpacrAnalysis: The 1999 SPEIR (pages 5.10-19 through 5.10-20) concluded that buildout of the
1999 NVSP Amendment would increase generated wastewater above existing conditions, presenting
an increase in service demand for operations and maintenance of the sewer pipeline system and
treatment facility. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that mitigation measures pertaining to issuance of a
sewer permit and applicable fee payments prior to construction of any facilities would reduce
potential impacts to wastewater systems and facilities to less than significant levels.

Project implementation would result in a long-term wastewater generation increase as a result of the
proposed 67-room hotel. The wastewater collection system for the project site is connected to
MCWD sewer lines along Canyon Boulevard, Minaret Road, and Lake Mary Road/Main Street. A
preliminary evaluation of the potential wastewater generation at the site analyzed the proposed
project and determined that the infrastructure could accommodate development on the project
site.15

Based on mixed lodging and retail average water use for years 2008, 2009, and 2010 and excluding
irrigation usage, the project’s estimated annual indoor mixed use wastewater demands are
approximately 1,673 gpd (1.87 AFY).16 It is anticipated that wastewater generated from the
proposed project site would be treated. The existing capacity at the MCWD wastewater treatment
plant is rated at 4.3 mgd with an average daily flow of 1.4 mgd.’ In 2010, the MCWD collected and
treated 1,432 AFY of wastewater and in 2015 the projected future annual wastewater generation
volumes amounted to 1,666 AFY (1.49 mgd). As the proposed project’s estimated wastewater
demands are approximately 1.87 AFY, it equates to 0.11 percent of increased wastewater generation,
compared to the 2015 projections. The increased wastewater flows from the proposed project can
be accommodated within the existing design capacity of the plant. Given the minimal increase in

15 Written Correspondence from Irene Yamashita, Public Affairs/Environmental Specialist, Mammoth

Community Water District, May 14, 2014.
16 An acre-foot equals approximately 325,829 gallons.

‘7Written Correspondence from Karl Schnadt, Operations Superintendent, Mammoth Community Water
District, May 15, 2014.
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wastewater generation from the project, wastewater demand would not substantially increase
compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would not require,
nor would it result in, the construction of new wastewater treatment or collection facilities or the
expansion of existing facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. Further, it should
be noted that the proposed projection would result in a decrease in anticipated wastewater
generation at the Mammoth Crossing site as a result of the proposed density transfer.

In addition, implementation of 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-7 would ensure that the project
complies with all appropriate regulations and fees from the Lahontan RWQCB, MCWD, and the
Town’s Municipal Code. The project would result in a minimal increase of wastewater generation,
which would not constrain the capacity of the existing wastewater infrastructure at the MCWD
Wastewater Treatment Facility. Therefore, impacts regarding wastewater associated with project
implementation would be reduced to less than significant levels.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation
measures are made in 3triltcthrough and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SEIR
mitigation measures have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure
in a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

5.10-7 Prior to building permit issuance. ~.the project ~Applicant shall comply with all
applicable Municipal Code requirements and pay the appropriate fees to the MCWD.
All ncw wa3tcwatcr convcyancc facilitic3 thall bc in~tallcd within public right3 of way or
utility ca3cmcnt3.

Additional Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

5.7.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

• DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND OTHER
RELATED CUMULATIVE PROJECTS COULD RESULT IN CUMULATIVELY
CONSIDERABLE IMPACTS TO THE WATER SUPPLY AND WASTEWATER
GENERATION.

ImpactAnalysis: Cumulative development could result in a substantial increase in the demand for
utilities within the NVSP area. The 1999 SPEIR (page 5.10-24) concluded that with coordination
and discussions with the appropriate service and utility agencies during the preliminary design stage,
the build out of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would not result in substantial cumulatively
considerable impacts. Further, each cumulative project would also coordinate with appropriate
agencies to minimize impacts in this regard.

Development within the Town associated with the proposed project and related cumulative projects
identified in Section 4.0, Cumulative Projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts to
utilities and service systems, which are further discussed as follows.
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Water Supply

There are 22 projects proposed in the Town in addition to the proposed project. Implementation of
cumulative projects would increase the water demand of MCWD. The 2010 UWMP has indicated
that it can expect to meet the needs of its customers through 2030. Future projects would be
evaluated by the responsible agency to determine the extent of impacts on existing water facilities in
the region. Project implementation would result in a long-term water demand for operational uses,
including hotel rooms, food and beverage service, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, and landscaping.
Operation of the project would create a total water demand of approximately 1,773 gpd on an
average day and annual water demand of approximately 1.99 AFY. The project’s water demand
would be served by MCWD, who anticipates the proposed project would be accommodated with
existing water supplies. MCWD anticipates it would be able to accommodate the proposed project’s
demand for water services in combination with other water demands throughout the Town with
existing water supplies during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry water years.’8 Based upon the
2010 UWMP, the project’s water demand represents 0.06 percent’9 of the projected water demand
for the Town. As the 2010 U’~VMP indicates that available groundwater, surface water, and recycled
water sources would be sufficient to serve the Town through 2030, the proposed project and the
cumulative projects’ water demand would be met. As discussed above, the proposed project would
not result in substantial cumulatively considerable impacts pertaining to water demand, which is
consistent with what was analyzed as part of the 1999 SPEIR. With implementation of 1999 SPEIR
Mitigation Measure 5.10-8, cumulative projects compliance with regulations from the Lahontan
RWQCB, MCWD, and the Town’s Municipal Code would ensure the project would have less than
significant impacts on the existing water system. Therefore, impacts to water supply would not be
significantly cumulatively considerable.

Wastewater

Cumulative projects proposed within the Town would increase demand on existing wastewater
facilities. Due to the minimal increase in wastewater flows from the project to MCWD Wastewater
Treatment Plant, it is anticipated that existing facilities could serve the proposed project’s wastewater
generation, with consideration of MCWD Wastewater Treatment Plant’s existing capacity. The
wastewater flow associated with the proposed project and related cumulative projects are not
anticipated to exceed levels associated with approved growth. As discussed above, the proposed
project would not result in substantial cumulatively considerable impacts pertaining to wastewater
demand, which is consistent with what was analyzed as part of the 1999 SPEIR. With
implementation of 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-7, cumulative projects compliance with
regulations from the Lahontan RWQCB, MCWD, and the Town’s Municipal Code would ensure
the project would have less than significant impacts on the existing sewer system. Developers may
also be required to contribute fees, on a project-by-project basis, for demand of new resources.
Therefore, development of the proposed project, along with cumulative development, is not
anticipated to result in significant cumulatively considerable impacts to wastewater services or
facilities.

18 Written correspondence from Irene Yamashita, Public Affairs/Environmental Specialist, Mammoth

Community Water District, May 14, 2014.
19 Percentage obtained by dividing the 2010 Urban Water Management P/an’~c water demand projecdons by the

project’s total water demand.
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Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.10-7
and 5.10-8.

AdditionalMitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.

Level ofSignificance: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

5.7.7 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

No unavoidable significant impacts related to utilities have been identified following implementation
of the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures referenced in this section.
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6.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

6.1 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS OF THE
PROPOSED PROJECT

If the proposed project is approved and constructed, a variety of short- and long-term impacts
would occur on a local level. During project construction, portions of surrounding uses may be
temporarily impacted by dust and noise. There may also be an increase in vehicle pollutant
emissions caused by grading and construction activities. However, these disruptions would be
temporary and may be avoided or lessened to a large degree through mitigation cited in this SEIR
and through compliance with the Town of Mammoth Lakes Municipal Code (Municipal Code); refer to
Section 5.0, EnvironmentalAnalvsis, and Section 8.0, Efficts Found Not To Be S~gnificant.

Ultimate development of the project site would create long-term environmental consequences
associated with the proposed district zoning amendment and conditional use permit. Development
of the proposed project and the subsequent long-term effects may impact the physical, aesthetic, and
human environments. Long-term physical consequences of development include increased traffic
volumes, increased noise from project-related mobile (traffic) and stationary (mechanical and
landscaping) sources, hydrology and water quality impacts, and increased energy and natural
resource consumption. Incremental degradation of local and regional air quality would also occur as
a result of mobile source emissions generated from project-related traffic and stationary source
emissions generated from the consumption of propane/natural gas and electricity.

6.2 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES
THAT WOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE
PROPOSED ACTION SHOULD IT BE
IMPLEMENTED

According to Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is required to
address any significant irreversible environmental changes that would occur should the proposed
project be implemented. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c):

“uses ofnonrenewable resources during the initial and continuedphases ofthe project mqy be irreversible since
a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter like/y, Primary impacts and,
particular/y, secondary impacts such as highwaj improvement which provides access to a previous/y
inaccessible area general/y commit future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result
from environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be
evaluated to assure that such current consumption isjust~fied”

The project would consume limited, slowly renewable and non-renewable resources. This
consumption would occur during the construction phase of the project and would continue
throughout its operational lifetime. Project development would require a commitment of resources
that would include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) the
transportation of goods and people to and from the project site. Project construction would require
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the consumption of resources that are not replenishable or which may renew so siowiy as to be
considered non-renewable. These resources would include the following construction supplies:
lumber and other forest products; aggregate materials used in concrete and asphalt; metals; and
water. Fossil fuels such as gasoline and oil would also be consumed in the use of construction
vehicles and equipment.

The resources that would be committed during project operation would be similar to those currently
consumed within the Town. These would include energy resources such as electricity and
propane/natural gas, petroleum-based fuels required for vehicle-trips, fossil fuels, and water. Fossil
fuels would represent the primary energy source associated with both construction and ongoing
operation of the project, and the existing, finite supplies of these natural resources would be
incrementally reduced. Project operation would occur in accordance with Title 24, Part 6 of the
California Code of Regulations, which sets forth conservation practices that limit the amount of
energy consumed by the project. However, the energy requirements associated with the project
would, nonetheless, represent a long-term commitment of essentially non-renewable resources.

Limited use of potentially hazardous materials typical of hotel uses, including minor amounts of
cleaning products along with the occasional use of pesticides and herbicides for landscape
maintenance are the extent of materials anticipated to be utilized on-site. The use of these materials
would be in small quantities and used, handled, stored, and disposed of in accordance with the
manufacturer’s instructions and applicable government regulations and standards. Although the
proposed hotel operations are not anticipated to result in any releases of hazardous materials,
compliance with these regulations and standards would ensure that significant and irreversible
environmental change would not occur.

In summary, project construction and operation would result in the irretrievable commitment of
limited, slowly renewable, and nonrenewable resources, which would limit the availability of these
particular resource quantities for future generations or for other uses during the life of the project.
However, continued use of such resources would be on a relatively small scale and consistent with
regional and local growth forecasts in the area. As such, although irreversible environmental
changes would result from the project, such changes would not be considered significant.

6.3 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR discuss the project’s potential to foster
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or
indirectly, in the surrounding environment. The CEQA Guidelines also indicate that it must not be
assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the
environment. This section analyzes such potential growth-inducing impacts, based on criteria
suggested in the CEQA Guidelines.

In general terms, a project may foster spatial, economic, or population growth in a geographic area if
it meets any one of the following criteria:

• Removal of an impediment to growth (e.g., establishment of an essential public service and
provision of new access to an area);
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• Fostering economic expansion or growth (e.g., changes in revenue base and employment
expansion);

• Fostering of population growth (e.g., construction of additional housing), either directly or
indirectly;

• Establishment of a precedent-setting action (e.g., an innovation, a change in zoning, and
general plan amendment approval); or

• Development of or encroachment on an isolated or adjacent area of open space (being
distinct from an in-ifil project).

Should a project meet any one of the above-listed criteria, it may be considered growth inducing.
The potential growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project are evaluated below. Note that the
CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to “discuss the ways” a project could be growth inducing and to
“discuss the characteristics of some projects that may encourage. . . activities that could significantly
affect the environment.” However, the CEQA Guidelines do not require that an EIR predict (or
speculate) specifically where such growth would occur, in what form it would occur, or when it
would occur. The answers to such questions require speculation, which CEQA discourages (refer to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15145).

POPULATION, HOUSING, AND EMPLOYMENT

Population

County of Mono. The County encompasses approximately 3,030 square miles.1 It is bordered by
the State of Nevada to the northeast, Inyo County to the south, and the Counties of Fresno,
Madera, Mariposa, Tuolumne, and Alpine to the west. As of January 2013, Mono County had a
population of 14,493.2 This represents an increase of approximately 10.4 percent over the County’s
January 2000 population of 12,853~; refer to Table 6-1, Population Estimates.

Table 6-1
Population Estimates

Year Mono County Town of Mammoth Lake8

Population
20001 12,853 7,093
20132 14,493 8,307

Change 10.4% 17.1%
Source:
1. State of California, Department of Finance, E-8 Historical Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the

State, 1990-2000, http:llwww.dof.ca.govIresearchldemographic1reportsles~matesle-8/, accessed April 30, 2014.
2.State of Califcrnia, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State,

January2011 —2013, with 2010 Benchmark. Sacramento, California, May 2013.

Mono County Website, http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/information.html, accessed April 30, 2014.
2 State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimatesfor Cities, Counties, and the State,

Janua.~y 2011 — 2013, with 2010 Benchmark, May 2013.
State of California, Department of Finance, E-8 Historical Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties,

and the State, 1990-2000, http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-8/, accessed April 30,
2014.
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Town of Mammoth Lakes. The Town of Mammoth Lakes (Town) was incorporated in 1984 and
remains the only incorporated jurisdiction within Mono County. The Town’s Municipal Boundaries
include approximately 25 square miles of land. Approximately 4.5 square miles are within the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB). The Towns’ population differs from other cities in that the majority of
the Town’s population consists of seasonal residents or visitors. The Final Prqgram Environmental
Impact Reportfor the Town ofMammoth Lakes 2005 General Plan Update (2007 General Plan PEIR), dated
May 2007, considers the people at one time (PAOT) to account for seasonal residents, second
homes, and visitors along with the permanent residents. Due to the resort nature of the Town, the
actual population of the Town is always greater than the permanent population, particularly during
peak season (winter).

The Town’s permanent 2000 population was an estimated 7,093 persons. As of January 2013, the
Town’s population reached an estimated 8,307 persons4, an approximate 17.1 percent increase over
the 2000 population. During the winter months, an average peak population of 34,264 is normal,
which is over four times the permanent population.’ The growth in PAOT is expected to continue
in the Town, with and estimated PAOT increase reaching 60,700 persons by 2024.6

Project Site. The site is situated within the NVSP area (a developed area of the Town). The project
site currently consists of a parking structure. Therefore, there is no population associated with the
project site.

Housing

County of Mono. The County’s housing stock was estimated to be 13,972 in January 2013. This
represents an increase of approximately 18.8 percent over the estimated 11,757 housing units
reported in January 2000.~ The vacancy rate in January 2013 was estimated to be approximately 58.5
percent, with approximately 2.44 persons per household.8 The high vacancy rate is reflective of the
resort nature of the area and seasonal residents. Table 6-2, Hoztsin~g Estimates, provides a summary of
both 2000 and 2013 housing estimates for Mono County and the Town of Mammoth Lakes.

Town of Mammoth Lakes. The Town’s housing stock was estimated to be 9,643 in January 2013.
This represents an increase of approximately 21.1 percent over the estimated 7,960 housing units
reported in January 2000. The vacancy rate in January 2013 was estimated to be approximately 66.5
percent.9 Although it appears an excess supply of housing units exist in the Town, in actuality, a
majority of the housing units are short-term seasonal units. Additionally, overcrowding conditions
occur as a result of high rents and limited housing opportunities for permanent residents and the
seasonal workforce. This is a reflection of the resort nature of the Town, and the fact that seasonal,
recreational, and occasional use units account for a majority of the total housing units. According to

~ State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housii~g Estimatesfor Cities, Counties, and the State,

January 2011 —2013, with 2010 Benchmark, May 2013.
5 Town of Mammoth Lakes, Final Pevgnim Enpi,vnmenta/ Impact P4on~ for the Town of Mammoth Lakes 2005

Genera/P/an Update, May 2007.
6 Ibid.

State of California, Department of Finance, E-8 Histo,ical Population and Housi~~g Estimates for Cities, Counties,
and the State, 1990-2000, April 30, 2014.

8 State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housin,g Estimatesfor Cities, Counties, and the State,

Janua.~y 2011 — 2013, with 2010 Benchmark, May 2013.
Ibid.
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the Department of Finance (January 2013), the number of persons per household for permanent
residents in the Town is 2.52. The 2007 General Plan PEIR uses 4.0 persons per unit to account for
the population occupying seasonal, visitor, lodging, and second home units. The number of housing
units in the Town is expected to increase to 16,710 units by 2024 (General Plan buildout). This
represents an approximately 73 percent increase in housing between 2013 and 2024.

Table 6-2
Housing Estimates

Year Mono County Town of Mammoth Lakes

Housing
20001 11,757 7,960
20132 13,972 9,643

Change 18.8% 21.1%
Source:
1. State of California, Department of Finance, E-8 Historical Population and Housing Estimates for Cities,

Counties, and the State, 1990-2000, http:/I~w.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-8I,
accessed April 30, 2014.

2. State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and
the State, Januaiy 2011—2013, with 2010 Benchmatk, May 2013.

Project Site. The project site is currently developed with a parking podium. No housing is currently
associated with the property.

Employment

County of Mono. According to the California Employment Development Department, the annual
average civilian labor force within Mono County totals approximately 8,110 as of March 2014. An
estimated 8.0 percent of the County’s workforce (650 persons) was unemployed.’0

Town of Mammoth Lakes. According to the California Employment Development Department,
the annual average civilian labor force within the Town of Mammoth Lakes totals approximately
4,720 persons as of March 2014. An estimated 5.3 percent of the Town’s workforce (250 persons)
was unemployed.” Recreation and tourism-based jobs and support services for workers and visitors
account for the majority of the Town’s employment. The majority of the Town’s operating revenue
is from Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) and sales tax. The TOT is generated from the rental of a
lodging facility for stays fewer than 30 days. In fiscal year 2012-2013, TOT revenues were 58
percent of General Fund revenues.

Project Site. As stated above, the project site currently consists of a parking podium and does not
generate employment.

10 California Employment Development Department, Labor Force and Unemp/qymeiit Rate for cities and Designated

P/aces, March 2014.
11Ibid.
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

A project could induce population growth in an area either directly or indirectly. More specifically,
the development of new residences or businesses could induce population growth directly, whereas
the extension of roads or other infrastructure could induce population growth indirectly.

The project is located in a developing area with the Town. Project implementation would result in
the development of a 67-room hotel; refer to Section 3.0, Project Description. Based on the factors
discussed below, project implementation would not result in significant growth-inducing impacts:

Removal of an Impediment to Growth. The proposed project is the last phase of a three-phase
development. The first two phases have been completed, as well as the 136-space parking
structure. The project would be located atop the parking podium, adjoining the existing
buildings. The project site is within the North Village District. Although the project would
increase density on the site, it would accommodate the increase by transferring 30 rooms
from one of the Mammoth Crossing sites. Therefore, the project would not result in overall
growth beyond what is anticipated in the North Village Specific Plan (NVSP) and the 2007
General Plan.

As the project site is already developed, transportation and infrastructure exist to serve the
existing on-site and surrounding uses. The project would not require new roadways, sewer
lines, or storm drain facilities to serve the project site and would not represent a removal of
an impediment to growth.

• Economic Growth. As stated above, the project involves the development of a 67-room hotel
with associated commercial square footage. During project construction, construction-
related jobs would be created. However, these jobs would be temporary and would not be
growth-inducing. During project operation, economic growth associated with the hotel
rooms and commercial uses would be consistent with the 2007 General Plan with respect to
the planned land use for the project site.

• Population Growth. A project could foster population growth in an area either directly
(through the development of new homes) or indirectly (through the development of
employment-generating land uses). The project proposes 67 hotel rooms above an existing
parking podium. Therefore, the proposed project would foster both direct and indirect
growth in the Town’s population. As concluded above, transportation and infrastructure
exist to serve the range of recreational, commercial, and residential uses in the project
vicinity. The project does not involve the extension of roads or other infrastructure into
undeveloped areas. Therefore, the project would not foster population growth through the
extension of roads or other infrastructure. Given the proposed project would occur in
accordance with the 2007 General Plan and 1999 SPEIR’s anticipated development (with
implementation of the proposed density transfer from one of the Mammoth Crossing sites),
project implementation would be consistent with the Town’s growth forecasts and would
result in no greater impacts associated with population growth than previously analyzed.
Therefore, the project would not result in substantial population growth in the Town.
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• Precedent-Settin~~ Action. As demonstrated in Section 5.1, Land Use and Relevant Planning’, the
proposed project would require a District Zoning Amendment to allow development of the
proposed project. However, the amendments proposed would apply solely to the project
site. Further, due to the nature of the project and minimal amount of population growth
anticipated to be generated, the proposed project would not be considered growth inducing
with respect to a precedent-setting action.

• Develobment or Encroachment of Qben Space. The proposed project would not be growth-
inducing with respect to development or encroachment into an isolated or adjacent area of
open space. The proposed project would be developed on top of an existing parking
structure podium. Additionally, development of the project site has been identified in the
1999 SPEIR and anticipated by the Town’s 2007 General Plan. The project site is zoned
North Village Specific Plan (NVSP), Resort General (RG), according to the Town’s Official

Zonin& Map and the North Villa&e Specific Plan Zonin~g. According to the 2007 General Plan, the
NVSP is intended to create a visitor-oriented entertainment retail and lodging district
anchored by a pedestrian plaza and a gondola connection to Mammoth Mountain Ski Area.
Proposed development would be contained within the project site and would not encroach
into surrounding areas or any areas designated as Open Space. No impacts would result
with regard to development or encroachment of open space.

Overall, project implementation would not be considered growth inducing, inasmuch as it would not
foster significant unanticipated economic expansion and growth opportunities. The project would
not remove an existing impediment to growth and would not develop or encroach into an isolated
or adjacent area of open space. The proposed project would not foster significant unanticipated
population growth in the project area, as described above. Development within the project site
would not require substantial development of unplanned and unforeseen support uses and services.

In addition to inducing growth, a project may create a significant environmental impact if it would
displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere and/or displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere. Implementation of the proposed project would not displace
substantial numbers of existing housing or persons, as no dwelling units are currently located at the
project site. Therefore, the project would not result in an impact with regard to the displacement of
persons, housing, and businesses.

6.4 ENERGY CONSERVATION

Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(3) and CEQA Guidelines Appendix F requires a
description (where relevant) of the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy
caused by a project. In 1975, the California State Legislature adopted Assembly Bill 1575 (AB 1575)
in response to the oil crisis of the 1970s. Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines provides
guidance for assessing potential impacts that a project could have on energy supplies, focusing on
the goal of conserving energy by ensuring that projects use energy wisely and efficiently. Because
Appendix F does not include specific significance criteria, this threshold is based on the goal of
Appendix F. Therefore, an energy impact is considered significant if the proposed project would:

Develop land uses and patterns that cause wastçfiui~ in~ft7cient, and unnecessaoi consumption of enei~y or
construct new or retrofitted buildin&s that would have excessive enei~gy requirementsfor dai/y operation.
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6.4.1 PROJECT ENERGY CONSUMPTION

SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION

In 1994, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted the first set of emission
standards (Tier 1) for all new off-road diesel engines greater than 37 kilowatts (kW). The Tier 1
standards were phased in for different engine sizes between 1996 and 2000, reducing NO~ emissions
from these engines by 30 percent. The EPA Tier 2 and Tier 3 standards for off-road diesel engines
are projected to further reduce emissions by 60 percent for NO~ and 40 percent for particulate
matter from Tier I emission levels. As the project proposes the development of 67 hotel rooms and
accessory uses on top of the existing parking structure podium, construction would primarily involve
building, paving, and painting activities. Table 6-3, Construction Fuel Consumption, provides an estimate
of construction fuel consumption for the project based on information provided by the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod); refer to Appendix 11.4, Air Qua/in’ and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Data.

Table 6-3
Construction Fuel Consumption

L d Fuel Consumption Duration2 Total FuelPhase Equipment Quantity Horsepower F r Rate1 (total Consumptlon3Aa o (gallons per hour) hours) (gallons)

Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 81 0.73 2.37 56 132
Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 255 0.40 4.08 56 228

Tractors/LoaderslBackhoes 3 97 0.37 1.44 168 241
Graders 1 174 0.41 2,85 176 502

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 255 0.40 4.08 176 718
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 97 0.37 1.44 308 442
Cranes 1 — 226 0.29 2.62 1,760 4,614
Forklifts 89 0.20 0.71 3,080 2,193

Building Generator Sets 1 — 84 0.74 2.49 1,760 4,376
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 — 97 0.37 1.44 1,320 1,895
Welders 3 46 0.45 0.83 5,280 4,372
Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 — 9 0.56 0.20 32 6

. Payers 1 125 0.42 2.10 32 67Paving . . — —

Paving Equipment 1 — 130 0.36 1.87 32 60
Rollers — 80 0.38 1.22 64 78

Architectural
Coating AirCompressors 1 78 78 0.48 1.50 366
TOTAL 20,520

Notes:
1. Derived using the following equation:

Fuel Consumption Rate z Horsepower x Load Factor x Fuel Consumption Factor
Where:

Fuel Consumption Factor for a diesel engine is 0.04 gallons per horsepower per hour (gallhplhr) and a gasoline engine is 0.06
gal/hp/hr.

2. Total hours of duration derived from CaIEEMod modeling results; refer to A~oendix 11.6, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Data.
3. Total Fuel Consumption calculated using the following equation:

Total Fuel Consumption = Duration in Hours x Fuel Consumption Rate
4. Values may be slightly off due to rounding.
Source: Refer to Anoendix 11.4, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Data, for CaIEEMod assumptions used in this analysis.
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As depicted in Table 6-3, project construction would consume a total of approximately 20,520
gallons of fuel. There are no unusual project characteristics that would necessitate the use of
construction equipment that would be less energy-efficient than at comparable construction sites in
the region or State. Additionally, the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-lb requires compliance
with CARB anti-idling regulations to reduce unnecessary emissions. Therefore, it is expected that
construction fuel consumption associated with the proposed project would not be any more
inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary than other similar development projects of this nature.

LONG TERM OPERATIONS

Transportation Energy Demand

Pursuant to the Federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975, the National Highway Traffic
and Safety Administration (NHTSA) is responsible for establishing additional vehicle standards and
for revising existing standards. Since 1990, the fuel economy standard for new passenger cars has
been 27.5 miles per gallon (mpg). Since 1996, the fuel economy standard for new light trucks (gross
vehicle weight of 8,500 pounds or less) has been 20.7 mpg. Heavy-duty vehicles (i.e., vehicles and
trucks over 8,500 pounds gross vehicle weight) are not currently subject to fuel economy standards.
In 2009 the fuel economy standards were updated to 39 mpg for cars and 30 mpg for trucks for
model year 2016. Compliance with Federal fuel economy standards is not determined for each
individual vehicle model. Rather, compliance is determined based on each manufacturer’s average
fuel economy for the portion of their vehicles produced for sale in the United States.

Trip generation rates and the daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT) provided in Appendix 11.4, 41r
Qualiiii and Greenhouse Gas Data, were used to estimate vehicle fuel consumption associated with trips
generated by the proposed project. Table 6-4, Project Operational Fuel Consumption, provides an
estimate of the daily fuel consumed by vehicles traveling to and from the proposed project.

Table 6-4
Project Operational Fuel Consumption

Percent of Daily Vehicle Average Fuel Total Daily Fuel
Vehicle Type Vehicle MIles Daily Trips2 Miles Economy Consumption

Traveled1 Traveled3 (miles per gallon)4 (gallons)5

PassengerCars 75 141 1,112 21.6 51
Light/Medium Trucks 14 26 208 17.2 12
Heavy Trucks/Other 11 21 163 6.1 27

TotaF 100 18W 1,483 -- 90
Notes:
1. Percent of Vehicle Trip dist~bution based on trip characteristics wfthin CaIEEMod.
2. Daily Trips calculated by multiplying the total daily trips by percent vehicle trips (i.e., Daily Trips x percent of Vehicle Trips).
3. Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) calculated by multiplying percent vehicle trips by total VMT (i.e., VMT x percent of Vehicle Trips).
4. Average fuel economy derived from the Department of Transportation.
5. Total Daily Fuel Consumption calculated by dividing the daily VMT by the average fuel economy (i.e., VMT/Average Fuel Economy).
6. Values may be slightly off due to rounding.
7. Based upon data within the Inn at the Village Project — Traffic Study, prepared by LSA Associates, Inc., dated May 8, 2014; refer to

Appendix 11.2, Traffic Study.
8. Total VMT are the reduced VMT (from project design features) obtained from the CaIEEMod model.
Source: Refer to Appendix 11.4, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Data, for trip generation rates and VMT used in this analysis.
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As indicated in Table 6-4, the operation of project is estimated to consume approximately 90 gallons
of fuel daily. However, the project would not result in any unusual characteristics that would result
in excessive long-term operational fuel consumption. The project is located in close proximity to
existing transit. Fuel consumption associated with vehicle trips generated by the project would not
be considered inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary in comparison to other similar developments in
the region.

Alternative Transportation Options

The project site is served by bus transit lines operated by the Eastern Sierra Transit Authority
(ESTA) along various roadways surrounding the project site including Main Street/Lake Mary Road,
Minaret Road, and Canyon Boulevard. The proximity of the project site to ESTA routes would
reduce the number of trips to and from the project. The proposed project would not result in the
inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of transportation energy.

Building Energy Demand

The proposed project would be expected to demand approximately 827 megawatt hours (MWh) of
electricity per year and approximately 2,434,050 kilo British Thermal units (kBTU) of
propane/natural gas per year. These ~gures were obtained from Appendix 11.4, Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Data.

The project would involve operations typical of hotel uses, requiring electricity and natural for
typical lighting, climate control, and day-to-day activities. Additionally, as stated in Section 5.6,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed project would incorporate several energy efficiency measures,
including a LEED certifiable structure. Therefore, the project would not be considered inefficient,
wasteful, or unnecessary in comparison to other similar developments in the region.

Energy Efficiency Measures

Title 24, California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non-residential Buildings, was
established by the CEC in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to create uniform building codes
to reduce California’s energy consumption, and provide energy efficiency standards for residential
and non-residential buildings. In 2013, the CEC updated Title 24 standards with more stringent
requirements. The 2013 Standards are incorporated within the California Building Code and are
expected to substantially reduce the growth in electricity and propane/natural gas use. Additional
savings result from the application of the Standards on building alterations. For example,
requirements for cool roofs, lighting, and air distribution ducts are expected to save about additional
of electricity. These savings are cumulative, doubling as years go by.

Additionally, implementation of the project’s design features (i.e., high efficiency lighting, energy
efficient appliances, low-flow faucets, toilets, and showers, water-efficient irrigation systems, and
exclusion of hearths) would further reduce energy consumption.

The project would adhere to all Federal, State, and local requirements for energy efficiency,
including the Title 24 standards, as well as the project’s design features. The proposed project
would not result in the inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of building energy.
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED
PROJECT

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, this section describes a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project. The analysis focuses on alternatives
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening the project’s significant environmental effects, even if
the alternative would impede, to some degree, the attainment of the proposed project objectives, or
would be more costly. The range of required alternatives is governed by the “rule of reason” that
requires the analysis to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The
alternatives are limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the project’s
significant effects. Of those alternatives, only the ones that the lead agency has determined could
feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives are examined in detail.

TOWN GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The Town is comprised of 12 districts and four mountain portals, as described in the Neighborhood
and District Character Element of the 2007 General Plan. Master planning of these specific districts
provides a basis for future land use decisions incorporating the goals, policies, and actions in the
Land Use and Community Design Elements as well as the Neighborhood and District Character
Element. The characteristics of each district provide a sense of place regarding structure, function,
and a district center. The project site is located in the North Village District and the identified
characteristics for this district are as follows:

• Viewsheds to Sherwin Range and the Knolls are preserved;

• Landscape that recalls the Eastern Sierra and establishes scale and street edge;

• Create a sense of exploration using pedestrian-oriented sidewalks, plazas, and courtyards
with pedestrian comforts;

• Easy pedestrian access across main streets;

• Gateway intersection at Minaret Road and Main Street/Lake Mary Road;

• Visitor-oriented entertainment retail district;

• Active day and evening through all four seasons, designed to achieve a two to three hour
visit;

• Resort and resident activities, amenities, and services;

• Animation with retail and significant businesses oriented to the street;

• Retail and services in “storefront” setting located at the sidewalk;
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• A variety of resort lodging supported by meeting facilities, outdoor activities, and
restaurants, arts, culture, and entertainment;

• Create year-round non-vehicular links to mountain portals;

• Lake Mary Road connected to the North Village District by trails;

• Shared and pooled parking, convenient structured parking, and small-scale street adjacent
surface parking; and

• Encourage living and working in close proximity to transit-oriented development.

NORTH VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The North Village Specific Plan (NVSP) aims to create a set of land use designations and
development standards which facilitate the development (or renovation) of the NVSP area as a
concentrated, pedestrian-oriented activity center with limited vehicular access. The NVSP is
intended to achieve year-round uses and visitor activity, strengthen the existing winter visitor
market, and improve Mammoth’s attractiveness to spring, summer, and fall resort visitors. The key
objective of the NVSP, and consequently the Land Use Element, is to enhance the Town’s image as
a destination resort community, through the creation of a high profile, pedestrian-oriented, resort
activity center where lodging, restaurants, shopping, housing, and recreational opportunities are
located within proximity to one another and easily accessible by transit.

There are six land use districts established within the NVSP. As previously noted, the project site is
located in the NVSP, Resort General (RG) district. RG district has been assigned to parcels adjacent
to and easily accessible to the plaza, but still within the Pedestrian Core Overlay area. The
Pedestrian Core area is intended to be a mixed-use village with commercial uses on the ground level
and accommodation units on upper floors. The scale of the individual ground level shops vary. RG
uses are intended to provide visitor-oriented resort services, but retail uses are limited to multi-
tenant complexes or within full-service hotels. Restaurants are generally the only freestanding uses
permitted in the NVSP RG district.

The RG objectives identified in NVSP are as follows:

• To provide resort accommodations and supporting commercial facilities for visitor-oriented
activities and facilities;

• To provide a transition zone between the Plaza Resort and Specialty Lodging uses within
North Village and surrounding residential uses; and

• To provide integrated pedestrian access to and from the plazas.

PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The intent of the proposed project is to create a better relationship and integration with Minaret
Road, with a signature street level pedestrian porte cochere and other features that would animate
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the streetscape and serve as an inviting portal into the proposed hotel. In a commitment to help the
NVSP area realize its place-making potential, the key goals and objectives of the project are to:

• Greatly improve the project’s relationship with the streetscape by introducing the porosity
that allows for ease of pedestrian integration with Minaret Road;

• Populate and animate this section of Minaret Road and allow for ease of access to and from
the proposed hotel amenities via the inviting pedestrian porte cochere;

• Provide streetscape features, including an informational kiosk and a pocket park;

• Deliver much needed critical mass in terms of hot beds to substantively help the North
Village achieve economic sustainability;

• Provide an array of services and amenities that make the North Village a much more
compelling destination for tourists and locals alike;

• Eliminate the need for any additional curb cuts along Minaret Road, which would be
disruptive to pedestrian flows, by utilizing the existing vehicular access to Building C off of
Canyon Boulevard;

• Improve the animation and vibrancy of the streetscape along Minaret Road with the addition
of terraces for casual gathering or dining;

• Provide an array of amenities and related back-of-the-house functions that would allow for
the inn to operate efficiently and attract an experienced and quality hotel operator to
reinforce 8050’s quality as a compelling year-round destination for visitors and locals alike;

• Deliver a LEED certifiable project consistent with the shared environmental values of the
Town and the Applicant;

• Utilize a contextually sensitive architectural vernacular that departs from the repetitive and
mostly uninspiring design solutions associated with earlier generation lodging properties
within the community;

• Deliver a project that takes into account snow country design issues and constraints; and

• Produce a compelling, iconic, and economically sustainable lodging project that acts as a
catalyst for the revitalization and added vibrancy of the North Village.

The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful
public participation and informed decision making. The range of potential alternatives to the
proposed project shall also include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives
of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. Among
the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, General Plan consistency, other plans or
regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire,
control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the

Public Review Draft • July 2014 7-3 Alternatives to the Proposed Project



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Envii~onmenta1 Impact Report

CALIFORNIA

proponent). Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the project’s significant
effects need be considered for inclusion. An alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably
ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative need not be considered.

Only those impacts found significant and unavoidable are relevant in making the final determination
of whether an alternative is environmentally superior or inferior to the proposed project. As
discussed throughout Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, the proposed project would not result in
any significant and unavoidable impacts, as all potential impacts were concluded to be less than
significant or reduced to a less than significant levels with implementation of the Town’s standards
and regulations, the applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures, and/or the recommended
Additional Mitigation Measures.

Since no significant and unavoidable impacts were found, all potential environmental impacts that
were considered in this SEIR are being analyzed in comparison with the following alternatives:

• No Project/No Development Alternative;
• No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative; and
• Reduced Height Alternative.

Throughout the following analysis, the alternatives’ impacts are analyzed for each environmental
issues area, as examined in Section 5.0 of this SEIR. In this manner, each alternative can be
compared to the proposed project on an issue-by-issue basis. The end of this section provides an
overview of the alternatives analyzed and a comparison of each alternative’s impact in relation to the
proposed project. This section also identifies alternatives that were considered by the lead agency
but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process. Section 7.3, Environmental/v Sz~perior
Alternative, references the “environmentally superior” alternative, as required by the CEQA
Guidelines.

7.1 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED
FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS

The following is a discussion of the land use alternatives considered during the scoping and planning
process and the reasons why they were not selected for detailed analysis in this SEIR. Per CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from
detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii)
infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.

7.1.1 1999 SPEIR ALTERNATIVES

The project site is part of the NVSP. The NVSP was adopted in 1991 and has been amended
several times. The NVSP establishes development regulations for approximately 64 acres located
around Minaret Road, Main Street/Lake Mary Road, and Canyon Boulevard. The intent of the
NVSP is to develop a cohesive, pedestrian-oriented resort activity node, and to provide a year-round
focus for visitor activity within the town.
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Several projects have been approved under the NVSP, resulting in the development or
redevelopment of various properties in the area. One of these projects is the 8050 project
(encompassing the project site), which consists of a three-phased development. The certified 1999
SPEIR was found to adequately cover and address the 8050 project. The first two phases of the
8050 project, Buildings A and B, have been completed, as well as the parking structure that would
serve all three phases, Buildings A, B, and C. On April 27, 2005, the Planning Commission of the
Town of Mammoth Lakes approved Tentative Tract Map 36-229 and Use Permit 2005-01, which
approved Building C, the third and final building in the 8050 complex. The requisite building permit
was subsequently issued by the Town to allow for construction of the approved Building C, which
totaled 41,134 square feet and included 21 residential condominiums with a total of 33 bedrooms.
The proposed Inn at the Village project is a redesign of Building C. The analyses that were
conducted as part of the 1999 SPEIR that were considered by the Town, but were rejected as
infeasible, are discussed below. It encompasses the alternative development scenarios that were
considered, and presents the findings of the environmental impact analyses that were conducted.

1999 SPEIR Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Pr9ject, analyzed the following alternatives to the
project or to the location of the project:

No Project Alternative. This alternative consisted of the buildout of the 1994 NVSP. The
1994 NVSP included 41 separate parcels under several separate ownerships, totaling 64.1
acres. It created a set of land use designations and development standards to facilitate the
development of the NVSP area as a concentrated, pedestrian-oriented activity center with
limited demand for automobile use. Buildout of the 1994 NVSP would have resulted in the
development of up to 3,020 accommodation rooms, in addition to affordable housing, and
135,000 square feet of commercial uses. The overall NVSP density would be approximately
54 rooms per acre based on three land use districts, the highest intensity district permitting a
maximum of 80 rooms per acre and the lowest intensity district permitting a maximum of 48
rooms per acre. While the proposed types of land uses would be similar between the 1994
and 1999 NVSP Amendment, the orientation and distribution of uses differed with the 1999
NVSP Amendment. Despite the differences in development standards and distribution, the
No Project Alternative would fulfill the primary project objectives outlined for the 1999
NVSP Amendment.

• Reduced Density Alternative. The Reduced Density Alternative assumed a 30 percent reduction
in the overall density (square footage) of the 1999 NVSP Amendment. The density
reduction would occur proportionally for all permitted land use types. The overall
distribution of uses would remain the same as the 1999 NVSP Amendment. The Reduced
Density Alternative would fulfill the primary project objectives for the 1999 NVSP
Amendment to a lesser degree because of the reduction in size.

• Alternative Site Alternative. The Alternative Site Alternative assumed the construction of the
same proposed land uses under the 1999 NVSP Amendment on the Lodestar at Mammoth
Master Plan site. The Lodestar at Mammoth site is bordered to the north by Main Street, to
the south by Meridian Boulevard and Minaret Road, to the west by Lake Mary Road and to
the east by Joaquin Road. In May 1991, a Master Plan for development within the area of
Lodestar at Mammoth Master Plan was prepared including land use development standards
and conditions of approval for all development. A Final EIR was prepared in February 1991
and subsequently certified in April 17, 1991 for the Master Plan based on construction of a
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210-acre master planned destination resort, which includes 40 single-family homes, 735
multi-family condominiums, 100 lodges and apartments (employee housing), 515,600 square
feet of full-service hotels, an 80,000 square feet commercial village, and a 110-acre 18-hole
golf course. Although the Alternative Site Alternative would result in the same amount and
type of development proposed, it would not fulfill the primary project objectives of the 1999
NVSP Amendment to facilitate the development (or renovation) of NVSP area as a
concentrated, pedestrian oriented activity center with restricted vehicular access.

Based on the analysis presented in Chapter 7 of the 1999 SPEIR, the No Project Alternative was
identified as the environmentally superior alternative. CEQA Section 15126.6 indicates that if the
“No Project” Alternative is the “Environmentally Superior” Alternative, the EIR should also
identif~y an environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives. As the Reduced Density
Alternative would result in the least environmental impacts when compared to the 1999 NVSP
Amendment project while still meeting many of the project objectives and not increasing the
significance of anticipated impacts, the Reduced Density Alternative was considered the
Environmentally Superior Alternative.

As these alternatives do not focus analysis on a project-level basis, the three alternatives analyzed in
the 1999 SPEIR have been considered, but rejected from further consideration.

7.1.2 ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT AREAS

CEQA requires that the discussion of alternatives focus on alternatives to the project or its location
that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project. Per
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(2)(A), the key question and first step in the analysis is whether
any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the
project in another location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the SEIR. In general, any
development of the size and type proposed by the Inn at the Village project would have substantially
the same impacts on an environmental basis. Without a site specific analysis, impacts on aesthetics,
air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, land use and planning, and utilities and service systems cannot
be evaluated. However, it could be inferred that other impacts, such as biological resources, cultural
resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, mineral
resources, noise, etc., could result in increased impacts, as an alternative site would most likely be
undeveloped. The Applicant has a vested right to develop the proposed project on the 8050
Building C project site, pursuant to the building permit issued under the approved Tentative Tract
Map 36-229 and Use Permit 2005-01, which approved Building C, the third and final building in the
8050 complex. Although the Applicant does own other properties in the NVSP area, these other
properties are not yet entitled for future development (Mammoth Crossing sites located to the south
of the project site). Furthermore, it is a key objective of the proposed project, and a key aspect of its
design, to enhance pedestrian integration and accessibility while improving animation and vibrancy
of the streetscape along Minaret Road at the project site. Consequently, this alternative has been
considered and rejected from further analysis.
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7.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR FURTHER
ANALYSIS

Based on the criteria set forth in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 and the new information
considered in this SEIR, the “No Project/No Development” Alternative, the “No Project/No
Reasonably Foreseeable Development” Alternative, and the “Reduced Height” Alternative were
selected and are analyzed in detail in the following sections.

An EIR must identify an “environmentally superior” alternative and where the No Project
Alternative is identified as environmentally superior, the EIR is then required to identify as
environmentally superior an alternative from among the others evaluated. Each alternative’s
environmental impacts are compared to the proposed project and determined to be environmentally
superior, neutral, or inferior. However, only those impacts found significant and unavoidable are
used in making the final determination of whether an alternative is environmentally superior or
inferior to the proposed project. Section 7.3 identifies the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

7.2.1 “NO PROJECT/NO DEVELOPMENT” ALTERNATIVE

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE

This alternative assumes that the existing 8050 project would remain in the current state, with
Buildings A and B of the project completed as well as the 136-space parking structure that serves the
project site. The project site would remain the parking structure podium, and no development
would be constructed atop. The seven-story hotel, totaling 64,750 gross square feet that includes up
to 67 hotel rooms, food and beverage service, spa, outdoor pool! jacuzzis, lobby, and landscaping
elements would not be developed. Under this alternative, the signature pedestrian porte cochere,
allowing for pedestrian integration and improved circulation and a visitor serving public kiosk or
retail space at street level would not be constructed. Additionally, the existing sidewalk along
Minaret Road would not be reconstructed to Town standards.

The following discussion evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with the No
Project/No Development Alternative, as compared to the impacts from the proposed project.

IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Land Use and Relevant Planning

Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, no development would occur within the
existing 8050 project Phase C; therefore, no amendments to the NVSP are proposed under this
Alternative. With the No Project/No Development Alternative, the density transfer from the
nearby Mammoth Crossing property, the zoning amendment to increase the maximum permitted
height, and the zoning amendment to reduce the front yard setback area would not be required.
Therefore, the project’s proposed density transfer and NVSP amendments would not be
implemented. In addition, new land use approvals and permits including a Tentative Tract Map,
Conditional Use Permit; Design Review Permit; and Final Map, among others would not be
required.
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Although the No Project/No Development Alternative would not require amendments to the
NVSP, this Alternative would also not implement some of the policies and objectives of the General
Plan and NVSP, which identify the need to provide integrated pedestrian access to and from the
plazas, provide a variety of resort oriented lodging and limited commercial uses, and provide
convenient, safe pedestrian connections to the rest of the North Village area, transit facilities, and ski
lifts, and to provide animated streets with pedestrian amenities. Therefore, the No project/No
Development Alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the proposed
project regarding land use and relevant planning.

Aesthetics

The existing visual character of the project site is illustrated on the following exhibits: Exhibit 5.2-2,
Existin1 Character of the Project Site, Exhibit 5.2-4, Key View 1 - Existing Condition; and Exhibit 5.2-5, K~
View 2 - Existinj’ Condition. The short-term visual impacts associated with demolition, grading,
paving, and construction activities that would occur with the proposed project would not occur with
the No Project/No Development Alternative. Therefore, the project’s construction-related impacts
to the visual character/quality of the project site and its surroundings would be avoided.

The project site’s long-term visual character would be altered with the proposed project, as a new
67-room hotel would be constructed on top of the existing parking structure podium. The new
structure would extend 18 feet or more above the surrounding structures, with the exception of the
Westin, to the west, which is of similar height. Further, the upper floors of the new structure would
appear to slightly encroach more onto Minaret Road as a result of the proposed setback reductions.
No increased view blockage, compared to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR would occur. Pedestrian
features (i.e., pedestrian porte cochere, improved sidewalk, landscaping, public kiosk, and public
pocket park) would be constructed along Minaret Road in order to increase the pedestrian-friendly
scale of the environment and connectivity within the NVSP area. The project site’s shade and
shadow patterns would be altered with the proposed project, as the new hotel development would
cast new shadows on nearby public streets and sidewalks.

The long-term visual character of the project site and surrounding area would not be altered with the
No Project/No Development Alternative, as no new development would occur and the project site
would remain in its current condition. No increased building heights or reduced setbacks would
occur on-site. Pedestrian improvements along Minaret Road would not be constructed. The
existing shade and shadows patterns would not be altered with the No Project/No Development
Alternative. Although the project would result in less than significant impacts to scenic views, visual
character/quality, light/glare, and shade/shadow patterns with implementation of the 1999 SPEIR
Mitigation Measures and recommended Additional Mitigation Measures, the No Project/No
Development Alternative would avoid all impacts in this regard.

The No Project/No Development Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed
project regarding aesthetics/light and glare, given it would avoid impacts to scenic views/vistas,
short-term visual character/quality, long-term visual character/quality, light/glare, and
shade/shadow.
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Traffic! Circulation

Existing peak hour intersection and roadway operating conditions were evaluated in the Traffic
Study; refer to Section 5.3, Traffic/Circulation. All study intersections and roadway segments are
currently operating at an acceptable level of service (LOS) (LOS D or better) with the exception of
Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road (LOS F) during the peak hours based on the Town of
Mammoth Lakes and Caltrans analysis methodologies and performance criteria. These existing
conditions would continue with the No Project/No Development Alternative, similar to the
proposed project. Project implementation would result in less than significant impacts at
intersections. The increase in average daily traffic (ADI) projected to occur with the proposed
project would not occur with this Alternative, as the proposed project would not be developed.
Therefore, although less than significant, the project’s impacts to study area intersections and
roadways would be avoided.

The No Project/No Development Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed
project regarding traffic and circulation, given it would result in no increase in ADT and no traffic
impacts at intersections or roadways.

Noise

Construction noise associated with the proposed project would result in less than significant
impacts, with mitigation incorporated, regarding exposure to surrounding sensitive receptors to
noise levels in excess of the established standards. Construction activities would cause less than
significant increased mobile noise along access routes to and from the site due to movement of
equipment and workers. The project’s construction-related vibration impacts are also anticipated to
be less than significant. Construction-related short-term noise and vibration impacts would not
occur with the No Project/No Development Alternative. Therefore, the short-term construction-
related noise and vibration impacts that would occur with the proposed project would be avoided
with this Alternative.

Existing modeled noise levels would range from 59.1 dBA to 65.6 dBA at 100 feet from the roadway
centerline. These existing conditions would continue with the No Project/No Development
Alternative, although these existing conditions may be impacted by additional growth in the area.
Project implementation would result in less than significant impacts from mobile noise sources. The
increase in ADT projected to occur with the proposed project would not occur with this Alternative,
as the proposed hotel and accessory uses would not be developed. Therefore, although less than
significant, the project’s long-term noise impacts from mobile sources would be avoided.

These existing conditions would continue with the No Project/No Development Alternative.
Project implementation would result in less than significant impacts from stationary noise sources.
The increased noise from the proposed project, which would be typical of commercial, retail, and
hotel uses, would not occur with this Alternative, because the proposed hotel and accessory uses
would not be developed. Therefore, although less than significant, the project’s long-term noise
impacts from stationary sources would be avoided.

The No Project/No Development Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed
project regarding noise, since it would result in no short-term construction-related or long-term
operational mobile or stationary source noise impacts.
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Air Quality

Table 5.5-5, Maximum Daily Pollutant Emissions During Construction, presents the project’s anticipated
daily short-term construction emissions and indicates that impacts would be reduced to a less than
significant level with implementation of mitigation. Short-term air quality impacts from demolition,
grading, and construction activities would not occur with the No Project/No Development
Alternative. Therefore, the short-term air quality impacts that would occur with the proposed
project would be avoided with this Alternative.

The proposed project would not exceed the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s
(MDAQMD) emissions thresholds (utilized since the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control
District [GBUAPCD] does not currently have a preferred methodology), as indicated in Table 5.5-6,
Long-Term OperationalAir Emissions. Additionally, the project would not result in CO hotspots at any
of the study intersections. Long-term air quality impacts from mobile and area source pollutant
emissions would not occur with the No Project/No Development Alternative. Therefore, the air
quality emissions that would occur with the proposed project would be avoided with this
Alternative.

The No Project/No Development Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed
project regarding air quality, given it would result in no short- or long-term air quality impacts.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As indicated in Table 5.6-1, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, project implementation would result in 738.57
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year (MTCO,eq/yr), which is below the 900
MTCO,eq/yr threshold. Thus, less than significant short-term and operational greenhouse gas
(GHG) emission impacts would occur with the proposed project. GHG emissions from
construction and operational activities would not occur with the No Project/No Development
Alternative. Therefore, the GHG emissions that would occur with the proposed project would be
avoided with this Alternative.

The No Project/No Development Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed
project regarding GHG emissions, since no GHG emissions would occur.

Utilities and Service Systems

Implementation of the proposed project would place increased demands upon utilities and service
systems consisting of water and wastewater (sewers). The No Project/No Development Alternative
would result in none of the impacts associated with increased demands upon utilities and service
systems, because no new land uses would be developed. Therefore, the increased demands upon
utilities and service systems that would occur with the proposed project would be avoided with this
Alternative.

The No Project/No Development Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed
project regarding utilities and service systems, given no impacts to utilities and service systems would
occur.
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ABILITY TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The No Project/No Development Alternative would not attain most of the project’s basic
objectives. This Alternative would not meet the Town’s goals and objectives pertaining to creating a
sense of exploration using pedestrian-oriented sidewalks, plazas, and courtyards with pedestrian
comforts; a visitor-oriented entertainment retail district; active day and evening through all four
seasons, designed to achieve a two to three hour visit; resort and resident activities, amenities, and
services; animation with retail and significant businesses oriented to the street; retail and services in
“storefront” setting located at the sidewalk; and a variety of resort lodging supported by meeting
facilities, outdoor activities, and restaurants, arts, culture, and entertainment.

The goals and objectives of the NVSP would not be fully realized with implementation of the No
Project/No Development Alternative. This Alternative would not provide resort accommodations
and supporting commercial facilities for visitor-oriented activities and facilities or integrated
pedestrian access to and from the plazas.

This Alternative would not meet many of the project’s objectives, including the objectives to
construct a compelling, iconic, and economically sustainable lodging development that would
revitalize and enhance vibrancy to the NVSP area by providing greater pedestrian integration and
accessibility for tourists and locals. An array of services and amenities including dining, casual
gathering places, publically accessible landscaped spaces, and visitor accommodations for the
residents and visitors of the Town would not be provided at the project site. The No Project/No
Development Alternative would also not achieve economic sustainability by creating Town revenue
through transient occupancy tax.

7.2.2 “NO PROJECT! REASONABLY FORESEEABLE
DEVELOPMENT” ALTERNATIVE

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE

The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative proposes the development of
new private residential condominiums on the project site as currently permitted (the approved 8050
Building C), which would total 41,134 square feet including 21 residential condominiums with a total
of 33 bedrooms and would be five stories (62 feet) in height. The development associated with this
alternative would have a broader building mass, covering the entire existing parking structure
podium. The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would be consistent
with the NVSP and amendments would not be required.

Table 7-1, Comparison of Proposed Project and No Project! Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative,
compares the land use type and overall building height of the proposed project and the No
Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative. Comparatively, this alternative proposes
21 residential condominiums with 33 rooms, resulting in a difference in land use type and a decrease
of 23,616 square feet from the proposed project. This Alternative would not require a density
transfer from the Mammoth Crossing zone. In addition, this Alternative proposes a maximum
height of five stories (62 feet) plus another three feet for roof appurtenances, a decrease of 18 feet
and an additional one foot, six inches for roof appurtenances from the proposed project. The
Alternative’s maximum height would be consistent with the current NVSP. As this Alternative has a
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wide building mass, this Alternative would have increased building footprint that increases the
proposed building massing along the adjacent Fireside at the Village condominiums to the south.
Under the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative, the architecture and
landscaping components would be developed as residential condominiums (with fractional
ownership) similar to the existing 8050 Buildings A and B. In addition, the remaining accessory
components (i.e., food and beverage service, spa, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, lobby, and pedestrian
porte-cochere) would not be developed, since this Alternative would not function as a more
traditional hotel operation.

Table 7-1
Comparison of Proposed Project and No Project!
Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative

No ProjectIReasonably ForeseeableLand Use Proposed Project Development Alternative

34,840 square feet
Hotel Rooms1 -

(67 rooms)
Accessory Uses (e.g., lobby, circulation, etc.) 29,910 square feet -

41,134 square feet
Residential Condominiums - (21 residential condominiums,

33 rooms)
Building Height 80 feet2 62 feet3
Notes:
1. The hotel proposes rooms that would be approximately +1- 520 square feet per room.
2. Building height for the proposed project excludes an additional 4 feet and 6 inches for roof appurtenances.
3. Building height for the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative excludes an additional 3 feet for roof

appurtenances.

IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Land Use and Relevant Planning

Under the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative, the project site would be
developed with the current permitted 8050 Building C, allowed under the current NVSP. No
amendments to the NVSP would be required. Given the previous permits and approvals obtained
for the 8050 Building C, the No Project/Reasonable Foreseeable Development Alternative would
not require the land use approvals and permits, as these were already obtained. Therefore, the
project’s proposed NVSP amendments, land use approvals and permits including a Tentative Tract
Map, Conditional Use Permit; Design Review Permit; and Final Map required for the proposed
project, would not be implemented under the No Project/Reasonable Foreseeable Development
Alternative.

Although the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would not require
amendments to the NVSP, this Alternative would also not implement some of the policies and
objectives of the General Plan and NVSP, which identify the need to provide integrated pedestrian
access to and from the plazas and provide convenient, safe pedestrian connections to the rest of the
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North Village area, transit facilities, and ski lifts, and to provide animated streets with pedestrian
amenities. Therefore, the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would be
neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the proposed project regarding land use and
relevant planning.

Aesthetics/Light and Glare

The short-term visual impacts associated with demolition, grading, paving and construction activities
that would occur with the proposed project would similarly occur with the No Project/Reasonably
Foreseeable Development Alternative, although to a lesser extent. Further, the anticipated time of
construction would be slightly reduced, given the reduced square footage proposed.

The project site’s long-term visual character would be altered with this Alternative, as the new
private residential condominiums would be built on top of the existing parking structure podium
(similar to that analyzed as part of the 1999 SPEIR). Impacts to view blockage of the Sherwin
Range would be similar to that considered for the proposed project. However, the long-term visual
character of the project site and its surroundings would be reduced with the No Project/ Reasonably
Foreseeable Development Alternative, as the on-site development would appear similar in form and
building height to the adjoining uses (Fireside at the Village condominiums and the existing 8050
Buildings A and B). However, pedestrian features (i.e., pedestrian porte cochere, improved
sidewalk, landscaping, public kiosk, and public pocket park) would not be constructed along Minaret
Road, which would not be consistent with the intent of the 2007 General Plan, NVSP, and NVSP
Design Guidelines. As depicted in Exhibit 5.2-9a, Proposed Summer Shadow Pattern5, Exhibit 5.2-9b,
Proposed Winter Shadow Patterns, and Exhibit 5.2-9c, Proposed Vernal/Autumnal Shadow Patterns, shade
and shadows patterns would be slightly reduced with the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Alternative, since the proposed building would be three stories lower. As with the
proposed project, this Alternative would result in less than significant impacts with the
implementation of mitigation measures.

The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would be considered
environmentally superior to the proposed project regarding aesthetics/light and glare impacts as it
would reduce the building heights similar to the surrounding area, be located below the surrounding
tree canopy, and would slightly reduce impacts from shadow patterns in the area.

Traffic! Circulation

The proposed project is forecast to generate approximately 19 peak hour trips for a typical weekend.
Under the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative, the project site would be
developed with 41,134 square feet of residential condominium units (with fractional ownership),
instead of the proposed 64,750 square-foot hotel and accessory uses. During peak travel times such
as a typical winter weekend, both the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative
and the proposed project could reach maximum occupancy levels. Given the residential
condominiums would result in fewer occupants and less vehicular travel than the proposed project,
this Alternative would result in a decrease in ADT, compared to the proposed project. Therefore,
this Alternative would result in a decrease in traffic when compared to the proposed project.
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Comparatively, the traffic and circulation impacts under the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Alternative would be less than the proposed project, given this Alternative would have
compatible uses but less development intensity as the proposed project. Therefore, the less than
significant traffic and circulation impacts that would occur with the proposed project would be
further reduced with this Alternative.

The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would be environmentally
superior to the proposed project regarding traffic and circulation impacts due to decreased traffic
volumes.

Noise

Construction noise associated with the proposed project would result in less than significant
impacts, with mitigation incorporated, regarding exposure to surrounding sensitive receptors to
noise levels in excess of the established standards. Construction activities would cause less than
significant increased mobile noise along access routes to and from the site due to movement of
equipment and workers. The project’s construction-related vibration impacts are also anticipated to
be less than significant. Short-term noise impacts would occur with the No Project/Reasonably
Foreseeable Development Alternative due to construction of the proposed residential
condominiums. Comparatively, this Alternative’s construction-related noise impacts would be
similar to the proposed project, given this Alternative would result in a similar disturbance area.
Therefore, the less than significant (with mitigation incorporated) short-term noise impacts that
would occur with the proposed project would occur also with this Alternative.

Long-term noise impacts from vehicular travel on the surrounding roadway network would occur
with the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative, although to a lesser degree
than the proposed project. Comparatively, this Alternative’s mobile source noise impacts would be
less than the proposed project, given this Alternative would decrease the ADT compared to the
proposed project. During peak travel times (such as a typical winter weekend), both the No
Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development and the proposed project could reach maximum
occupancy levels. As the residential condominiums would result in fewer occupants and less
vehicular travel than the proposed project, the mobile source noise impacts that would occur with
the proposed project would occur also with this Alternative, although to a lesser degree.

Project implementation would result in less than significant impacts from stationary noise sources
associated with the proposed project, since the resultant noise would be typical of the surrounding
visitor-oriented resort uses. With the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development, 21
residential condominiums would operate on the project site, generating noise levels from new
stationary sources, including mechanical equipment, and delivery activities, among others.
Comparatively, the stationary source noise impacts under the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Alternative would be less than the proposed project, given this Alternative would have
compatible uses but less development intensity as the proposed project. Therefore, the stationary
source noise impacts that would occur with the proposed project would occur also with this
Alternative, however, to a lesser degree.

The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development would be environmentally superior to the
proposed project regarding noise impacts due to decreased mobile and stationary noise levels.
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Air Quality

Table 5.5-5, Maximum Daily Construction Emissions, presents the project’s anticipated daily short-term
construction emissions and indicates that less than significant impacts would occur in this regard.
Short-term air quality impacts from demolition, grading, construction, and paving activities would
occur with the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative. Comparatively, the
construction-related air quality impacts would be similar to the proposed project, given ground-
disturbing activities would occur within a similar development footprint. Therefore, the short-term
air quality impacts that would occur with the proposed project would be similar under this
Alternative.

The proposed project would not exceed the MDAQMD’s emissions thresholds, as indicated in
Table 5.5-6, Loni-Term Operational Air Emissions. Additionally, the project would not result in CO
hotspots at any of the study intersections. Long-term air quality impacts from mobile and area
source pollutant emissions would occur with the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development
Alternative, although to a lesser degree than the proposed project. During peak travel times (such as
a typical winter weekend), both the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development and the
proposed project could reach maximum occupancy levels. As a result, this Alternative would result
in a decrease in ADT compared to the proposed project, as this Alternative would result in fewer
occupants and fewer vehicle trips. With this Alternative, proportionately less long-term air quality
impacts from mobile pollutant emissions would occur compared to the proposed project.

The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would be environmentally
superior to the proposed project regarding air quality impacts due to decreased mobile source
emissions.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As indicated in Table 5.6-1, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, project implementation would result in 738.57
MTCO2eq/yr, which is below the 900 MTCO,eq/yr threshold. Thus, less than significant short-
term and operational GHG emission impacts would occur with the proposed project. GHG
emissions from construction and operational activities would also occur with the No
Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative, although to a lesser degree than the
proposed project. During peak travel times (such as a typical winter weekend), both the No
Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development and the proposed project could reach maximum
occupancy levels. As such, this Altemative would result in a decrease in ADT compared to the
proposed project, as this Alternative would result in fewer occupants and a reduction in vehicle trips.
The combined construction and operational GHG emissions would also result in similar less than
significant impacts from a cumulative perspective under this Alternative, although to a lesser degree
than the proposed project.

The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would be environmentally
superior to the proposed project regarding GHG emissions, due to decreased mobile emissions.
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Utilities and Service Systems

Implementation of the proposed project would place increased demands upon utilities and service
systems (i.e., wastewater and water). The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development
Alternative would result in reduced impacts associated with increased demands upon utilities and
service systems, as this Alternative would have reduced development intensity at the project site.
Therefore, the less than significant increased demands upon utilities and service systems that would
occur with the proposed project would occur also with this Alternative.

The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would be environmentally
superior to the proposed project regarding impacts to utilities and service systems, since less
development intensity would occur compared to the proposed project.

ABILITY TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would only attain some, but not
all, of the project’s objectives. This alternative would result in 21 residential condominiums with 33
rooms, but would eliminate the accessory components related to hotel uses including the food and
beverage service, spa, outdoor pool/jacurzis, and pedestrian porte-cochere, public kiosk, and public
pocket park. As a result, the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would
not meet the Town’s goals and objectives pertaining to creating a sense of exploration using
pedestrian-oriented sidewalks, plazas, and courtyards with pedestrian comforts; a visitor-oriented
entertainment retail district; active day and evening through all four seasons, designed to achieve a
two to three hour visit; resort and resident activities, amenities, and services; animation with retail
and significant businesses oriented to the street; retail and services in “storefront” setting located at
the sidewalk; and a variety of resort lodging supported by meeting facilities, outdoor activities, and
restaurants, arts, culture, and entertainment.

The goals and objectives of the NVSP would not be fully realized with implementation of the No
Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative. This Alternative would not provide
facilities or integrated pedestrian access to and from the plazas. Implementation of the No Project/
Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would not meet most of the project’s basic
objectives. This Alternative would not enhance pedestrian integration and amenities. Dining, casual
gathering places, publically accessible landscaped spaces, and hotel-type visitor accommodations for
the residents and visitors of the Town would not be provided at the project site. The No
Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would create Town revenue through
fractional ownership taxes and assessments, although would not provide the fullest extent of
economic sustainability compared to the proposed project. Therefore, unlike the proposed project,
this alternative would only partially achieve the project objectives.

7.2.3 “REDUCED HEIGHT” ALTERNATIVE

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE

The Reduced Height Alternative proposes the development of a hotel use (with option for
condominium or fractional ownership) on the project site that would have 56 hotel rooms and
would be five stories (58 feet) in height. This alternative would have the same building footprint,
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architecture, and landscaping elements as the proposed project. However, this alternative would
have a loss of amenities including the food and beverage service, spa, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, and
pedestrian porte-cochere, as this alternative would not function as a more traditional hotel. The
development associated with this alternative would still be built on top of the existing parking
structure podium; however, the proposed outdoor pool! jacuzzi area would instead be utilized to
accommodate outdoor patios for condominium units and modest landscape features. Under the
Reduced Height Alternative, the NVSP would need to be amended to increase the allowable
development density for the project site (a transfer of 19 rooms from one of the Mammoth
Crossing sites [MC zone]). However, amendments pertaining to building heights and setbacks
would not be required.

Table 7-2, Comparison of Proposed Project and Reduced He~ght Alternative, compares the overall density,
building height, and average daily trips of the proposed project and Reduced Height Alternative.
Comparatively, this Alternative proposes a 16.4 percent decrease in hotel units, with 11 fewer hotel
rooms, resulting in a decrease in the allowable development density transfer of 19 rooms from the
Mammoth Crossing zone. This Alternative would also decrease three peak hour trips. In addition,
the Reduced Height Alternative proposes a maximum height of five stories (58 feet) with an
additional 4 feet, 6 inches for roof appurtenances, a decrease of 22 feet from the proposed project.
The proposed maximum height would be consistent with the current NVSP. As the proposed
maximum height decreases, the proposed building also conforms to the building setback
requirements in the Resort General (RG) zone. Under the Reduced Height Alternative, the
architecture and landscaping components would be developed similar to the proposed project.
However, the remaining accessory components (i.e., food and beverage service, spa, outdoor
pool/jacuzzis, pedestrian porte-cochere, public pocket park, and public kiosk) would not be
developed.

Table 7-2
Comparison of Proposed Project and Reduced Height Alternative

Reduced Height DifferenceLand Use Proposed Project Alternative

34,840 square feet 29,120 square feet -5,720 square feetHotel’
(67 rooms) (56 rooms) (-11 rooms)

Accessory Uses (i.e., circulation) 29,910 square feet 24,135 square feet -5,775 square feet
Building Height2 80 feet 58 feet -22 feet
Peak Hour Trips3 19 16 -3
Notes:
1. The hotel proposes rooms that would be approximately -‘-I- 520 square feet per room.
2. Building height excludes an addftional 4 feet and 6 inches for roof appurtenances.
3. Based on a trip generation rate of 0.28 trips per occupied unft per The Inn at the Village Pmject — Traffic Analysis, dated May 8, 2014.

IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Land Use and Relevant Planning

Under the Reduced Height Alternative, a hotel (with option for condominium or fractional
ownership) would occur on-site. The NVSP would still need to be amended with the Reduced
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Height Alternative, but to a lesser degree than the proposed project. With the Reduced Height
Alternative, the NVSP would require an amendment to allow for a density transfer from the nearby
Mammoth Crossing zone. Due to the reduced height of the Alternative, the NVSP amendments
associated with the project concerning the maximum height and reduced building setbacks would
not be required, as this Alternative would be consistent with the current NVSP in this regard.

As the NVSP would still require an amendment for the increased density at this site, this Alternative
would also require land use approvals and permits including a District Zoning Amendment,
Tentative Tract Map Conditional Use Permit, Design Review Permit, and Final Map, similar to the
proposed project.

The Reduced Height Alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the
proposed project regarding land use and relevant planning, given that it would reduce the number of
required amendments to the NVSP, but not meeting the many of the policies and objectives of the
General Plan and NVSP, particularly regarding increased pedestrian connectivity along Minaret
Road.

Aesthetics/Light and Glare

The short-term visual impacts associated with demolition, grading, paving, and construction
activities that would occur with the proposed project would similarly occur with the Reduced Height
Alternative, although to a lesser extent. Further, the anticipated time of construction would be
slightly reduced, given the reduced square footage proposed.

The project site’s long-term visual character would be altered with this Alternative, as the new hotel
would be constructed on top of the existing parking structure podium. Impacts to view blockage of
the Sherwin Range would be similar to that considered for the proposed project. However, the
long-term visual character of the project site and its surroundings would be reduced with the
Reduced Height Alternative, as the on-site development would appear similar in building height to
the adjoining uses (Fireside at the Village condominiums and the existing 8050 Buildings A and B).
However, pedestrian amenities (i.e., pedestrian porte cochere, public kiosk, and public pocket park)
and an active street frontage associated with the food and beverage service terraces would not be
achieved along Minaret Road, which would not be consistent with the intent of the 2007 General
Plan, NVSP, and NVSP Design Guidelines. The shade and shadows patterns of the Reduced
Height Alternative would be slightly reduced, compared to the proposed project, and similar to that
considered in the 1999 SPEIR, as the proposed building heights would be allowed under the NVSP.
Similar to the proposed project, this Alternative would result in less than significant impacts with the
implementation of mitigation measures.

The Reduced Height Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project
regarding aesthetics/light and glare, given that it would result in reduced building heights more
consistent with the adjoining development, situated below the surrounding tree canopy, and reduced
shadow patterns in the area compared to the proposed project. However, it should be noted that
the lack of pedestrian features and an active street front along Minaret Road would not be consistent
with the intent of the 2007 General Plan, NVSP, and NVSP Design Guidelines.

Public Review Draft • July 2014 7-18 Alternatives to the Proposed Project



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

Traffic! Circulation

Under the Reduced Height Alternative, a 56-room hotel (with an option for condominium or
fractional ownership) would be developed in place of the project’s proposed 67-room hotel. Table
7-2, presents the forecast daily traffic volumes for the Reduced Height Alternative for a typical
weekday, and indicates this Alternative is forecast to generate approximately 16 peak hour trips.
Therefore, this Alternative would have three fewer peak hour trips than the proposed project.

In addition, the Reduced Height Alternative is forecast to generate approximately 16 percent fewer
peak hour trips (or three fewer peak hour trips), when compared to the proposed project.
Comparatively, the traffic and circulation impacts under the Reduced Height Alternative would be
slightly less than the proposed project, given this Alternative would decrease the ADT by 3 fewer
peak hour trips. Therefore, the less-than-significant traffic and circulation impacts would be similar
to that considered for the proposed project.

The Reduced Height Alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the
proposed project regarding traffic and circulation impacts due to the nominal reduction in traffic
volumes.

Noise

Construction noise associated with the proposed project would result in less than significant
impacts, with mitigation incorporated, regarding exposure to surrounding sensitive receptors to
noise levels in excess of the established standards. Construction activities would cause less than
significant increased mobile noise along access routes to and from the site due to movement of
equipment and workers. The project’s construction-related vibration impacts are also anticipated to
be less than significant. Short-term noise impacts from demolition, grading, and construction
activities would occur with the Reduced Height Alternative due to construction of the proposed
buildings and improvements. Comparatively, this Alternative’s construction-related noise impacts
would be similar to the proposed project, given this Alternative would result in a similar
development footprint. Therefore, the less than significant (with mitigation incorporated) short-
term noise impacts that would occur with the proposed project would occur also with this
Alternative.

Long-term noise impacts from vehicular travel on the surrounding roadway network would occur
with the Reduced Height Alternative, although to a slightly lesser degree than the proposed project.
Comparatively, this Alternative’s mobile source noise impacts would be nominally less than the
proposed project, given this Alternative would decrease ADT by approximately 16 percent (three
fewer peak hour trips). Therefore, the overall mobile source noise impacts that would occur with
the proposed project would occur also with this Alternative.

Project implementation would result in less than significant impacts from stationary noise sources
associated with the proposed project, since the resultant noise would be typical of the surrounding
visitor-oriented resort uses. With the Reduced Height Alternative, a new 56-room hotel (with
option for condominium or fractional ownership) would operate on the project site, generating
noise levels from new stationary sources, including parking lots, mechanical equipment, and
loading/unloading areas, among others. Comparatively, the stationary source noise impacts under
the Reduced Height Alternative would be nominally less than the proposed project, given this
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Alternative would have less rooms and less vehicle trips (three fewer peak hour trips) than the
proposed project. Therefore, the overall stationary source noise impacts that would occur with the
proposed project would occur also with this Alternative.

The Reduced Height Alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the
proposed project regarding noise impacts due to the nominal decreased mobile and stationary noise
levels.

Air Quality

Table 5.5-5, Maximum Daily Construction Emissions, presents the project’s anticipated daily short-term
construction emissions and indicates that less than significant impacts would occur in this regard.
Short-term air quality impacts from demolition, grading, construction, and paving activities would
also occur with the Reduced Height Alternative. Comparatively, the construction-related air quality
impacts would be nominally less than the proposed project, given ground-disturbing activities would
occur within a similar development footprint. Therefore, the short-term air quality impacts that
would occur with the proposed project would be similar under this Alternative.

The proposed project would not exceed the MDAQIVTD’s emissions thresholds, as indicated in
Table 5.5-6, LD,~g-Term Operational Air Emissions. Additionally, the project would not result in CO
hotspots at any of the study intersections. Long-term air quality impacts from mobile and area
source pollutant emissions would occur with the Reduced Height Alternative, although to a slightly
lesser degree than the proposed project. This Alternative would result in fewer rooms and fewer
vehicle trips (three fewer peak hour trips), as compared to the proposed project. With this
Alternative, proportionately less long-term air quality impacts from mobile pollutant emissions
would occur (approximately 16 percent less, which would be a nominal reduction since only three
fewer vehicles would occur), as compared to the proposed project.

The Reduced Height Alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the
proposed project regarding air quality impacts due to the nominal decreased mobile source
emissions.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As indicated in Table 5.6-1, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, project implementation would result in 738.57
MTCO,eq/yr, which is below the 900 MTCO.,eq/yr threshold. Thus, less than significant short-
term and operational GHG emission impacts would occur with the proposed project. GHG
emissions from construction and operational activities would also occur with the Reduced Height
Alternative, although to a slightly lesser degree (a nominal decrease of three peak hour trips), than
the proposed project. As with the proposed project, the combined construction and operational
GHG emissions would also result in less than significant impacts from a cumulative perspective
under this Alternative, although only a nominal reduction compared to the proposed project.

The Reduced Height Alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the
proposed project regarding GHG emissions, due to the nominal decreased mobile emissions.

Public Review Draft • July 2014 7-20 Alternatives to the Proposed Project



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

Utilities and Service Systems

Implementation of the proposed project would place increased demands upon utilities and service
systems (i.e., was tewater and water). The Reduced Height Alternative would result in similar
impacts associated with increased demands upon utilities and service systems, because a new hotel
would be developed. Therefore, the less than significant increased demands upon utilities and
service systems that would occur with the proposed project would occur also with this Alternative.

The Reduced Height Alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the
proposed project regarding impacts to utilities and service systems, given that it would be a similar
use and it would have similar impacts as the proposed project.

ABILITY TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES

By reducing the height, this Alternative would result in 56 rooms but eliminate the accessory
components including the food and beverage service, spa, outdoor pool! jacuzzis, and pedestrian
porte-cochere. implementation of this Alternative would not attain most of the Town’s goals and
objectives, including those pertaining to creating a sense of exploration using pedestrian-oriented
sidewalks, plazas, and courtyards with pedestrian comforts; a visitor-oriented entertainment retail
district; active day and evening through all four seasons, designed to achieve a two to three hour
visit; resort and resident activities, amenities, and services; animation with retail and significant
businesses oriented to the Street; retail and services in “storefront” setting located at the sidewalk;
and a variety of resort lodging supported by meeting facilities, outdoor activities, and restaurants,
arts, culture, and entertainment.

The goals and objectives of the NVSP would not be fully realized with implementation of the
Reduced Height Alternative. This Alternative would not provide desired facilities.

Last, implementation of the Reduced Height Alternative would only meet some, but not all of the
project’s objectives. The Reduced Height Alternative would not attain enhanced pedestrian
integration and amenities. Dining, casual gathering places, and publically accessible landscaped
spaces would not be provided on the project site. The Reduced Height Alternative would create
Town revenue through transient occupancy tax, although not to the extent of the proposed project.
Therefore, unlike the proposed project, this Alternative would not fully act as a catalyst for the
revitalization and added vibrancy of the NVSP area.

7.3 “ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR”
ALTERNATIVE

Table 7-3, Comparison ofAlternatives, summarizes the comparative analysis presented above (i.e., the
alternatives compared to the proposed project). Review of Table 7-3 and the analysis presented
above indicates the No Project!No Development and No Project!Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Alternative are the environmentally superior alternatives, as these alternatives would
avoid or lessen impacts associated with development of the proposed project. According to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), ‘No Project” Alternative, “if the environmentally superior alternative is
the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other alternatives.” Accordingly, the No Project/’Reasonably Foreseeable Alternative is
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the environmentally superior alternative. However, this alternative would not achieve most of the
project objectives.

Table 7-3
Comparison of Alternatives

No Projectl

Sections No ProJectl No Reasonably RecIu~d HeightDevelopment Foreseeable
Development

Land Use and Relevant Planning = =

Aesthetics/Light and Glare
Traffic/Circulation ~“ =

Noise ‘cf

Air Quality V V

Greenhouse Gas Emissions v V

Utilities and Service Systems V V

A Indicates an impact that is greaterthan the proposed Project (environmentally inferior).
v Indicates an impact that is less than the prop~ed Project (environmentally superior).
z Indicates an impact that is equal to the proposed Project (nether environmentally superior nor inferior).
* Indicates a significant and unavoidable impact.

Only those impacts found significant and unavoidable are relevant in making the final determination
of whether an alternative is environmentally superior or inferior to the proposed project. As
discussed throughout Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, the proposed project would not result in
any significant and unavoidable impacts, as all potential impacts were concluded to be less than
significant or reduced to a less than significant levels with implementation of the Town’s standards
and regulations, the applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures, and/or the recommended
Additional Mitigation Measures. Thus, although the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Alternative would reduce environmental impacts, which would be considered
environmental superior to the proposed project, this Alternative would not reduce any significant
and unavoidable environmental impacts.

Further, the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would result in the
elimination of the accessory components including the food and beverage service, spa, outdoor
pool/jacuzzis, lobby, pedestrian porte-cochere, public kiosk, and public pocket park. This
Alternative would not attain most of the Town’s goals and objectives, including those pertaining to
creating a sense of exploration using pedestrian-oriented sidewalks, plazas, and courtyards with
pedestrian comforts; a visitor-oriented entertainment retail district; active day and evening through
all four seasons, designed to achieve a two to three hour visit; resort and resident activities,
amenities, and services; animation with retail and significant businesses oriented to the street; retail
and services in “storefront” setting located at the sidewalk; and a variety of resort lodging supported
by meeting facilities, outdoor activities, and restaurants, arts, culture, and entertainment. The goals
and objectives of the NVSP would not be fully realized with this Alternative, as it would not provide
facilities or integrated pedestrian access to and from the plazas. Further, only some of the project’s
objectives would be met. Dining, casual gathering places, publically accessible landscaped spaces,
and hotel-type visitor accommodations for the residents and visitors of the Town would not be

Public Review Draft • July 2014 7-22 Alternatives to the Proposed Project



Town of Mammoth Lakes
Inn at the Village

it ~°‘oZiao.. Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
CALIFORNIA

provided on the project site. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the No Project/Reasonably
Foreseeable Development Alternative would not fully act as a catalyst for the revitalization,
economic sustainability, and added vibrancy of the NVSP area.
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8.0 EFFECTS FOUND
NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

California Public Resources Code Section 21003 (f) states: “. . it is the policy of the state that... [ajil
persons and public agencies involved in the environmental review process be responsible for
carrying out the process in the most efficient, expeditious manner in order to conserve the available
financial, governmental, physical, and social resources with the objective that those resources may be
better applied toward the mitigation of actual significant effects on the environment.”

This policy is reflected in CEQA Guidelines, section 15162(a), which states that once an EIR has
been prepared for a project, a lead agency shall not prepare a further EIR unless substantial changes
are proposed to the project and those changes lead to new significant impacts or a substantial
increase in impacts; or, substantial changes in circumstances occur such that the project would have
new significant impacts or a substantial increase in impacts; or, new information of substantial
importance shows that the project would have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
previous EIR.

The Town used a Modified Initial Study to document whether any of the circumstances under
Public Resources Code, section 21166 and State CEQA Guidelines, section 15162 were triggered by
the project.

As described in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) prepared for the proposed project, seven impact
categories were found to have at least one potentially significant impact resulting from new
information of the type that triggers additional environmental review pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 21166 and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162; therefore, these seven categories
(Aesthetics, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Land Use and Relevant Planning,
Traffic/Circulation, Noise, and Utilities and Service Systems) have been evaluated in this SEIR.

8.1 ASSESSMENT IN THE
MODIFIED INITIAL STUDY

The Modified Initial Study prepared for the project in March 2014 determined that the impacts
listed below were fully evaluated and addressed in the previous environmental documentation. As a
result, these impacts do not trigger circumstances under Public Resources Code Section 21166 and
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 and no further environmental review is required for these
areas. Please refer to Appendix 11.1, Modified Initial Study and Notice of’Preparation, for an explanation
of the basis of these conclusions. Impact categories and questions below are summarized directly
from the CEQA Environmental Checklist, as contained in the Modified Initial Study.
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Table 8-1
Impacts Found Not To Be Significant

Environmental Issues Initial Study DetermInation

4.2 Agriculture and Forest Resources. In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conseivation a~ an oftional model to use in assessing
impacts On agriculture and farmland. In determining whethei~ impacts to forest resóiirce~, including timberlahd, a/é
significant environmental effects, lead age~ncies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the stat&s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project, and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

4.2.a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to No New Im act/No Im act
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California p p
Resources_Agency,_to_non-agricultural_use?

4.2.b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act No New Impact/No Impact.
contract?

4.2.c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned No New Impact/No Impact.
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section
51104(g))?

4.2.d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non- No New Impact/No Impact.
forest_use?

4.2.e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non- No New Impact/No Impact.
agricultural_use_or_conversion_of forest_land_to_non-forest_use?

43 Air Quality Where available the significance cntena established by the applicable air quality management or air
• , pollution control district may be relied uppn to make the following determinations. Would the proje~ct:

4.3.e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? No New Impact/No Impact.
4.4 Biological Resources. Would tile prôjèct: . . ..

4.4.a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, No New Impact/No Impact.
or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife_Service?

4.4.b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, No New Im act/No Im act
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game p p
or_U.S._Fish_and_Wildlife_Service?

4.4.c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not No New Im act/No Im act
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, p p
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? V

4.4.d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or

. . . . . . . . No New Impact/No Impact.migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

4.4.e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
. . . No New Impact/No Impact.resources,_such_as_a_tree_preservation_policy_or ordinance?
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Table 8-1 [continued]
Impacts Found Not To Be Significant

Environmental issues Initial Study Determination

4.4.f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, No New lmpactlNo Impact.
regional,_or_state_habitat_conservation_plan?

4.5 Cultural Resources. Would the project:
4.5. a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical

resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines §1 5064.5? No New Impact/No Impact.
4.5. b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an No New Im act/No Im act

archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5? p p
4.5. c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or No New Impact/No Impact

unique geologic feature?
4.5. d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal No New Impact/No Impact.

cemeteries?
4.6 Geology and Soils. Would the project:
4.6.a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,

including_the_risk_of_loss,_injury,_or_death_involving:
1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most

recent Aiquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial No New Impact/No Impact.
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology_Special_Publication_42.

2) Strong seismic ground shaking? No New Impact/No Impact.
3) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? No New Impact/No Impact.
4) Landslides? No New Impact/No Impact.

4.6.b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? No New Impact/No Impact.
4.6.c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would

become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- No New Im act/No Im act
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or P p
collapse?

4.6.d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
California Building Code (2001), creating substantial risks to life or No New Impact/No Impact.
property?

4.6.e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not No New Impact/No Impact.
available_for the_disposal_of waste_water?

4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Would the project:
4.8.a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the No New Im act/No Im act

routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? p p
4.8.b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through

reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the No New Impact/No Impact.
release_of_hazardous_materials_into_the_environment?

4.8.c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing No New Impact/No Impact.
or proposed school?

4.8.d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as No New Im act/No Im act
a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the P p
environment?
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Table 8-1 [continuedj
Impacts Found Not To Be Significant

Environmental Issues Initial Study Determination

4.8.e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public No New Impact/No Impact.
use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing_or working_in_the_project_area?

4.8.f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project No New Impact/No Impact.
area?

4.8g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted No New Impact/No Impact.
emergency_response_plan_or emergency_evacuation_plan?

4.8.h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to No New Impact/No Impact.
urbanized_areas_or where_residences_are_intermixed_with_wildlands?

4.9 Hydrolàgy and~ Water Quality. Would the project:
4.9.a. During project construction, substantially impair the water quality of

receiving waters? In considering water quality, factors such as water No New rn act/No Im act
temperature, dissolved oxygen levels, and turbidity should be p p
considered.

4.9.b. Substantially degrade groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., No New Im act/No Im act
the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level p p
which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits_have_been_granted)?

4.9.c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a No New Im act/No Im act
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off- p p
site?

4.9.d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or

. . . . No New Impact/No Impact.substantially increase the rate or surface runoff in a manner which
would_result_in_flooding_on-_or off_site?

4.9.e. Create or contribute runoff which would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial No New Impact/No Impact.
additional_sources_of_polluted_runoff?

4.9.f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? No New Impact/No Impact.
4.9g. Place housing within a 100-year floodplain, as mapped on a federal

V Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood No New Impact/No Impact.
hazard_delineation_map?

4.9.h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
. . No New Impact/No Impact.impede or redirect flood flows?

4.9.i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee No New Impact/No Impact.
or dam?

4.9.j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? No New Impact/No Impact.
4.10 Land Use and Planning. Would the project: V .. V

4.10.a. Physically divide an established community? No New Impact/No Impact.
4.10.c. Conflict •with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural No New Impact/No Impact.

community_conservation_plan?
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Table 8-1 [continued]
Impacts Found Not To Be Significant

Environmental Issues Initial Study Determination

4.11 Mineral Resources. Would the project: .

4.11 .a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would No New rn act/No Im act
be of value to the region and the residents of the state? p p

4.11.b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other No New Impact/No Impact.
land_use_plan?

4.12 Noise. Would the project: . .

4.12.e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public No New Im act/No Im act
use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the p p
project_area_to_excessive_noise_levels?

4.12.f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
• expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive No New Impact/No Impact.

noise_levels?
4.13 Population and Housing. Would the project:
4.13.a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for

example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for No New Impact/No Impact.
example,_through_extension_of_roads_or other_infrastructure)?

4.13.b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the No New Impact/No Impact
construction_of replacement_housing_elsewhere?

4,13.c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction No New Impact/No Impact
of_replacement_housing_elsewhere?

4.14 Public Services. Wobld the project: . . ..

4.14.a. 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_any_of the_public_services:
1) Fire protection? No New Impact/No Impact.
2) Police protection? No New Impact/No Impact.
3) Schools? No New Impact/No lmpact.*
4) Parks? No New Impact/No Impact.
5) Other public facilities? No New Impact/No Impact.

4.15 Recreation. Would the project: V

4.15.a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial No New Impact/No Impact.
physical_deterioration_of the_facility_would_occur or_be_accelerated?

4.15.b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an No New Impact/No Impact.
adverse_physical_effect_on_the_environment?

4.16 TránsportationlTraffià. Would the project: V

4.16.b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including,
but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand No New lm act/No Im act
measures, or other standards established by the county congestion p p
management_agency_for designated_roads_or_highways?
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Table 8-1 [continued]
Impacts Found Not To Be Significant

Environmental Issues Initial Study Determination

4.16.c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety No New Impact/No Impact.
risks?

4.16.d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm No New Impact/No Impact.
equipment)?

4.16.e. Result in inadequate emergency access? No New Impact/No Impact.
4.16.f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public

transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the No New Impact/No Impact.
performance_or_safety_of such_facilities?

4.17 Utilities and Service Systems. Would the project:
4.17.c. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage

facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which No New Impact/No Impact.
could_cause_significant_environmental_effects?

4.17.f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to No New rn act/No Im act
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? p p

4.17g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to No New Impact/No Impact
solid_waste?

* - The past environmental documentation concluded that the project would have significant and unavoidable impacts in this regard.
However, the Mod~ied Initial Study analyzed the proposed project and concluded that the project would have no new impacts or
reduced impacts. Therefore, the topic is not further analyzed in this SEIR. The lead agency will include findings of fact in the certifying
resolution reflecting this conclusion.
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COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
P.O. Box 1609, Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

(760) 934-8989, fax (760) 934-8608
M~L~

CALl FORM IA

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

TO: State Clearing House, Office of Planning and FROM: Jen Daugherty, Senior Planner
Research, Mono County Clerk, Responsible and Town of Mammoth Lakes, Community and
Trustee Agencies, and Interested Parties Economic Development Department

437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
j daugherty@townofmammothlakes.ca.gov

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report.

The Town of Mammoth Lakes will be the Lead Agency and will prepare a subsequent environmental impact
report for the project identified below. We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of
the environmental information which is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the
proposed project. Your agency will need to use the Subsequent EIR prepared by our agency when considering
your permit or other approval for the project. The project description, location, and the probable environmental
effects are contained in the attached materials.

A copy of the Initial Study IS attached.

A copy of the Initial Study IS NOT attached, but is available for viewing on the lead agency’s
website at http: www townofrnarnrnothlakes.ca gov index.aspx?nid=542

The proposed project IS considered a project of statewide, regional or areawide significance.

~ The proposed project IS NOT considered a project of statewide, regional or areawide
significance.

~ The proposed project WILL affect highways or other facilities under the jurisdiction of the
State Department of Transportation.

The proposed project WILL NOT affect highways or other facilities under the jurisdiction of
the State Department of Transportation.

X A scoping meeting WILL be held by the lead agency.

A scoping meeting WILL NOT be held by the lead agency.

If the project meets the criteria requiring the scoping meeting, or if the agency voluntarily elects to hold such a
meeting, the date, time and location of the scoping meeting are as follows:

Date: April 9, 2014 Time: 2:00 p.m. Location: Town Council Chambers Suite Z
Minaret Village Shopping Center, 437 Old
Mammoth Road, Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Your response must be sent at the earliest possible date, but not later than 30 days after receipt of this
notice. The public review period will start on March 26, 2014 and will end on April 24, 2014. Comments
on the scope of the EIR must be received by 5:00 p.m. on April 24, 2014 to be considered in the Draft
Subsequent EIR

Please send your response to Jen Daugherty, Senior Planner, at the address shown above. We will need the name
of a contact person in your agency.



COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
g~SARt P.O. Box 1609, Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

3O~~ (760) 934-8989, fax (760) 934-8608

CALl FORNIA

Project Title: Inn at the Village
Project Location — Specific: Identify street The project site is specifically located at 50 Canyon Boulevard,
address and cross street or attach a map Mammoth Lakes, to the west of Minaret Road, north of Main
showing project site (preferably a USGS 15’ Stree ake Mary Road, and east of Canyon Boulevard.
or
7 Y~’ topographical map identified by
quadrangle name):
Project Description: The project proposes a seven-story hotel that includes hotel

rooms, restaurant, spa, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, and landscaping
elements. The hotel, totaling 64,750 gross square feet of
buildable floor area, would consist of a maximum lodging room
count of up to 67 rooms. The project would be built on top of the
existing parking structure.

The project proposes to amend the approved 8050 project to
address the current performance deficiencies in the existing 8050
project and the North Village area. The project would necessitate
three amendments to the North Village Specific Plan (NVSP):
(1) an increase in the allowable development density for the
project site; (2) an increase in the allowable building height; and

. (3) a reduction in the required front yard setbacks along Minaret
Road. The current application is to amend the approved 8050
project and seek entitlement/permitting for a proposed hotel (with
the requisite market requirement to retain flexibility with respect
to ownership structures [e.g., traditional hotel, condominium-
hotel, etc.]).

Project Applicant (if any): Mr. Dana Severy, President
Severy Realty Group
127 El Paseo
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

California Environmental Protection Agency Not Applicable
Hazardous Waste List (if applicable):

Date: March26,2014
Signature: - a

—
Name/Title: Jen Daugherty, Senior Planner
Telephone: (760) 934-8989 x260

Consulting firm retained to prepare draft Effi (if applicable):

Name: RBF Consultm
Address: 14725 Alton Parkwa

Cit /State/Zi : Irvine, California, 92618
Contact Person: Kristen Bo e, Pro~ect Manager
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Inn at the Village (“project”) is located in the Town of Mammoth Lakes, California (Town).
The Town is located in the southwest portion of Mono County, on the eastern side of the Sierra
Nevada mountain range. The project site is situated in the developed area of the North Village
within the northwestern portion of the Town. The proposed project analyzed in this Modified
Initial Study would allow for the development of a seven-story hotel that includes hotel rooms,
restaurant, spa, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, and landscaping elements; refer to Section 2.0, Proftct
Descrz~tion, for a detailed description.

The project site (the subject site of this Modified Initial Study) is located within the North Village
Specific Plan (NVSP) area. The NVSP is a set of land use designations and development standards
which facilitates the development (or renovation) of the “North Village” area as a concentrated,
pedestrian-oriented commercial and visitor accommodation center. Upon adoption of the NVSP,
the Town analyzed the potential environmental impacts that would result from the required General
Plan Amendments and Zoning Code Amendments necessary for implementation of the NVSP,
encompassed in the Final Environmental Impact Report North Villa~ge Speq/Ic Plan (1991 PEIR), dated
February 1991. These land use changes were approved by the Town and the 1991 PEIR was
certified. Since this time, the NVSP has undergone multiple amendments and associated
environmental compliance documentation, including the following (refer to Section 1.5, Incoeporation
by Reñ’rence, for a detailed discussion of each of the past environmental analyses conducted for
projects in the NVSP area):

• Final Environmental Impact Report North Villqge Specific Plan, dated February 1991;
• 1994 NVSP Amendment;
• North Villa~ge Specific Plan Environmental Impact ReportAddendum (May 1994);
• 1999 NVSP Amendment;
• Subsequent Prqgram Environmental Impact Reportfor the North Villqge 1999 Spec~fIc Plan Amendment

(October 13, 2000);
• 2005 NVSP Amendment;
• 2008 NVSP Amendment;
• 2009 NVSP Amendment; and
• Final Environmental Impact Report Mammoth Crossing Prgiect (April 17, 2009).

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15168(c),
subsequent activities in the program must be examined in the light of the Program EIR to determine
whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If the lead agency finds that
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 no new
effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required, then the lead agency can
approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the Program EIR (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168(c)(2)). Otherwise, further environmental review would be required if
circumstances under Public Resources Code Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 are
triggered. The CEQA Guidelines go on to state that where subsequent activities involve site specific
operations, the lead agency should use a written checklist or similar device to document the
evaluation of the site and the activity to determine whether the environmental effects of the
operation were covered in the Program EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168(c)(4)).
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Following a preliminary review of the proposed project, the Town of Mammoth Lakes has
determined that the Inn at the Village constitutes a “project” that is subject to CEQA. Based upon
the legal principles outlined above, the Town of Mammoth Lakes has prepared this Modified Initial
Study to determine whether any of the circumstances under Public Resources Code Section 21166
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 are triggered by the project such that further environmental
review would be required. The discussion in this Modified Initial Study is intended to focus the
further environmental review to only the new effects which have not been considered before
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(d)(3)).

1.1 STATUTORY AUTHORITY
AND REQUIREMENTS

In accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 - 21177), this Modified Initial
Study has been prepared to evaluate whether any of the circumstances in Public Resources Code
Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 are triggered by the proposed Inn at the Village
project such that further environmental review would be required. In accordance with Section
15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, this Modified Initial Study is a preliminary analysis prepared by the
Lead Agency, the Town of Mammoth Lakes, in consultation with other jurisdictional agencies, to
determine the scope of any necessary further environmental review that would be required for the
proposed Inn at the Village project.

As explained above, CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c) requires lead agencies to consider
subsequent activities in a program in the light of the Program EIR to determine whether an
additional environmental document must be prepared. If a later activity would have effects that
were not examined in the Program EIR, a new initial study would need to be prepared leading to
either an EIR or a negative declaration (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(1)).

Public Resources Code Section 21166 provides guidance with respect to when a subsequent or
supplement to a prior certified EIR is required for a later project. The presumption is that:

When an environmental impact report has been prepared for a project pursuant to this division, no
subsequent or sz~plemeiztal environmental impact report shall be required by the lead a~gen~y or bji anj
reiponsible qgen~y, unless one or more of thefollowing events occurs:

(a) Substantial changes are proposed in the proJ~ct which will require major revisions of the
environmental impact report

(‘b,) Substantial changes occur with reipect to the circumstances under which the project is being
undertaken which will require ma,thr revisions in the environmental impact report

(c) New information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time the
environmental impact report was cer4fied as complete, becomes available and shows that the project
will have one or more sign~flcant ~cts not discussed in the previous environmental impact report

CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 further provides as follows:
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When an EIR has been cert~/iedfor a project, no subsequent BIR shall be prepared for that pr9ject
unless the lead agency determines, on the basis ofsubstantial evidence in the light of the whol€ record, one
or more of thefollowing:

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the pr~/ect which will require major revisions of the previous
EJR due to the involvement of new sign~JIcant environmental ç~cts or a substantial increase in
the severity ofprevious/y ident~fIed sign~/Icant ~cts;

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of
new significant environmental çftècts or a substantial increase in the severity of previous/y
ident~fIed sign~flcant efficts; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was cert~JIed as
complete or the negative declaration was adoptea~ shows anji of the jbllowing:

(A) The project will have one or more sign~/icant çfflcts not discussed in the previous EI&

(B) Sign~fIcant çff’ectsprevious/y examined will be substantial/y more severe than shown in
the previous EIR,

(C) Mitigation measures or alternativesprevious/yfound not to beftasible would infact be
feasible and would substantialiy reduce one or more sign~,ficant efficts of the pr~/ect, but
the projectproponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative,

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerab/y dj~rent from those
ana/y~ed in the previous EIR would substantial/y reduce one or more sign~/icant çffècts
on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure
or alternative.

1.2 CEQA DOCUMENT TIERING

The Public Resources Code and the CEQA Guidelines discuss the use of “tiering” environmental
impact reports by lead agencies. Public Resources Code Section 21068.5 defines “tiering” as:

The coverage ofgeneral matters and environmental tffècts in an environmental impact report preparedfor a
poli~y, p/an, program or ordinance jbllowed bj narrower or site-4pec~/Ic environmental impact reports which
incorporate lij refrrence the discussion in anji prior environmental impact report and which concentrate on the
environmental ~ftrects which: (a) are capable of being mitigated or (b) were not ana/y~ed as sign~/icant çffects
on the environment in the prior environmental impact reporI~

Tiering is further discussed in Public Resources Code Section 21094, as follows:

(a) Where a prior environmental impact report has been prepared and cert~7iedfor a program, plan, pol4y,
or ordinance, the lead agen~y for a laterproject that meets the requirements of this section shall examine
sign~ficant effects of the laterproject z~pon the environment bj using a tiered environmental impact report,

March 2014 1 3 Introduction



Inn at the Village Project
— Modified Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

CALIFORNIA

except that the report on the later project is not required to examine those ~cts that the lead agency
determines were either ofthejbllowing~

(1) Mitigated or avoidedpursuant to paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 21081 as a result of
the prior environmental impact report

(2) Examined at a s;ffficient level of detail in the prior environmental impact report to enable those
effects to be mitzgated or avoided bj site-ipec~flc revisions, the imposition of conditions, or b’y other
means in connection with the approval of the laterproject

(b) This section applies on/y to a laterproject that the lead agency determines is all of the following:

(1) Consistent with the program, plan, poli~y, or ordinance for which an environmental impact report
has been prepared and cert~/Ied

(2) Consistent with applicable local land use plans and z~oning of the city, county, or citj and counly in
which the laterproject would be located

(3) Not subject to Section 21166.

(c) Forpurposes ofcompliance with this section, an initial studj’ shall be prepared to assist the lead agen~y in
making the determinations required bji this section. The initial studj shall ana/y~e whether the later
profrct mqy cause szgn~fIcant ~cts on the environment that were not examined in the prior environmental
impact report~

(d) All public agencies that propose to carry out or approve the later project mqy utilize the prior
environmental impact report and the environmental impact report on the later project to jidjIll the
requirements ofSection 21081.

(e) When tiering is usedpursuant to this section, an environmental impact reportpreparedfor a laterproject
shall rqftr to the prior environmental impact report and state where a copj of the prior environmental
impact report may be examined

Tiering is a method to streamline EIR preparation by allowing a Lead Agency to focus on the issues
that are ripe for decision and exclude from consideration issues already decided or not yet ready for
decisions (CEQA Guidelines Section 15152 and 15385). According to CEQA Guidelines Section
15152 (a), “tiering” is defined as:

Tiering refers to rising the ana/ysis ofgeneral matters contained in a broader EIR (such as one preparedfor a
general plan or pol4y statement) with later EIRs and negative declarations on narrower projects;
incorporating by reference the general discussions from the broader EIR, and concentrating the later EIR or
negative declaration sole/y on the issues rpec~flc to the laterproject.

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15385: ‘Tiering is appropriate when the sequence of E1R5’ is (a)
from a generalplan, poli~y, or program EIR to a program, plan, or pol4y EIR of a lesser scope or to a site-specific

March 2014 1 4 Introduction



Inn at the Village Project
Modified Initial Study/Envii~onmenta1 Checklist

CALIFORNIA

The concept of tiering anticipates a multi-tiered approach to preparing EIRs. The first-tier EIR
covers general issues in a broader program-oriented analysis, including important program resource
and mitigation commitments required to be implemented at the project-level. Subsequent tiers
incorporate by reference the general discussions from the broader document, concentrating on the
issues specific to the proposed action being evaluated (CEQA Guidelines Section 15152).

When an EIR has been prepared and certified for a program or plan consistent with CEQA
requirements, a Lead Agency, should, for a later project pursuant to or consistent with the program
or plan, concentrate on the environmental effects that were not examined as significant effects on
the environment in the prior EIR refer to Public Resources Code Section 21068.5. In those
situations where a programmatic document does not specifically address and analyze the impacts
and mitigation measures necessary for a project-level action, the project-level environmental review
can be streamlined by tiering from the program-level documents. Agencies are encouraged to tier
their CEQA analysis to avoid repetition of issues and to focus on the issues for decision at each
level of review. Subsequent CEQA compliance involves either the preparation of a further EIR
(subsequent or supplemental) or a further Negative Declaration.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15152, for purposes of tiering, significant environmental
effects have been “adequately addressed” if the Lead Agency determines that the significant
environmental effects:

• Have been mitigated or avoided as a result of the prior EIR and adopted findings in
connection with that prior EIR; or

• Have been examined at a sufficient level of detail in the prior EIR to enable those effects to
be mitigated or avoided by site-specific revisions, the imposition of conditions, or by other
means with the approval of the later project.

Where appropriate, this Modified Initial Study tiers off of the 1999 SPEIR. As discussed above,
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15152, tiering is appropriate when the sequence of analysis follows
from an EIR prepared for a general plan, policy, or program to an EIR of lesser scope, or to a site-
specific EIR. Under CEQA, the 1991 PEIR and 1994 PEIR Addendum are considered the first tier
documents and the 1999 5PEIR is considered the second tier document. This Modified Initial
Study, for the proposed project, is being prepared to determine whether a third tier document would
be required. This Modified Initial Study will identify impacts that were adequately analyzed in the
1999 SPEIR. While subsequent analyses can rely on previous tier analyses, it also has the obligation
to discuss any changed circumstances or new information that might alter the previous analyses.

1.3 MODIFIED INITIAL STUDY

Consistent with the Public Resource Code and CEQA Guidelines (refer to Section 1.2, above), the
1991 PEIR, 1994 PEIR Addendum, and 1999 SPEIR are incorporated into the analysis and utilized
to focus the discussion on new effects which had not been considered prior to the 1999 SPEIR or
effects that may be more significant than what was previously analyzed. While potentially significant
impacts may be identified in the Modified Initial Study requiring further analysis, ultimately those
impacts may be found less than significant with or without mitigation measures, project changes, or
alternatives to the project. In addition, adopted NVSP mitigation measures may require site specific
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studies for certain topical areas. Accordingly, when a site specific study is required for a particular
topical area and the study has not been finalized to date, this Modified Initial Study may determine
that the topical area will be discussed in detail in a further EIR even though it may not result in a
new or more significant effect than what was previously studied in the 1999 SPEIR. Following
completion of the Modified Initial Study, the Town of Mammoth Lakes will make a formal
determination as to whether the project may or may not have potentially significant and
unmitigatable environmental impacts. A determination that a project’s impacts were adequately
addressed in the programmatic document and/or that a project will have less than significant effects
would result in the preparation of a Negative Declaration. A determination that a project may have
new or more severe significant impacts on the environment would require the preparation of a
further EIR to evaluate issues identified in this Modified Initial Study.

Based upon the potential environmental effects identified in Section 4.0, EnvironmentalAna/vsis, the
Town of Mammoth Lakes will require preparation of further environmental analysis (via a
Subsequent EIR) to evaluate issues identified in this Modified Initial Study. Therefore, this
Modified Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (NOP) serve as part of the scoping process to
determine the appropriate scope of the further environmental analysis. As indicated in Section 3.3,
Lead Agenci, Determination, the Lead Agency has determined that substantial changes are proposed in
the project or there are substantial changes in the circumstances under which the project will be
undertaken that require major revisions to the 1999 SPEIR due to the involvement of significant
new environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects. Furthermore, the Town has determined that new information of substantial importance that
was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time
the 1999 SPEIR was certified, shows that the proposed project could have new potentially
significant environmental impacts.

The Modified Initial Study and NOP will undergo a 30-day public review period. During this
review, comments by the public and responsible agencies on the project relative to environmental
issues may be submitted to the Town of Mammoth Lakes. The Town will review and consider all
comments as a part of the project’s environmental analysis, as required in Section 15082 of the
CEQA Guidelines, as amended. The comments received with regard to this NOP and Modified
Initial Study will be included in the project environmental document, for consideration by the Town
of Mammoth Lakes.

1.4 CONSULTATION

In accordance with Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, as soon as the Lead Agency has
determined that an Initial Study would be required for the project, the Lead Agency is directed to
consult informally with all Responsible Agencies and Trustee Agencies that are responsible for
resources affected by the project, in order to obtain the recommendations of those agencies on the
environmental documentation to be prepared for the project. Following receipt of any written
comments from those agencies, the Town of Mammoth Lakes will consider any recommendations
of those agencies in the formulation of the preliminary findings. Following execution of this
Modified Initial Study, the Town of Mammoth Lakes will initiate formal consultation with these and
other governmental agencies as required under CEQA and its implementing guidelines.
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Responsible and Trustee Agencies and other entities in addition to the Town of Mammoth Lakes
(Lead Agency), which may use this Modified Initial Study/Environmental Checklist in their
decision-making process or for informational purposes include, but may not be limited to, the
following:

• Mammoth Community Water District;
• Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District;
• California Department of Transportation;
• California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Lahontan);
• State Water Resources Control Board; and
• Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District.

1.5 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

The following references were utilized during preparation of this Modified Initial Study. These
documents are available for review at the Town of Mammoth Lakes, Community and Economic
Development Department, located at 437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R, Mammoth Lakes,
California 93546.

• Town ofMammoth Lakes General P/an 2007. The Town of Mammoth Lakes Council adopted
the Town ofMammoth Lakes Genera/ P/an 2007 (2007 General Plan) on August 15, 2007. The
General Plan establishes standards, guidelines, and priorities that define the community now
and for the future. The General Plan is organized by elements. Each element is introduced
with an explanation of the intent of the goals, policies, and actions within that element. The
General Plan contains the following elements:

— Economy;

— Arts, Culture, Heritage, and Natural History;

- Community Design;

— Neighborhood and District Character;
— Land Use;

— Mobility;
— Resources Management and Conservation; and

— Public Health and Safety.

It is noted that the Housing and Noise Elements were not updated as part of the General
Plan. However, an updated Housing Element was adopted in 2010. Additionally, the Town
Council amended the Parks, Open Space, and Recreation Element in 2012 with the addition
of new policies and one additional goal.

• Final Pro~gram Environmental Impact Report for the Town of Mammoth Lakes 2005 General P/an
Update (May 2007). The Final Program Environmental Impact Report (2007 General Plan
PEIR) involves the update of the Town’s General Plan, which provides the Town’s long-
range comprehensive direction to guide future development and identifies the community’s
environmental, social and economic goals. This document was prepared as a Program EIR,
which is intended to facilitate consideration of broad policy directions, program-level
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alternatives and mitigation measures consistent with the level of detail available for the Plan.
The 2007 General Plan PEIR concluded significant and unavoidable impacts regarding
aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, public safety and hazards, noise, public services
and utilities, and recreation.

• Town ofMammoth Lakes Municibal Code (Municipal Code). The Town ofMammoth Lakes Municzba/
Code (Municipal Code) consists of all the regulatory and penal ordinances and administrative
ordinances of the Town of Mammoth Lakes. It is the method the Town uses to implement
control of land uses, in accordance with General Plan goals and policies. The Town of
Mammoth Lakes Zoning Ordinance, Title 17, of the Municipal Code identifies land uses
permitted and prohibited according to the zoning category of particular parcels. The
Buildings and Construction Ordinance, Title 15, specifies rules and regulations for
construction, alteration, and building for uses of human habitation.

• North Vll/a~’e Specific P/an (as amended). The North Village Specific Plan (NVSP) area consists
of approximately 61 acres of land, the majority of which is under multiple ownerships,
within the northwest portion of the Town. The NVSP area is primarily comprised of urban
development and includes hotels, restaurants, visitor-oriented and general commercial
operations, professional offices, condominiums, single- family residential, and community
facilities.

The objective of the NVSP is to create a set of land use designations and development
standards which would facilitate the development (or renovation) of the “North Village” as a
concentrated, pedestrian-oriented commercial and visitor accommodation center with public
and private underground parking, amenities and activities focused around three pedestrian
plazas connected by retail, restaurant, and cultural amenities. It is the intent of the NVSP
that future development in North Village be oriented toward year-round uses and visitor
activity to strengthen the existing winter visitor market and to improve the Town’s
attractiveness to year-round resort visitors. Unification of development throughout the
NVSP area through the establishment of architectural and landscaping guidelines also
strengthen North Village’s image as a resort activity node in the Town.

Since the NVSP was approved, several major projects within the NVSP area have been
approved, including:

— The Village at Mammoth (Grand Sierra Lodge, White Mountain Lodge, and Lincoln
House);

— Village Gondola Building;
— Village Skier Services Building;

— Restaurants and Retail; and

— 8050: Buildings “A”, “B”, and “C”.1

• Final Environmental Impact Report North Village Specific Plan (February 1991). The Final
Environmental Impact Report North Villqge Specijic P/an (1991 PEIR), dated February 1991,
addresses geology, soils, and seismicity; hydrology and water quality; biological resources;

Note that modification of the approved Building C is the subject of this Modified Initial Study.
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land use and planning; jobs/housing relationship; utilities; traffic; air quality; noise;
archeological; aesthetics/visual impacts; light and glare; public services/fiscal impacts; energy
conservation; as well as other topical areas determined to be less than significant. Where
potentially significant environmental impacts were identified, feasible mitigation measures
were recommended that would avoid or lessen adverse environmental effects of the NVSP
project. The 1991 PEIR concluded that the following significant and unavoidable impacts
would occur with implementation of the NVSP project:

— Impacts to school facilities;

— Existing view impacts (pertaining to the proposed gondola feature); and
— Land use impacts related to the aesthetics of the proposed gondola feature.

All other impacts were found to be less than significant through the existing standards,
regulations, and mitigation measures imposed under the 1991 PEIR.

• North Vila~ie Sped/k Plan Environmental Imbact Report Addendum (May 1994). In 1994, Zoning
Code Amendment 94-1 and General Plan Amendment 94-1 were filed in order to refine the
design of the NVSP pedestrian core area and to realign Canyon Boulevard to meet with
Millers Siding/Lake Mary Road as a Collector Street. These proposed design changes did
not alter the concept of the NVSP (as approved in 1991). As determined by CEQA Statues
and Guidelines, the lead agency determined that an Addendum was required, as the project
would not raise important new issues about the significance of effects on the environment.
The North Villa~ge Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report Addendum (1994 PEIR Addendum),
dated May 1994, determined that all of the impacts were less than significant through the
implementation of the existing standards, regulations, and mitigation measures.

• Subsequent Prqgram Environmental Impact Reportfor the North Villqge 1999 Spec~/Ic Plan Amendment
(October 13. 2000). In 1999, an amendment to the NVSP was proposed (the 1999 NVSP
Amendment). This amendment involved modifications to circulation and parking, height
limitations and setbacks, as well as alternate development opportunities and housing
modifications, when compared to the approved NVSP at the time. As part of the 1999
NVSP Amendment, the Town prepared and certified the Subsequent Pro~gram Environmental
Impact Reportfor the North Villa&e 1999 Spec~/ic Plan Amendment (1999 SPEIR), on October 13,
2000. The purpose of the 1999 SPEIR was to review the existing conditions and
conclusions of the 1991 PEIR and 1994 PEIR Addendum, analyze potential environmental
impacts associated with the 1999 NVSP Amendment in comparison to the previous
environmental documentation, and identify mitigation measures to reduce potentially
significant effects. Mitigation measures from the 1991 PEIR and 1994 PEIR Addendum
were incorporated, and in some cases modified, and new mitigation measures were
recommended, where necessary, to reduce new potentially significant impacts. Topical areas
specifically examined in the 1999 SPEIR included land use and relevant planning; population
and housing; aesthetics/light and glare; traffic and parking; air quality; noise; geology, soils,
and seismicity; hydrology and drainage; biological resources; public services and utilities; as
well as cultural resources. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the following additional
significant and unavoidable impacts would occur with implementation of the 1999 NVSP
Amendment:
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— Air Quality (Threshold exceedances established by the Great Basin Unified Air
Pollution Control District and cumulative considerations for air quality).

All other impacts were found to be less than significant through the existing standards,
regulations, and mitigation measures (modified as necessary) imposed under the 1991 PEIR
and 1994 PEIR Addendum.

The Inn at the Village project site (the subject site of this Modified Initial Study) involves
development of a property within the NVSP area. This Modified Initial Study will rely on
the first and second tier analyses conducted for the project site in and prior to the 1999
SPEIR, and will discuss any changed circumstances or new information that might alter the
previous analyses. The Modified Initial Study will also identify those environmental impacts
that are new potentially significant or more severe than analyzed in the past environmental
documentation.

• Final Environmental Impact Report Mammoth Crossin~i Project (April 17. 2009). The Mammoth
Crossing Project (Mammoth Crossing) proposed the redevelopment of three of the four
corners that comprise the Main Street/Lake Mary Road and Minaret Road intersection with
a combination of resort accommodations, retail uses, and public plazas. Mammoth Crossing
is located within the southern portion of the NVSP area, and includea a series of
amendments to the NVSP as well as amendments to the 2007 General Plan. Environmental
impacts as a result of construction of Mammoth Crossing’s three development areas were
analyzed in a project-level EIR, the Final Environmental Impact Report Mammoth Crossin~g Project
(Mammoth Crossing EIR), which was certified on September 16, 2009. Overall, Mammoth
Crossing proposed the construction of up to 742 condominium/hotel rooms, up to
approximately 69,150 square feet of hotel amenities and operations and general retail uses,
40,500 square feet of retail development, and 711 parking spaces and nine spaces for hotel
guest check-in. Affordable housing would be required to be provided as part of Mammoth
Crossing, some of which would be constructed off-site. Proposed development at the three
development areas would involve multiple buildings ranging in height from one to
approximately seven stories. The project-level EIR determined that this project would result
in the following significant and unavoidable impacts:

— Aesthetics;
— Air Quality; and

— Noise.

• North Vllla~e District Plannin~i Study (modified November 5. 2008 and accepted by Town
Council in July 2009). The North Village District Planning Study (modified November 5,
2008) has been developed in accordance with the Town’s district planning policy, which
requires completion of district planning in conjunction with major land use applications
seeking zoning code or General Plan amendments. This planning study was initiated by the
Mammoth Crossing project application.

Mammoth Crossing was anticipated to markedly change the character, appearance, and
function of this gateway intersection, and the North Village area as a whole. The North
Village District Planning Study therefore takes as its study boundaries the entire NVSP area,
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and frames its analysis relative to the intent and goals of the NVSP and adopted General
Plan for this district. The study provides an overview and analysis of the existing conditions,
regulatory environment, character and functionality of the NVSP area, and examines these as
a series of issues, opportunities, and constraints. The 2007 General Plan’s character
statement for North Village and the stated objectives of the NVSP serve as a benchmark to
consider how future development patterns under the existing Specific Plan either support or
hinder the achievement of those objectives.

The Town’s Planning, Mobility, Public Art, and Tourism and Recreation Commissions, the
public, and other interested stakeholders provided critical input through a series of focus
groups and public meetings held as part of the district planning process. This input helped
guide the overall analysis, development of alternatives, and selection of a preferred
alternative that has been refined to create the preferred plan and recommendations.

The analysis and recommendations presented in the North Village District Planning Study
are to be used by Town decision makers to frame consideration of future projects, including
potential updates or amendments to the NVSP.

• Deszgn Guidelines The Village at Mammoth (approved August 23. 2000). The Design Guidelines
The Villqge at Mammoth (Design Guidelines) (approved August 23, 2000), are intended to
provide general and specific design information so that all involved in the development
process are able to proceed with a shared basis of information. They are structured to
provide a description of the concept of North Village, followed by supporting objectives of
the design components, followed by a listing of design guidelines that must be followed to
achieve the objectives. The main concept of the Design Guidelines is that North Village
should be designed so that it is appropriate to the character of the Mammoth Lakes region,
and to be competitive with other high-quality mountain villages in North America.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The Inn at the Village (“project”) is located in the Town of Mammoth Lakes, California (Town).
The Town is located in the southwest portion of Mono County, on the eastern side of the Sierra
Nevada mountain range; refer to Exhibit 2-1, Re~iona1 Vicinity. The project site is situated in the
developed area of the North Village within the northwestern portion of the Town; refer to Exhibit

22, Site Vicinity. The project site is specifically located at 50 Canyon Boulevard, to the west of
Minaret Road, north of Main Street/Lake Mary Road, and east of Canyon Boulevard. Regional
access to the site is provided via U.S. Highway 395 to State Route 203 (Main Street).

2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

EXISTING ON-SITE CONDITIONS

The proposed project is the last phase (Building C) of a three-phase development (8050 project).
The first two phases (Buildings A and B) of the 8050 project have been completed, as well as the
136-space parking structure to serve Buildings A, B, and C. The project site is located atop the
parking structure, adjoining the existing Buildings A and B.

The existing Building A and Building B of the 8050 project (adjoining the project site to the
north/northwest) consist of two resort lodging buildings comprised of 28 units with 57 bedrooms.
Further, the ground floor commercial along Minaret Road in Building B totals 3,335 square feet of
commercial space and includes an on-site fine dining catering enterprise (Toomey’s). The existing
Buildings A and B also include a roof-top fitness room and Jacuzzi terrace and related site and
landscaping improvements.

EXISTING GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING

According to Figure 3 of the Mammoth Lakes General Plan (2007 General Plan), Neighborhood
Character Map, the project site is within the North Village District. District boundaries are based on
the 1987 General Plan Planning Districts and are defined by existing development, patterns of
vegetation, topographic features, circulation patterns, and the relationships of land uses. Master
planning of these specific districts provides a basis for future land use decisions incorporating the
goals, policies, and actions in the Land Use and Community Design Elements as well as the
Neighborhood and District Character Element of the General Plan.

The project site is zoned North Village Specific Plan (NVSP), Resort General (RG), according to the
Town’s Official Zoning Map and the North Village Specific Plan Zoning. The NVSP was originally
adopted in 1991 and subsequently amended in 1994, 1999, January 19, 2005, May 21, 2008, and
October 7, 2009. According to the General Plan, the NVSP is intended to create a visitor-oriented
entertainment retail and lodging district anchored by a pedestrian plaza and a gondola connection to
Mammoth Mountain Ski Area.
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The NVSP area encompasses the northwest portion of Town, adjacent to Main Street/Lake Mary
Road and Minaret Road. The NVSP area is primarily comprised of more urban development,
including hotels, restaurants, visitor-oriented and general commercial operations, professional
offices, condominiums, single family homes, and community facilities.

SURROUNDING LAND USES

The land uses surrounding the project site are:

North: Buildings A and B of the 8050 project adjoin the project site to the northwest.
These resort lodging buildings are zoned NVSP RG. Commercial and retail uses within the
Village Plaza and the Mammoth Mountain Village Gondola are located further northwest of
the project site (west of Minaret Road and east of Canyon Boulevard). These commercial
and retail uses are zoned NVSP, Plaza Resort (PR).

• ~ Minaret Road forms the northeast boundary of the project site. Hotel, vacation
condominium rentals, and restaurant uses are located directly across Minaret Road to the
northeast and southeast. The land uses to the east are also within the North Village
Planning District and are zoned NVSP RG.

• £i~tiJii: Fireside at the Village condominiums adjoin the project site to the south. The
Fireside at the Village property is zoned NVSP RG. A commercial building (previously
shared by Whiskey Creek Restaurant and Mammoth Brewing Company) and surface parking
are located further south of the project site. These properties are zoned NVSP, Mammoth
Crossing (MC).

• Ji~i~. The Westin Monache Resort and surrounding vacant land are located directly across
Canyon Boulevard, west of the project site. These properties are zoned NVSP PR.

2.3 BACKGROUND

The NVSP was adopted in 1991 and has been amended several times. The NVSP establishes
development regulations for approximately 64 acres located around Minaret Road, Main Street/Lake
Mary Road, and Canyon Boulevard. The intent of the NVSP is to develop a cohesive, pedestrian-
oriented resort activity node, and to provide a year-round focus for visitor activity within the town.
An EIR was certified along with the adoption of the NVSP in 1991. In 1994, an EIR Addendum
was prepared for an amendment to the NVSP, and in 2000, the Subsequent Program Environmental
Impact Report for the North Vila<ge 1999 Specific Plan Amendment (1999 SPEIR) was certified for an
update to the NVSP. The most recent amendment to the NVSP was in 2009 for the Mammoth
Crossing Project (Mammoth Crossing), which established tailored development standards (e.g.,
density, height, setbacks, lot coverage) for certain NVSP properties. As part of that effort, the
Town also prepared the North Village District Planning Study, which was accepted by the Town
Council in July 2009.

Several projects have been approved under the NVSP, resulting in the development or
redevelopment of various properties in the area. One of these projects was the 8050 project
(encompassing the project site), which consisted of a three-phased development. The certified
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NVSP SPEIR was found to adequately cover and address the 8050 project. The first two phases of
the 8050 project, Buildings A and B, have been completed, as well as the parking structure that
would serve all three phases, Buildings A, B, and C. On April 27, 2005, the Planning Commission
of the Town of Mammoth Lakes approved Tentative Tract Map 36-229 and Use Permit 2005-01,
which approved Building C, the third and final building in the 8050 complex. The requisite building
permit was subsequently issued by the Town to allow for construction of the approved Building C,
which totaled 41,134 square feet and included 21 residential condominiums with a total of 33
bedrooms; Building C has not been built. The proposed Inn at the Village project is a redesign of
Building C.

In response to dramatic changes to the resort industry as a result of the recession, the property
owner engaged Severy Realty Group and Bull Stockwell Allen Architects to analyze the approved
development program for Building C, make it more responsive to a fundamentally changed resort
industry, and seek design solutions focused on addressing the unmet needs of the existing Buildings
A and B as well as the greater North Village area.

2.4 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The project proposes a seven-story hotel that includes hotel rooms, restaurant, spa, outdoor
pool! jacuzzis, and landscaping elements; refer to Table 2-1. Proposed Land Uses. and Exhibit 2-3,
Preliminary Site P/an. The hotel, totaling 64,750 gross square feet of buildable floor area, would
consist of a maximum lodging room count of up to 67 rooms. The project would be built on top of
the existing parking structure.

Table 2-1
Proposed Land Uses

Land Use Size (square feet)

Hotel1 34,840
Accessory Uses (e.g., spa, bar/food service, lobby, circulation, etc.) 29,910

Total Project 64,750
1. The hotel proposes up to 67 rooms that would be approximately +1- 520 square feet per room.

The project proposes to amend the approved 8050 project to address the current performance
deficiencies in the existing 8050 project and the North Village area. The project would necessitate
three amendments to the NVSP: (1) an increase in the allowable development density for the project
site; (2) an increase in the allowable building height; and (3) a reduction in the required front yard
setbacks along Minaret Road. The current application is to amend the approved 8050 project and
seek entitlement/permitting for a proposed hotel (with the requisite market requirement to retain
flexibility with respect to ownership structures [e.g., traditional hotel, condominium-hotel, etc.]).
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The following list summarizes the components of the project:

Density

The maximum allowable building density within the NVSP RG zone is 55 rooms per acre. The
8050 property is 1.84 acres, yielding an allowable density of 101 rooms at 55 rooms per acre.
The existing Buildings A and B of the 8050 project include 28 units with an overall total of 57
bedrooms, and the existing commercial square footage in Building B equates to seven rooms.
Therefore, a maximum of 37 rooms would be allowed for Building C without a density
amendment to the NVSP.

Given the project’s maximum room count of up to 67 rooms, the project proposes a zoning
amendment for the shortfall of 30 bedrooms and not including commercial space towards the
maximum allowable building density. However, this deficiency is proposed to be mitigated by
way of density transfer of a like-kind number of bedrooms from the nearby Mammoth Crossing
property that is also owned by the project Applicant. As such, there would be no net increase in
development density in the NVSP associated with the project.

Building Height

The maximum permitted height within the NVSP RG zone is 40 feet and the maximum
projected height is 55 feet with an additional three feet for roof appurtenances. The currently
approved design for Building C allows for a total of five stories with a maximum height of 62
feet plus another three feet for roof appurtenances.

The project proposes a maximum height of seven stories (80 feet) with an additional 4 feet, 6
inches, for roof appurtenances; refer to Exhibit 2-4, East Bui/din~g Elevation. The project proposes
a zoning amendment to increase the maximum permitted height allowed for the project site.

Building Setbacks

Building C conforms to the minimum of 10-foot side and rear yard setbacks. However, the
project would require a zoning amendment for the front yard setback area along Minaret Road
for a reduced setback; refer to Exhibit 2-5, Proposed Setbacks.

An additional setback is described in a private agreement between Fireside at the Village
condominiums to the south and the 8050 property owner (Settlement Agreement, Mutual
Release and Joint Escrow Instructions). Since this is a private agreement, and the Town of
Mammoth Lakes is not a party, the Town is not responsible for enforcing the terms and
conditions of this agreement.

Site Coverage

The site coverage is approximately 56,100 square feet, or 70 percent of the total lot area. A
maximum lot coverage of 70 percent is allowed.
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Site Access

Primary vehicle access to the project site would occur at the existing site entry at Canyon
Boulevard. The proposed project does not seek to alter the existing approved access on the
property. In addition, enhanced pedestrian access along Minaret Road and access between the
existing 8050 project and Building C are proposed to allow access to and from hotel amenities.

Drainage

Drainage is routed through the subterranean parking structure to a Conspan retention structure
near the parking structure entrance on Canyon Boulevard. The drainage would not be altered as
a result of the proposed project.

Parking

The total parking required in the NVSP for the 8050 site, including the proposed project, is 112
spaces. This includes residential parking for the existing Buildings A and B, including parking
for the existing Building B commercial,2 and the proposed Inn project. A private parking
agreement reserves 50 spaces in the 8050 parking garage for Fireside at the Village
condominiums. Proposed parking for the project would be accommodated via the existing
parking structure with the use of a valet plan.

Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan

On August 12, 2004, Mammoth 8050, LLC, the original developer of the 8050 project, and the
Town entered into an In Lieu Fee Agreement for Affordable Housing Units (AR In-Lieu Fee
Agreement) to mitigate the impact the 8050 project would have on the availability of workforce
housing within the community and to provide additional housing credits to the developer. The
AH In-Lieu Agreement required a total payment of $3,000,000, $1,000,000 for each phase (e.g.,
Building A, B, and C). At that time, the Town’s standard in-lieu fee for each Employee Housing
Unit (EHU) was $52,802. Under the AH In-Lieu Fee Agreement, the original developer paid
the Town total in-lieu fees of $2,000,000, representing a payment of $52,632 for each of the 38
EHUs required to mitigate the total affordable housing demand generated by the 8050 Buildings
A, B, and C pursuant to the AR In-Lieu Fee Agreement. Although $1,000,000 is still due
pursuant to the AR In-Lieu Fee Agreement, according strictly to the Town’s previous in-lieu fee
of $52,802, and not considering the “greater housing benefit” required for in-lieu fee mitigation,
an underpayment of $170 per ERU, a total deficit of $6,476 would exist. The Applicant is
requesting to amend the AR In-Lieu Fee Agreement so that instead of the remaining $1,000,000
being paid, $6,476 would be paid to the Town and no additional affordable housing mitigation
be required for the project.

The Town’s interim housing policy (Town Council Resolution 09-76) requires that 10 percent of
the total project units be provided for on-site affordable housing; however, an Affordable
Housing Mitigation Plan (AHMP) may be approved instead of providing on-site housing if a
substantial additional affordable housing benefit will be achieved. The Town and Mammoth
Lakes Housing, Inc. will be evaluating the applicant’s AHMP request.

2 This includes 12 commercial parking spaces for Building B per the original approval.
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Landscaping

Landscaping for the project would include a combination of planting areas. Along the northeast
and southeast sides of the building, native plant communities, shrubs, and related groundcover
would be utilized. A Zen garden is proposed on the southwest side of the building. However,
some vegetation (including sapling trees) would be removed for the project to allow for frontage
improvements along Minaret Road. The northeastern portion of the project site would also
accommodate a visitor serving public kiosk or retail space at the street level that would open up
to a proposed public pocket park.

Energy Saving Measures

The project would incorporate the following energy saving measures:

• South facing units feature deep balconies in front of window walls that act as a sun shade
in combination with high, operable windows to provide the desired amount of solar gain
and stack effect air circulation.

• A super insulated roof system would minimize thermal transfer through the roof with a
combination of built-up rigid insulation above the structural deck and an additional layer
of batt insulation applied below the deck.

• Dual method wall insulation would provide a high insular value, and a substantial
thermal break in the exterior wall, reducing air infiltration and condensation within the
wall cavity to create an extremely robust and long-lived thermal envelope.

• Extensive use of light emitting diode (LED) lighting would be used in a variety of
lighting fixtures.

• Weather-lock vestibule at the proposed pedestrian street entry would be positively
pressurized to keep warmed or cooled air inside the building and untreated, unfiltered air
out.

• The plaza level circulation and amenity spaces would include operable fenestration and
in some areas frilly opening wall panels to embrace the summer season’s mild climate.

Grading

A minor amount of grading would be required for landscaping purposes along the perimeter of
the project site.

Construction Phasing and Staging

• The project would commence in a single phase with above grade improvements.

• Construction of Building C on top of the parking structure is anticipated to take 12
months.
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• The construction offices would be accommodated nearby on the Mammoth Crossing
property located on the northeast corner of Canyon Road and Lake Mary Road while
construction phase parking, mobilization, and storage of materials would be located on
the southeast corner of Minaret Road and Main Street.

2.5 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15124(b), the project description must include “[a] statement of
objectives sought by the proposed project.... The statement of objectives should include the
underlying purpose of the project.”

TOWN GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Mammoth Lakes is comprised of 12 districts and four mountain portals, as described in the
Neighborhood and District Character Element of the Town’s General Plan. Master planning of
these specific districts provides a basis for future land use decisions incorporating the goals, policies,
and actions in the Land Use and Community Design Elements as well as the Neighborhood and
District Character Element. The characteristics of each district provide a sense of place regarding
structure, function, and a district center. The project site is located in the North Village District and
the identified characteristics for this district are as follows:

• Viewsheds to Sherwin Range and the Knolls are preserved;

• Landscape that recalls the Eastern Sierra and establishes scale and street edge;

• Create a sense of exploration using pedestrian-oriented sidewalks, plazas, and courtyards
with pedestrian comforts;

• Easy pedestrian access across main streets;

• Gateway intersection at Minaret Road and Main Street/Lake Mary Road;

• Visitor-oriented entertainment retail district;

• Active day and evening through all four seasons, designed to achieve a two to three hour
visit;

• Resort and resident activities, amenities, and services;

• Animation with retail and significant businesses oriented to the street;

• Retail and services in “storefront” setting located at the sidewalk;

• A variety of resort lodging supported by meeting facilities, outdoor activities, and
restaurants, arts, culture, and entertainment;

• Create year-round non-vehicular links to mountain portals;
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• Lake Mary Road connected to the North Village District by trails;

• Shared and pooled parking, convenient structured parking, and small-scale street adjacent
surface parking; and

• Encourage living and working in close proximity to transit-oriented development.

SPECIFIC PLAN GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The North Village Specific Plan aims to create a set of land use designations and development
standards which facilitate the development (or renovation) of “North Village” as a concentrated,
pedestrian-oriented activity center with limited vehicular access. North Village is oriented toward
achieving year-round uses and visitor activity, strengthening the existing winter visitor market, and
to improving Mammoth’s attractiveness to spring, summer, and fall resort visitors. The key
objective of the NVSP, and consequently the Land Use Element, is to enhance the Town’s image as
a destination resort community, through the creation of a high profile, pedestrian oriented, resort
activity center where lodging, restaurants, shopping, housing, and recreational opportunities are
located within proximity to one another and easily accessible by transit.

There are six land use districts established within the NVSP. As previously noted, the project site is
located in the NVSP RG. RG has been assigned to parcels adjacent to and easily accessible to the
plaza, but still within the Pedestrian Core Overlay area. The Pedestrian Core area is intended to be a
mixed-use village with commercial uses on the ground level and accommodation units on upper
floors. The scale of the individual ground level shops vary. RG uses are intended to provide visitor-
oriented resort services, but retail uses are limited to multi-tenant complexes or within full-service
hotels. Restaurants are generally the only freestanding uses permitted in the NVSP RG district.

The RG objectives identified in NVSP are as follows:

• To provide resort accommodations and supporting commercial facilities for visitor-oriented
activities and facilities.

• To provide a transition zone between the Plaza Resort and Specialty Lodging uses within
North Village and surrounding residential uses.

• To provide integrated pedestrian access to and from the plazas.

PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The intent of the proposed project is to create a better relationship and integration with Minaret
Road, with a signature street level pedestrian porte cochere and other features that would animate
the streetscape and serve as an inviting portal into the proposed hotel. In a commitment to help the
North Village community realize its place-making potential, the key goals and objectives of the
project are to:

• Greatly improve the project’s relationship with the streetscape by introducing the porosity
that allows for ease of pedestrian integration with Minaret Road.
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• Populate and animate this section of Minaret Road and allow for ease of access to and from
the proposed hotel amenities via the inviting pedestrian porte cochere and streetscape
features.

• Deliver much needed critical mass in terms of hot beds to substantively help the North
Village achieve economic sustainability.

• Provide an array of services and amenities that make the North Village a much more
compelling destination for tourists and locals alike.

• Eliminate the need for any additional curb cuts along Minaret Road, which would be
disruptive to pedestrian flows, by utilizing the existing vehicular access to Building C off of
Canyon Boulevard.

• Improve the animation and vibrancy of the streetscape along Minaret Road with the addition
of terraces for casual gathering or dining.

• Provide an array of amenities and related back-of-the-house functions that would allow for
the lodge to operate efficiently and attract an experienced and quality hotel operator to
reinforce 8050’s quality as a compelling year-round destination for visitors and locals alike.

• Deliver a LEED certifiable project consistent with the shared environmental values of the
Town and the Applicant.

• Utilize a contextually sensitive architectural vernacular that departs from the repetitive and
mostly uninspiring design solutions associated with earlier generation lodging properties
within the community.

• Deliver a project that takes into account snow country design issues and constraints.

• Produce a compelling, iconic, and economically sustainable lodging project that acts as a
catalyst for the revitalization and added vibrancy of the North Village.

2.6 PROJECT APPROVALS

The Town, as Lead Agency for the project, has discretionary authority over the project. In order to
implement the proposed Inn at the Village, the Applicant would need to obtain, at a minimum, the
following discretionary permits/approvals:

• Subsequent Environmental Impact Report Certification;
• District Zoning Amendment;
• Tentative Tract Map;
• Conditional Use Permit;
• Design Review Permit; and
• Final Map(s).
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In addition, grading permits and building permits, (which are non-discretionary actions) would be
necessary for project implementation.
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3.0 MODIFIED INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

3.1 BACKGROUND

1. Project Title:

Inn at the Village
2. Lead Agency Name and Address:

Town of Mammoth Lakes
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:

Ms. Jen Daugherty, Senior Planner
760.934.8989 x260

4. Project Location:

The project site is specifically located at 50 Canyon Boulevard, to the west of Minaret Road, north
of Main Street/Lake Mary Road, and east of Canyon Boulevard.

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

Severy Realty Group
127 El Paseo
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Mt Dana Seve~y, President

6. General Plan Designation:

North Village District
7. Zoning:

North Village Specific Plan, Resort General
8. Description of the Project:

Refer to Section 2.4, Project Characteristics.
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

North: Buildings A and B of the 8050 project, Commercial, and Retail uses.
South: Fireside at the Village condominiums, Commercial, and Parking.
East Hotel, Vacation Condominium Rentals, and Restaurant uses.
West: Hotel and Vacant Land uses.

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval or
participation agreement):

Mammoth Community Water District;
Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District;
California Department of Transportation;
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Lahontan);
State Water Resources Control Board; and
Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District.
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3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS
POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a “New Potentially Significant Impact” or “New Mitigation Required,” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

~( Aesthetics “ Land Use and Planning

Agriculture and Forest Resources — Mineral Resources
~( Air Quality v’ Noise

Biological Resources Population and Housing

Cultural Resources Public Services

Geology and Soils Recreation
~( Greenhouse Gas Emissions ‘V Traffic, Circulation, and Parking

Hazards and Hazardous Materials ‘V Utilities and Service Systems

Hydrology and Water Quality ‘V Mandatory Findings of Significance
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3.3 LEAD AGENCY DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

No substantial changes are proposed in the project and there are no substantial changes in the
circumstances under which the project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the
previous approved ND or MND or certified EIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects. Also, there is no “new information of substantial importance” as that term is used in CEQA
Guidelines Section 151 62(a)(3). Therefore, the previously adopted ND or MND or previously certified
EIR adequately discusses the potential impacts of the project without modification.

No substantial changes are proposed in the project and there are no substantial changes in the
circumstances under which the project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the
previous approved ND or MND or certified EIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects. Also, there is no “new information of substantial importance” as that term is used in CEQA
Guidelines Section l5162(a)(3). Therefore, the previously adopted ND, MND or previously certified
EIR adequately discusses the potential impacts of the project; however, minor changes require the
preparation of an ADDENDUM.

[] Substantial changes are proposed in the project or there are substantial changes in the circumstances
under which the project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous ND, MND
or EIR due to the involvement of significant new environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects. Or, there is “new information of substantial
importance,” as that term is used in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a) 3 . However all new
potentially significant environmental effects or substantial increases in the severity of previously
identified significant effects are clearly reduced to below a level of significance through the
incorporation of mitigation measures agreed to by the project applicant. Therefore, a SUBSEQUENT
MNT) is required.

[] Substantial changes are proposed in the project or there are substantial changes in the circumstances
under which the project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous
environmental document due to the involvement of significant new environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Or, there is “new
information of substantial importance,” as that term is used in CEQA Guidelines Section
151 62(a)(3). However, only minor changes or additions or changes would be necessary to make the
previous EIR adequate for the project in the changed situation. Therefore, a SUPPLEMENTAL EIR is
required.

Substantial changes are proposed in the project or there are substantial changes in the circumstances
under which the project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous
environmental document due to the involvement of significant new environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Or, there is “new
information of substantial importance,” as that term is used in CEQA Guidelines Section
151 62(a)(3). Therefore, a SUBSEQUENT EIR is required.

Town of Mammoth Lakes

ature

J en Daugherty, Senior Planner

Printed Name

Agency

3 26/14

Date
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

This Modified Initial Study analyzes the changes between the Inn at the Village project as analyzed
in the 1999 SPEIR and the project as currently proposed, and the changes in the circumstances
under which the project will be undertaken that require major revisions to the 1999 SPEIR due to
the involvement of significant new environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects. Furthermore, new information of substantial importance
that was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the
time the 1999 SPEIR was certified is also identified. The following terminology is used in
determining the project-related impacts:

1) A finding of “No New Impact/No Impact” means that the potential impact was fully
analyzed and/or mitigated in the prior CEQA document and no new or different impacts
will result from the proposed activity. A brief explanation is required for all answers except
“No New Impact/No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the information
sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No New
Impact/No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the
project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No New Impact/No Impact” answer should
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g.,
the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific
screening analysis). If modifications to the applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures are
necessary, these changes have been made in strikcthrough and double underline text.

2) A finding of “New Mitigation Required” means that the project may have a new potentially
significant impact on the environment or a substantially more severe impact than analyzed in
the previously approved or certified CEQA document and that new mitigation is required to
address the impact.

3) A finding of “New Potentially Significant Impact” means that the project may have a new
potentially significant impact on the environment or a substantially more severe impact than
analyzed in the previously approved or certified CEQA document that cannot be mitigated
to below a level of significance or be avoided.

4) A finding of “Reduced Impact” means that a previously infeasible mitigation measure is now
available, or a previously infeasible alternative is now available that will reduce a significant
impact identified in the previously prepared environmental document.

5) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-
site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.

6) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analyses Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
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b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. Describe the mitigation measures
which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to
which they address site-specific conditions for the proposed action.

c) Infeasible Mitigation Measures. Since the previous EIR was certified or previous
ND or MND was adopted, discuss any mitigation measures or alternatives previously
found not to be feasible that would in fact be feasible or that are considerably
different from those previously analyzed and would substantially reduce one or more
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the
mitigation measures or alternatives.

d) Changes in Circumstances. Since the previous EIR was certified or previous ND or
MND was adopted, discuss any changes in the project, changes in circumstances
under which the project is undertaken and/or “new information of substantial
importance” that cause a change in conclusion regarding one or more effects
discussed in the original document.

7) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

8) Supporting Information Sources. A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
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4.1 AESTHETICS

New New NoNew ReducedPotentiallyWouldthepmject: Signw~t Mitigation ImPactlNo Impact

Impact Required Impact

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? I
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not

limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings I
within_a_state_scenic_highway?

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality I
of the sfte_and_its_surroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

4.1.a Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

New Potentially Significant Impact. The 1991 PEIR concluded that distant views for motorists
and pedestrians traveling along Minaret Road would be affected due to the development in the
Specific Plan area. Mitigation measures such as design review for individual development sites
within the Specific Plan area and the use of earth-tone colors and materials would reduce these
impacts to less than significant levels. Upon consideration of the 1999 NVSP Amendment, the 1999
SPEIR determined that there were no designated scenic vistas or highways located within the
Specific Plan area.3 However, this document determined that a significant visual impact would occur
if future development creates obstruction of long-range views of the Sherwin Mountains. The 1999
SPEIR concluded that the 1999 NVSP Amendment would result in reduced impacts to scenic views
and vistas upon implementation of recommended mitigation measures compared to the 1991 PEIR.

Currently, the project site consists of a parking structure with elevations at approximately 8,050 feet
above mean sea level (amsl). Surrounding land uses include Buildings A and B of the 8050 project
adjoining the project site to the northwest, as well as hotel, vacation condominium rentals, and
restaurant uses to the northeast and southeast, Fireside at the Village condominiums and a
commercial building to the south, and the Westin Monache Resort and surrounding vacant land uses
to the west. Implementation of the proposed project would amend the NVSP to increase the
allowable density and building height at the site as well as reduce the allowed setbacks along Minaret
Road. These project changes could result in view obstruction of the Sherwin Range. Therefore, this
issue will be analyzed in detail in the SEIR. New information (such as photosimulations), will be
utilized to determine whether a new impact would occur.

4.1.b Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

New Potentially Significant Impact. The 1991 PEIR concluded that distant views for motorists
and pedestrians traveling along Minaret Road would be affected due to the intensification of

Note that this statement was based on the adopted General Plan at the time, which was the 1986 Towiz of
Mammoth Lakes General P/au EJR.
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development in the Specific Plan area. Mitigation measures such as design review for individual
development sites within the Specific Plan area and the use of earth-tone colors and materials would
reduce these impacts to less than significant levels. The 1999 SPEIR determined that the 1999
NVSP Amendment would result in reduced impacts to scenic resources upon implementation of
recommended mitigation measures.

Currently, based on the California Scenic Highway Mapping System, there are no designated scenic
highways located within, or adjacent to the site.4 Although the SR-203 is not officially designated,
this segment of highway is an eligible State scenic highway. The site contains numerous trees and
ornamental landscaping along the perimeter of the site. As stated in Section 2.4, Project Characteristics,
vegetation (including sapling trees) would be removed for the project, mainly to allow for frontage
improvements along Minaret Road. No rock outcroppings or historic buildings are located on the
project site. The proposed project could result in damage to scenic resources, including trees. Thus,
further analysis will be conducted as part of the SEIR to determine potential impacts in this regard.
New information (such as photosimulations), will be utilized to determine whether a new impact
would occur.

4.1.c Substantiaily degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

NewPotentiailvSi~nfflcant Impact. The 1991 PEIR concluded that development of the Specific
Plan would change the physical and visual character of the site, potentially resulting in significant
impacts to the character/quality. However, mitigation measures (such as enforcement of a tree
preservation plan, contour grading, a forested buffer of 100 feet along the southern extension of
Minaret Road, and the use of native plants in landscaping design) were recommended to reduce
potential impacts in this regard to less than significant levels. According to the 1999 SPEIR,
development of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would be similar to the approved NVSP in that it
would permanently alter the visual character of the area as a result of increased densities and the loss
of open space and trees. Land uses, densities, building area, and grading requirements within the
1999 NVSP Amendment would remain similar to those identified for the approved Specific Plan.
However, increased impacts as a result of the reduced setback requirements were determined. New
mitigation measures were recommended (such as modulation in building walls and facades, stepping
of roof forms and detailing of exterior treatments and finishes) in order to reduce these potential
impacts.

The 1999 SPEIR determined that the decreased setbacks along Canyon Boulevard as a result of the
1999 Amendment would not result in view obstruction of a significant viewshed or long-range views
to the east. Impacts in this regard were determined to be reduced to less than significant levels.

The 1991 PEIR identified the loss of forested and open space areas throughout the NVSP area as a
significant aesthetic impact. Mitigation measures were proposed to address preservation of forested
character in the Specific Plan area, including maintenance of a 100-foot forested buffer along the
southern exterior of Minaret Road. These measures include a tree preservation and replacement
plan which would outline increased setbacks or tree preservation pockets where feasible. The 1999
SPEIR concluded that based on available information, the mitigation measures presented in the

‘ Officially Designated State Scenic Highways and Historic Parkways Map, http://www.dot.ca.gov/

hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/, accessed February 14, 2014.
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1991 PEIR needed to be revised and new measures needed to be incorporated in order to reduce
potential impacts in this regard. With implementation of the recommended mitigation measures and
adherence to the Town’s Municipal Code regarding grading and clearing requirements, these
increased impacts were determined to be reduced to less than significant levels. Overall, the 1999
SPEIR determined that impacts to character/quality associated with the project site were reduced to
less than significant levels upon implementation of recommended mitigation measures.

Currently, the project site would be atop an existing parking structure with elevations at
approximately 8,050 amsi. Surrounding land uses include Buildings A and B of the 8050 project
adjoining the project site to the northwest, as well as hotel, vacation condominium rentals, and
restaurant uses to the northeast and southeast, Fireside at the Village condominiums and a
commercial building to the south, and the Westin Monache Resort and surrounding vacant land to
the west. Surrounding hotels include the Westin Monache Resort to the west and other two to four
story hotels further east and northwest of the project site. The surrounding uses exhibit a variety of
architectural styles, emphasizing the Town’s alpine resort character through the use of gabled roofs,
timbers and wood exteriors.

The project proposes the development of a seven-story hotel that includes hotel rooms and
accessory uses. The proposed development would change the character of the project site, as the
proposed NVSP amendments would increase on-site density and building heights, and decrease
setbacks along Minaret Road. The proposed project is subject to compliance with the NVSP
Development and Design Standards with respect to site planning (building density, building height,
and building setbacks), building design, landscaping, and revegetation standards. The proposed
project changes could degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings
further than that previously analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. Further analysis will be conducted as part
of the SEIR to determine potential impacts in this regard. New information, such as
photosimulations and shade/shadow diagrams, will be utilized to determine whether a new impact
would occur.

4.1.d Create a new source ofsubstantial light orglare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views hi the area?

New Potentialiy Significant Impact. The 1991 PEIR determined that lighting and glare levels at
the project site would increase with development of the Specific Plan. Mitigation measures were
recommended to reduce these impacts to less than significant levels. According to the 1999 SPEIR,
development in accordance with the 1999 NVSP Amendment would not create additional sources
of light and glare over anticipated levels for the Specific Plan. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that light
sources would be required to be directed away from adjacent uses. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that
previously identified mitigation measures, together with standard Town Code directive light
requirements, would reduce potential impacts of new sources of light or glare to less than significant
levels.

The proposed project would result in increased density and building heights and decreased setbacks,
which could result in increased lighting sources at the site. Light introduction can be a nuisance to
adjacent uses and diminish the view of the clear night sky. In addition, lighting associated with non
residential uses may cause spillover impacts to nearby sensitive receptors. The proposed project
would be subject to the NVSP design standards and the Town of Mammoth Lakes Munici~a/ Code
(Municipal Code) Section 17.34, Outdoor Lighting. However, implementation of the proposed
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increase in allowable building density, increase in building height, and reduction in front yard
setbacks along Minaret Road could cause ambient lighting to be greater than under existing
conditions due to light spillage from windows, security lighting, architectural lighting, landscape
lighting, and other sources. Although such light spillage typically has a iow glare potential and
minimal effect on ambient lighting, the increased effect of all the on-site ambient lighting could be
substantial. Further analysis will be conducted as part of the SEIR to determine potential impacts in
this regard.
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Inn at the Village Project
Modified Initial Study/Envitonmental Checklist

4.2 AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

In detennining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
the California Agncultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farrniand~ In
determining whether Impacts to forest resources, Including
tImbei1and~ are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Rre Protection regarding the
state~s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Boarot Would the project:

4.2.a Convert Prime Faimland~, Unique Farmlandj, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Pivgram of the California Resources Agency,
to non-agricultural use?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1999 SPEIR determined that the project site had no evidence
of previous agricultural operations and is not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance. The 1999 SPEIR determined that the 1999 NVSP Amendment
would result in no impacts in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of
Statewide Importance to nonagricultural use.

New
Potentially
Significant

Impact

New
Mitigation
Required

No New
lmpactlNo

Impact

Reduced
Impact

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monftoring ‘f”
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non
agricultural_use?

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a f
Williamson_Act_contract?

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest
land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberiand Production
(as_defined_by_Govemment_Code_Section_51104(g))?

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use?

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 5f

Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to_non-forest_use?
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Currently, based on the California Important Farmland Finder, the project site is not designated
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.5 Thus, no new or
different impacts would result from the proposed project. Project implementation would not
convert farmland to non-agricultural uses and no impact would occur in this regard.

4.2. b Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1999 SPEIR determined that the project site is designated as
Specific Plan pursuant to the 1994 NVSP Amendment. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the 1999
NVSP Amendment would result in no impacts to conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural use,
or a Williamson Act contract.

Currently, the project site is zoned North Village Specific Plan (NVSP), Resort General (RG),
according to the Town’s Official Zoning Map and the North Village Specific Plan Zoning. The
existing zoning does not include any agricultural-related districts, nor is the site part of a Williamson
Act contract. No new or different impacts would result from the proposed project. Therefore,
project implementation would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract and no impact would occur in this regard.

4.2c Conflict with existing zoning foi, or cause rezoning o1 forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section l2220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Pivduction (as
defined by Government Code Section 51l04(g))?

No New Impact/No Impact. Forest land and timberland were not addressed in the 1999 SPEIR,
as these were not CEQA thresholds at the time of document preparation.

The project site’s existing zoning does not include any designated forest or timberland-related
districts; refer to Response 4.2.b. The project site is in its entirety located within the NVSP RG area,
which is intended for development of hotels, resort condominiums, restaurants, residential uses,
employee housing facilities, and visitor-oriented resort services for the Town and is not used for
forest land or timberland use. Although native tree species are located along the perimeter of the
project site (e.g., Pine, Fir, and Aspen trees), no trees with a diameter at breast height (DBH) of six
inches or more would be removed as a result of the proposed project. Further, implementation of
the proposed project would install new native trees along the perimeter of the new building. With
compliance with the Town’s Municipal Code, Chapter 17.16.050 (Grading and Clearing [B]), no new
significant impacts pertaining to timberland resources would result. Further, project implementation
would not result in the rezoning of forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland
Production. Thus, no new significant impacts would occur in this regard.

4.2. d Result in the loss offorest land or conversion offorest land to non-forest use?

No New Impact/No Impact. Refer to Response 4.2.c.

~ California Department of Conservation, Fa,w,/and Mqppi,~g and Monitoiii.~g Program~ Ca47?nwia Inipon’ant Farm/and
Finder, http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/Index.aspx, accessed on February 14, 2014.
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4.2. e Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agncukural use or
conversion offorest land to non-forest use?

No New Impact/No Impact. As previously noted, the 1999 SPEIR determined that the project
site is not used for agricultural production and agricultural operations do not occur within the
vicinity. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the 1999 NVSP Amendment would not result in any
changes to the environment that would result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.
As previously indicated in Response 4.2.c, forest land and timberland were not addressed in the
1999 SPEIR, as these were not CEQA thresholds at the time of document preparation.

There is no Farmland or forest land located on the project site or in its immediate vicinity. The
project site is located within developed or urbanizing areas and the development of this site would
not create additional pressures on other Farmland areas to convert to nonagricultural uses.
Implementation of the proposed project would not involve changes in the environment that would
result in the conversion of designated farmland or forest land to non-agricultural/non-forest land
use and no impact would occur in this regard. Refer also to Responses 4.2.a through 4.2.c.
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4.3 AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance cilteda established by the New
New No New Reducedapplicable air quality management or air pollution control Potentially Mitigation lmpactlNo Impact

distdct may be relied upon to make the following Significant Retiulred Impact
detennlnatIons. Would the project: Impact

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality_plan?

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an_existing_or_projected_air quality violation?

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteña pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air ‘V
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone_precursors)?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

4.3.a Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air qualityplan?

New Potentialfr Significant Impact. The project is located within the Great Basin Valley Air
Basin (GBVAB), regulated by the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD).
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has classified the GBVAB as a non-
attainment area for Federal and State coarse particulate matter (PM10) and ozone (03) (State
standards only) air quality standards. As a non-attainment area, the GBUAPCD was subject to the
State Implementation Plan (SIP), later satisfied by the 1990 Air Quality Management Plan (1990
AQMP) pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA). The 1991 PEIR concluded that
construction emissions would exceed Federal and State carbon monoxide (CO) standards.
Mitigation measures to reduce construction equipment idling would reduce impacts to less than
significant levels. The 1991 PEIR also determined that operational PM10 levels, as well as localized
concentrations of CO levels would be exceeded. With compliance to GBUAPCD requirements and
other limitations to wood burning appliances and fireplaces, operational emissions would be reduced
to less than significant levels. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the 1999 NVSP Amendment
complied with the 1990 AQMP regulations applicable to wood burning appliance emissions.
However, implementation of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would add increased vehicles miles
traveled (VMT) to the Town’s buildout maximum VMT, exceeding the VMT Cap of 106,600
prescribed in the Town’s 1990 AQMP and Municipal Code Section 8.30.110, Road Dust Reduction
Measures.6 Mitigation measures such as each project contributing their fair share to the Town’s
vacuum Street sweeping program and conversions to certified stoves/fireplaces can help reduce
PM10 levels below the Federal threshold. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the 1999 NVSP
Amendment would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts for PM10 State standards.

The Town’s AQMP was updated in 2013 and included a new VMT Cap of 179,708, under which the project
will be evaluated.
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With approval of the District Zoning Amendment, the project proposes a development of a seven-
story hotel and accessory uses. The potential impact of exceeding the maximum allowable building
density would be reduced by way of density transfer from the nearby Mammoth Crossing property
to maintain General Plan District buildout consistency. However, as compared to the 1999 SPEIR,
project implementation is subject to the 2013 Air Quality Maintenance Plan (an update to the 1990
AQMP), and an increase in significant impacts for PM10 concentrations could result. Because
project implementation could result in potentially new significant impacts involving conflicts or
obstruction of implementation of the 2013 AQMP, this issue will be analyzed in detail in the SEIR.

4.3.b Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

New Potentially Significant Impact. The 1991 PEIR concluded that construction impacts from
PM10 concentrations would be potentially significant. Mitigation measures such as site watering and
using drift fencing tackifiers and stockpile covering for inactive construction areas would reduce
these impacts to less than significant. The 1991 PEIR identified construction vehicles and
equipment as creating potentially significant hot spot violations of Federal and State CO standards.
The 1991 PEIR determined that with implementation of recommended mitigation to reduce
unnecessary construction equipment idling, impacts in this regard would be reduced to less than
significant levels.

According to the 1999 SPEIR, clearing, excavation, grading operations, and other construction
activities within the NVSP area would generate dust, with PM10 quantities that could violate State
and Federal standards. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that construction impacts would be mitigated to
a less than significant level with implementation of GBUAPCD standard dust control measures
including daily clean-up and site watering during construction activities, effective covering to
minimize fugitive dust release, and replanting and repaving after construction to reestablish
vegetation. Additionally, construction activities would require a secondary source permit from the
GBUAPCD, specifying appropriate dust control measures to further reduce potential air quality
impacts to less than significant levels.

Construction of the proposed project would result in pollutant emissions from three different
sources: (1) short-term construction emissions; (2) long_term mobile emissions from vehicles
traveling to and from the site once the project is operational; and (3) long-term stationary emissions
from power and natural gas consumption from the on-site uses. The greatest potential for air
quality impacts from the project would be attributed to mobile source emissions. Depending upon
the pollutant being discussed, the potential air quality impact may be of either regional or local
concern. The project could have a new potentially significant air quality impact. As anticipated by
the 1999 SPEIR, this issue will be analyzed in detail in the SEIR to quantify potential project-related
air quality impacts (both short- and long-term) and determine whether the project would exceed
GBUAPCD’s recommended thresholds of significance for construction and operation emissions.
The project’s potential air quality impacts on a local and regional level will be evaluated pursuant to
the GBUAPCD and California Air Resources Board (CARB) requirements and methodology.

4.3.c Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
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NewPotentialivSignificantlmpact. Refer to Responses 4.3.a and 4.3.b.

4.3. d Expose sensitive receptors to substantialpollutant concentrations?

New Potentially Significant Impact The 1991 PEIR concluded that there were potentially
significant operational impacts from three sources: 1) localized CO hotspots; 2) contribution to
PM10 levels from resuspended road cinders and vehicle tail pipe and tire wear; and 3) impacts of
wood burning fireplaces on PM10 levels. Several mitigation measures including compliance with
GBUAPCD requirements and limitations on the quantity of fireplaces and wood burning appliances
would reduce these impacts to less than significant levels.

The 1991 PEIR also quantified existing, future cumulative, and future cumulative plus project worst-
case curbside CO concentrations expected at five intersections. Of the five intersections analyzed,
two intersections (Minaret Road/Main Street and Old Mammoth Road/Main Street) were identified
as exceeding the CO standard. Combined traffic impacts from cumulative development and the
NVSP buildout could exceed the 8-hour CO standards for roadside receptors. However, a
sensitivity analysis identified that CO levels at the Minaret Road/Main Street intersection decreased
rapidly as receptors moved away from the intersection, and at 50 feet from the roadside, the 8-hour
CO concentration was below the State standard. The 1-hour CO standard was not exceeded as a
result of the NVSP or cumulative development.

The 1999 SPEIR determined that under the 1999 NVSP Amendment, the Minaret Road/Main
Street intersection would operate at level of service (LOS) F without mitigation and then be
improved to LOS D with proposed roadway/intersection improvements resulting in the 8-hour CO
concentration to fall below the State standard. A new mitigation measure prohibiting development
within 50 feet of the Minaret Road/Main Street intersection would reduce potential CO levels to less
than significant. The 1999 SPEIR also concluded that the buildout of the 1999 NVSP Amendment
would result in an increase in local and regional PM10 levels due to increased traffic and wood stoves.
Even with implementation of recommended mitigation measures and proposed project design
measures, impacts in this regard were determined significant and unavoidable for PM10 emissions.

Construction and operation of the proposed project would increase vehicle trips on area roadways
and result in associated air pollutants. Grading and excavation operations could also result in air
quality impacts in the absence of mitigation. The 1999 SPEIR assumed the development of a
maximum five-story hotel and accessory uses (the project site). The project proposes development
of a seven-story hotel and 29,910 square feet of accessory uses. Comparatively, the project proposes
increased on-site density than that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. Concentrations of criteria pollutants
could exceed the GBUAPCD’s thresholds for construction and operational activities. Therefore,
project implementation could result in a new potentially significant air quality impact. This issue will
be analyzed in detail in the SEIR, in order to quantify potential project-related air quality impacts
relative to the GBUAPCD’s thresholds.

4.3.e Create objectionable odois affecting a substantialnumber ofpeople?

No New Impact/No Impact. This threshold was not addressed in the 1999 SPEIR.

Construction activities associated with the proposed project may generate detectable odors from
heavy-duty equipment exhaust. However, construction-related odors would be intermittent, short-
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term in nature, and cease upon project completion. The project does not propose land uses that are
typically associated with odor complaints, although, the proposed hotel and accessory uses may
involve cooking activities that may generate odors. However, odors from operations are not
expected to be objectionable. Therefore, project implementation would not create objectionable
odors affecting a substantial number of people. Thus, no new significant impacts would occur in
this regard.
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

New New NoNew
Would the project: Mitigation impactlNo Im~act

~ Required Impact

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or f
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any ilpanan habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corddors, or
impede the_use_of_native wildlife_nursery_sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ‘V
ordinance?

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

4.4.a Have a substantial adver~e effect; either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department ofFish and Game or US. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR determined that any ioss of a plant species of
concern would be considered a significant impact. According to field surveys conducted in 1990,
the 1991 PEIR found no species of special concern and determined that no significant adverse
impacts as a result of implementation of the NVSP would result in this regard. According to the
1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994 NVSP Amendment resulted in no changes to the impacts,
mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts in this regard. Based on the 1999 SPEIR, the 1999
NVSP Amendment resulted in no impacts special status plant or wildlife species and no mitigation
measures were required.
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As the project site currently consists of developed uses and ornamental landscaping, no new or
different impacts would result from the proposed project. Thus, the potential impacts were fully
analyzed in the previous environmental documentation and no new or different impacts would
result from the proposed project.

4.4.b Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natuml
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department ofFish and Game or US. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR found that the recreational and commercial
developments proposed for the NVSP would result in the alteration of most of the scattered native
vegetation and wildlife resources at the NVSP site. Implementation of the NVSP could have
resulted in increased cover in some areas as a result of new landscape planting; however, it was
determined that this increase may not result in an increase in the overall habitat values since the
replacement vegetation would be “urban” and represents a loss of plant species diversity. The 1991
PEIR also discussed potential impacts as a result of the change in vegetation from conifer forest to
urban development. These impacts would be considered a potentially significant impact of the 1991
NVSP. The 1991 PEIR considered potential site disturbance and disruptions during project
construction, which was anticipated to scatter/disperse and fragment existing wildlife communities
on-site, forcing survivors into already occupied habitats, causing cumulative negative impacts on all
wildlife in the area. The 1991 PEIR also stated that increased erosion and siltation as a result of
construction and grading activities could alter vegetation in the project area. The 1991 PEIR
determined that all potential impacts to natural communities would be reduced to a less than
significant level after implementation of recommended mitigation measures.

According to the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994 NVSP Amendment resulted in no changes to the
impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts in this regard. Based on the 1999 SPEIR, the
1999 NVSP Amendment would result in increased impacts to the removal of Jeffrey Pine-Fir forest.
However, these tree species are not considered sensitive species and with implementation of the
existing required mitigation measures pertaining to tree surveys to identify potential trees of special
concern, impacts in this regard would be reduced to less than significant levels.

The project site currently consists of developed uses and ornamental landscaping along the
perimeter of the project site. No new or different impacts pertaining to impacts to riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural communities would result from the proposed project. Some native
ornamental landscaping (including sapling trees) would be required to be removed and/or relocated.
However, the project proposes replacement landscaping, including tree species. As discussed, these
tree species are not riparian habitat or other designated sensitive natural communities. The potential
impacts were fully analyzed in the previous environmental documentation and no new or different
impacts would result from the proposed project.
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Applicable 1999 SPEIR Miti~’ation Measures:

MM 5.9-2a The project shall preserve existing native vegetation to the maximum extent feasible.
Landscaping shall emphasize the use of native plants indigenous to the Jeffrey Pine-
Fir Forest plant community. Whenever possible, native plants used on-site shall be
subject to the Design Review procedure of the Town.

MM 5.9-2b Landscape materials shall be used that allow for the protection and preservation of
existing trees. Native plant species, preferably from seed or cuttings from local
plants, shall be used where possible. The Landscape Plan shall be approved by the
Town Planning Dircctor Manager prior to issuance of any construction permits.

MM 5.9-2c Irrigation, fertilization, and other landscape management practices shall be designed
to minimize effects on existing tees and other vegetation.

MM 5.9-2d To the extent possible, native vegetation shall be retained and protected during
construction. A Revegetation Plan, prepared by a qualified Landscape Architect and
approved by the Town of Mammoth Lakes, shall be completed prior to the
commencement of the project, which will describe in detail the species of trees and
shrubs which will be used, where they will be planted, and in what numbers, and the
methods of planting and maintenance which will ensure successful growth. It shall
include a monitoring program to follow the progress of new plantings and ensure
replacement of unsuccessful plants. Landscaping with native species of trees and
shrubs shall be undertaken to enhance wildlife use of cleared areas.

MM 5.9-2f All construction activities, including movement and storage of vehicles and the
storage of building and other materials, shall be confined to areas slated for
development. Care shall be taken during construction to avoid damage to vegetation
and habitats not directly involved in project construction. Any vegetation
inadvertently damaged outside of the area slated for development shall be replaced
on a one-to-one basis on- or off-site. Off-site replacement shall require the approval
of the Town Planning Dircctor Mana~er.

MM 5.9-2j Construction and site development, such as grading and trenching, shall be
prohibited within the dripline of retained trees. Equipment shall be stored or driven
under trees. Grading shall not cover the ground surface within the dripline of
existing trees. Grading limits shall be clearly defined and protected.

4.4.c Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool coasta1 etc.) through direct remova1~ filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

No New Impact/No Impact. According to the 1999 SPEIR, no wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act exist or have been identified on-site and the 1999 NVSP Amendment
would not result in impacts in this regard.
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As the project site currently consists of developed uses and ornamental landscaping, no new or
different impacts would result from the proposed project. Thus, the potential impacts were fully
analyzed in the previous environmental documentation and no new or different impacts would
result from the proposed project.

4.4. d Interfere substantially with the movement ofany native resident or migra toiy fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migmtoiy wildlife
corridors, or impede the use ofnative wildlife nuiseiy sites?

No New Impact/No Impact. According to the 1999 SPEIR, the 1999 NVSP Amendment would
not result in significant impacts pertaining to the interference of the movement of any native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors.

The project site currently consists of developed uses and ornamental landscaping located within the
central portion of the NVSP area. No new or different impacts pertaining to impacts to wildlife
movement would result from the proposed project. Thus, project implementation would not impact
wildlife movement and no impact would occur in this regard.

4.4.e Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1999 SPEIR discussed that the 1999 NVSP Amendment when
viewed in conjunction with other major development planned for the Town, the loss of trees could
be considered a negative cumulative effect. However, cumulative impacts were determined to be
mitigated on a project-by-project basis and in accordance with the Town’s requirements.

Implementation of the proposed project would require the removal/relocation of some native
ornamental landscaping (including sapling trees). However, the project proposes replacement
landscaping, including tree species. The proposed project would be subject to the Town’s existing
Municipal Code Section 12.08.080, Engineered Grading Permit Requirements. Per these requirements, the
proposed project’s grading plans must show the location, circumference, species and approximate
base elevation of all trees over six feet in height and four inches in diameter (or as required by the
Planning Division) within the property boundaries including any trees that may be affected by the
grading whether inside or outside of the property boundaries. The project site does not support a
large number of evergreen trees and the majority of existing evergreens on the property would be
retained. Further, the trees that would be removed (currently saplings planted at construction of
Buildings A and B of the 8050 project) are smaller than the required four inches in diameter. Thus,
project implementation would result not result in impacts pertaining to a conflict with the Town’s
tree policy. No new significant impacts would result in this regard.
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4.4.! Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natuial
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved Iocal~ regiona1~, or state habitat
conservation plan?

No Newlmpact/No Impact. The 1999 SPEIR determined that the project site does not have an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other habitat
conservation plan. The 1999 SPEIR determined that the 1999 NVSP Amendment would not result
in impacts to conflicts with provisions of any such plans.

Currently, no Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan has been adopted for the project site. No new or
different impacts would result from the proposed project. Thus, project implementation would not
result in any new or different impacts pertaining to a conflict with provisions of any such plans and
no impact would occur in this regard.
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4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

New New No New ReducedPotentiallyWould the project slgnmcant Mitigation impactlNo impact

impact Required impact

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines ‘V
§15064.5?

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological V
resource_or site_or_unique_geologic feature?

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside 1
of formal cemeteries?

4.5.a Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance ofa historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines $15064.5?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR did not identify any structures of historical
resource in the NVSP area. According to the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994 NVSP Amendment
did not result in any changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts with respect
to historical resources. The 1999 SPEIR determined that implementation of the 1999 NVSP
Amendment would result in similar impacts to historical resources when compared to the 1994
NVSP Amendment.

As concluded in the previous environmental documentation, there are no historical resources
pertaining to on-site structures present on the project site. Therefore, project implementation would
not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The potential impacts were fully analyzed in the previous
environmental documentation and no new or different impacts would result from the proposed
project.

4.5.b Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource puisuant to CEQA Guidelines $15064.5?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR determined that with implementation of
recommended mitigation measures, potential impacts to archaeological resources would be reduced
to less than significant levels. According to the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994 NVSP
Amendment did not result in any changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative
impacts with respect to archaeological resources. The 1999 SPEIR determined that implementation
of the 1999 NVSP Amendment could result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource. Implementation of the specified mitigation measures would reduce these
impacts to less than significant levels. When compared to the 1994 NVSP Amendment, the 1999
NVSP Amendment would result in similar impacts to archaeological resources because the NVSP
boundary has not been modified.
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Minimal earthwork activities would be required for perimeter improvements and landscaping
proposed as part of the project. As concluded in the previous environmental documentation, with
implementation of the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.11-le, potential impacts to archaeological
resources during minor surface grading activities would be reduced to less than significant levels.
Therefore, the potential impacts were fully analyzed in the previous environmental documentation
and no new or different impacts would result from the proposed project.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures:

MM 5.11-le In the event that a material of potential cultural significance is uncovered during
grading activities on the project site, all grading in the area of the uncovered material
shall cease and the project applicant shall retain a professional archaeologist to
evaluate the quality and significance of the material. Grading shall not continue in
the area where a material of potential cultural significance is uncovered until
resources have been completely removed by the archaeologist and recorded as
appropriate.

4.5.c Direcdy or indirecdy destity a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1999 SPEIR determined that the 1987 General Plan and 1991
PEIR did not indicate a potential for paleontological resources to be located on the project site or
surrounding area. Therefore, the 1999 SPEIR determined that no impacts to paleontological
resources would occur with implementation of the 1999 NVSP Amendment.

Minimal earthwork activities would be required for perimeter improvements and landscaping. Based
on the 2007 General Plan, no known paleontological resources are present on-site or in the
surrounding area. Therefore, project implementation is not anticipated to impact paleontological
resources and no mitigation measures are required. The potential impacts were fully analyzed in the
previous environmental documentation and no new or different impacts would result from the
proposed project.

4.5.d Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside offormal
cemeteries?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR determined that the construction activities
associated with implementation of the NVSP could disturb previously unknown human burial sites
of Native American Groups, which is a potentially significant impact. Upon implementation of the
recommended mitigation measure, impacts in this regard would be reduced to a less than significant
level. According to the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994 NVSP Amendment did not result in any
changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts with respect to archaeological
and/or historical resources, and human remains. The 1999 SPEIR determined that when compared
to the 1994 NVSP Amendment, the 1999 NVSP Amendment would result in similar impacts to
archaeological resources due to the similar development areas. No new impacts or mitigation
measures were identified.
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As concluded in the previous environmental documentation, with implementation of the 1999
SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.11-2, potential impacts to burial sites during minor surface grading
activities would be reduced to less than significant levels. Therefore, the potential impacts were fully
analyzed in the previous environmental documentation and no new or different impacts would
result from the proposed project.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures:

MM 5.11-2 Scc Mitigation Mcasurc 5.11; in addition, ilf human remains are discovered, work
shall cease and an appropriate representative of Native American Indian groups and
the County Coroner shall both be informed and consulted, as required by State law.
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4.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

New NoNew Red ced
Would the project: Mitigation ImpactlNo imt~’

~7 Required impact

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects,_including_the_risk_of_loss,_injury,_or death_involving:
1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on

the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division_of_Mines_and_Geology_Special_Publication_42.

2) Strong_seismic_ground_shaking?
3) Seismic-related_ground_failure,_including_liquefaction?
4) Landslides? /

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ‘V
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that

would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence,_liquefaction_or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of
the Califomia Building Code (2001), creating substantial ñsks ‘V
to_life_or_property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems ‘V
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

4.6.a.1 Expose people or structures to potential substantial adve~se effects, including the
risk of loss, mju1y~ or death involving rupture of a known earthquake faul4 as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fauk Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence
ofa known fauk? Refer to Division ofMines and Geology Special Publication 42?

No New Impact/No Impact. According to the 1991 PEIR, no part of the NVSP is in a known
Aiquist-Priolo (AP) Earthquake Fault Zone; therefore, the 1991 PEIR concluded there would be no
impact. The 1994 PEIR Addendum did not identify additional project or cumulative impacts
associated with seismicity, beyond those included in the 1991 PEIR. Further, the 1999 SPEIR
determined that no known AP Earthquake Fault Zones are present within the NVSP area. No
impacts were identified in this regard.

As concluded in the previous environmental documentation and verified in Special Publication 42,
the project site is not affected by an AP Earthquake Fault Zone. Therefore, project implementation
would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving rupture of a

State of California Department of Conservation California Geological Survey, A/quist-Prio/o Home P~ge~
http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/ap/ap_maps.htm, Accessed February 25, 2014.
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known earthquake fau:Lt. The potential impacts were fully analyzed in the previous environmental
documentation and no new or different impacts would result from the proposed project.

4.6.a.2 Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk ofloss, injuiyj, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR concluded that with the incorporation of
recommended mitigation measures outlined within required geotechnical studies for individual
developments on a project-by-project basis, seismic ground shaking within the NVSP area would be
reduced to less than significant levels. The 1994 PEIR Addendum did not identify additional project
or cumulative impacts associated with seismicity, beyond those included in the 1991 PEIR. Based
on the 1999 SPEIR, although the NVSP area is subject to strong seismic ground shaking, future
development would be subject to compliance with the Uniform Building Code (UBC), Municipal
Code, 1987 General Plan, and 1987 General Plan PEIR, and other applicable standards prior to
issuance of grading permits. As such, no impacts beyond those previously identified were
anticipated to occur.

The existing parking structure was constructed to support the future Building C at the site and was
constructed to UBC standards and regulations as well as the Town’s Municipal Code. The new
structure would be required to be constructed to current regulatory requirements. Upon compliance
with the UBC and Town Municipal Code, project implementation would result in a less than
significant impact due to exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects
involving strong seismic ground shaking, and no mitigation measures are required. The proposed
project would result in land uses similar to that analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. Thus, the potential
impacts were fully analyzed in the previous environmental documentation and no new or different
impacts would result from the proposed project.

4.6.a.3 Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injuiy~, or death invoking seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR determined that the NVSP area is not subject to
known impacts associated with earthquake-induced hazards, including liquefaction. The 1994 PEIR
Addendum did not identify additional project or cumulative impacts associated with soils and
seismicity, beyond those included in the 1991 PEIR. Based on the 1999 SPEIR, the potential for
liquefaction to occur during a seismic event is considered to be low.

Based on the Mammoth Crossing EIR (prepared for a property located within the NVSP and
approximately 120 feet to the south of the project site), the potential for liquefaction to occur is
considered non-existent, given the lack of a static or permanently perched water table and the dense
nature of bearing soils present at this site. Because the potential for liquefaction to occur at the site
is considered non-existent, the potential for ground failures associated with liquefaction (i.e., lateral
spreading, post-liquefaction reconsolidation, and loss of bearing support) is also considered low.
Implementation of the proposed project would involve construction of a hotel structure and
accessory uses over an existing subterranean parking structure. The existing parking structure was
constructed to support the future Building C at the site and was constructed to the UBC standards
and regulations as well as the Municipal Code. The new structure would be required to be
constructed to current regulatory requirements. Upon compliance with the UBC and Municipal

March 2014 4.6 2 Geology and Soils



Inn at the Village Project
— Modified Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

CALIFORNIA

Code, project implementation would result in less than significant impacts pertaining to seismic-
related ground failure, including liquefaction. Further, the potential impacts were fully analyzed in
the previous environmental documentation and no new or different impacts would result from the
proposed project.

4.6.a.4 Expose people or structures to potential substantial adveise effects, including the
risk ofloss, injuiy, or death involving seismic landslides?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR determined that the NVSP area is not subject to
known impacts associated with earthquake-induced land sliding. The 1994 PEIR Addendum did
not identify additional project or cumulative impacts associated with soils and seismicity, beyond
what was addressed in the 1991 PEIR. Based on the 1999 SPEIR, the NVSP area is not subject to
known earthquake-induced land sliding. The 1999 SPEIR determined that no impacts beyond those
previously identified are anticipated to occur.

Landslides, earthslips, mudfiows, and soil creeps are soil instabilities caused by steep slopes, shallow
soil development, excess water, and lack of shear strength in the area. Erosion of supporting
material at the foot of constructed slopes is another major cause of sliding. Landslides are limited
primarily to areas with a combination of poorly consolidated material and slopes that exceed 30
percent. Based on the Mammoth Crossing EIR and the past environmental documentation
prepared for the project site, the potential for rock falls or snow avalanches to occur on the project
site is considered low and no evidence of past landslides has been noted. Therefore, project impacts
related to landslides and avalanches would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
required. The potential impacts were fully analyzed in the previous environmental documentation
and no new or different impacts would result from the proposed project.

4.6. b Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR determined that implementation of the NVSP
would result in potential significant impacts associated with soil erosion. However, with adherence
to standard specifications pertaining to a comprehensive Erosion and Sediment Control Plan,
impacts in this regard would be reduced to less than significant levels. With manufactured slopes
being designed pursuant to applicable Town regulations and standards, long-term erosion impacts
would also be reduced to less than significant levels. The 1994 PEIR Addendum did not identify
additional project or cumulative impacts associated with soils, beyond those included in the 1991
PEIR.

The 1999 SPEIR determined that grading and excavation activities associated with development of
the 1999 NVSP Amendment would potentially result in the temporary exposure of soils to short-
term erosion by wind and water. Impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with
implementation of an Erosion and Sediment Transport Control Plan pursuant to the requirements
of the Town, County, and Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The 1999
SPEIR concluded that impacts beyond those previously identified within the 1991 PEIR would not
occur with development of the proposed 1999 NVSP Amendment.

Major on-site excavation and grading activities have already occurred and project implementation
would only result in minor earthwork activities associated with perimeter improvements. The
proposed project would be subject to the Municipal Code requirements pertaining to the
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minimization of soil erosion during earthwork activities. Upon compliance with the Municipal
Code, project implementation would result in less than significant impacts pertaining to soil erosion
and/or the ioss of topsoil. These potential impacts were fully analyzed in the previous
environmental documentation and no new or different impacts would result from the proposed
project.

4.6.c Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially resuk in an on-site or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR concluded that with the incorporation of
recommended mitigation measures, potentially significant impacts associated with the existing or
newly created unstable slopes within the NVSP area would be reduced to less than significant levels.
The 1991 PEIR did not analyze potential hazards associated with ground fracturing and/or
differential changes due to subsidence and/or the presence of collapsible soils. The 1994 PEIR
Addendum did not identify additional project or cumulative impacts associated with soils, beyond
those included in the 1991 PEIR.

The 1999 SPEIR determined that modifications to existing topography may occur during grading
phases within the NVSP area, potentially creating new or increased slope instability. These impacts
would be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of recommended mitigation
measures. The 1999 SPEIR also analyzed ground fracturing and differential changes in elevation
associated with subsidence and the presence of collapsible/loose sandy soils that may impact the
NVSP area. The 1999 SPEIR determined that these impacts would be reduced to a less than
significant level with adherence to the Municipal Code requirements. The 1999 SPEIR determined
that impacts beyond those previously identified within the 1991 PEIR would not occur with
development of the proposed 1999 NVSP Amendment.

As discussed above, the existing parking structure was constructed to support the future Building C
at the site and was constructed to the UBC standards and regulations as well as the Town’s
Municipal Code. The new structure would be required to be constructed to current regulatory
requirements. Upon compliance with the UBC and Municipal Code, project implementation would
result in less than significant impacts pertaining to unstable soils. Thus, no mitigation measures are
required. The potential impacts were fully analyzed in the previous environmental documentation
and no new or different impacts would result from the proposed project.

4.6.d Be located on expansive soiJ~ as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to he orproperly?

No New Impact/No Impact. Refer to Response 4.6.c. Further, based on the 2007 General Plan
PEIR, no expansive soils have been mapped or encountered in the Town. Thus, no impacts are
anticipated in this regard.
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4.6. e Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

No New Impact/No Impact. Based on the 1999 SPEIR, the 1999 NVSP Amendment proposed
to install on-site sewer lines. The installation of septic tanks or other alternative types of wastewater
disposal systems was not necessary. No significant impacts were anticipated in this regard.

Currently, the project site is connected to the existing Mammoth Community Water District sewer
system. Therefore, the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would not be
required and no impact would occur in this regard. Thus, the potential impacts were fully analyzed
in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different impacts would result from the proposed project.
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4.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

New New NoNew ReducedPotentiallyWould the project: significant Mitigation lmpactlNo Impact

impact Required Impact

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the “

environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted

for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are gases in the atmosphere that absorb and emit radiation. The
greenhouse effect traps heat in the troposphere through a three-fold process, summarized as
follows: short wave radiation emitted by the Sun is absorbed by the Earth; the Earth emits a portion
of this energy in the form of long wave radiation; and GHGs in the upper atmosphere absorb this
long wave radiation and emit this long wave radiation into space and toward the Earth. This
“trapping” of the long wave (thermal) radiation emitted back toward the Earth is the underlying
process of the greenhouse effect. The main GHGs in the Earth’s atmosphere are water vapor,
carbon dioxide (C02), methane (CR4), nitrous oxide (N,O), ozone (03), hydrofluorocarbons
(HCFs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).

Direct GRG emissions include emissions from construction activities, area sources, and mobile
sources. Typically, mobile sources make up the majority of direct emissions. Indirect GHG
emissions are generated by incremental electricity consumption, water demand, and solid waste
generation. Electricity consumption is responsible for the majority of indirect emissions.
Operational GHG estimations are based on energy emissions from natural gas usage and automobile
emissions.

At the time of the 1999 SPEIR document preparation, the CEQA Guidelines did not expressly
address global climate change, and GHG analyses were not required under CEQA. The Town has
incorporated the greenhouse gas emissions from the 2009 amended CEQA Appendix G Checklist
threshold questions into its modified initial study checklist form. The analysis below considers those
thresholds and addresses whether the project may have potentially significant impacts requiring
further study.

4. 7.a Genemte greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

New Potentially Significant Impact. As noted above, this threshold was added to the CEQA
Statutes and Guidelines after completion of the 1999 SPEIR.

The proposed project involves minimal grading along the perimeter of the project site. The
development of a seven-story hotel would be constructed on the project site. As a result, the project
would generate both direct and indirect GRG emissions that could have a significant impact on the
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environment. Direct project-related GHG emissions include emissions from construction activities,
area sources, and mobile sources, while indirect project-related GHG emissions include emissions
from electricity consumption, water demand, and solid waste generation. Operational GHG
estimations are based on energy emissions from natural gas usage and automobile emissions.

The recommended approach for GHG analysis included in the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research (OPR) CE~A and Climate Chan~ge: Addressin~g Climate Chai~ge Throz~gh California Environmental
,Quali~y Act Review (June 19, 2008) release is to: (1) identify and quantify GHG emissions, (2) assess
the significance of the impact on climate change, and (3) if significant, identify alternatives and/or
mitigation measures to reduce the impact below a level of significance. The CEQA Guidelines do
not prescribe thresholds of significance or a particular methodology for performing an impact
analysis. As with most environmental topics, significance criteria are left to the judgment and
discretion of the lead agency. In compliance with the GHG regulatory requirements, further
analysis of greenhouse gas emissions is required. Therefore, because the project could have a new
potentially significant impact involving the generation of GHG, this issue will be analyzed in detail
in the SEIR.

4. 7.b Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions ofgreenhouse gases?

New Potentially Significant Impact. As noted above, this threshold was added to the CEQA
Statutes and Guidelines after completion of the 1999 SPEIR.

The project would generate both direct and indirect GHG emissions. The Town does not currently
have an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of
GHGs. However, GHG emissions will be analyzed in detail in the SEIR in the context of the State
plans, policies, and regulations on a project and cumulative level, in order to determine the
significance of potential new impacts.

March 2014 4.7 2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions



Modified Initial Study/Environmental Checklist
Inn at the Village Project

CALIFORNIA

4.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Nevi New NoNew Red ced

Would the project Mitigation ImpactlNo Im~act
~ Required Impact

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident If

conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into
the_environment?

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous mateñals, substances, or waste w~hin one-quarter
mile_of an_existing_or_proposed_school?

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard_to the_public_or the_environment?

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a p~vate airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or I
working_in_the_project_area?

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere wah an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation I
plan?

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving wildiand fires, including where wildlands
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed_with_wildlands?

4.8. a Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transpori~, use, or disposal ofhazardous materials?

No New Impact/No Impact. Based on the 1999 SPEIR, future uses on-site may handle materials
that are considered hazardous, though these materials would be limited to solvents and chemicals
used for cleaning, building maintenance, and those used in landscaping. These materials would not
be substantially different from household chemicals and solvents. No uses would be located on-site
that would be engaged in the production or disposal of hazardous materials. Thus, the 1999 SPEIR
determined that significant impacts in this regard would not occur.

The proposed project would involve the construction of a hotel that includes hotel rooms,
restaurant, spa, outdoor pool! jacuzzis, and landscaping elements. These land uses may involve the
use of limited quantities of hazardous materials, similar to those analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR
Cleaning and degreasing solvents, fertilizers, pesticides, and other materials used in the regular
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maintenance of buildings and landscaping would be utilized by hotel, restaurant, and
spa/pool/jacuzzis activities. In addition, new landscaping would require maintenance, which may
involve the use fertilizers and pesticides. These limited quantities of hazardous materials used on-
site could involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials associated with daily
operations. The project would be subject to compliance with applicable Federal, State, and local
laws regulating generation, handling, transportation and disposal of hazardous materials and waste.
Therefore, project implementation would result in a less than significant impact in this regard. As
proposed uses would be similar to those previously considered on-site, the potential impacts were
fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no increase in significant impacts would result from the
proposed project.

4.8. b Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the 1999 NVSP Amendment is
not anticipated to result in the creation of health hazards to future residents. There are no uses in
the area which may use, generate, or dispose of hazardous materials in large quantities. Impacts in
this regard were determined to be less than significant.

The accidental release of hazardous substances could occur during project construction. The
construction contractor would be required to use standard construction controls and safety
procedures that would avoid and minimize the potential for accidental release of such substances
into the environment. Standard construction practices would be observed such that any materials
released are appropriately contained and remediated as required by local, State, and Federal law
When compared to the 1999 SPEIR, the proposed project would result in similar construction
activities and similar impacts as that previously anticipated in the 1999 SPEIR. Thus, the potential
impacts were fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different impacts would result from
the proposed project.

As noted above, project operations would not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of
substantial quantities of hazardous materials. During operations, it is anticipated that strict
standards implemented by the Mono County Health Department would be implemented, if
necessary. Project implementation would result in similar impacts as previously anticipated in the
1999 SPEIR. The potential impacts were fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different
impacts would result from operation of the proposed project.

4.8.c Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile ofan existing orproposed school?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the NVSP area is not located
within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. Therefore, no impacts occurred in this regard.

Currently, the project site is not located within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. Thus,
project implementation would not result in impacts involving hazardous emissions or handling of
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of a school site. The
potential impacts were fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different impacts would
result from the proposed project.
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4.84 Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled puisuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a resuli, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

No Newlmpact/No Impact The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the NVSP area is not included on
a list of sites containing hazardous materials, and would not result in a significant hazard to the
public or to the environment.

Currently, the project site is not listed in a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5.8 No impact would result in this regard. The potential impacts
were fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different impacts would result from the
proposed project.

4.8.e For a project located within an airport land use plan oi where such a plan has not
been adoptedj, within iwo miles of a public airport or public use airpor4 would
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the NVSP area is not located
within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport and would not result in
aircraft safety hazards for people within the area. The nearest airport is located approximately 10
miles from the NVSP area.

As concluded in the 1999 SPEIR, the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, or
within 2.0 miles of any public airport-, public use airport, or private airstrip. Therefore, project
implementation would not result in an airport-related safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area. The potential impacts were fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or
different impacts would result from the proposed project.

4.8.f For a project within the vicinity of a private aiistr1~, would the project result in a
safety hazard forpeople residing or working in the project area?

No New Impact/No Impact. Refer to Response 4.8.e.

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No New Impact/No Impact. This threshold was not addressed in the 1999 SPEIR.

The primary emergency evacuation route is State Route 203 (Main Street) to U.S. Highway 395.
Secondary evacuation is provided by the Scenic Loop extending from Minaret Road to U.S.
Highway 395. During the summer months, two additional routes are available including Sherwin
Creek Road and the Sawmill Cutoff~ both of which are graded dirt roads. The project is required to
comply with applicable Town and Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District’s (MLFPD) codes for
emergency vehicle access. Construction of the proposed hotel and accessory uses would occur over

8 Department of Toxic Substances Control, http:/ www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/mandated_reports.asp,

accessed on February 26, 2014.
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an existing subterranean parking structure that supports Buildings A and B of the 8050
development. The existing site access (from Canyon Boulevard) was constructed to accommodate
the proposed project. Further, construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to require
road closure during construction. Thus, the project would not result is significant impacts regarding
interfering with the adopted emergency response plan or result in inadequate emergency access.
Impacts in this regard would be less than significant.

4.8.h Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injuly or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

No New Impact/No Impact. This threshold was not addressed in the 1999 SPEIR.

The Town and surrounding area have been rated as having a very high fire potential. Thus,
implementation of the proposed project could expose people or the new structure to risk involving
wildland fires, as would be true for any development within the Town. The proposed project is
subject to compliance with the Uniform Fire Code, which was amended by the MLFPD to ensure
that Fire Code regulations are met. Project implementation would result in a less than significant in
this regard. Refer to Response 4.14.a.1.
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4.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

New New NoNew
Would the project: Mitigation impactiNo im~

~ Required Impact

a. During project construction, substantially impair the water
quality of receiving waters? In considering water quaI~y, “I

factors such as water temperature, dissolved oxygen levels,
and_turbidity_should_be_considered.

b. Substantially degrade groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have_been_granted)?

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattem of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would resuft in substantial
erosion_or siltation_on-_or off-site?

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or surface I
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off
site?

e. Create or contribute runoff which would exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or I
provide_substantial_additional_sources_of_polluted_runoff?

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? I
g. Place housing within a 100-year floodplain, as mapped on a

federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map I
or other flood_hazard_delineation_map?

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which ‘N’

would_impede_or_redirect flood_flows?
i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury

or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of I
the failure of a levee or dam?

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

4.9.a During project construction, substantially impair the water quality of receiving
waters? In considering water quality, factors such as water tempem ture,
dissolved oxygen levels, and turbidity should be considered.

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR determined that the quality of surface runoff could
significantly be degraded as a result of development and short-term erosion associated with
construction activities. The 1991 PEIR concluded that with implementation of recommended
mitigation measures, impacts related to water quality would be reduced to less than significant levels.
The 1994 PEIR Addendum determined that the 1994 NVSP Amendment would not result in
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changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts with respect to hydrology and
drainage beyond those identified in the 1991 PEIR.

The 1999 SPEIR determined that grading, excavation, and construction activities associated with
development of individual sites within the NVSP area could impact water quality as a result of sheet
erosion of exposed soils and subsequent deposition of particles and pollutants in drainage ways.
The 1999 SPEIR also discussed that development of the NVSP could result in a long-term increase
of surface runoff~, potentially impacting the quality of storm water and urban runoff, and
subsequently impacting water quality. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that impacts to water quality
would be reduced to less than significant levels with incorporation of recommended mitigation
measures. However, these mitigation measures are not applicable to the proposed project.

The proposed project would be required to adhere to local and regional water quality standards and
waste discharge requirements. Impervious areas would not substantially increase compared to
existing conditions. Minimal earthwork activities would be required for perimeter improvements
and landscaping. The proposed project would be required to implement the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation
Measure 5.8-ic pertaining to the use of pervious paving materials whenever feasible. Long-term
operations would be similar to that analyzed as part of the i999 SPEIR. The proposed project
would be required to comply with all the Municipal Code regulatory requirements, as well as those
of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Thus, with compliance with the
existing regulatory requirements, as well as implementation of the 1999 SPEIR recommended
Mitigation Measure 5.8-Ic, impacts resulting from the proposed project would be would be less than
significant. The potential impacts were fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different
impacts would result from the proposed project.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Miti~gation Measures:

MM 5.8-ic The following water conservation procedures shall be incorporated in the project
elements where feasible:

• Landscape with low water-using plants;
• Install efficient irrigation systems that minimize runoff and evaporation and

maximize the water that will reach the plant roots, such as drip irrigation, soil
moisture sensors, and automatic irrigation systems; and

• Use pervious paving materials whenever feasible.

4.9.b Substantially degmde groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or
a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate ofpre
existing nearby wells would drop to a kvel which would not support existing
land uses orplanned uses for which permits have been gmnted)?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR determined that the quality of groundwater would
not be affected by construction activities associated with development of the NVSP and impacts in
this regard would be less than significant. The 1994 PEIR Addendum determined that the 1994
NVSP Amendment would not result in changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative
impacts with respect to hydrology and drainage beyond those identified in the 1991 PEIR. The
1999 SPEIR determined that implementation of the 1999 NVSP Amendment could affect
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groundwater recharge within the basin. Proposed subdrain systems could also impact water quality.
Impacts were determined to be reduced to less than significant levels with adherence to State,
County, and the Town’s Municipal Code requirements regarding dewatering discharges.

No impacts to groundwater during construction would occur due to the proposed project. Thus,
project implementation would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater
recharge. Therefore, impacts in this regard would be less than significant. The potential impacts
were fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different impacts would result from the
proposed project.

4.9.c Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course ofa stream ordvei in a manner which would
result hi substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR determined that the quality of surface runoff could
significantly be degraded as a result of development and short-term erosion associated with
construction activities. The 1991 PEIR concluded that with implementation of recommended
mitigation measures impacts to water quality would be reduced to less than significant levels. The
1994 PEIR Addendum determined that the 1994 NVSP Amendment would not result in changes to
the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts with respect to hydrology and drainage
beyond those identified in the 1991 PEIR. The 1999 SPEIR determined that surface runoff
velocities, volumes, and peak flow rates could increase as a result of the increase in impervious
surfaces associated with the development of the 1999 NVSP Amendment. The 1999 SPEIR
concluded that impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels with incorporation of
recommended mitigation measures. However, these mitigation measures are not applicable to the
proposed project.

The proposed project would require minor earthwork activities for perimeter improvements.
During project operations, the existing on-site drainage system would support the proposed project.
Further, increased runoff at the site would be minimized through implementation of pervious
surfaces, where feasible (1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.8-ic). Thus, implementation of the
proposed project is not anticipated to result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site.
Further, it is not anticipated that implementation of the proposed project would result in the
exceedance of the existing stormwater system or create substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff. The potential impacts were fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different
impacts would result from the proposed project.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Miti~radon Measures: Refer to MM 5.8-ic.

4.9.d Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course ofa stream or rivei, or subs tantiafly increase
the rate or surface runoff in a manner which would res tilt in flooding on- or off
site?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR addressed potential impacts associated with the
increased surface runoff velocities from the NVSP area and determined that these potential impacts
would constitute a significant adverse impact on downstream flooding. The 1991 NVSP
incorporated a drainage plan to control excess flow which would occur from development of the
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NVSP. Improvements proposed as part of the drainage plan included an additional 54-inch storm
drain pipe installed parallel to the existing storm drain, modifications to portions of an existing 42-
inch pipe, and a storm drain installed in Minaret Road. The 1991 PEIR concluded that
implementation of reconrmended mitigation measures and drainage improvements would reduce
potentially significant surface runoff impacts to less than significant levels. The 1994 PEIR
Addendum determined that the 1994 NVSP Amendment would not result in changes to the
impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts with respect to hydrology and drainage beyond
those identified in the 1991 PEIR.

The 1999 SPEIR determined that surface runoff velocities, volumes, and peak flow rates could
increase as a result of the increase in impervious surfaces associated with the development of the
1999 NVSP Amendment. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that impacts would be reduced to less than
significant levels with incorporation of recommended mitigation measures. However, these
mitigation measures are not applicable to the proposed project.

During project operations, the existing drainage system would be used to support the proposed
project. Drainage is routed through the subterranean parking structure to a Conspan retention
structure near the parking structure entrance on Canyon Boulevard. The drainage would not be
altered as a result of the proposed project. The capacity of the existing on-site and off-site storm
drain system was constructed to support future development at the project site. Implementation of
the proposed project would not impact the capacity of the existing storm drain system such that on-
or off-site flooding would result. Further, it is not anticipated that implementation of the proposed
project would result in the exceedance of the existing stormwater system or create substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff. Thus, implementation of the proposed project is not
anticipated to result in substantial impacts in this regard and no mitigation measures are required.
The potential impacts were fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different impacts would
result from the proposed project.

4.9.e Create or contribute runoff which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems orprovide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

No New Impact/No Impact Refer to Impact Statements 4.9.c and 4.9.d.

4.9.f Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

No Newlmpact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR determined that the quality of surface runoff could
significantly be degraded as a result of development and short-term erosion associated with
construction activities. The 1991 PEIR concluded that with implementation of recommended
mitigation measures impacts to water quality would be reduced to less than significant levels. The
1994 PEIR Addendum determined that the 1994 NVSP Amendment would not result in changes to
the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts with respect to hydrology and drainage
beyond those identified in the 1991 PEIR.

The 1999 SPEIR determined that grading, excavation, and construction activities associated with
development of individual sites within the NVSP area could impact water quality as a result of sheet
erosion of exposed soils and subsequent deposition of particles and pollutants in drainage ways.
The 1999 SPEIR also discussed that development of the 1999 NVSP Amendment could result in a
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long-term increase of surface runoff~, potentially impacting the quality of storm water and urban
runoff and subsequently impacting water quality. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that impacts to water
quality would be reduced to less than significant levels with incorporation of recommended
mitigation measures.

Beyond analysis provided above, the proposed project is not anticipated to otherwise degrade water
quality within the project area greater than that already analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR. Refer to
Response 4.9.a, above. Impacts are less than significant in this regard and, based on the developed
nature of the project site currently, no mitigation measures are required. The potential impacts were
fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different impacts would result from the proposed
project.

4.9.g Place housing within a 100-year floodplain~, as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundaiy or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

No New Impact/No Impact. This threshold was not addressed in the 1999 SPEIR.

According to the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), the project site is not located within a 100-year
flood hazard area.9 The nearest 100-year flood hazard area is located greater than one mile south of
the project site (along Mammoth Creek). Thus, the project would not place housing within a 100-
year flood hazard area and no impact would occur.

4.9.h Place within a 100-year flood hazard area stmctures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

No New Impact/No Impact. This threshold was not addressed in the 1999 SPEIR.

As previously stated in Response 4.9.g., the project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard
area. Implementation of the proposed project would result in no impacts in this regard.

4.9.i Expose people or structures to a si~nificant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure ofa levee or dam?

No New Impact/No Impact. This threshold was not addressed in the 1999 SPEIR.

As previously stated in Response 4.9.g., the project site is not subject to flooding. Additionally, the
project site is not located downstream of dams or waterways. Further, based on the 2007 General
Plan, no future dams or levees are anticipated in the Town. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated in
this regard.

4.9.j Inundation by seiche, tsunamb or m udflow?

No New Impact/No Impact. This threshold was not addressed in the 1999 SPEIR.

9 Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panel 1388 of 2050, Map Number
06051C1388D, effective date February 18, 2011.
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Based on the General Plan PEIR, the project site is not located in an area that would be impacted by
a tsunami. The impacts from mudflows are considered to be negligible given the varying
topography and heavily vegetated nature of the Town. Further, the project site is not located within
the vicinity of a closed body of water that would present a potential seiche inundation concern.
Thus, the project site is not anticipated to experience inundation resulting from seiches, tsunamis, or
mudflows. No impacts would occur.
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4.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING

New New No New ReducedWould the project: Potentially Mitigation lmpactlNoSignificant Required impact Impact
Impact

a. Physically divide an established community?
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose_of_avoiding_or_mitigating_an_environmental_effect?

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or /
natural_community_conservation_plan?

4.1O.a Physically divide an established communi1~~

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR identified potentially significant impacts pertaining
to changes in the existing physical land use patterns and demand both in the NVSP area and
throughout the commercial areas of the Town. Mitigation measures were adopted to reduce these
potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels. The 1999 SPEIR stated that the 1999
NVSP Amendment would change the permitted land uses within the NVSP and redistribute the
location of various uses. Although land uses changed, the 1999 SPEIR determined that the 1999
NVSP Amendment would not physically divide an established community. Impacts were concluded
to be less than significant and no mitigation measures were required.

The project site is situated in the developed area of North Village within the northwestern portion
of the Town. The land uses surrounding the project site consist of visitor-oriented commercial
(retail and restaurant), hotel, and condominium uses. The project proposes a hotel that includes
hotel rooms, restaurant, spa, outdoor pool! jacuzzis, and landscaping elements. The project site is
surrounded by similar land uses, and thus, would be considered a continuation of the existing land
use pattern. Project implementation would not result in the division of an established community.
No impact would occur in this regard and no mitigation measures are required. The potential
impacts were fully analyzed in the previous environmental documentation and no new or different
impacts would result from the proposed project.

4.lO.b Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation ofan agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the geneml plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose ofavoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

New Potentially Significant Impact. The 1991 PEIR identified potentially significant impacts
pertaining to changes in the existing physical land use patterns and demand both in the NVSP area
and throughout the commercial areas of the Town, as well as development of a more intense use
than the previous zoning and land uses. Mitigation measures were adopted for these potentially
significant impacts. The 1991 PEIR provided a brief consistency analysis of the NVSP with the
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1987 General Plan and did not identify inconsistencies. The 1994 PEIR Addendum did not provide
an additional consistency analysis or recommend additional mitigation measures. The 1999 SPEIR
stated that the 1999 NVSP Amendment would be consistent with the Town’s 1987 General Plan
goals and policies. Impacts in this regard were concluded to be less than significant.

Based on the Figure 3, Neighborhood Character Map of the 2007 General Plan, the project site is within
the North Village District. The maximum allowable building density within the NVSP RG zone is
55 rooms per acre. The 8050 property is 1.84 acres, yielding an allowable density of 101 rooms at 55
rooms per acre. The existing Buildings A and B of the 8050 project include 28 units with an overall
total of 57 bedrooms, and the existing commercial in Building B equates to seven rooms. Therefore,
a maximum of 37 rooms are currently allowed for Building C.

The proposed project would construct a seven-story hotel of 34,840 square feet and up to 67 rooms,
and an additional 29,910 square feet of accessory uses. This increase in density at the project site
would be accommodated by a proposed density transfer from the approved Mammoth Crossing site
to the project site. Thus, although the proposed project would increase densities at the site, the
overall approved density for the NVSP area would remain the same after implementation of the
proposed project. Development of the proposed project would require a District Zoning
Amendment, Tentative Tract Map, Conditional Use Permit, Design Review Permit, and Final
Map(s). Further analysis is required in order to determine whether project implementation would
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation. Analysis of the project’s consistency
with the Town’s parking policies will also be analyzed. Therefore, this issue will be analyzed in detail
in the SEIR in order to determine whether a new impact would occur.

4.lO.c Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

No New Impact/No Impact. Refer to Response 4.4.f.
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4.11 MINERAL RESOURCES

New New No New ReducedPotentiallyWould the project: Sign~cant Mitigalion lmpactlNo impact

Impact Required Impact

a. Result in the loss of availabilfty of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the “

state?
b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral

resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific_plan_or other_land_use_plan?

4.lia Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR determined that impacts in this regard were found
to be insignificant. Based on the 1999 SPEIR, the 1999 NVSP Amendment would result in the use
of additional natural resources for both construction (building and foundation materials, energy for
construction equipment) and long-term operations of the NVSP (energy for lighting, heating,
cooling, and transportation). Based on the 1999 SPEIR, the NVSP area contains no known mineral
resources. It is also noted that the NVSP area has not been delineated as an important mineral
resource recovery site within the 1987 General Plan. No significant impacts were anticipated in this
regard. Therefore, no significant impacts were identified in the 1999 SPEIR.

Based on Figure 4.4-1, Mineral Resources Map, of the 2007 General Plan PEIR, there are no mineral
resources identified on the project site. Therefore, project implementation would not result in the
loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state. The project involves development of a hotel with associated accessory uses,
which would be similar to the land uses anticipated in the 1999 SPEIR. The potential impacts were
fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different impacts associated with the potential loss
of availability of mineral resources would result from the proposed project.

4.11.b Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recoveiy
site delineated on a localgeneralplan, specific plan or other land use plan?

No New Impact/No Impact. Refer to Response 4.11.a. The potential impacts were fully
analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different impacts associated with the potential loss of
availability of mineral resources would result from the proposed project.
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4.12 NOISE

New No New
Would the project: s~m~ Mitigation ImpactiNo Im~act

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or I
noise_ordinance,_or applicable_standards_of_other agencies?

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundbome noise levels?

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the ‘/

project?
e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where

such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the project expose I
people residing or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a pilvate airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

4.12.a Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
ofother agencies?

New Potentialiv Significant Impact.

Short-Term Construction Noise

The 1991 PEIR concluded that sensitive receptors in the project vicinity could experience noise
levels up to 101 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the noise source as a result of pile driving activities.
Mitigation measures including limitations to construction hours and the provision of noise mufflers
for engine driven equipment would reduce these impacts to less than significant levels. According
to the 1999 SPEIR, short-term noise impacts could occur as a result of the project’s construction
activities including trenching and pile driving activities. A new mitigation measure providing
temporary sound barriers around pile driving sites if pile driving activities should occur within 200
feet of existing residences was recommended. In addition, haul route noise impacts were
determined to be less than significant. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the 1999 NVSP
Amendment would result in reduced impacts to short-term construction noise associated with the
project site upon implementation of previously identified mitigation measures, and temporary sound
barriers, as applicable.
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Short-term noise impacts and vibration could occur as a result of the project’s construction
activities. The project involves the construction of hotel and accessory uses over an existing
subterranean parking structure. The proposed project would be subject to the Town’s Noise
Element and the Municipal Code Chapter 8.16, Noise Regulation. The proposed project would
increase the allowable density and building height as well as decrease setbacks, which could result in
increased construction activities at the site. Therefore, because the project could have a new
potentially significant impact associated with construction noise sources, this issue will be analyzed
in detail in the SEIR.

Lon~g-Term Operational Noise — Mobile Sources

The 1991 PEIR concluded that existing noise levels on all major arterials and streets exceeding 60
dBA would increase due to cumulative development with or without implementation of the NVSP.
However, anticipated noise levels with implementation of the NVSP would not be significantly
higher than projected noise levels without the project. According to the 1999 SPEIR, development
of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would result in additional traffic on adjacent roadways and
contributing noise levels on adjacent roadway segments. Further, development of the 1999 NVSP
Amendment would result in an increase in vehicular generated noise levels along Main Street, east of
Minaret Road. However, this increase was determined to be less than significant. The 1999 SPEIR
concluded that adherence to the Town’s Noise Element and Title 24 of the California Code of
Regulations would ensure that project impacts would remain less than significant.

The project’s long-term mobile source noise impacts would be associated with vehicular traffic to
and from the site (including hotel guests/residents and visitors). The proposed project would be
subject to the Town’s Noise Element and the Municipal Code Chapter 8.16. The project could
expose sensitive receptors to a substantial increase in ambient noise resulting from increased traffic
volumes generated by the project, as the project would increase on-site density. Therefore, as the
project could have a new potentially significant impact associated with mobile noise sources, this
issue will be analyzed in detail in the SEIR.

Lon~g-Term Operational Noise — Stationary Sources

The 1991 PEIR determined that stationary noise impacts at the project site were insignificant as
impacts were below ambient noise levels. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that long-term operations
associated with the 1999 NVSP Amendment (including loading and unloading activities, mechanical
equipment, and parking lots) would not result in significant impacts.

Currently, the project’s long-term stationary noise impacts would be generated by deliveries, outdoor
activities, and mechanical equipment on-site. The proposed project would be subject to compliance
with the Town’s Noise Element and the Municipal Code Chapter 8.16. As the project could have a
new potentially significant impact associated with stationary noise sources, this issue will be analyzed
in detail in the SEIR.

4.12.b Exposure of peisons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

New Potentially Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.1 2.a.
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4.12.c A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

New Potentially Si~nfficant Impact. Refer to Response 4.1 2.a.

4.12.d Result in a substantial temporaiy or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above the levels existing without the project?

New Potentially Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.1 2.a.

4.12.e Fora project located within an airport land use plan 01:, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels?

No New Impact/No Impact. According to the 1999 SPEIR, development of the 1999 NVSP
Amendment would not be located in close proximity to the Mammoth Lakes Airport (renamed
Mammoth Yosemite Airport in 2000) or private airstrip and would not result in excessive noise
levels generated by airport uses. The 1999 SPEIR concluded there would be no impact in this
regard.

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport or in the vicinity of a private airstrip.’0 The project site is located
approximately 10 miles from the Mammoth Yosemite Airport. Areas exposed to aircraft noise of
CNEL 65 and higher remain within the airfield boundary of the Airport on either Airport property
or vacant land controlled by the Airport through leases or use permits. Therefore, project
implementation would not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels associated with aircraft and no impact would occur in this regard.

4.12.f For a project within the vicinity of a private aii~tn~, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No New Impact/No Impact. Refer to Response 4.12.e.

~O Town of Mammoth Lakes, Final Program Em’i,vnmenia/ Impact Report for the Town of Mammoth Lakes 2005

Genemi P/an Update~ May 2007.
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4.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING

New New No New ReducedPotentiallyWould the project: sIgnm~t MItI~atlon Is ImpactlNo Impact

Impact Required Impact

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads_or_other_infrastructure)?

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction_of_replacement_housing_elsewhere?

4.13.a Induce substantialpopulation growth in an area, either diirctly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirecdy (for example, through
extension ofroads or other infrastructure)?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR identified a beneficial impact of the creation of an
estimated 1,612 permanent new full time employees and 106 temporary construction-related jobs as
a result of the NVSP. Population increases from the NVSP were anticipated from the jobs that
would be created from the hotel and commercial development. Based on the creation of an
estimated 1,612 jobs and a 0.57 jobs-to-population ratio, the 1991 PEIR projected a population
increase of 2,828 persons, with an accompanying housing demand of 1,230 housing units. This was
identified as a significant impact which was reduced to less than significant levels upon
implementation of recommended mitigation measures.

The 1999 SPEIR determined that implementation of the 1999 NVSP Amendment could induce
substantial growth in the Town’s permanent year-round population as a result of the employment
associated with lodging and commercial uses. The 1999 SPEIR analysis concluded that the
population growth was anticipated in the 1987 General Plan and there was enough suitably zoned
land and sufficient public services to accommodate the proposed increase in population. The 1999
SPEIR determined that impacts in this regard were less than significant.

The 1999 SPEIR also stated that the proposed 1999 SPEIR would result in an increased visitor
population as a result of the proposed lodging. The 1999 SPEIR determined that impacts in this
regard were less than significant, as this growth was anticipated in the Town’s 1987 General Plan.

It should be noted that the NVSP was most recently amended in 2009 (the 2009 NVSP
Amendment) in order to allow for increased densities for a development to the south of the project
site (Mammoth Crossing). The Mammoth Crossing EIR determined that up to 185 employees may
relocate to the Town as a result of the Mammoth Crossing Project. This growth was determined to
be consistent with the growth anticipated in the 2007 General Plan and impacts associated with
population growth would be less than significant and no mitigation measures were required.
Further, the Mammoth Crossing EIR determined that the resultant population increase associated
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with new lodging units would be consistent with the existing zoning and would not exceed the
Persons At One Time (PAOT) metric that was established by the Town.

Currently, approved Building Permits for Building C of the 8050 project exist for the project site.
These building permits allow for a maximum construction of 37 rooms at the project site. The
proposed project would construct a seven-story hotel of 34,840 square feet and up to 67 rooms,
with an additional 29,910 square feet of accessory uses. This increase in density at the project site
would be accommodated by a proposed density transfer from the approved Mammoth Crossing site
to the project site. Thus, although the proposed project would increase densities at the site, the
overall approved density for the NVSP area would remain the same after implementation of the
proposed project.

Upon approval of the proposed density transfer, the resultant population for the site would not
exceed the overall assumptions for the NVSP area or the Town. Thus, potential impacts associated
with population growth were fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR, 2007 General Plan PEIR, and
Mammoth Crossing EIR, and no new impacts would result from the proposed project and no
mitigation measures are required. Potential impacts were fully analyzed in the previous
environmental documentation for the NVSP area and no new impacts would result with regard to
increased population at the project site.

4.13.b Displace substantial numbers ofexisting housing, necessitating the construction
ofreplacement housing elsewhere?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR did not specifically address the displacement of
existing housing units. However, the housing demand of 1,230 units created by the employment
associated with the proposed hotel and commercial development in the 1991 NVSP was identified
as a significant impact in the 1991 PEIR. Further, it was determined that approximately 800 of the
1,230 housing units would need to be designated as affordable housing. The 1991 PEIR noted that
since there was an unmet need for affordable housing in the Town, any additional demand created
by the NVSP was considered a significant impact upon the Town’s ability to meet the needs for
affordable housing. According to the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994 NVSP Amendment resulted
in no changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts, when compared to the
1991 PEIR, with respect to employment, population, and/or housing.

The 1999 SPEIR determined that implementation of the 1999 NVSP Amendment could result in
the displacement of existing housing necessitating the provision of replacement housing elsewhere.
The 1999 NVSP Amendment required that the developer of a project which displaces any
permanent residents from multi-family residential units which were historically rented to individuals
within the range of affordable housing rents, must provide a sufficient number of bedrooms to
house the same number of permanent residents displaced by the project, in a similar unit type, and
at rents maintained with the affordable range. The 1999 SPEIR determined that this provision
reduced the impact to a less than significant level.

The project site currently consists of an existing subterranean parking structure and does not contain
any housing units. Therefore, project implementation would not displace housing or people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Further, on August 12, 2004,
Mammoth 8050, LLC, the original developer of the 8050 project, and the Town entered into an In
Lieu Fee Agreement for Affordable Housing Units (AH In-Lieu Fee Agreement) to mitigate the
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impact the 8050 project would have on the availability of workforce housing within the community
and to provide additional housing credits to the developer. The AR In-Lieu Agreement required a
total payment of $3,000,000, $1,000,000 for each phase (e.g., Building A, B, and C). At that time,
the Town’s standard in-lieu fee for each Employee Housing Unit (EHU) was $52,802. Under the
AR In-Lieu Fee Agreement, the original developer paid the Town total in-lieu fees of $2,000,000,
representing a payment of $52,632 for each of the 38 EHUs required to mitigate the total affordable
housing demand generated by the 8050 Buildings A, B, and C pursuant to the AR In-Lieu Fee
Agreement. Although $1,000,000 is still due pursuant to the AR In-Lieu Fee Agreement, according
strictly to the Town’s previous in-lieu fee of $52,802, and not considering the “greater housing
benefit” required for in-lieu fee mitigation, an underpayment of $170 per ERU, a total deficit of
$6,476, would exist. The Applicant is requesting to amend the AR In-Lieu Fee Agreement so that
instead of the remaining $1,000,000 being paid, $6,476 would be paid to the Town and no additional
affordable housing mitigation be required for the proposed project.

The Town’s interim housing policy (Town Council Resolution 09-76) requires that 10 percent of the
total project units be provided for on-site affordable housing; however, an Affordable Rousing
Mitigation Plan (AHMP) may be approved instead of providing on-site housing if a substantial
additional affordable housing benefit would be achieved. The Town and Mammoth Lakes Housing,
Inc. will be evaluating the applicant’s AHMP request. Thus, upon compliance with the Town’s
interim housing policy, impacts in this regard would be less than significant. As no overall density
increases would occur within the NVSP area, the potential impacts were fully analyzed in the 1999
SPEIR, General Plan PEIR, and Mammoth Crossing EIR and no new impacts would result from
the proposed project.

4.13.c Displace substantial numbeis of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

No New Impact/No Impact. Refer to Response 4.13.b.
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4.14 PUBLIC SERVICES

New New NoNew ReducedPotentiallyWould the project: sIgnm~t MlU~atlon Is ImpactlNo Impact

Impact Required Impact

a. 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 any_of the_public_services:
1) Fire_protection?
2) Police_protection?
3) Schools?
4) Parks?
5) Other public facilities? I

4.14.a.1 Would the pitject result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision ofnew orphysically altered fire protection facilities, need for new or
physically altered fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause
si~nificant enviivnmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable seivice ratios,
response times, or otherperformance objectives?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR concluded that development of the NVSP would
result in equipment needs for a new aerial ladder truck. In addition, over pumping capacity within
the project site was identified as a concem. According to the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994
NVSP Amendment resulted in no changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative
impacts in regards to public services beyond those identified in the 1991 PEIR. With
implementation of recommended mitigation measures, these impacts would be reduced to less than
significant levels. Based on the 1999 SPEIR, development of the 1999 NVSP Amendment may
require modifications to existing facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios and response times.
According to the Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District (MLFPD), the 1999 NVSP Amendment
would increase development beyond existing conditions, and increase demands for fire protection
including additional service calls. Therefore, increased fire protection service demands would result
in needs for additional personnel, equipment, and specialized apparatus, as well as funding to offset
the resultant increased costs. The 1999 SPEIR determined that the 1999 NVSP Amendment would
result in reduced impacts to fire protection services upon implementation of recommended
mitigation measures.

The MLFPD provides fire protection and emergency response to the project site. There are two fire
stations that located near the project site: Fire Station 1 is located at 3150 Main Street, approximately
0.85 miles east of the project site; and Fire Station 2 is located 1574 Old Mammoth Road,
approximately 1.35 miles southeast of the project site. MLFPD is equipped with 10 full time and 42
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paid call personnel.11 Development of the proposed project could increase the demand for fire
protection services, which could result in the deterioration of fire services within the service area.
Implementation of the proposed project would result in the construction of a seven-story hotel and
accessory uses over an existing subterranean parking structure. The proposed project would
construct 64,750 square feet and up to 67 rooms. As noted in Section 4.13, Population and Housing,
this increase in density at the project site would be accommodated by a proposed density transfer
from the approved Mammoth Crossing site to the project site. Thus, although the proposed project
would increase densities at the site, the overall approved density for the NVSP area would remain
the same after implementation of the proposed project. Upon approval of the proposed density
transfer, the resultant population for the site would not exceed the overall assumptions for the
NVSP area or the Town. Further, existing infrastructure and access to the site was designed to meet
the fire services demands for the proposed project. Therefore, project impacts related to fire
protection services would be less than significant. As concluded in the previous environmental
documentation, with implementation of the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.10-ia, 5.10-ib, and
5.10-Ic, potential impacts to fire protection services would be reduced to less than significant levels.
The potential impacts were fully analyzed in the previous environmental documentation and no new
or different impacts would result from the proposed project.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Miti1~ation Measures:

M_IVI 5.10-la Each projcctThe Applicant shall contribute a fair share financial contribution for an
emergency services facility (fire and police) to be located on the site of Fire Station
No. I on Main Street.

MJvI 5.10-lb Access roads to all structures, and areas of use, shall comply with Mammoth Lakes
Fire Protection District reciuirementsQrdinpncc 98 01.

MM 5.10-ic An approved water supply system capable of supplying required fire flow for fire
protection purposes, as determined by the Fire District, shall be provided.

4.14.a.2 Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision ofnew orphysically alteredpolice protection facilities, need for new
or physically altered police protection facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other performance objectives?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR concluded that development of the NVSP would
result in a population increase requiring a 24-hour patrol of the project site and police service calls
were expected to increase by 15 to 30 percent. According to the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994
NVSP Amendment resulted in no changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative
impacts associated with public services beyond those included in the 1991 PEIR. With
implementation of recommended mitigation measures, these impacts would be reduced to less than
significant levels. Based on the 1999 SPEIR, although the 1999 NVSP Amendment would result in
impacts to police protection during construction activities, these impacts would be short-term in
nature and less than significant. However, operations of the development would result in an

~ Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District, http://mammothlakesfd.homestead.com/Operations.html,

accessed February 28, 2014.
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increase in calls for police service, and would warrant the construction of a new police station and
would result in the need for alteration of the existing facility. The 1999 SPEIR determined that
implementation of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would not result in a substantial adverse physical
impact regarding police protection. Implementation of mitigation measures including contribution
toward a new or expanded facility would reduce these impacts to less than significant levels.

Police protection and law enforcement in the Town are provided by the Mammoth Lakes Police
Department (MLPD), the Mono County Sheriffs Department (MCSD), and the California Highway
Patrol (CHP). The Police Department is located at 568 Old Mammoth Road, approximately 1.2
miles from the project site. Development of the proposed project could increase the demand for
police protection services, which could cause a deterioration of police services within the service
area. The proposed project would construct 64,750 square feet and up to 67 rooms. Upon approval
of the proposed density transfer from the approved Mammoth Crossing site to the project site, the
resultant population for the NVSP area would not exceed the overall assumptions for the NVSP or
the Town, and project impacts related to police protection services would be less than significant.
As concluded in the previous environmental documentation, with implementation of the 1999
SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-la, potential impacts to police protection services would be reduced
to less than significant levels. In addition, the Town’s continued compliance with 2007 General Plan
goals and policies as well as payment of development impact fees would further reduce potential
impacts regarding police protection services. The potential impacts were fully analyzed in the
previous environmental documentation and no new or different impacts would result from the
proposed project.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to MM 5.10-la.

4.14.a.3 Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered school facilities, need for new or
physically altered school facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios
or otherperformance objectives?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR identified an unavoidable, significant impact
relating to overcrowding of school enrollment among School District facilities. The 1991 PEIR
discussed the cumulative impact of the proposed projects within the Town and the development of
the NVSP resulting in the need for a new elementary school. According to the 1994 PEIR
Addendum, the 1994 NVSP Amendment resulted in no changes to the impacts, mitigation
measures, or cumulative impacts with respect to public services beyond those included in the 1991
PEIR.

The 1999 SPEIR concluded that implementation of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would create a
housing demand of approximately 1,330 units yielding an estimated increase of 657 students.
Existing school facilities would not have sufficient capacity to absorb the increase in student
population. However, construction of a new facility and expansion of existing facilities would
provide sufficient capacity within the Mammoth Unified School District (MUSD). Thus, the 1999
SPEIR determined that implementation of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would not result in a
substantial adverse physical impact regarding school facilities. Implementation of mitigation
measures including temporary portable classrooms on existing school campuses and payment of
developer fees would reduce these impacts to less than significant levels.
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Although the proposed project would increase densities at the site, the overall approved density for
the NVSP area would remain the same after implementation of the proposed project. Upon
approval of the proposed density transfer from the approved Mammoth Crossing site to the project
site, the resultant population for the site would not exceed the overall assumptions for the NVSP or
the Town and project impacts related to school services would be less than significant. As
determined in the previous environmental documentation, with implementation of the 1999 SPEIR
Mitigation Measure 5.10-3, potential impacts to school services would be reduced to less than
significant levels. Additionally, the Town’s continued compliance with 2007 General Plan
implementation measures and the payment of development impact fees would ensure that potential
impacts regarding school services are reduced to less than significant levels. The potential impacts
were fully analyzed in the previous environmental documentation and no new or different impacts
would result from the proposed project.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures:

MM 5.10-3 In accordance with A.B. 2926, the developer shall pay Developer Fees for
commercial uses—and foot for residential uses (condominiums).

4.14.a.4 Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered park facilities, need for new or
physically altered park facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmentalimpacts, in order to maintain acceptable seivice
ratios or otherperformance objectives?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR concluded that development of the NVSP would
create potentially significant impacts pertaining to an increase in demand of approximately 14 acres
of park land. According to the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994 NVSP Amendment resulted in no
changes to impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts beyond those identified in the 1991
PEIR, with respect to recreational facilities. These impacts were reduced to less than significant
levels upon implementation of recommended mitigation measures.

The 1999 SPEIR concluded that implementation of the 1999 NVSP Amendment would result in a
population increase that would increase the use of existing recreational facilities as well as create
additional park demand. These impacts were reduced to less than significant levels upon compliance
with the Town’s Development Impact Fee (DIF) Program, and land dedication requirements
imposed by the NVSP.

Development of the proposed project could increase the demand for recreational facilities, which
could result in the deterioration in recreation services. Implementation of the proposed project
would result in increased densities at the site. However, the overall approved density for the NVSP
area would remain the same after implementation of the proposed project. Upon approval of the
proposed density transfer from the Mammoth Crossing site to the project site, the resultant
population for the site would not exceed the overall assumptions for the NVSP or the Town and
project impacts related to recreational facilities would be less than significant. As determined in the
previous environmental documentation, with implementation of the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation
Measure 5.l0-4a, potential impacts to recreational facilities would be reduced to less than significant
levels. In addition, the Town’s continued compliance with 2007 General Plan goals and policies as
well as payment of development impact fees would ensure that potential impacts regarding
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recreational facilities are reduced to less than significant levels. The potential impacts associated
with parkiand demand were fully analyzed in the previous environmental documentation and no
new or different impacts would result from the proposed project.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to MM 5.10-4a.

MM 5.1O-4a The A~olicantprojcct proponcnt shall contribute a fair share financial contribution in
accordance with the Town’s DIF Mitigation Program c3tabli3hcd undcr Rcaolution
93 06.

4.14.a.5 Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision ofnew orphysically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically akered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or otherperformance objectives for any of the public services?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR and 1994 PEIR Addendum did not specifically
address impacts on library services. Based on the 1999 SPEIR, implementation of the 1999 NVSP
Amendment would result in a significant increase in usage of the Mammoth Lakes Branch Library,
necessitating the construction of new facilities or alteration of existing facilities. These impacts were
reduced to less than significant levels upon compliance with the Town’s DIF program, utilizing fees
for the expansion of the library.

Implementation of the proposed project would result increased densities at the site. However, the
overall approved density for the NVSP would remain the same after implementation of the
proposed project. Upon approval of the proposed density transfer from the approved Mammoth
Crossing site to the project site, the resultant population for the site would not exceed the overall
assumptions for the NVSP or the Town. Therefore, project impacts related to library services
would be less than significant. As determined in the previous environmental documentation, with
implementation of the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-4a, potential impacts to library services
would be reduced to less than significant levels. Additionally, a new Mammoth Lakes Library was
completed and opened in 2007 and the Town’s continued compliance with 2007 General Plan goals
and policies would further reduce potential impacts regarding library services. The potential impacts
were fully analyzed in the previous environmental documentation and no new or different impacts
would result from the proposed project.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Miti~ation Measures: Refer to MM 5.10-4a.
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4.15 RECREATION

New New No New ReducedWould the project: Potentially Mitigation ImpactlNo Impactsignificant Required Impact
impact

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical dete~oration of the facility would occur or
be_accelerated?

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which
might_have_an_adverse_physical_effect_on_the_environment?

4.15.a Would the pivject increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

No New impact/No Impact. Refer to Response 4.14.a.4.

4.15.b Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

No New impact/No Impact. Refer to Response 4.14.a.4.
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4.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Pot~:; ~ New No NewWould the project: ~ ~ Mitigation ImpactlNo imU

~ Required Impact

a. Conflict wfth an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance
of the drculation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transft and non-motorized
travel and relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways
and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other standards established by
the county congestion management agency for designated
roads_or_highways?

c. Result in a change in air traffic pattems, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in ‘V
substantial_safety_risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses_(e.g.,_farm_equipment)?

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? ‘V
f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding

public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise ‘V
decrease_the_performance_or_safety_of_such_facilities?

4.16.a Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account
all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?

New PotentiaLfr Significant Impact. The 1991 PEIR provided an analysis of traffic generation,
the NVSP Circulation Plan, pedestrian circulation, and transit. For traffic generation, a cumulative
plus project scenario was presented which represented traffic conditions with full buildout of the
1991 NVSP. The level of service analysis identified seven roadway segments that would operate at
LOS F. Several intersections were also identified to operate at level of service (LOS) F. Mitigation
measures were provided to reduce the significance of impacts, which included a Transportation
Demand Management Program.

The Circulation Plan review evaluated vehicular circulation, roadway design consideration, and
access. The analysis concluded that the overall circulation for the area in the vicinity could expect to
be improved by the proposed roadway network. The roadway design consideration addressed the
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Canyon Road realignment and closure realignment of Berner Street. Mitigation for the Circulation
Plan was provided and included the provision of transit services.

The 1994 NVSP Amendment resulted in further analysis of traffic and circulation conditions and
was included in the 1994 PEIR Addendum. This analysis resulted in modified mitigation measures
as a result of modifications to traffic patterns.

The 1999 SPEIR determined that the 1999 NVSP Amendment would result in the generation of
approximately 15,419 additional typical Saturday daily trips. This increase in traffic could result in
potentially significant impacts to the existing LOS on three nearby intersections. The 1999 SPEIR
determined that implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would reduce potentially
significant impacts to less than significant levels. Further, the 1999 SPEIR determined that
operational deficiencies would occur at several intersections in the area with and without the 1999
NVSP Amendment, assuming buildout of the Town’s 1987 General Plan. The 1999 SPEIR
concluded that with implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, cumulative impacts
in this regard would be reduced to less than significant levels.

The 1999 SPEIR also determined that the 1999 NVSP Amendment was consistent with the Town’s
1987 General Plan policies that encouraged transit, pedestrian, and bicycle transportation, and
discouraged vehicular transportation. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that with implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures, cumulative impacts in this regard would be reduced to less than
significant levels.

Project implementation would increase vehicular movement at the project site during the a.m. and
p.m. peak hour periods. Future increases in traffic volumes could aggravate existing deficiencies
and/or cause an intersection to operate at an unacceptable LOS. Thus, a detailed analysis will be
conducted as part of the SEIR, in order to determine if the proposed project would conflict with an
adopted LOS standard, resulting in a new potentially significant impact, and identify project features
and/or secondary improvements necessary to mitigate impacts, if applicable. A detailed analysis will
also be conducted in the SEIR, in order to determine the project’s consistency with the 2007
General Plan policies pertaining, but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
parking, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit.

4.16.b Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion management agency for
desi~’na ted roads or highways?

No New Impact/No Impact. The previous environmental documentation did not identify any
applicable congestion management program (CMP). No impacts were identified in this regard.

Currently, the project site is not subject to a CMP. Thus, potential impacts associated with traffic on
CMP facilities would not occur.

4.16.c Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?
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No New Impact/No Impact. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that the 1999 NVSP Amendment
would not affect air traffic patterns and would not result in safety risks should air traffic levels
increase due to an increase in visitors associated with development of the 1999 NVSP Amendment.

Due to the nature and scope of the proposed project, project implementation is not anticipated to
impact air traffic patterns at the Mammoth Yosemite Airport. No impacts would occur in this
regard. The impacts were fully analyzed in the previous environmental documentation and no new
or different impacts would result from the proposed project.

4.16.d Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equlpment)?

No Newlmpact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR provided an analysis of the NVSP Circulation Plan
and pedestrian circulation. The Circulation Plan review evaluated vehicular circulation, roadway
design consideration, and access. The analysis conduded that the overall circulation for the area in
the vicinity could expect to be improved by the proposed roadway network. The roadway design
consideration addressed the Canyon Road realignment and closure realignment of Berner Street.
Mitigation for the Circulation Plan was provided, and included the provision of transit services. The
1994 NVSP Amendment resulted in further analysis of circulation conditions and was included in
the 1994 PEIR Addendum. This analysis resulted in modified mitigation measures as a result of
modifications to traffic patterns. The 1999 SPEIR determined that implementation of the 1999
NVSP Amendment could increase hazards associated with increased pedestrian activity. The 1999
SPEIR concluded that impacts in this regard would be less than significant.

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the construction of a hotel building and
accessory uses over an existing parking structure. The existing site access to the 8050 project (from
Canyon Boulevard) was constructed to accommodate the proposed project. Operations of the
project would continue to use the existing site access for vehicle ingress/egress, which is not
anticipated to result in a substantial increase in hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses.
Impacts in this regard are less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. The impacts
were fully analyzed in the previous environmental documentation and no new or different impacts
would result from the proposed project.

4.16.e Result in inadequate emergency access?

No New Impact/No Impact. Refer to Response 4.8.g.

4.16.f Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety
ofsuch facilities?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR provided an analysis of the NVSP Circulation
Plan, pedestrian circulation, and transit. The Circulation Plan review evaluated vehicular circulation,
roadway design consideration, and access. The analysis concluded that the overall circulation for the
area in the vicinity could expect to be improved by the proposed roadway network. The roadway
design consideration addressed the Canyon Road realignment and closure realignment of Berner
Street. Mitigation for the Circulation Plan was provided, and included the provision of transit
services. The 1994 NVSP Amendment resulted in further analysis of traffic and circulation
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conditions and was included in the 1994 PEIR Addendum. This analysis resulted in modified
mitigation measures as a result of modifications to traffic patterns.

The 1999 SPEIR determined that the 1999 NVSP Amendment was consistent with the Town’s 1987
General Plan policies that encouraged transit, pedestrian, and bicycle transportation, and
discouraged vehicular transportation. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that with implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures, cumulative impacts in this regard would be reduced to less than
significant levels.

Operations of the project would continue to use the existing site access for vehicle ingress/egress.
However, development of the proposed project would also involve improvements along Minaret
Road in order to increase the pedestrian access of the site particularly from Minaret Road. These
improvements would include sidewalk and public pocket park improvements as well as an
information kiosk along Minaret Road to support visitor-tourist pedestrians accessing the NVSP
area. The proposed project would be consistent with the Town’s existing policies pertaining to
public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities and implementation of the proposed project would
not decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. Impacts in this regard are less than
significant and no mitigation measures are required. The impacts were fully analyzed in the previous
environmental documentation and no new or different impacts would result from the proposed
project.
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4.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

New NN

Would the project: New Mitigation Irnac~o ~
Impact p

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional_Water_Quality_Control_Board?

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental_effects?

c. Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or ‘V
expanded_entitlements_needed?

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition_to_the_provider’s_existing_commitments?

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the_project’s_solid_waste_disposal_needs?

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related_to_solid_waste?

4.17.a Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?

New Potentialiy Siçnificant Impact. According to the 1991 PEIR, the development of the
NVSP was anticipated to generate approximately 459,100 gallons of wastewater per day. As the
Mammoth Community Water District (MCWD) had adequate treatment capacity for project-
generated wastewater flows, the 1991 PEIR concluded there was a less than significant impact on
wastewater facilities. Based on the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994 NVSP Amendment resulted in
no changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts with respect to public utilities
beyond those identified in the 1991 PEIR. According to the 1999 SPEIR, the 1999 NVSP
Amendment would increase generated wastewater above existing conditions at the project site,
presenting an increase in service demand for operations and maintenance of the sewer pipeline
system and treatment facility. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that mitigation measures pertaining to
issuance of a sewer permit and applicable fee payments prior to construction would reduce potential
impacts to wastewater systems and facilities to less than significant levels.

Although implementation of the proposed project would not result in an increase in the overall
density planned for the NVSP or Town, the project would increase density at the project site, which
would increase wastewater generation at the site. The proposed project would be required to
comply with all provisions of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and

March 2014 4.17 1 Utilities and Service Systems



Inn at the Village Project
Modified Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

M~
CALIFORNIA

MCWD. These project changes could result in deterioration of service levels or cause available
public service infrastructure and utility system capacity to be exceeded. Thus, further analysis will be
conducted as part of the SEIR to determine potential impacts in this regard.

4.lZb Require or resuk in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion ofexisting facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

New Potentially Significant Impact.

Water

The 1991 PEIR determined that the estimated total water demand of the development of the NVSP
would be considered a potentially significant impact. According to the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the
1994 NVSP Amendment resulted in no changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative
impacts with respect to public utilities beyond those identified in the 1991 PEIR. With
implementation of recommended mitigation measures, these impacts would be reduced to less than
significant levels. Based on the 1999 SPEIR, the 1999 NVSP Amendment would increase water
demand above existing conditions at the project site, requiring some existing water main pipelines to
be upgraded and an incremental expansion of the existing water system. The 1999 SPEIR
concluded that implementation of mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to water
systems and facilities to less than significant levels.

Per a recent settlement agreement between Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP)
and the Mammoth Community Water District (MCWD) resolving two recent court cases, future
water demands in the MCWD’s service area should not exceed 4,387 acre-feet annually. Following a
dry winter and a warm summer as well as a decline in groundwater aquifers, the MCWD Board
enacted the “2013 MCWD Level I Water Restrictions” to place restrictions on water use. As such,
project implementation could require additional water supplies to meet the increased demands of the
proposed project. Thus, further analysis will be conducted as part of the SEIR to determine
potential impacts in this regard.

Wastewater

According to the 1991 PEIR, MCWD would have adequate treatment capacity for project-generated
wastewater flows for the development of the NVSP. The 1991 PEIR concluded there was a less
than significant impact on wastewater facilities. Based on the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994
NVSP Amendment resulted in no changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative
impacts with respect to public utilities beyond those identified in the 1991 PEIR. According to the
1999 SPEIR, the 1999 NVSP Amendment would increase generated wastewater above existing
conditions at the project site, presenting an increase in service demand for operations and
maintenance of the sewer pipeline system and treatment facility. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that
mitigation measures pertaining to issuance of a sewer permit and applicable fee payments prior to
construction would reduce potential impacts to wastewater systems and facilities to less than
significant levels.
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As discussed in Response 4.17.a, project implementation would restilt in an increase in density at the
project site, which could increase wastewater generation placing greater demands on the existing
wastewater treatment facilities. Thus, further analysis will be conducted as part of the SEIR to
determine potential impacts in this regard.

4.17.c Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facthWes or
expansion ofexisting facilities, the construction ofwhich could cause significant
environmental effects?

No New Impact/No Impact. Refer to Responses 4.9.c and 4.9.d.

4.17. d Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

New Potentially Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.1 7.b.

4.lZe Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or
may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

NewPotentiallvSignificantlmpact. Refer to Response 4.17.b.

4.lZf Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1991 PEIR concluded that the Mammoth Disposal Company
would have adequate collection facilities to accommodate the development of the NVSP.
Therefore, potential impacts on solid waste collection and disposal facilities would be less than
significant. According to the 1994 PEIR Addendum, the 1994 NVSP Amendment resulted in no
changes to the impacts, mitigation measures, or cumulative impacts in this regard. Based on the
1999 SPEIR, the 1999 NVSP Amendment would increase solid waste generation, thereby increases
the demand to provide disposal service. Although sufficient permitted capacity is provided by
Mammoth Disposal Company, compliance with AB 939 and the Town’s Source Reduction and
Recycling Element (SRRE) provisions would ensure potential impacts are maintained at less than
significant levels.

Solid waste collection service for the Town is currently provided by Mammoth Disposal,
Incorporated. All solid waste generated by the Town is transferred to the Benton Crossing Landfill
for disposal. The landfill is approximately 145 acres in size with a landfill footprint of approximately
72 acres. The maximum daily permitted throughput is 500 tons per day. The landfill has a
remaining capacity of 695,047 cubic yards of compacted waste and is projected to close in
December 2023.12 The Town is working on a long term solution to address solid waste over the
next 30 years. Project implementation could increase solid waste generation, placing greater demands
on collection and disposal services, and diminishing landfill capacity. With the existing capacity in
the Benton Crossing Landfill, there is adequate landfill capacity that can accommodate the waste

12 Cal Recycle, Facility/Site Summary Details: Benton Crossing Landfill, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov

SWFacilities/Directory/26-AA-0004/Detai/, accessed March 4, 2014.
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generation and disposal needs for the proposed project. Further, all future development would be
subject to compliance with the Town’s SRRE for solid waste reduction. As concluded in the
previous environmental documentation, with implementation of the 1999 SPEIR Mitigation
Measure 5.10-9, potential impacts to solid waste disposal needs would be accommodated and a less
than significant impact would occur in this regard. The potential impacts associated with solid waste
were fully analyzed and no new impacts would result from the proposed project.

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures:

MM 5.10-9 Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall provide an Integrated Solid
Waste Management Plan (ISWMP) consistent with the Town’s SRRE. The plan
shall address, at a minimum, the following measures: con3truction dcmolition;
recycling; compo3tlng; source reduction programs; storage areas for collected
recyclable materials, and disposal of hazardous waste materials used on-site.

4.lZg Comply with federa4 state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

No New Impact/No Impact. The 1999 SPEIR concluded that implementation of the 1999
NVSP Amendment would result in increased solid waste generation. The 1999 SPEIR discussed
that the 1999 NVSP Amendment would comply with Assembly Bill 939 to ensure that impacts are
maintained at less than significant levels. The 1999 SPEIR also discussed that the project would be
subject to compliance with the Town’s adopted SRRE and an ISWMP. The 1999 SPEIR
determined that these provisions would ensure that impacts in this regard were less than significant.

The proposed project would comply with all applicable Federal, State, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste. As the project would generate solid waste, it would be subject to
compliance with the Town’s SRRE and ISWMP provisions, and the Municipal Code Chapter 8.12,
Refuse Diiposa4 for solid waste reduction. The proposed project would also be required to comply
with Assembly Bills 939 and 341, which require measures to enhance recycling and source reduction
efforts, and expand opportunities for additional recycling services and recycling manufacturing
facilities. Therefore, the project would not conflict with Federal, State, or local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste, and no impact would occur in this regard. The potential impacts
were fully analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different impacts would result from the
proposed project
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4.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

New
Potenti ~ New No NewWould the project: SI fl~ Mitigation Is ImpactlNo Im~act
~ Required Impact

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important
examples of the major penods of California history or
prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited,
but cumulatively considerable? (Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of
the past projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the_effects_of_probable future_projects)?

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly ‘V
or indirectly?

4.18.a Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major
periods ofCalifornia histoiy orprehistoiy?

No New Impact/No Impact. As concluded in Section 4.4, Biolo~gical Resources, and Section 4.5,
Cultural Resources, the proposed project would result in no new significant impacts involving plant
and wildlife species and/or communities nor significantly impact historical/archaeological resources.
The project site currently consists of a subterranean parking structure and is surrounded by existing
visitor-oriented commercial uses. Implementation of the proposed project would involve the
construction of a new hotel building and accessory uses over the existing subterranean parking
structure. Minor earthwork activities associated with perimeter improvements would occur and
although some sapling trees would be required to be removed or relocated on-site, these trees are
less than six inches in diameter and would not require tree removal permits per the Town’s
Municipal Code.

Thus, the proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a wildlife species, cause a
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.
Further, construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to impact historic resources.
Therefore, project implementation would not eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history. Additionally, the 1999 SPEIR assumed development of the project site with
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commercial uses and the project site is currently developed with a subterranean parking structure.
The project’s potential impacts to biological and historical/archaeological resources were frilly
analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR and no new or different impacts would result from the proposed
project.

4.18.b Does the project have impacts that are individually limitedj, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects
of a project air considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of the
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?

New Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the proposed project, in
conjunction with related projects, would result in impacts that are less than significant when viewed
separately but would be significant when viewed together. A detailed review of potentially
cumulatively considerable impacts for each issue area that has been identified as potentially
significant will be conducted as part of the SEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130.

4.18.c Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

New Potentially Significant Impact. Project implementation could result in a new potentially
significant impact, as discussed in the preceding sections. Because the proposed project could have
environmental effects, which could cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly
or indirectly, detailed analysis will be conducted as part of the SEIR.
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4.19 INVENTORY OF APPLICABLE 1999 SPEIR
MITIGATION MEASURES

The following conditions and measures are taken directly from the 1999 SPEIR. Modifications to
the certified mitigation measures at the time of the 1999 SPEIR are identified in strikeout text to
indicate deletions and double underlined to signify additions.

AESTHETICS

Applicable 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures will be identified in the SPEIR, if necessary.

AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

No mitigation measures are required.

AIR QUALITY

Applicable 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures will be identified in the SPEIR, if necessary.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures:

MM 5.9-2a The project shall preserve existing native vegetation to the maximum extent feasible.
Landscaping shall emphasize the use of native plants indigenous to the Jeffrey Pine-
Fir Forest plant community. Whenever possible, native plants used on-site shall be
subject to the Design Review procedure of the Town.

MM 5.9-2b Landscape materials shall be used that allow for the protection and preservation of
existing trees. Native plant species, preferably from seed or cuttings from local
plants, shall be used where possible. The Landscape Plan shall be approved by the
Town PlanningDircctor Mana~xer prior to issuance of any construction permits.

MM 5.9-2c Irrigation, fertilization, and other landscape management practices shall be designed
to minimize effects on existing tees and other vegetation.

MM 5.9-2d To the extent possible, native vegetation shall be retained and protected during
construction. A Revegetation Plan, prepared by a qualified Landscape Architect and
approved by the Town of Mammoth Lakes, shall be completed prior to the
commencement of the project, which will describe in detail the species of trees and
shrubs which will be used, where they will be planted, and in what numbers, and the
methods of planting and maintenance which will ensure successful growth. It shall
include a monitoring program to follow the progress of new plantings and ensure
replacement of unsuccessful plants. Landscaping with native species of trees and
shrubs shall be undertaken to enhance wildlife use of cleared areas.
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MM 5.9-2f All construction activities, including movement and storage of vehicles and the
storage of building and other materials, shall be confined to areas slated for
development. Care shall be taken during construction to avoid damage to vegetation
and habitats not directly involved in project construction. Any vegetation
inadvertently damaged outside of the area slated for development shall be replaced
on a one-to-one basis on- or off-site. Off-site replacement shall require the approval
of the Town Planning Dircctory Manager.

MM 5.9-2j Construction and ~ite development, such as grading and trenching, shall be
prohibited within the dripline of retained trees. Equipment shall be stored or driven
under trees. Grading shall not cover the ground surface within the dripline of
existing trees. Grading limits shall be clearly defined and protected.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures:

MM 5.11-le In the event that a material of potential cultural significance is uncovered during
grading activities on the project site, all grading in the area of the uncovered material
shall cease and the project applicant shall retain a professional archaeologist to
evaluate the quality and significance of the material. Grading shall not continue in
the area where a material of potential cultural significance is uncovered until
resources have been completely removed by the archaeologist and recorded as
appropriate.

MM 5.11-2 Scc Mitigation Mca~urc 5.11; in addition, ilf human remains are discovered, work
shall cease and an appropriate representative of Native American Indian groups and
the County Coroner shall both be informed and consulted, as required by State law.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are applicable or required.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Applicable 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures will be identified in the SPEIR, if necessary.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are applicable or required.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures:

MM 5.8-Ic The following water conservation procedures shall be incorporated in the project
elements where feasible:
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• Landscape with iow water-using plants;
• Install efficient irrigation systems that minimize runoff and evaporation and

maximize the water that will reach the plant roots, such as drip irrigation, soil
moisture sensors, and automatic irrigation systems; and

• Use pervious paving materials whenever feasible.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Applicable 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures will be identified in the SPEIR, if necessary.

MINERAL RESOURCES

No mitigation measures are required.

NOISE

Applicable 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures will be identified in the SPEIR, if necessary.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

No 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are applicable or required.

PUBLIC SERVICES

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures:

MM 5.10-la~shall contribute a fair share financial contribution for an
emergency services facility (fire and police) to be located on the site of Fire Station
No. 1 on Main Street.

MM 5.10-lb Access roads to all structures, and areas of use, shall comply with Mammoth Lakes
Fire Protection District reauirementsOrdinancc 98 01.

MM 5.l0-lc An approved water supply system capable of supplying required frre flow for fire
protection purposes, as determined by the Fire District, shall be provided.

MM 5.10-3 In accordance with A.B. 2926, the developer shall pay Developer Fees for
commercial uses-and foot for residential uses (condominiums).

MM 5.l0-4a The A~~licantprojcct proponcnt shall contribute a fair share financial contribution in
accordance with the Town’s DIF Mitigation Program c3tablishcd Rc3olution 98 06.
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RECREATION

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures:

MM 5.1O-4a Refer to Mitigation Measure 5.10-4a.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Applicable 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures will be identified in the SPEIR, if necessary.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Applicable 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures:

MM 5.10-9 Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall provide an Integrated Solid
Waste Management Plan (ISWMP) consistent with the Town’s SRRE. The plan
shall address, at a minimum, the following measures: con3truction dcmolition;
recycling; compo3tlng; source reduction programs; storage areas for collected
recyclable materials, and disposal of hazardous waste materials used on-site.
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1. Bull Stockwell Allen, Conditional Use Permit Submitta4 Sheet 3-10, Site Strategy, February 28,
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2014.

3. Bull Stockwell Allen, Conditional Use Permit Submittal, Sheet 18-4, Minaret Road Setback
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4. Cal Recycle Website, Facility/Site Summary Details: Benton Crossing Landfill,
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/26-AA-0004/Detail/, accessed
March 4, 2014.

5. California Environmental Quality Act, 1970, as amended, Public Resources Code Sections
21000-21178, http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/.

6. California Department of Conservation, Farm/and Mapping and Monitoring Program, Ca4fornia
Important Farmland Finder, http://www.conservation.ca.gov/ dirp/ fmmp/Pages/ Index.aspx,
accessed on February 14, 2014.

7. Department of Toxic Substances Control, http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/
mandated_reports.asp, accessed on February 26, 2014.

8. Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panel 1388 of 2050, Map
Number 06051C1388D, effective date February 18, 2011.

9. Great Basin Unified Air Quality Management District, Air~Quali~y Maintenance Plan and PM-b
Redesignation Requestfor Mammoth Lakes, adopted by the Town on November 6, 2013.

10. Google Earth Maps, http://maps.google.com, accessed February 2014.

11. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, CE~QA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate
Change Through California Environmental~Quali~y Act Review, June 19, 2008.

12. Mammoth Community Water District Website, http://www.mcwd.dst.ca.us/, accessed
March 3, 2014.

13. Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District Website, http://mammothlakesfd.
homestead. corn/Operations .html, accessed February 28, 2014.

14. Mammoth Lakes Police Department Website, http://www.j.mammothlakespd.org/,
accessed February 28, 2014.
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http: / /www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/, accessed February 14, 2014.

16. State of California Department of Conservation California Geological Survey, Alquist-Priolo
Home Pa~ge, http:/ /www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/ap/ap_maps .htm, accessed February 25, 2014.

17. Town of Mammoth Lakes, Design Guidelines The Vila~ge at Mammoth, approved August 23,
2000.

18. Town of Mammoth Lakes, Final Pro~gram Environmental Impact Report for the Town of Mammoth
Lakes 2005 General Plan Update, May 2007.

19. Town of Mammoth Lakes, Final Environmental Impact Report Mammoth Crossin~g Projec4 April 17,
2009.

20. Town of Mammoth Lakes, Final Environmental Impact Report North Villqge Spec~flc Plan,
February 1991.

21. Town of Mammoth Lakes, Interim Affirdable Housing Mitigation Poli~y Resolution No. 09-76,
November 18, 2009.

22. Town of Mammoth Lakes, North Villa&e District Plannin~g Studj, modified November 5, 2008,
adopted by Town Council June 2009.

23. Town of Mammoth Lakes, North Villa~ge Spec~fIc Plan, amended through October 7, 2009,
adopted December 2000.

24. Town of Mammoth Lakes, North Vllla~ge Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report Addendum,
May 1994.

25. Town of Mammoth Lakes, Subsequent Prqgram Environmental Impact Reportfor the North Village
1999 Specific Plan Amendmen4 October 13, 2000.

26. Town of Mammoth Lakes, Town ofMammoth Lakes General Plan, August 15, 2007.

27. Town of Mammoth Lakes, Town of Mammoth Lakes Municijal Code, codified through
Ordinance No. 13-08, passed August 7, 2013 (Supp. No. 24), http://library.municode.
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6.0 REPORT PREPARATION PERSONNEL

LEAD AGENCY:

Town of Mammoth Lakes
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R
Mammoth Lakes, California 93546
760.934.8989

Ms. Sandra Mober/y, Planning Manager
Ms. Jen Dau~gher~y, Senior Planner
Mr Peter Bernasconi, Acting Public Works Director

PROJECT SPONSORS:

Severy Realty Group (Applicant Representative)
127 El Paseo
Santa Barbara, California 93101

Mr. Dana Seve~y, Pn?sident

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANT:

RBF Consulting
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, California 92618
949.472.3505

Mr Glenn Lajoie, AICP, Principal in Charge
M, Eddie Totres, 1NCE, ~,QA/QC - Project Director
Ms. Kristen Bogue, Project Manager
Ms. Alesia Hsiao, EnvironmentalAna/yst
Ms. Debbj Hutchinson, Graphic Artist
Ms. Linda Bo, Word Processor! Document Assemb/y
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COMMUNITY & ECONOMICDEvELOPMENT
P.O. Box 1609, Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

(760) 934-8989, fax (760) 934-8608

Project Title; Inn at the Village
Project Location — Specific: Identify Street The project site is specifically located at 50 Canyon Boulevard,
address and cross street or attach a map Mammoth Lakes, to the west of Minaret Road, north of Main
showing project site (preferably a USGS 15’ Street/Lake Mary Road, and east of Canyon Boulevard.
or
7 ¼’ topographical map identified by
quadrangle name):
Project Description: The project proposes a seven-story hotel that includes hotel

rooms, restaurant, spa, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, and landscaping
elements. The hotel, totaling 64,750 gross square feet of
buildable floor area, would consist of a maximum lodging room
count of up to 67 rooms. The project would be built on top of the

. existing parking structure.

The project proposes to amend the approved 8050 project to
address the current performance deficiencies in the existing 8050
project and the North Village area. The project would necessitate
three amendments to the North Village Specific Plan (NVSP):
(1) an increase in the allowable development density for the
project site; (2) an increase in the allowable building height; and
(3) a reduction in the required front yard setbacks along Minaret
Road. The current application is to amend the approved 8050
pitject and seek entitlement/permitting for a proposed hotel (with
the requisite market requirement to retain flexibility with respect
to ownership structures [e.g., traditional hotel, condominium-
hotel, etc.]).

Project Applicant (if any): Mr. Dana Severy, President

Severy Realty Group
127 ElPaseo

~ SantaBarbara,CA 93101
California Environmental Protection Agency Not Applicable
Hazardous_Waste List_(if applicable);

Date: March 26, 2014

Signature:

NamelTitle: Jen Daugherty, Senior Planner
‘ Telephone: (760) 934-8989 x260

Consulting firm retained to prepare draft ER (if applicable):

Name; RBF Consulting
Address: 14725 Aiton Parkway

~ City/State/~pj Irvine, California, 92618
Contact Person: Kristen Bogue, Project Manager



April 9, 2014

Public Scoping Meeting

Town Hall

437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite Z

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Member of Public Comment

Jeff Hill Mr. Hill, representing the Fireside Condominiums Homeowners
(representing Fireside Association, would like the following environmental topic areas considered
Condominiums HOA) in the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the project:

• Potential window glare impacts as a result of the proposed glass;
• A shade/shadow analysis with diagrams supplementing the analysis;

• A view impact analysis from the Fireside Condominium units;
• A noise analysis of the resultant construction and operations of the

project; and

• An analysis of the utilities impacted by the project, if any.

David Harvey Mr. Harvey expressed that Section 4.0, on page 4-1, of the Initial Study
(Commissioner) provides a good summary of the tiering process and what impacts will be

analyzed in the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. Mr. Harvey
also asked for clarification of the parking analysis that will be provided in
the report.

Colin Fernie Mr. Fernie stated that he agreed with RBF’s analysis approach, particularly
(Vice Chair) with regard to water supply and parking analyses.

Madeleine “Mickey” Ms. Brown stated that the Initial Study is appropriate for the scope of the
Brown project. She clarified that the proposed density transfer will be
(Chair) implemented through an Amendment to the North Village Specific Plan.

She noted that the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report should be
specific on the wording used to describe the Town’s requirements for the
Affordable Housing Fee and the “Project Impact Evaluation Criteria”
considerations.



Kristen Bogue

From: Jen Daugherty <jdaugherty@townofmammothlakes.ca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2014 3:43 PM
To: Eddie Torres; Kristen Bogue; danasevery@gmail.com; carney@mammothlaw.com;

Gary Posekian; Ben Harth
Cc: Haislip Hayes
Subject: FW: SCH# 2014032081 - Inn at the Village

Hi Inn Team — Please see below email correspondence from Lahontan re Initial Study/NOP.

Thanks,

Jen Daugherty
Senior Planner
Town of Mammoth Lakes
P.O. Box 1609
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R (FedEx, UPS, and courier)
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
Ph: (760) 934-8989 x260
Fax: (760) 934-8608
idaughertv@townofmammothlakes.ca.gov

www.townofmammothlakes.ca.gov

**P~ginning January 3, 2014 the Town Administrative Offices will be closed to the public on Fridays, except by appointment. Please call ahead to make
an appointment if needed.

PLEA SE UPDATE YOUR ADDRESS BOOK WITH MY NEW EMAIL ADDRESS: idpuphertv@townofmammothlakes.ca.pqv

From: Cass, Jehiel @Waterboards [mailto:jehiel . cass@waterboards.ca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2014 3:32 PM
To: Jen Daugherty
Cc: Dellavalle, Mary@Waterboards
Subject: RE: SCH# 2014032081 - Inn at the Village

Jen —If the disturbed area is less than one acre, coverage is not required. However, post-construction (e.g. permanent)
BMPs should be incorporated into the project to ensure the long term runoff is infiltrated to the maximum extent
possible. It was the disturbed area that was unclear to me before.

Regards- Jay

Jehiel (Jay) Cass
Senior Water Resources Control Engineer
South Lahontan Regulatory Unit
CA Regional Water Quality Control Board
Lahontan Region (6B)
14440 Civic Dr., Ste 200
Victorville CA 92392
phone: (760) 241-2434



fax: (760) 241-7308
email: icasst~waterboards.ca.gov
web: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/Iahontan/

Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources, and ensure their proper allocation
and efficient use for the benefit of present and future generations.”

From: Jen Daugherty [mailto:idaucihertv~townofmammothlakes.ca.pov
Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2014 8:30 AM
To: Cass, Jehiel@Waterboards
Subject: RE: SCH# 2014032081 - Inn at the Village

Thanks. The SWPPP for the previous disturbance is no longer active (post construction BMPs are in place), so they’ll plan
on submitting/preparing a new SWPPP for the new disturbance (even though the new disturbance is <lacre). Sound
right?

Jen Daugherty
Senior Planner
Town of Mammoth Lakes
P.O. Box 1609
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R (FedEx, UPS, and courier)
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
Ph: (760) 934-8989 x260
Fax: (760) 934-8608
idaughertvc~townofmammothlakes.ca.gov

www.townofmammothlakes.ca.gov

**~gjflfljflg January 3, 2014 the Town Administrative Offices will be closed to the public on Fridays, except by appointment. Please call ahead to make
an appointment if needed.

PLEASE UPDATE YOUR ADDRESS BOOK WITH MY NEW EMAIL ADDRESS: jdaugherty@townofmammothlakes.ca.gov

From: Cass, Jehiel@Waterboards [mailto :iehiel . cass~wpterboards.cp.povJ
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 5:13 PM
To: Jen Daugherty
Subject: RE: SC1-1# 2014032081 - Inn at the Village

Hi Jen — I got your voice mail. It sounds like the project has two options:
1. Prepare revised SWPPP if the current stormwater project coverage is active
2. Submit for coverage now if inactive.

If grading was completed for a previous project, then post construction BMPS should now be in place correct? If this is
strictly a vertical expansion, without disturbance, then possibly no Stormwater coverage is necessary.

R/ Jay

Jehiel (Jay) Cass
Senior Water Resources Control Engineer
South Lahontan Regulatory Unit

Regional Water Quality Control Board



Lahontan Region (6B)
14440 Civic Dr., Ste 200
Victorville CA 92392
phone: (760) 241-2434
fax: (760) 241-7308
email: jcass@waterboards.ca.gov
web: htto://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/

Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources, and ensure their proper allocation
and efficient use for the benefit of present and future generations.”

From: Jen Daugherty [mailto:idauahertv~townofmammothlakes.ca.oov]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 12:10 PM
To: Cass, Jehiel@Waterboards
Subject: RE: SCH# 2014032081 - Inn at the Village

Hi Jay,

Thank you for your comments. To clarify, the site is already disturbed at 62% lot coverage (more than 1 acre) because
the parking garage is already built. The project will sit on top of this parking garage. However, there will be some
additional disturbance along the Minaret Road side of the project for pedestrian/frontage improvements. Lot coverage
will increase from 62% to 70%.

I assume your comments are still applicable, but I just want to confirm. Please do not hesitate to call if you want to
discuss.

Thanks again,

Jen Daugherty
Senior Planner
Town of Mammoth Lakes
P.O. Box 1609
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R (FedEx, UPS, and courier)
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
Ph: (760) 934-8989 x260
Fax: (760) 934-8608
idaugherty@townofmammothlakes.ca.gov

www.townofmammothlakes.ca.gov

•~Beginning January 3, 2014 the Town Administrative Offices will be closed to the public on Fridays, except by appointment Please call ahead to make
an appointment if needed.

PLEASE UPDATE YOUR ADDRESS BOOK WITH MYNEWEMAIL ADDRESS idauphertv~

From: Cass, Jehiel @Waterboards [mailto :iehiel . cass@waterboards.ca.povl
Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 6:09 PM
To: Jen Daugherty
Cc: state.dearincihouse(öoIx.ca.gov
Subject: SCH# 2014032081 - Inn at the Village



Jen: Following are Water Board comments on the Notice of Preparation of a subsequent EIR for the Inn at the Village
project located in Mammoth Lakes CA.

Because the project’s disturbed area will exceed one-acre, coverage under the statewide general construction permit
2009-0009-DWQ is required. The permit requires developing a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that
identifies appropriate site specific Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control stormwater runoff during the
construction and post-construction phases of the project.

The SWPPP must be prepared by a Qualified Stormwater Developer (QSD) and implemented by a Qualified Stormwater
Practitioner (QSP).

The site development must incorporate BMPS appropriate for ensuring Low Impact Development (LID) principles are
integrated into the design. The LID features must ensure that post-construction runoff does not exceed pre
development conditions. Excess stormwater and snow melt runoff should be infiltrated and percolated on-site.

The general stormwater permit can be accessed at the State Board web site:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/stormwater/construction.shtml

If you have any questions please contact me.
Regards- Jay

Jehiel (Jay) Cass
Senior Water Resources Control Engineer
South Lahontan Regulatory Unit
CA Regional Water Quality Control Board
Lahontan Region (6B)
14440 Civic Dr., Ste 200
Victorville CA 92392
phone: (760) 241-2434
fax: (760) 241-7308
email: icass@waterboards.ca.gov
web: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/
**************************************************

Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources, and ensure their proper allocation
and efficient use for the benefit of present and future generations.”



$TKEEOF CALIFORNiA Edmund G. Brawn. Jr.. .Gnvernor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
1650 Harbor Boulevard, Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95691
(916) 373-3715
Fax (916) 373-5471
Web Site www.riahc.casiov ________

Ds_nahc@pacbell.net flECEi~
ApriII6,2014 F

LA~’R2120~JMs. ~Jen Daugherty, Planning Manager
Town of Mammoth Lakes ____

Department of Community & Economic Deveiopmt ~1.’ - ____

P.O.Box 1609
437 Old Mammoth Road Suite B
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Sent by FAX to: 760-934-8608
No. of Pages: 3

RE: SCH#2014032081; CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP); draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the Inn at the Village Project; located in the Town of Mammoth
Lakes; Mono County, California

Dear Ms. Daugherty:

A record search of the NAHC Sacred Lands Inventory failed to indicate the
presence of Native American traditional cultural places of the Project site(s) or ‘areas of
Potential effect’ (APE), submitted to this office. However, there are Native American
cultural resources in close proximIty to the APE. Note also that the absence of
archaeological resources does not preclude their existence at the subsurface level.

In the 1985 Appellate Court decision (170 Cal App 3ft~ 604), the Court held that
the NAHC has jurisdiction and special expertise, as a state agency, over affected Native
American resources impacted by proposed projects, including archaeological places of
religious significance to Native Americans, and to Native American burial sites.

When the project becomes public, please inform the Native American contacts as
to the nature of the project (e.g. residential, renewable energy, infrastructure or other
appropriate type). Attached is a list of Native American tribes, Native American
individuals or organizations that may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the
proposed project area (APE). As part of the consultation process, the NAHC
recommends that local government and project developers contact the tribal
governments and Native American individuals on the list in order to determine if the
proposed action might impact any cultural places or sacred sites.

Califomia Government Code Sections 65040.12(e) defines ‘environmental
justice’ to provide “fair treatment of people... with respect to the development, adoption,
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies.” Also,
Executive Order B-IC-li requires that state agencies “consult with Native American



tribes, their elected officials and ‘other representatives of triba[ governments in’ order to
provide meaningful input into.., the development of legislation, regulations, rules and
policies on matter that may affect tribal communities.”

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at
(916) 373-3715.

Sincerely,

Dave Singleton
Program Analyst

Attachments



Native American Contacts
Mono County California

April 16,2014

Benton Paiute Reservation
Billie (Jake) Saulque, Chairperson
25669 Highway 6 PMB I Paiute
Benton , CA 93512
numic@qnet.com
(760) 933-2321
(760)933-2412

Mono Lake Indian Community
Charlotte Lange, Chairperson
P.O. Box 117
Big Pine CA 93513
clange2008@hotniail.com
(760) 938-1190

Mono
Northern Pauite

Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley
Genevieve Jones, Chairperson
P. 0. Box 700
Big Pine CA93513
G.Jones@ Big PinePaiute.org
760- 938-2003
760-938-2942-FAX
(760) 938-2942-FAX

Bishop Paiute Tribe
Dale Chad Delgado, Chairperson
50 Tu Su Lane
Bishop CA 93514
(760) 873-3584
(760) 873-4143 - FAX
(760) 873-4143

Bridgeport Paiute Indian Colony
John L. Glazier, Chairperson
P.O. Box 37 Paiute
Bridgeport CA 93517
chair@ bridgeportindiancolon
(760) 932-7083
(760) 932-7846 Fax

Th list is current only as of the date of this document

(760) 938-2003
(760) 938-2942 - FAX
(760) 938-2942 fax

Walker River Reservation
Melanie McFalls, Chairperson
P.O. Box 220
Schurz , NV 89427
775-773-2306
775-773-2585 - Fax

Bishop Paiute Tribe THPO
Raymond Andrews, THPO
50 Tu Su Lane Paiute - Shoshone
Bishop CA 93514
(760) 873-8435 ext 250
(760) 920-0357 - cell - cell
gwest@ovcdc.com
(760) 873-4143 - FAX

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resource Code and SectIon 5097.98 of the Public Resources code.

This list s only applicable for contacting locative Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2014032081; CEQA Notice of Preparation (NaP); draft Environmental impact Report (DEiR) for the inn at the Village Project; located
In the Town of Mammoth Lakes; Mono County, California.

Owens Valley Paiute

Big Pine Band of Owens Valley THPO
Bill Helmer, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
P.O. Box 700 Paiute
Big Pine CA 93513
b.helmer@ bigpinepaiute.org

Paiute - Shoshone Northern Paiute



Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District
Post Office Box 5, 3150 Main Street

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

April 21, 2014

Town ofMammoth Lakes
Ms. Jen Daugherty, Senior Planner _________________________
P0 Box 1609
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Re: Comments on Modified Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on study for the Inn at the Village Project. The
following are the comments from the Fire District:

General Comment:
The project proponent shall provide a name for the project that is not similar to an already
existing name or location in town.

Exhibit 2-4, East Building Elevation:
Provide an additional exhibit that does not include the St Regis or Hillside project.

Page 2-12, Construction Parking, Mobilization, and Storage of Materials:
The current structures on the southeast corner of Minaret and Main Street (White Stag and Ullur
Lodges) shall remain accessible to emergency services throughout the use of the property.
Should the structures be removed, the use of the property would be greatly enhanced for the uses
proposed by this project.

Page 2-14, Snow Countiy Design
The existing 80/50 structures have exhibited cornice and ice buildups as a result of their design.
The buildups have been on the Minaret Road side ofthe structure and have required closing of
the sidewalk below until the safety hazard was eliminated. In reviewing the proposed setback
and design concept diagrams, it appears that the proposed design concepts will encourage the
buildup of cornices on the projected roof lips. While stylish, the designer needs to ensure that
there is adequate roof access to remove developing cornices, especially if walkways and pocket
parks are proposed below.

RECEIVED

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES
Community & Economic Dcv.



Ms. Jen Daugherty
April 21,2014
Page 2

Page 4.8-4,. 4.8h:.
The State ofCalifornia adopted the California Amended International Fire Code in 2007. The
Uniform Fire Code is no longer the standard for the state. The Fire District has instituted local
amendments to th~CalifortikAmended International Fire Code.

Page 4 14-114.14.-2, Over Pumping Capacity PotentiaL1MM 5.10-ic:
As the height of the proposed project is taller than the previously designed structure, and if the
water supply line for the fire suppression system for Building C is going to come from the
existing buildings, a calculation needs to be performed to determine if the existing line capacity
and fire pump are adequate to provide adequate flows for the proposed project.

Page 4.14-2, Contribute a Fair Share Financial Contribution:
The project proponent shall be required to pay the increase in Developer Impact Fees for the
currently proposed project verses the original anticipated project.

Page 4.14-2, All Structures, and Areas of Use Shall Comply with Fire District Requirements:
The Fire District shall require that the project proponent provide a fire lane on Minaret Road that
is 60 feet by 16 feet in size. This area shall be outside of any drop off/loading area or driveway
and located in the vicinity of the southeast corner of the structure (diagram attached). The lane
shall be maintained and be part of the project’s snow removal responsibilities.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the project. If there are any questions,
please feel free to contact me at your convenience.

Sincerely,

THOM HE LER
Fire Marshal
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r~n 0, CALWQRNEA_c4e.uFORMA STATE TRANSPQflAVOWAOBwCY EDMUND (1. BROWNJr,. Oovcnicc

DEPARTMENT 01? TRANSPORTATIoN
DISTRICT 9
500 SOUTH MAIN STREET
BISHOP, CA 93514

FAX (760) S72~O7;4 _____
fly hF ~ ~]
www.dotca.gav L APR 23 2014 ~

A nil 23 20 4 TOWNQF ~iAMMOTH LAKESp (QmmLcrIlty & Economic 0ev.

Ms. Jon Daugherty, Senior Planner File: Mno-203-4.7
Town ofMammoth Lakes NOP DEIR
P.0.Box 1609 SCHII: 2014032081
Mammoth Lakes, CA 935464609

Inn at the Village — Notice ofPreparation of a draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Daugherty:

The California Department ofTransportation (Caltrans) District 9 appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the proposed Inn at the Village— a redesign ofBuilding C, above the existing
parking structure, and part of the previously approved 8050 Club, abutting Minaret Road (State
Route 203). Thank you also for emailing the Traffic Analysis (dated April 14, 2014).

Please consider the following in design and environmental analysis:

a Consider implications ofany reduced front yard setback along Minaret Road, regarding
architeetujal or other items abutting or adjacent to State Right-of-way (e.g. overhangs,
drainage, landscaping, etc.).

• As proposed, the existing project garage egress onto Minaret Road would remain. However,
that driveway and other fhcilities (e.g. sidewalks, ramps) may need to be reconstructed to
meet current Caltrans standards. Any improvements would need to match with the Town’s
proposed sidewalk project that extends to the Minaret RoadiMain Street/Lake Mary Road
intersection.

• Ensure safety and adequate circulation for construction staging (parking, mobilization, and
material storage) proposed at the southeast corner of the Minaret Road/Main Street/Lake
Mary Road intersection.

• An encroachment permit will be required for improvements within State right-of-way or
traffic control affecting the same.

¶Provide a safe~ mstuinah(e~ bitegratedandefflckmt trnnsportatIon system
to enIrnnceCacraIasecononsyandfgya5gf~y’



Ms. Daugherty
April 23, 2014
Page 2

• In the Traffic Analysis, the statements re: the Forest Trail/Main Street (SR 203) intersection
(page 3,2nd to last paragraph) about signal warrants could be clarified. As we have told the
Town in the past, warrants are not based on Saturday peak volumes during ski season, but on
annual average volumes per the California Manual ofUniform Traffic Control Devices. We
have also noted that a. signal warrant(s) being met doesn’t guarantee the initiation ofa project
to install a signal. Two of the primary issues That need to be addressed at this intersection are
frontage road connections and funding by the various parties involved (including Caltrans,
the Town, and the property owner of the south leg driveway). The Town may wish to
consider analysis of a signal system warrant, rather than a volume based warrant.

We will review and comment again during the DEIR. phase. We value our cooperative working
relationship with the Town ofMammoth Lakes related to transportation issues. Please contact
me at (760) 872-0785, with any questions.

Sincerely,

(JAYLE 3. ROSANDER.
IGN/CEQA Coordinator

c: State Clearinghouse
Mark Reistetter, Caltrans

‘CatSpans hnprove.y mobIfl& across Cai~onzIa’1



Mammoth Community Water District
Post Office Box 597

1315 Meridian Blvd..
Mammoth Lakes, CA 935461

(760) 934-2596;

April 23, 20141

V E- •l - ECEIVED
enn: ~23 2014

Town of Mammoth Lakes ~ “F MAMMOTH LAKES
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R ~~4;iunity & Economic Dcv.
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Subject: MCWD comments regarding the Notice of Preparation for a Draft Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report (SEIR): Inn at the Village

Dear Ms. Daugherty,

MCWD appreciates the opportunity to provide scoping comments regarding potential impacts to public
utilities for the Proposed Inn at the Village Project (Proposed Project). As you are aware, the MCWD
relied on the Program EIR for the Town of Mammoth Lakes’ General Plan Update (TOML General Plan),
approved in 2007, to develop future projections In water and wastewater service demand. These
projected demands are used to plan future infrastructure projects and forecast water supply demands.
Changes to these demand projections for public utIlity services resulting from the revised project
description for the Proposed Project need to be clearly identified and evaluated. The MCWD
recommends the SEIR forthe Proposed Project include a comparison of water demand and wastewater
flow between the Proposed Project and the project proposed In the North Village District Planning Study
(2009). In addition, please describe how the density transfer between the Mammoth Crossing Project to
the Proposed Project will be assured.

The cumulative impact section of the SEIR should review the density tables contained in the TOML
General Plan and compare those projected build-out density tables with actual density increases that
have been approved by the Town and the potential for other density increases. The densities presented
in the TOML General Plan are used by MCWD to project build-out demand on water and wastewater
services; however, It is difficult to base our planning efforts on unlimited ceilIngs for density bonuses.

The Modified Initial Study for the Proposed Project includes a description of the MCWD settlement
agreement with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power that limits the amount of water



MCWD can use. Descriptions in the SEIR regarding the settlement agreement should make clear that
water demand includes process, recycled, raw, potable, and non-revenue water.

The MCWD staff is available to provide assistance as necessary, If you require additional clarification or
assistance, please contact irene Yamashfta at 760-934-2595 ext. 314. Thank you for your consideration
of our comments.

Shicerefr

Irene Vamashita
Environmental Specia list!Public Affairs



CALIFORNIA

11.2 Traffic Study



L S ~ LSA ASSOGIATES, INC. nhRKI~LEY FRESNO RIVERSIDE
20 EXSCUTIVE PARK. SUITF 200 949.553.0666 TEl. CARLSBAD PALM SPRINGS ROCKLIN
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May 8, 2014

Ms. Jen Daugherty
Community and Economic Development Department
Town ofMammoth Lakes
P.O. Box 1609
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Subject: The Inn at the Village Project Traffic Analysis

Dear Ms. Daugherty:

This is a traffic analysis for The Inn at the Village Project located at 50 Canyon Boulevard in the Town
ofMammoth Lakes (Town). Figure 1 (all figures provided as Attachment 1) illustrates the project
location.

The initial design proposal for Building C (the third and fmal building) of the 8050 Complex consisted
of 73 bedrooms. A valet parking stacking analysis was prepared (dated October 23, 2013) to address
potential stacking on site as a result of the proposed project and its valet parking operation. Based on
the results of this valet parking stacking analysis, the proposed valet operation with three valet parking
attendants would not adversely affect on-site circulation. The driveway entry and valet drop-off area
would provide adequate storage for vehicles entering the site without queuing onto Canyon Road.

The project description has since been revised (i.e., reduced by six bedrooms) from 73 bedrooms to 67
bedrooms. Potential vehicle stacking has already been addressed. Therefore, the purpose of this traffic
analysis is to identifS’ potential circulation impacts based on the current project description of 67
bedrooms, as described below.

The 8050 Complex (including The Inn at the Village) is located in the Resort General (RO) zone of the
North Village Specific Plan (NVSP). With an NVSP allowable density of 55 bedrooms per acre, the
1.84-acre 8050 Complex property has an allowable density of 101 bedrooms on site. The existing
Buildings A and B include 28 units (with 57 bedrooms) and 3,335 square feet (sf) of ground-floor
commercial space including fine dining. With the NVSP-mandated conversion of commercial space to
bedrooms (450 sf of commercial space equals one bedroom), the existing 3,335 sf of commercial space
is equivalent to seven bedrooms. Therefore, the existing site (Buildings A and B) is equivalent to 64
bedrooms. A maximum of 37 new bedrooms could be constructed on site (Building C) in order for the
project to be within the allowable density of the NVSP.

The proposed Building C includes 67 one-bedroom units. At project completion, 131 total bedrooms
would be located on the 8050 Complex site (64 existing bedrooms in Buildings A and B, and 67
proposed bedrooms in Building C). The proposed project expansion of 67 bedrooms would result in 30
bedrooms over the maximum allowable density.

As such, a traffic analysis is required to evaluate the potential impacts. One analysis will address the
project’s impacts on the existing environment resulting from addition of the project (67 bedrooms). A
second analysis will assess the impacts of the project on a cumulative condition (i.e., existing

518/14 cd’:~SMM13OI~trafflc analysis4.docD
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LSA ASSOCIATES~ INC.

environment plus approved Town projects). The third analysis will determine the impacts of the 30
bedrooms over the current maximum allowable density on the build-out of the current General Plan.

In order to exceed the maximum allowable density on site by 30 bedrooms but remain within the
overall maximum density of the entire NVSP, 30 bedrooms will be “transferred” to the project site
from another site within the NVSP. Mammoth Crossings, which is located in the NVSP, has been
identified as the site where the project will obtain 30 bedrooms. Two alternative parcels within the
Mammoth Crossings site (i.e., Whiskey Creek, at the northwest corner of Minaret Road/Lake Mary
Road—Main Street, or Uller, at the southeast corner of Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road—Main Street)
could serve as the “sending site.”

The proposed project also includes 10,700 sf of accessory, guest-serving retail uses (i.e., food and
beverage service, spa, etc.). These uses are intended to be amenities to the proposed project and its
guests.

Study Area

Based on review of the 8050 Complex site plan, location, and the magnitude of the overall project, the
study area is comprised of the following four intersections and seven roadway segments:

Intersections

1. Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road

2. Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road—Main Street

3. Minaret Road/Forest Trail

4. Forest Trail/Main Street

Roadway Segments

I. Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road

2. Minaret Road north of Lake Mary Road Main Street

3. Minaret Road south of Lake Mary Road Main Street

4. Lake Mary Road west of Canyon Boulevard

5. Lake Mary Road Main Street between Canyon Boulevard and Minaret Road

6. Main Street east ofMinaret Road

7. Forest Trail east ofMinaret Road

Weekend peak-hour intersection and roadway segment counts were obtained from the Town of
Mammoth Lakes Travel Demand Model Final Report ~LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 2011) for
locations in the project vicinity. For purposes of the traffic analysis, the Existing and Alternative X
(Buildout “Baseline” + Existing Network) traffic volumes were used.

518114 ‘e:~sMMI3Ontiamc ona1ysis4.doc~



LSA ASSOCIATES. INC.

Analysis Methodology and Performance Criteria

To determine the peak-hour operations of intersections within the study area, the Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) 2010 methodology was used. The peak-hour operation of the future roundabout at
Minaret Road/Forest Trail was determined using the SIDRA 6 software. The HCM and SIDRA 6
worksheets for existing (and all future) conditions are provided as Attachments 3 and 4, respectively.

The Town’s level of service (LOS) (which is defined using letter grades A—F) standard for intersections
is LOS D, which corresponds to a delay of 55.0 seconds or less for signalized intersections. An
intersection is considered satisfactory when it operates in the range of LOS A to D. An unsignalized
intersection would be considered deficient if an individual minor street movement operates at LOS E or
F (greater than 35.0 seconds of delay) and the total minor approach delay exceeds four vehicle hours
for a single-lane approach and five vehicle hours for a multilane approach, consistent with the adopted
Circulation Element and General Plan.

Roadway segment volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios and LOS were determined using the Town’s peak-
hour roadway capacities. The Town’s LOS standard for roadway segments is also LOS D. A significant
impact occurs on a roadway segment operating at unsatisfactory LOS E or F when deficiencies are
identified at the adjacent intersections or driveways as described above.

Baseline (No Project) Conditions

Using available data from the Town ofMammoth Lakes Travel Demand Model Final Report, the peak-
hour operations of the study area intersections and roadway segments have been determined for
Existing, Cumulative, and Buildout (Alternative X) baseline (no project) conditions.

The Buildout (Alternative X) baseline (no project) volumes from the Town ofMammoth Lakes Travel
Demand Model Final Report were used to develop the Cumulative peak-hour intersection and roadway
segment volumes. Because the Town’s model includes the maximum allowable density on the project
site (8050 Complex), including uses and bedrooms not currently built, the manual reduction of peak-
hour trips equivalent to 37 bedrooms from the project site has been applied to the Buildout (Alternative
X) baseline (no project) volumes to represent the Cumulative baseline conditions. The peak-hour trips
of 37 total bedrooms from the project site were removed from the study area intersection and roadway
segment volumes. The volume adjustments are provided as Attachment 5.

Existing Conditions. A summary ofExisting (baseline) intersection LOS is presented in Table A (all
tables provided as Attachment 2). As this table indicates, the signalized intersections of Canyon
Boulevard/Lake Mary Road and Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road—Main Street currently operate at
satisfactory LOS C or better. The two-way stop-controlled (TWSC) intersections of Minaret
Road/Forest Trail and Forest Trail Main Street currently operate at satisfactory LOS D. It should be
noted that Minaret Road/Forest Trail will be converted to a roundabout under future (Cumulative)
conditions as required by a cumulative project on the east side ofMinaret Road.

Existing (baseline) peak-hour roadway segment traffic volumes and v/c ratios are presented in Table B.
As this table indicates, all study area roadway segments currently operate at satisfactory LOS C or
better, with the exception of Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road (LOS F).

5/8114 ~P:~SMM13O1’~traffic antysis4.doc>>



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Cumulative Conditions. A summary of Cumulative (baseline) intersection LOS is presented in
Table C (and Table E). As this table indicates, the signalized intersections of Canyon Boulevard/Lake
Mary Road and Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road Main Street, as well as the Minaret Road/Forest Trail
roundabout, are forecast to operate at satisfactory LOS D or better. Although the LOS calculation for
the TWSC intersection of Forest Trail/Main Street indicates LOS F, the total minor (multilane)
approach delay is less than five vehicle hours (i.e., 3.228 vehicle hours). Therefore, all study area
intersections are forecast to operate at satisfactory LOS.

Historically, Forest Trail/Main Street would have been improved through installation of other traffic
signals along Main Street at Center Street or Mountain Boulevard, thus creating gaps in traffic for
pedestrians and vehicles. However, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has
indicated that traffic signal warrants are not based on Saturday (weekend) peak volumes during ski
season but on annual average volumes per the California Manual ofUniform Traffic Control Devices
(CAMUTCD). Because the peak activity within the Town occurs during a few months out of the year
and on the weekends, the annual average volumes may not satisfy the need for a signal. Caltrans has
suggested analysis of a coordinated signal system (Warrant 6 of the CAMUTCD). However, Forest
Trail/Main Street is located less than 1,000 feet west of an existing signal. Therefore, the coordinated
signal system warrant may not be applicable. Caltrans has also noted that meeting a traffic signal
warrant(s) does not guarantee the initiation of a project to install a signal. Furthermore, two primary
issues that would need to be addressed prior to consideration of a signal at this intersection are frontage
road connections and funding by the various parties involved (i.e., Caltrans, the Town, and the property
owner[s] of the south leg driveway). In this context, there are no direct, feasible improvements to
address this condition.

Cumulative (baseline) peak-hour roadway segment traffic volumes and v/c ratios are presented in
Table D (and Table F). As this table indicates, Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road and
Minaret Road south of Lake Mary Road—Main Street are forecast to operate at unsatisfactory LOS E or
F. All other study area roadway segments are forecast to operate at satisfactory LOS D or better (v/c
less than or equal to 0.90).

Buildout Conditions. A summary of Buildout (baseline) intersection LOS is presented in Table G (and
Table I). As this table indicates, the signalized intersections of Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road and
Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road Main Street, as well as the Minaret Road/Forest Trail roundabout, are
forecast to operate at satisfactory LOS D or better. Although the LOS calculation for the TWSC
intersection ofForest Trail/Main Street indicates LOS F, the total minor (multilane) approach delay is
less than five vehicle hours (i.e., 3.310 vehicle hours). Therefore, all study area intersections are
forecast to operate at satisfactory LOS.

Buildout (baseline) peak-hour roadway segment traffic volumes and v/c ratios are presented in Table H
(and Table J). As this table indicates, Canyon Boulevard north ofLake Mary Road, Minaret Road south
ofLake Mary Road—Main Street, and Lake Mary Road—Main Street between Canyon Boulevard and
Minaret Road are forecast to operate at unsatisfactory LOS E or F. All other study area roadway
segments are forecast to operate at satisfactory LOS D or better (v/c less than or equal to 0.90).

Project Trip Generation, Distribution, and Assignment

Typical winter weekend peak-hour trips were generated for the proposed 67-unit project (67 additional
bedrooms and 30 bedrooms beyond the maximum allowable density) using empirical survey data from
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a study conducted in the Village in February and March 2008 (provided as Attachment 6). This study
evaluated trip generation characteristics of occupied units in the North Village (Village Lodges and
Westin Hotel) and included trip generation consideration of guest-serving uses within these projects
such as restaurants, bars, spas, pools, conference facilities, etc. For example, guest-serving amenities in
the Westin Hotel include a full-service restaurant/bar, meeting spaces (2,050 sf), lobby used for
drinks/snacks and presentations, workout/fitness studio, heated outdoor pool (2,000 sf), and
ski/snowboard storage/rental.

The trip rate applied in this study is 0.28 trip per occupied unit which is the high end of the survey
results. The project trip generation for the 10,700 sf of guest-serving uses (i.e., food and beverage
service, spa, etc.) is incorporated within the 0.28 trip rate applied to each occupied unit.

The basis for using an observed/measured rate from the Village Lodges is that the data reflects the net
vehicular trip generation while recognizing the proximity of its resort units to accessory retail and
restaurant uses, as well as to the gondola and other retail and restaurant attractions in the North Village
area. The surveyed trip rate of 0.28 trip per occupied unit (with 54 percent inbound and 46 percent
outbound) is conservative and inclusive of all vehicle trip types (i.e., resort trips only, accessory retail
[non-hotel] trips only, and trips for multiple uses). Therefore, no additional guest-serving retail trips
have been included in the trip generation for the proposed 67 one-bedroom units.

As such, for purposes of the Existing Plus Project impact assessment, 67 bedrooms would generate 19
peak-hour trips (10 inbound and 9 outbound) on a typical weekend. These 19 peak-hour trips were
overlaid onto the Existing baseline traffic volumes.

For purposes of the Cumulative Plus Project (Whiskey Creek or Uller) impact assessment, the peak-
hour trips associated with 67 bedrooms (including the current maximum allowable density of 37
bedrooms on the project site and 30 bedrooms from the Mammoth Crossing [Whiskey Creek or UllerJ
sending site to exceed the this maximum allowable density) were applied to the Cumulative baseline
traffic volumes. The 37 bedrooms of the maximum allowable density would generate approximately 10
peak-hour trips (5 inbound and 5 outbound). The 30 bedrooms beyond the maximum allowable density
would generate 9 peak-hour trips (5 inbound and 4 outbound). 10 peak-hour trips were overlaid onto
the Cumulative baseline traffic volumes, and 9 peak-hour trips were redistributed (or transferred) from
the Mammoth Crossing (Whiskey Creek or Uller) sending site to the project site using the Cumulative
baseline traffic volumes.

For purposes of the impact assessment of J3uildout Plus Project conditions, the 9 peak-hour trips
associated with 30 bedrooms beyond the maximum allowable density were redistributed (or
transferred) from the Mammoth Crossing (Whiskey Creek or Uller) sending site to the project site
using the Buildout baseline traffic volumes.

Project-related trips were distributed through the study area intersections and roadway segments based
on expected travel patterns between the project and local destinations. Based on review of the trip
distribution percentages the approved Mammoth Crossings project in relation to the project location,
approximately 15 percent of the project trips are destined to/from the northwest along Minaret Road, 30
percent of the project trips are destined to/from the south along Minaret Road, 35 percent of the project
trips are destined to/from the east along Main Street, 20 percent of the project trips are destined to the
west along Canyon Boulevard (i.e., 15 percent) and Lake Mary Road (i.e., 5 percent). The project trip
distribution and assignment are illustrated on Figure 2.
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Project Impact Assessment

A traffic analysis was prepared to address potential impacts to the surrounding circulation network
based on collection of study area traffic data from the Town ofManimolh Lakes Travel Demand Model
Fiiial Report. Specifically, an analysis of Existing Plus Project (67 bedrooms), Cumulative Plus Project
(67 bedrooms) for Whiskey Creek or Uller, and Buildout Plus Project (30 bedrooms beyond the
maximum allowable density) for Whiskey Creek or Uller traffic conditions at the study area
intersections and roadway segments was conducted to determine the ability of the circulation system to
accommodate the proposed project. The resulting traffic volumes were examined to determine peak-
hour intersection LOS. The traffic volumes were also used to calculate peak-hour roadway segment v/c
ratios and LOS. The following discussion presents the results of the Plus Project analysis.

The project trip generation and assignment of 19 peak-hour trips (10 inbound and 9 outbound) at the
unsignalized project driveway along Canyon Boulevard would have a nominal effect on the Town’s
LOS standards and delay thresholds (including the minor street approach delay). Therefore, the focus
of the impact analysis is on study area intersections and roadway segments.

Existing Plus Project Conditions. As Table A indicates, the signalized intersections of Canyon
Boulevard/Lake Mary Road and Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road—Main Street would operate at
satisfactory LOS C or better under Existing Plus Project conditions. The TWSC intersections of
Minaret Road/Forest Trail and Forest Trail/Main Street would operate at satisfactory LOS D.
Therefore, the project would not create a significant impact to a study area intersection under Existing
Plus Project conditions.

As Table B indicates, all study area roadway segments would operate at satisfactory LOS C or better
under Existing Plus Project conditions, with the exception of Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary
Road (LOS F). Although the project would increase the v/c at this segment, significant impacts would
not occur at the adjacent intersections of Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road or Minaret Road/Lake
Mary Road—Main Street. Therefore, the project would not create an impact to the study area roadway
segments under Existing Plus Project conditions.

Cumulative Plus Project (Whiskey Creek) Conditions. As Table C indicates, the signalized
intersections of Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road and Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road Main Street,
as well as the Minaret Road/Forest Trail roundabout, would operate at satisfactory LOS D or better
under Cumulative Plus Project (Whiskey Creek) conditions. Although the LOS calculation for the
TWSC intersection of Forest Trail/Main Street indicates LOS F, the total minor (multilane) approach
delay would not exceed five vehicle hours (i.e., 3.3 10 vehicle hours). Therefore, the project would not
create a significant impact to a study area intersection under Cumulative Plus Project (Whiskey Creek)
conditions.

As Table D indicates, Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road, Minaret Road south of Lake Mary
Road—Main Street, and Lake Mary Road—Main Street between Canyon Boulevard and Minaret Road
would operate at unsatisfactory LOS E or F under Cumulative Plus Project (Whiskey Creek)
conditions. Although the project would increase the v/c at these three roadway segments, the project
would add 8 or fewer peak-hour trips to these locations. Furthermore, significant impacts would not
occur at the adjacent intersections. Therefore, the project would not create an impact to the study area
roadway segments under Cumulative Plus Project (Whiskey Creek) conditions.
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Cumulative Plus Project (Ufler) Conditions. As Table E indicates, the signalized intersections of
Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road and Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road—Main Street, as well as the
Minaret Road/Forest Trail roundabout, would operate at satisfactory LOS D or better under Cumulative
Plus Project (Uller) conditions. Although the LOS calculation for the TWSC intersection of Forest
Trail/Main Street indicates LOS F, the total minor (multilane) approach delay would not exceed five
vehicle hours (i.e., 3.310 vehicle hours). Therefore, the project would not create a significant impact to
a study area intersection under Cumulative Plus Project (Uller) conditions.

As Table F indicates, Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road, Minaret Road south of Lake Mary
Road—Main Street, and Lake Mary Road—Main Street between Canyon Boulevard and Minaret Road
would operate at unsatisfactory LOS E or F under Cumulative Plus Project (Uller) conditions.
Although the project would increase the v/c at these three roadway segments, the project would add 13
or fewer peak-hour trips to these locations. Furthermore, significant impacts would not occur at the
adjacent intersections. Therefore, the project would not create an impact to the study area roadway
segments under Cumulative Plus Project (Uller) conditions.

Buildout Plus Project (Whiskey Creek) Conditions. As Table G indicates, the signalized
intersections of Canyon Boulevard/Lake Mary Road and Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road Main Street,
as well as the Minaret Road/Forest Trail roundabout, would operate at satisfactory LOS D or better
under Buildout Plus Project (Whiskey Creek) conditions. Although the LOS calculation for the TWSC
intersection of Forest Trail/Main Street indicates LOS F, the total minor (multilane) approach delay
would not exceed five vehicle hours (i.e., 3.3107 vehicle hours). Therefore, based on the transfer of 30
bedrooms from Whiskey Creek to the project site (and the redistribution of the equivalent peak-hour
trips), the project would not create a significant impact to a study area intersection under Buildout Plus
Project (Whiskey Creek) conditions.

As Table H indicates, Canyon Boulevard north ofLake Mary Road, Minaret Road south of Lake Mary
Road—Main Street, and Lake Mary Road—Main Street between Canyon Boulevard and Minaret Road
would operate at unsatisfactory LOS E or F under Buildout Plus Project (Whiskey Creek) conditions.
However, the transfer of 30 bedrooms from Whiskey Creek to the project site (and the redistribution of
the equivalent peak-hour trips) would not increase the v/c at these three roadway segments.
Furthermore, significant impacts would not occur at the adjacent intersections. Therefore, the project
would not create an impact to the study area roadway segments under Buildout Plus Project (Whiskey
Creek) conditions.

Buildout Plus Project (Uller) Conditions. As Table I indicates, the signalized intersections of Canyon
Boulevard/Lake Mary Road and Minaret Road/Lake Mary Road Main Street, as well as the Minaret
Road/Forest Trail roundabout, would operate at satisfactory LOS D or better under Buildout Plus
Project (Uller) conditions. Although the LOS calculation for the TWSC intersection of Forest
Trail/Main Street indicates LOS F, the total minor (multilane) approach delay would not exceed five
vehicle hours (i.e., 3.310 vehicle hours). Therefore, based on the transfer of 30 bedrooms from Uller to
the project site (and the redistribution of the equivalent peak-hour trips), the project would not create a
significant impact to a study area intersection under Buildout Plus Project (Uller) conditions.
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As Table J indicates, Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary Road, Minaret Road south of Lake Mary
Road—Main Street, and Lake Mary Road—Main Street between Canyon Boulevard and Minaret Road
would operate at unsatisfactory LOS E or F under l3uildout Plus Project (Uller) conditions. Although
the transfer of 30 bedrooms from Uller to the project site (and the redistribution of the equivalent pealc
hour trips) would increase the v/c at the roadway segment of Canyon Boulevard north of Lake Mary
Road, significant impacts would not occur at the adjacent intersections. Therefore, the project would
not create an impact to the study area roadway segments under Buildout Plus Project (Uller) conditions.

Conclusion

The surrounding circulation network could accommodate the proposed project of 67 bedrooms (and 30
bedrooms over the maximum allowable density) and 10,700 sf of guest-serving amenities on site.
Based on evaluation of study area intersections and roadway segments, The Inn at the Village project
would not result in any significant impacts. Therefore, 30 bethooms could be transferred to the project
site from one of two alternative parcels within the Mammoth Crossings site (i.e., Whiskey Creek or
Uller) in order to remain within the overall maximum density of the entire NVSP. The project will also
be required to pay applicable Development Impact Fees toward town-wide transportation projects.

Sincerely,

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

~rd, P.E.
rincipal and CEO

Attachment 1 — Figures 1 and 2 (2 pages)
Attachment 2 Tables A through J (10 pages)
Attachment 3 — HCM 2010 worksheets (14 pages)
Attachment 4— SIDRA 6 worksheets and Forest Trail/Main Street volumes (7 pages)
Attachment 5 Volume Adjustments (5 pages)
Attachment 6 Trip Generation Study (S pages)

Attachments:
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ATTACHMENT 1

FIGURES 1 AND 2
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Table A: Existing and Existing Plus Project Intersection LOS Summary

Existing Baseline Existing Plus Project Peak-Hour Signficant
Traffic A Project

Intersection Control Delay’ LOS Delay’ LOS in Delay Impact?
1 Canyon Blvd/Lake Mary Rd Signal 9.8 sec A 9.9 sec A 0.1 sec No

2 Minaret Rd/Lake Mary Rd-Main St Signal 30.0 sec C 30.0 sec C 0.0 sec No

3 Minaret Rd/Forest Trail TWSC 0.386 hr D 0.388 hr D 0.002 hr No

4 Forest Trail/Main St TWSC 1.123 hr D 1.130 hr D 0.007 hr No

LOS = level of service
TWSC = two-way stop-controlled

For signalized intersections, delay is the average intersection delay in seconds (see).

The Towns LOS standard for signalized intersections is LOS D (less than 55.0 sec of delay).

For TWSC intersections, delay is the worst-case total minor street approach delay in hours (hr).

The Town’s LOS standard for unsignalized intersections is LOS D (less than 35.0 sec of delay) ~ less than four vehicle hours

of total minor approach delay for a single-lane approach (or five vehicle hours of total minor approach delay for a multilane approach).
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Table B: Existing and Existing Plus Project Roadway Segment LOS Summary

Existing Baseline Existing Plus Project Significant
Peak-Hour Peak-Hour Project

Roadway Segment Capacity Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C LOS Impact?’
CanyonBlvd northofLakeMaryRd 800 875 1.09 F 894 1.12 F No

north of Lake Mary Rd-Main St 1,500 934 0.62 B 937 0.62 B No
,Iinaret Rd south of Lake Mary Rd-Main St 1,400 718 0.51 A 724 0.52 A No

westofCanyonBlvd 800 327 0.41 A 328 0.41 A No
Sake Mary Rd- between Canyon and Minaret 1,600 1,21 1 0.76 C 1,226 0.77 C No

1am St east of Minaret Rd 3,200 1,596 0.50 A 1,603 0.50 A No

~orest Trail east of Minaret Rd 500 129 0.26 A 129 0.26 A No

LOS = level of service
V/C volume-to-capacity ratio

The Town’s LOS standard for roadway segments is LOS D. A significant project impact occurs on a roadway segment operating at LOS E or F

when a significant project impact is identified at an adjacent (upstream or downstream) intersection.
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Table C: Cumulative and Cumulative Plus Project (Whiskey Creek) Intersection LOS Summary

Cumulative Plus Project
Cumulative Baseline (Whiskey Creek) Peak-Hour Signficant

Traffic A Project
Intersection Control Delay’ LOS Delay’ LOS in Delay Impact?

1 Canyon Blvd/Lake Mary Rd Signal 9.9 sec A 9.9 sec A 0.0 sec No

2 Minaret Rd/Lake Mary Rd-Main St Signal 39.6 sec D 39.9 sec D 0.3 sec No

3 Minaret Rd/Forest Trail2 Roundabout3 43.3 sec D 43.5 sec D 0.2 sec No

4 Forest Trail/Main St TWSC 3.228 hr F 3.310 hr F 0.082 hr No

LOS = level of service
TWSC — two-way stop-controlled

For signalized intersections, delay is the average intersection delay in seconds (sec).

The Town’s LOS standard for signalized intersections is LOS D (less than 55.0 sec of delay).

For TWSC intersections, delay is the worst-case total minor street approach delay in hours (hr).

The Town’s LOS standard for unsignalized intersections is LOS D (less than 35.0 sec of delay) ~ less than four vehicle hours

of total minor approach delay for a single-lane approach (or five vehicle hours of total minor approach delay for a multilane approach).
2 This intersection will be improved from TWSC to a roundabout as required by a cumulative project on the east side of Minaret Road.

Roundabout analyzed using SIDRA 6 software and the “SIDRA Standard’ capacity model and the Highway Capacity Manual 2010 LOS methodology.
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Table D: Cumulative and Cumulative Plus Project (Whiskey Creek) Roadway Segment LOS Summary

Cumulative Plus Project
Cumulative Baseline (Whiskey Creek) Significant

Peak-Hour Peak-Hour Project
Roadway Segment Capacity Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C LOS Impact?1

CanyonBlvd northofLakeMaryRd 800 935 1.17 F 943 1.18 F No

north of Lake Mary Rd-Main St 1,500 1,236 0.82 D 1,238 0.83 D No

~‘Iinaret Rd south of Lake Mary Rd-Main St 1,400 1,378 0.98 E 1,382 0.99 E No

west of Canyon Blvd 800 396 0.50 A 396 0.50 A No

.ake Mary Rd- between Canyon and Minaret 1,600 1,446 0.90 D 1,454 0.91 E No

4am St east of Minaret Rd 3,200 2,007 0.63 B 2,011 0.63 B No

~orest Trail east of Minaret Rd 500 237 0.47 A 237 0.47 A No

LOS level of service
V C volume-to-capacity ratio

The Towns LOS standard for roadway segments is LOS D. A significant project impact occurs on a roadway segment operating at LOS E or F

when a significant project impact is identified at an adjacent (upstream or downstream) intersection.
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Table E: Cumulative and Cumulative Plus Project (Uller) Intersection LOS Summary

Cumulative Plus Project
Cumulative Baseline (UlIer) Peak-Hour Signficant

Traffic Project
Intersection Control Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS in Delay Impact?

1 Canyon Blvd/Lake Maiy Rd Signal 9.9 sec A 9.9 sec A 0.0 sec No

2 Minaret Rd/Lake Mary Rd-Main St Signal 39.6 sec D 39.9 sec D 0.3 sec No

3 Minaret Rd/Forest Trail2 Roundabout3 43.3 sec D 43.5 sec D 0.2 sec No
4 Forest Trail/Main St TWSC 3.228 hr F 3.310 hr F 0.082 hr No

LOS = level of service
TWSC — two-way stop-controlled

For signalized intersections, delay is the average intersection delay in seconds (see).

The Towns LOS standard for signalized intersections is LOS D (less than 55.0 sec of delay).

For TWSC intersections, delay is the worst-case total minor street approach delay in hours (hr).

The Towns LOS standard for unsignalized intersections is LOS D (less than 35.0 sec of delay) ~ less than four vehicle hours

of total minor approach delay for a single-lane approach (or five vehicle hours of total minor approach delay for a multilane approach).

2This intersection will be improved from TWSC to a roundabout as required by a cumulative project on the east side of Minaret Road.
~ analyzed using SIDRA 6 software and the “SIDRA Standard capacity model and the Highway Capacity Manual 2010 LOS methodology.
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Table F: Cumulative and Cumulative Plus Project (Uller) Roadway Segment LOS Summary

Cumulative Plus Project
Cumulative Baseline (Uller) Significant

Peak-Hour Peak-Hour Project
Roadway Segment Capacity Volume V/C LOS Volume WC LOS Impact?’

CanyonBlvd northofLakeMaryRd 800 935 1.17 F 948 1.19 F No

north of Lake Mary Rd-Main St 1,500 1,236 0.82 D 1,238 0.83 D No
VlinaretRd southofLakeMaryRd-MainSt 1,400 1,378 0.98 E 1,378 0.8 E No

west of Canyon Blvd 800 396 0.50 A 397 0.50 A No
..ake Mary Rd- between Canyon and Minaret 1,600 1,446 0.90 D 1,459 0.1 E No
4am St east of Minaret Rd 3,200 2,007 0.63 B 2,011 0.63 B No

Forest Trail east of Minaret Rd 500 237 0.47 A 237 0.47 A No

LOS = level of service
V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio

The Town’s LOS standard for roadway segments is LOS D. A significant project impact occurs on a roadway segment operating at LOS E or F

when a significant project impact is identified at an adjacent (upstream or downstream) intersection.
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Table G: Buildout and Buildout Plus Project (Whiskey Creek) Intersection LOS Summary

Buildout Plus Project
Buildout Baseline (Whiskey Creek) Peak-Hour Signficant

Traffic A Project
Intersection Control Delay’ LOS Delay’ LOS in Delay Impact?

1 Canyon Blvd/Lake Mary Rd Signal 9.9 sec A 9.9 sec A 0.0 sec No

2 Minaret Rd/Lake Mary Rd-Main St Signal 39.9 sec D 39.9 sec D 0.0 sec No

3 Minaret Rd/Forest Trail2 Roundabout3 43.5 sec D 43.5 sec D 0.0 sec No

4 Forest Trail/Main St TWSC 3.310 hr F 3.310 hr F 0.000 hr No

LOS = level of service
TWSC = two-way stop-controlled

For signalized intersections, delay is the average intersection delay in seconds (sec).

The Towns LOS standard for signalized intersections is LOS D (less than 55.0 sec of delay).

For TWSC intersections, delay is the worst-case total minor street approach delay in hours (hr).

The Town’s LOS standard for unsignalized intersections is LOS D (less than 35.0 sec of delay) ~ less than four vehicle hours

of total minor approach delay for a single-lane approach (or five vehicle hours of total minor approach delay for a multilane approach).

2This intersection will be improved from TWSC to a roundabout as required by a cumulative project on the east side of Minaret Road.

3Roundabout analyzed using SIDRA 6 software and the “SIDRA Standard” capacity model and the Highway Capacity Manual 2010 LOS methodology.
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Table H: Buildout and Buildout Plus Project (Whiskey Creek) Roadway Segment LOS Summary

Buildout Plus Project
Buildout Baseline (Whiskey Creek) Significant

Peak-Hour Peak-Hour Project
Roadway Segment Capacity Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C LOS Impact?’

CanyonBlvd northofLakeMaryRd 800 943 1.18 F 943 1.18 F No

north of Lake Mary Rd-Main St 1,500 1,238 0.83 D 1,238 0.83 D No

1inaretRd southofLakeMaryRd-MainSt 1,400 1,382 0.99 £ 1,382 0.99 E No

west of Canyon Blvd 800 396 0.50 A 396 0.50 A No

.ake Mary Rd- between Canyon and Minaret 1,600 1,454 0.91 £ 1,454 0.91 E No

4am St east of Minaret Rd 3,200 2,011 0.63 B 2,011 0.63 B No

~‘orest Trail east of Minaret Rd 500 237 0.47 A 237 0.47 A No

LOS level of service
V C volume-to-capacity ratio

The Towns LOS standard for roadway segments is LOS D. A significant project impact occurs on a roadway segment operating at LOS E or F

when a significant project impact is identified at an adjacent (upstream or downstream) intersection.
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Table I: Buildout and Buildout Plus Project (Uller) Intersection LOS Summary

Buildout Plus Project
Buildout Baseline (UHer) Peak-Hour Signficant

Traffic A Project
Intersection Control Delay’ LOS Delay LOS in Delay Impact?

1 Canyon Blvd/Lake Mary Rd Signal 9.9 sec A 9.9 sec A 0.0 sec No

2 Minaret Rd/Lake Mary Rd-Main St Signal 39.9 sec D 39.9 sec D 0.0 sec No

3 Minaret Rd/Forest Trail2 Roundabout3 43.5 sec D 43.5 sec D 0.0 sec No

4 Forest Trail/Main St TWSC 3.310 hr F 3.310 hr F 0.000 hr No

LOS — level of service

TWSC two-way stop-controlled

For signalized intersections, delay is the average intersection delay in seconds (sec).

The Towns LOS standard for signalized intersections is LOS D (less than 55.0 sec of delay).

For 1’WSC intersections, delay is the worst-case total minor street approach delay in hours (hr).

The Town’s LOS standard for unsignalized intersections is LOS D (less than 35.0 sec of delay) ~ less than four vehicle hours

of total minor approach delay for a single-lane approach (or five vehicle hours of total minor approach delay for a multilane approach).
2 This intersection will be improved from TWSC to a roundabout as required by a cumulative project on the east side of Minaret Road.

Roundabout analyzed using SIDRA 6 software and the “SIDRA Standard’ capacity model and the Highway Capacity Manual 2010 LOS methodology.
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Table J: Buildout and Buildout Plus Project (Uller) Roadway Segment LOS Summary

Buildout Plus Project
Buildout Baseline (Uller) Significant

Peak-Hour Peak-Hour Project
Roadway Segment Capacity Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C LOS Impact?’

CanyonBlvd northofLakeMaryRd 800 943 1.18 F 948 1.19 F No

north ofLake Mary Rd-Main St 1,500 1,238 0.83 D 1,239 0.83 D No

MinaretRd southofLakeMaryRd-MainSt 1,400 1,382 0.99 E 1,378 0.98 F No

westofCanyonBlvd 800 396 0.50 A 396 0.50 A No

..akeMaryRd- betweenCanyonandMinaret 1,600 1,454 0.91 F 1,459 0.91 F No

4am St east of Minaret Rd 3,200 2,011 0.63 B 2,011 0.63 B No

~orest Trail east of Minaret Rd 500 237 0.47 A 237 0.47 A No

LOS = level of service
V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio

The Towns LOS standard for roadway segments is LOS D. A significant project impact occurs on a roadway segment operating at LOS E or F

when a significant project impact is identified at an adjacent (upstream or downstream) intersection.

P:\SMM I 3OI~xls’segment LOS.xls\GP+P UlIer (4 II 2014)
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing No Project HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing No Project
1: Lake Mary Road & Canyon Boulevard Saturday Peah Hour 2: Minaret Road & Lake Maw Road Main Street Saturday Peah Hour

Smeet R
Lane cunfiguratiunu ~ i~ t r ‘iv
~ 15 160 165 205 435 10
Number 7 4 8 16 1 16
j~j~’Q’(Qb),veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj)A pbT) 1.00 1 00 1 00 100
~ 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Ruw,vuhthilu 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 190.0

17 178 206 228 493 0
AdjNu.ufLaueo 1 1 1 1 2 1
P~k Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.00 0.90 0.90
PerceutHeavyveh,% 2 2 2 2 2 0
cap, vetulr 472 723 723 615 1378 627
AsnveOnGreen 039 039 039 039 039 000
SatFlsw,vetu1h 951 1863 1863 1583 3548 1615
Grp volume)v), vehilr 17 178 206 228 493 0
Gip Sat Fluw)s)yehthdn 951 1863 1863 .1583 1774 1615
o Serve)g_s), a 0.5 2.7 3.1 4.2 4.1 0.0
cycle 0 clesr)g_c), s 3.6 2.7 .39 412 ‘ 49 oo
~up In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp cap(c),vehor 472 723 723 615 1378 627
vic Ratiu(X) 0.04 0.25 0.28 0.37 0.36 0.00
Avail cap(c a), vehth 472 723 723 615 378 627
HCM Platoon Rahu 1.00 100 i 00 100 100 100
Upstream Fifter)l) 1.00 1.00 1100 100 1100 088
UnifonnDelay(d),nlueh 9.9 8.5 87 90 90 00
ncr Delay (d2), ntveh 0.1 0.8 .110 1~7 017 oo
Intial 0 Delay)d3),s&eh 0.0 00 00 00 00 0.0
lOile Back010(50%),vetulro.2 1 5 . 118 . 29 211 00
LnGrp Delay)d),ulvuh 10 1 9 3 9 7 107 97 0.0
LnGrpLOS B A A B A
Approach vol vehth 185 434 493
Appmach Delay, skeh 914 102 917
Appmach LOS A B A

Synchrn 7- Report
PISMM13OI\Synchro new April 2Ol4lEatoting Banetne syn

J~i-4, \,d tt’~41
, EBT SOR Wa VST WBR N& NSF SR SOT

Lane conogurations ‘i ~ ‘I tt ‘1 4 i~
Vol~e(veMr) 85 385 125 - 70 295 125 305 240 85 475 50 105
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
lA~iØ’(Q~),veh 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0
Ped-BikeAdflA pbT) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
?i~i_~’:8~&t 1.00 1.00 1100 1100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
An Sat Flow vetutsiln 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3
Mjf~~~to,vetilh 94 428 139 - 78 328 139 339 267 94 568 0 117
AdjNoofLanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 0 1
P~ak]H6E&~ior 0.90 0.90 9.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.98 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.98
PercentHeavyveh% 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, vetub - - . 323 748 334 289 752 336 532 559 475 798 0 358
ArnveOnGmen 006 021 021 006 021 021 030 030 030 022 000 022
S~tFl~?Vel~b ‘ 1774 3539 1583 1774 3539 .1583 1174 1863 isga 3548 0 1583
Grp vulume)v), vetith 94 428 ~ 78 328 139 339 267 94 568 0 117
G~1)~tfMfln 1774 1770 1583 1774 1770 1583 1774 1863 ‘ 1774 0 1583
OServe)g a), a 3.3 8.7 6.1 2.7 6.4 6.1 13.2 9.4 3.5 11.8 0.0 4.9
c~Wo:cla~E),o 3.3 81 611 217 .. 614 6.1 1i2 9!4 - 3:5- 11.8 0.0 4.9
Rep In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
~~~jp(6)7~tith 323 748 334 289 - 752 336 532 559 ~ 798 0 356
v/cRatm(x) 1129 057 042 027 044 041 064 048 020 071 000 033
Arartj~(ET~)!v~b 323 748 334 - 289 752 336 532 559 475 798 0 356
HcM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
U~W~Rl(~F)l) tôb if~ 1.60 100 1.00 1.00 tOO . 1.00 1160 1.00 0.00 1.60
Uniform Delay Id), nteh 22.6 28.3 27.3 22.5 27.3 272 242 22.9 20.8 28.6 0.0 25.9

Ø~lay~)d2)ro/Q~h 213-312 318 -2:3 1.8 31~’51 219-019 5.3 0.0 2.5
lntialODelay)d3),slvuh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%i’äSWOf0)50%)~hAn 118 4.5 3b 1.5 3.3 3.0 7.3 5.3- 1.7 6.4 0.0 2.4
LnGrp Delay(d)a/veh 24.8 31 5 31 1 24.8 29.2 30.9 300 258 21 8 339 0 0 284
C7fG7$~Cos. c •c c c c c c c c c c
Approach vol vehib 661 545 700 685

PmachTD~l~~v&h 30.4 29.0 27.3 33.0
Approach LOS c c c c

ima 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
AssignedPha - 2 3 4 6 7 8
~~ 28.0 9.1 20.9 22.0 9.0 21.0
Change Penod )Y.Rc) o 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
MrGi~wSittiRU(Gffi~), a 24.0 5.1 16.9 18.0 5.0 17.0
MauOclesrTnne)g ci4l) 0 152 47 101 13.8 53 64
~s 3.8 0.0 4.1 2.3 0.0 5.3

HQ.t2OlOctd_Dilay 30.0
HQeI2OIOLOS c

t4/t62
Uner approved volume balancing among the lanes for tuming movement

im& 1 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Pho 4 6 8
FIre Duration (G+Y.Rc) a 20 6 20.6 20.6
change Penod (Y.Rc) a 40 4.6 4.6
Max Green Setting (Gmsv), e 160 16.0 16.0
ManOclearlime(g c41) a 56 61 62
Green Extlime(p c),s 49 34 47

HCM 2010 Qd Delay 9
HCM 2010 LOS A

User approved volume bnlanciog among the lanes for toming movemeni

4/2412
Fag

5/7/2014
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HCM 2010 TWSC
3: Minaret Road & Forest Trail

Existing No Project
Saturday Pooh Huur

HCM 2010 TWSC
3: Minaret Road & Forest Trail

Existing No Project
Saturday Peah Hour

lot Delay, slueh

Vol vehrb
Conflicting Pods, &hr
Sign Control
RT Channelized
Storage Lea~h
Veh in Median Storage, #
Grade,%
Peak Hour Factur
Heavy Vehicles, 14
Mvmt Row

Cerdhcting Flow All
Stage I
Stage 2

Critical Hdey
Gitica Hd~’ Stg 1
Critical Hds~ Stg 2
Fotew-up Hdwy
Pet Cap-i Maneuver

Stage 1
Stage 2

Ratoon blocked, 14
Moe Cap-i Maneuver
Mon Cap-2 Maneuver

Stage I
Stage 2

HCM Cuntrol Delay,
HCM LOS

20 25 gg
o o a

Stop Step Stup
- - None

go gO go
2 2 2

22 28 100

r2
1273 1273 761
906 906 -

367 367 -

7.12 6.52 6.22
6.12 5.52 -

6.12 5.52 -

3.516 4.016 3.316
144 167 405
331 355 -

653 622 -

113 134 405
215 233 -

295 320 -

557 554 -

25.9
D

“T “Th
15 15 10

0 0 0
Step St~tsp

- - None

90 90 90
2 2 2

17 17 ii

1322 1314 197
353 353 -

069 961 -

7.12 6.52 622
6.12 5.52 -

6.12 5.52 -

3.516 4flfl 3.316
133 156 644
664 631 -

305 335 -

77 127 644
99 188 -

592 562 -

189 302 -

34.7
D

70 165 25
0 0 0

Free Free Free
- - None

90 90 90
2 2 2

78 163 28

617 0

4.12

611

611

NB
2.7

herse
Int Delay, sheh

Mdveer SBR
Vol, veMr 65 635 100
Csnflictng Pods, dhrr 0 0 0
Stgn Control Free Free Free
RTChunneted - - None
Storage Len&h - - -

Veh in Median Sterage, 0 - 0 -

Grade,% - 0 -

Peak Heur Facter 90 90 90
Heavy Vebicles,% 2 2 2
Mvmt Row 72 706 111

M~onMonr MReI2
C6~Ii&tng fl~’All 211 0 0

Stagel - - -

S_~ - - -

Critical Hdwp 4.12 - -

~i~Stg1 - a -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - -

E~Sn - -
Pet Cap-I Maneuver 1360 - -

Stagril - - -

Stags2 - - -

R~i~Z~Ehcked, 14 - -

Mon Cap-i Maneuver 1360 - -

~y~p-2 Mairerrirer - - -

Stagel - -

~2 - - -

actr
HQnI Control Delay, 5 0.0
Ha.lLOS

Capacity )ustsflr) 811 - - 319 165 1360 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.096 - - 0.47 0269 0.053 - -

HCM Centrnl Delay Is) 9.9 0 - 25.9 34.7 7.6 0 -

HCMLaneLOS A A - D D A A -

HCM 95th IQile Q)veh) 0.3 - - 2.4 1 0.2 - -

Tnial Miner Siren Approach Delay 40 vehicles n 34 7 seconds per vnlriclr. 3.600 scrnnds pcr hour 0 306 vrlnrlr Irours

4/10/2014
PageS
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HCM 2010 TWSC
4: Forest Trail & Main Street

Existing No Project
Saturday Puah Huur

HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Lake Mary Road & Canyon Boulevard

15 670 15
0 0 0

Free Free Free
- - None

350 - -

90 90 9~
2 2 2

17 967 17

15 535 60
0 0 0

Free Free Free
- - Nune

250 - -

90 90 90
2 2 2

17 594 67

15 0 20
0 0 0

S~fl~p
- - Nene

90 90 90
2 2 2

17 0 22

Existing Plus Project
Saturday Peah Huur

lot Delay, ulveh 3.5

vol, vehlh
conflicting Pedu, Mrr
Sign control
fiT channetzed
Storage Length
Vvh in Median Starage, #
Grade,%
Peak Huur Factor
H~7~&êleu, ~
Memt Flaw

~nfliain~FlowAlt
Stage 1

critical Hd~’
~ti~l~H~(g I
critical Hd~’ Stg 2

Pot cap-i Maneuver

Stage 2
~l~kTd, %
Mee Cap-i Maneuver
M~2~t2’Klaneueer

Stage 1
St~T2

HCM central Delay,
HcM~oS

• - rar-’no. .“~i

capacity (vehTh)
HcM L~~v~Ritie
HCM central Delay (a)
HCM Lane LOS
HCM 95th lOtte O(veh)

ii
125 5 30

0 0 0
St~WSj~]~S(~

- - Nene
-. - 70

90 90 90
2 2 2

139 6 33

1176 1678 331
661 661 -

517 1017 -

7.54 6.54 6.94
6.54 5.54 -

6.54 5.54 -

3.52 4.02 3.32
146 94 665
418 458 -

509 313 -

—135 90 665
259 199 -

410 447 -

478 307 -

31.1
D

1/anerl
661 0 0 983 0 0 1341 1702 492

- - - - - - 1008 1008 -

- - - - - - 333~j -

4.14 - - 4.14 - - 7.54 6.54 6.94
- - - 4 &54 -

- - - - - - 6.54 5.54 -

2.22 - - 2.22 - - 3.52 4.02 ~P1
923 - - 698 - - iii gi 522

- - - - - - 258 316 -

- - - - - - 654442 -

923 - - 698 - 100 87 522
- - - - - - 197 200 -

- - - - - - 253 310 -

- - - - - - 599 431 -

01

f_,’-k ‘~1
v, and £81. ESt 581. SBR
Lane Oanfigeratiane r
~ 16 160 185 213 442 10

Number 7 4 8 18 1 16
~‘o~o6)7V~h - 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-BikeAdj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
~ 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1100
Adj sat flew, vehftvin 186.3 186.3 186.3 166.3 186.3 190.0
~i.E~wRith,veM1 18 178 206 237 501 ~
Adj Na.af Lanes 1 1 1 1 2 1
Pak~i47F~Eter 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 ~) 0.90
PercentHeavyveh,% 2 2 2 2 2 0
Oap,veMr ~ 723 723 615 1378 627
Arrive On Oreen 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.00
Sat Flew, eeteb 943 1863 1863 1583 3548 1615
Grp velume(v), cebIt 18 178 206 237 501 0
Gij~j~i),eehihi1e ~JJ 1863 ~ 1583 1774 1615
QServe)g_n), n 0.6 2.7 3.1 4.4 4.1 0.0
c~ZWttclJ~(g_c), e 3:7 2:7 3.1 LY~ - 411 0.0
PteplnLane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
~ 469 723 723 615 ~ 627
vic Ratie)X) 0.04 0.25 0.28 0.39 0.36 0.00

ç_fl),veMt 469 - 723 723 615 1378 627
HQeI Platean Ratia 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Fb8er(l) 1.00• 1.00 1.60 1.00 1:00 0.00
Uniferm Delay Cd), aheh 9.9 8.5 8.7 9.1 9.0 0.0
~Q!j34~(d2VeNeh 02 0.8 110 - 118 517 010
Initial 0 Delay(d3),a/eeh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
~OilrBSEkOfO(50%),vehAn 02 1.5 1.8 2.2 2.2 0.0
LnOrp Delay(d),e/eeh 101 93 97 10.9 9.7 0.0
LGi~EO~ BA A B A
Appreach val, eeh/h 190 443 501
A$~ lay, e/J~h 9.4 io:a 9:7
Appaach LOS A B A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Axeigned Phe 4 6 8
fits Duraden (G+Y-eflc), e 20.6 20.6 20.6
change Period (Y.Rc), 5 4.6 4.6 4.6
Mart Green Setting (Grnax), $ 16.0 16.0 16.0
ManOclearTime)g_c-i-l1),e 57 61 64
Oreen Ext Tbne (p_c), e 4.9 34 4.6

tersedien 5
HQd 2010 Cbt Delay 9.9
H~M20i0LOS A

a
Uoer approved volume balancing ameng the lance far taming movement

0.3

- - 698
- - 0.024
- - 10.3

B
- - 0.1

306 923
01127 0.018

18.5 9
c A

0.4 0.1

18 5
c

- - 256 665
- - 0.564 0.05
- - 35.8 10.7
- - £ B
- - 3.2 0.2

Nets
—: Velume exceeds capacity 5: Delay euceoda 300a --: camputatien Net Defined All major veleme in platoon
Total Mieor Street Ayyrou h Delay 130 vchicl’s 031.1 5 coods p -r vehicl 3600 seconds per hoer I 123 cchiclc hours

5/6/2014
Page 1
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mon
Lane Configurations

Number
j~iiI~’(Ob), veh
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT)

Adj Sat Hnw,vehfrr/n

Adj No. of Lanes
P~H6~F’F~Etor
Percent Heavy Veh, %
Cap, netfilr
Arrive On Green
S~fFl~fl*
Grp Vnlome(n), netvb
GFl~WetWi1n
G Serve(g_e), 5

______ n
Rep In Lane
~GW0l,ne&b
V/C Ratin(X)

cPto). veKar
HCM Platoon Ratio

etff0i8~O)
Unfnnn Delay (d), n/eeh
~p~d2), e/~h
Intial 0 Deiay(d3),eheh
~(d~B~EkOfO(59%),vet~in
LnGrp Delay(d),eNeh
L~G~’L!oS -- -

‘I H’ ~i H’
66 366 128 70 299 125

7 4 14 3 a 18
0 0 0 0 0 0

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 too i.oo

106.3 166.3 166.3 166.3 166.3 166.3
66 431 142 76 332 lag

1 2 1 1 2 1
0.90 0.90 0.60 6.90 0.90 0.90

2 2 2 2 2 2
321 748 334 266 752 336
0.06 0.21 0.21 0.06 0.21 0.21
1774 3539 1563 1774 3539 1583

96 431 142 76
1774 1770 1563 1774

3.3 6.7 6.2 2.7
3.3 6.7 6.2 2.7

1.00 1.00 1.00
321 748 334 266
0.30 0.58 0.42 0.27
321 748 334 288
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
22.6 28.3 27.3 22.5

2.4 3.2 3.9 2.3
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.8 4.6 3.1 1.5

25.0 31.6 31.2 24.8
C C C C

Existing Plus Project
Saturday Peah Hnur

S
~i 4 F

308 240 85 475 50 107
5 2 12 1 6 16
0 0 0 0 0 0

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3
342 267 94 568 0 19

1 1 1 2 0 1
0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

2 2 2 2 2 2
532 559 475 798 0 356

0.30 0.30 0.30 0.22 0.00 0.22
1774 1863 1583 3548 0 1583

332 139 342 267 94 568
1770 1583 1774 1863 1583 1774

6.5 6.1 13.4 9.4 3.5 11.8
6.5 6.1 13.4 9.4 3.5 11.8

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
752 336 532 559 475 798

0.44 0.41 0.64 0.48 0.20 0.71
752 336 532 559 475 798
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
27.4 27.2 24.3 22.9 20.8 26.6

1.9 3.7 5.9 2.9 0.9 5.3
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3.4 3.0 7.4 5.3 1.7 6.4

29.3 30.9 30.1 25.8 21.8 33.9
C C C C C C

0 119
0 1583

0.0 5.0
0.0 5.0

1.00
0 356

0.00 0.33
0 356

1.00 1.00
0.00 1.00

0.0 26.0
0.0 2.5
0.0 0.0
0.0 2.4
0.0 28.5

C

HCM 2010 TWSC
3: Minaret Road & Forest Trail

lot Delay, ntheh 4.9

meant
Vol. neMi
Cnnflictng Pedo, #Thr
agn Control
RT Channetoed
Storage Lei4h
Veh in Median Storage, 0
GrXe,%
Peak Hour Factor
Heany Vehiclee, %
Mvmt Row

0081. WBT WBR
15 15 10

0 0 0
Stop Stop Stop

- - Nnne

90 90 90
2 2 2

17 17 11

HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
2: Minaret Road & Lake Man, Road/Main Street

Existing With Project
Saturday Peah Hour

EeL 581’ BR
29 25 90

0 0 0
Step Step Step

- - None

90 90 90
2 2 2

22 26 100

ta NBT
70 166

0 0
Free Free

90 90

78 184

25
0

Free
Nnne

90

28

Conflictng Row Oil
Stage 1
Stage 2

Critical Hdwy
Cdticat Hday’ Stg 1
critical Hdwy Stg 2
Felow-up Hdep
Pot Cap-I Maneuver

Stage I
Stage 2

Ratoon blocked, %
Mon Cap-i Maneuver
Mon Cap-2 Maneuver

Stage 1
Stage 2

HQ4 Cnntrnl Delay,
Hctifi LOS

rI
819 0 01276 1276

908 908
366 366
7.12 6.52
6.12 5.52
6.12 5.52

3.518 4.018
144 167
330 354
652 621

112 134
214 232
294 319
556 553

B
26

D

763 1326 1317 198
- 354 354 -

- 972 963 -

6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22
- 6.12 5.52 -

- 6.12 5.52 -

3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
404 133 157 843

- 663 630 -

- 304 334 -

404 77 126 643
- 99 187 -

- 590 561 -

- 188 301 -

34.9
D

Apprvach Vnl, vehftr 669 549 703 687
A~aacti’Dlay, n/~ts 30.5 29.0 27.4 33.0
Appaach LOS C C C C

Tim
AanignedPhn - 2 3 4 6 7 6
~hTDDii6wlG;vR~l,n 26.0 9.1 20.9 22.0 9.0 21.0
change Period (Y.-Rcl, o 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
MiZGFWS~tt~lGi~l, n 24.0 5.1 16.9 18.0 5.0 17.0
MonO Clearlime lg_c-41), e 15.4 4.7 10.7 13.6 5.3 6.5
G~iEkiTi~l!c), u 3.8 0.0 4.0 2.3 0.0 5.3

“--‘

HcM:2oio~a~Dilay 30.0
HCM 2010 LOS C

User approved volume balancing among the lanes for taming movement.

412

2218
810

810

NB
27

tvtvmt BR 0091.iit 581. SBF BR
Capacity lvehthl 610 - - 318 164 1358 - -

HG.tLaneV~ Ratie 0.096 - 0.472 0.271 0.053 - -

HcMCnntrnl Detaylol 99 0 26 349 78 0
HQ.tLaneLOS A A - D D A A -

HQ.195th’MieOlvehl 03 - 24 1 02 - -
Tvtul Miovr Street Ayyrnuch Delny 40 vehicles u 34 9 seeunds yer vehicle 3.bOv secunds yer henr 0 3110 vehicle huurs

Synchro 7- Repnrt
P lSMMl3OllSynchrn\Easting wth Project.oyn

5/7/2014
Page 1
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HCM 2010 TWSC
3: Minaret Road & Forest Trail

Existing With Project
Saturday Peah Hour

HCM 2010 TWSC
4: Forest Trail & Main Street

3.5

Existing Plus Project
Saturday Pooh Hour

mt Delay, uloeh

Vol, nehAl
conflicting Pedo, Mv
Sign control
RT channelized
Storage Length
Veh in Median Sturage, #
Grade,%
Peak Hour Factor
Heany Vetactea, 14
Mnmt Row

conflicting Flow All
Stage I
Stage 2

critical Hd~
critical Hd~ Stgl
critical Hd~i Stg 2
Fellow-up Hdwy
Pot cap-I Maneuuer

Stage I
Stage 2

Ratoen blocked, 14
Moo cap-I Maneuner
Man cap-2 Maneuver

Stage 1
Stage 2

HCM cnntml Dolay, a
HCM LOS

___________ ‘p

See
65 637 100

0 0 0
Free Free Free

- - None

90 90 90
2 2 2

72 708 111

212 0 0

4,12 - -

2.218 - -

1356 - -

1358 - -

0.6

a ST EBB WBL WBT WBR
15 873 15 15 536 68

0 0 0 0 0 0
Free Free Free Free Free Free

- - None - - None
350 - - 250 -

- 0 - - 0 -

- 0 - - 0 -

90 90 90 90 90 90
2 2 2 2 2 2

17 970 17 17 596 67

ersedree
nt Delay, akeh

erneit
Vol, neMr
centticong Peda, #lttr
Sign contact
RTchannelried
Storage Len~ta
Vuh in Median Storage, #
Grade,%
Peak Hour Factor
Heavy Vehiclea, 14
Mnmt Row

c~!i’!pg R~’A0
Stage I
S

Critical Hdwy
crihaFftd~Sji1
critical Hd~’ Stg 2

Put cap-I Maneuver
Stage 1
Stage 2

Ratoon blocked, 14
Mon cap-I Maneuver
Mon cap-2 Maneuver

Stage 1
Stage 2

HQ4 control Delay
HQrI LOS

capacity (vetrThl
HW Lane vic Ratio
H~M control Delay (al
HOA Lane LOS
Hctnl 95th %tile Q(neh)

681. NBT NBR
15 0 20

0 0 0
Stop Si~~~tap

- - None

- S -

90 90 90
225

17 0 22

h6aeri
1347 1710 493
1012 1012 -

335 699 -

7.54 6.54 6.94
6.54 5.54 -

6.54 5.54 -

3.52 4.02 3.32
110 90 522
256 315 -

653 440 -

99 86 522
196 199 -

251 309 -

598 429 -

a
125 5 30

0 0 0
Stop Stop Step

- - None
- - 70

90 90
2 2 2

139 6 33

hfiaer2
1182 1684 332

664 664
518 1020 -

7.54 6.54 6.94
6.54 5.54 -

6.54 5.54 -

3.52 4.02 3.32
145 93 664
416 456 -

509 312 -

—134 89 664
258 198 -

408 445 -

478 306 -

31 3
D

I~

Marl
664

4.14

2.22
921

921

0.1

305 921
0.128 0.018

18.5 9
c A

0.4 0.1

Ma
0 0 987

- 4.14

- - 2.22
- - 696

- - 696

0.3

ri
- - 696
- - 0.024
- - 10.3

- - 01

18.5
c

iiV~ ~~1- n nO
- - 255 664
- - 0.566 0.05
- - 361 107
- - E B
- - 32 02

eteu
—: Volume eaceeda capacity $ Delay enceeda 300a + computation Not Defined
Total Minor Street Ayyroaeh Delay 130 vehicles a 31 3 seconds per vehicle

All major volume in platoon
3.600 seconds yer hour I 130 vehicle hours

Synctwu7- Report
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Cumulative Baseline HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Cumulative Baseline
1: Lake Mary Road & Canyon Boulevard Saturday Peak Ho r 2: Minaret Road & Lake Mary Road/Main Street Saturday Peak Hour

Lane Con9gurationo ~ 4~ + r
~ 25 220 255 231 491 15
Number 7 4 8 18 1 16
~i~I’Q(Qbl,veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A pbTl 1.00 1 00 100 1 00
~ 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 00
AdjSatflnw,veMvln 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 190.0
Mj,~j~R~~VeKTh 28 244 283 257 562 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 I I 2 1
P~k H~Factsr 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 090
PercentHeavyVeh,% 2 2 2 2 2 0
Ca~Vetflr 430 751 751 638 1430 651’
Arnve On Gruen 040 040 040 040 040 000
S~1Fl~~Vet~9r 862 1863 1863 1583 3548 1615 _______________________________ ____________ ___________

Grp Volurnu(v), vehfln 28 244 283 257 562 0
~ 862 1863 1863 1583 1774 1615
QServe(gsl,s 1.0 3.7 4.4 4.8 4.6 0.0
~~Cl~’r(g.cl,s 5~4 3.7 4~4 48 4.6 00
Prop bi Lane 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
~ veKfli 430 751 . 751 638 1430 651
V/C RatioQ() 007 033 038 0 40 039 0.00
A~ilC~(~T~), vetilr 430 751 751 638 1430 651
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
U~str~’ltift~(l) 1100 iroo 1100 i:oo i~o0 ooo,
Unifonn Delay (d), s/eeh 10.6 8.5 8.7 8.8 8.7
~ 0:3 112 . 1~4 119 0~8 0.0
Intial Q Delay(d3),s~eh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ~0

B~kO~(50%)~ti~iV13 •2~1 215 214 214 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),olveh 10.8 9.6 10.1 10.7 9.5 0.0
L~G~L1OS. R,A B RA _________________________ _____________ _______ _______ _______

Approach Vol vehflr 272 540 562
~ 9~7 101’4 95 _______

Approach LOS A B A

-4~.\,..,, ~i-4~ t,’’~~
MeOemert EaT BR WST WBR BT P49R S& SBT SB
Lane Conilgurations
Volume (vehOr) 114
Number 7
bOtial Q (Qb), veh 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A pbT) 1 00
Parking Bus, Ad) 1.00
Ad) Sat Flow, vehlMn 186.3
Ad) FlswRate,veMr 127
Adj No. of Lanes
Peak How Factor 0.90
Percent Heovy Veh, % 2
Cap, eehTh 286
Nnive On Green 0.06
Sat Flow, vetdh 1774 - -

~-i~ r ‘~
498 188 105 383 160 463 320

4 14 3 8 18 5 2
0 0 Ô 0 Ô 0 0

100 1.00 1.00 100
1.00 1.60 1100 1.00 . 1100 1.00 1.00

186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3
553 ~ 117 ~ 178 ~!J 356

2 1 1 2 1 1 I
690 ôT90 0~90 0~0 0:90 0.90 0.90

2 2 2 2 2 2 2
748 334 249 752 336 532 559
0.21 0.21 006 021 021 030 0 30

3539 1583 1774 3539 1583 1774 1863
127 553 209 117 426 178 514 356

1774 770 1583 1774 1770 1583 1774 1863
4.5 11.7 9.6 4.1 8.6 8.0 22.8 13.2
4.5 11.7 9.6 4.1 8.6 8.0 22.8 13.2

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
286 748 334 249 752 336 532 559
044 074 062 047 057 053 097 064
286 748 334 249 752 336 532 559
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1100
23.3 29.5 28.7 23.5 28.2 27.9 27.6 24.2

4.9 6.5 8.5 6.3 3.1 5.8 3i~4 5:5
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2.6 6.4 5.0 2.4 4.5 4.0 15:8 7.6

282 360 372 298 31 3 33.8 59.0 29.7
C D D C C C E C

889 721 1009
35.2 31.7 43.7

D C D

125 615
12 1

0 0
100 100
1.00 1.00

186.3 186.3
139 742

1 2
0.90 0.90

2 2
475 798
030 022
1583 3548

139 742
15i3 17Z,~’

5.4 16.4
‘514:16.4
100 1.00
475 798
029 093
475 798
1.00 1.00
lloo i14o
21.5 30.4

16 18r7
0.0 0.0
2:6 iô~i.

230 491
C D

Grp volume(vl, veh/h
Grp Sat Flow(o),vehkuln
Q Serve(g_o), 5
Cycle Q Clear(Lc),
Prop In Lane
Lane Grp Cap(c), veMi
V/C Ratio(X)
Avail Cap(c a), veMr
11CM Platoon Ratio
Upstream Fl6er(l)
Uniltirm Delay Id), oineh
lncr Delay )d2), o/eeh
lnOiol Q DelayId3),oineh
%lle BackOfQI5O%),eebdn
LnGrp Delayld),sinuh
LnGrp LOS
Approach Vol vetrffi
~~o~Dilay, otJ~h
Approach LOS

r
75 1

6 16
~ 0

1 00
1.0o i:a

186.3 186.3
0 154
0 1

0.90 0~90
2 2
9’. 356

000 022
9’ -1583
0 154
0 1583

0.0 6.7
o:o - 6.7

100
o ~se

000 043
.0 356

1.00 1.00
0.00 4140

0.0 26.6
~ 3.8
0.0 0.0
0.0 33
00 304

C
896

45.9

1 3 4
Assigned Pbs 4 6 8
Rrs Duration (G*Y.Rc), o 20.6 20.6 20.6
Change Ponod (Y.Rc s 40 40 40
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 166 166 166
MaxQClearlimelg c.l1),s 7.4 66 68
Green Bid Time Ip c), 5.6 39 59

on
11CM 2010 120 Delay 9.9
11CM 2010 LOS A

User approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement

412412014
Page 1

imer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 3 4 6 7 8
Rro Duration (G+Y’.ttc), o 28.0 9.1 20.9 22.0 9.0 21.0
Change Penod (Y.-~c) a 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Settmg (Gman),s 24.0 5.1 16.9 18.0 5.0 17.0
MaxQ Clear Time Ig c.4I), s 24.8 61 137 184 65 106
Green Eat Tone ~ c), 0 0.0 0.0 2.6 0 0 0.0 4.9

H12s1 2010 Ctil Delay 39.6
HcM 2010 LOS B

otoo
Use approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement
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Cumulative Baseline
Saturday Peak Hear

race
mt Delay, eNeh

ement R
Vel,eeh/tr 15 993 15 15 609 80
Cenflicting Pede, Mm 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Central Free Free Free Free Free Free ___________

RT Channelized - - Nune - - Nene
Sterage Length 350 - - 250 - -

Veh in Median Sterage, # - 0 - - 0 -

Grade,% - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hear Fader 90 90 90 90 90 90
Heavy Veticlee, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flaw 17 1103 17 17 676 99

or2
Conflicting FlewAll 1120 0 0 1519 1943 560 1338 1906 392

Stage 1 - - - 1145 1145 - 753 753 -

Stage2 - - - 374 799 - 595 1153 -

critical Hd~’ 414 - - 7.54 6.54 6.94 7.54 6.54 6.94
Oitical Hd~’ Stg 1 - - - 6.54 5.54 - 6,54 5.54 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - 6.54 5.54 - 6.54 5.54 -

Fetew-ap Hd~ 2.22 - - 3.52 4.02 3.32 3.52 4.02 3.32
PetCap-lManeuoer 619 - 92 64 472 —lii 68 616

Stagel - - - 212 272 - 368 416 -

Stage2 - 619 396 - 464 270
Rateen hlecked, % - -

Mae Cap-i Maneaeer 619 - - 72 61 472 —102 65 616
Men Cap-2 Maneaeer - - - 162 168 - 223 168 -

Stagel - - 209 267 - 361 405 -

Stage2 - - - 551 385 - 433 265 -

cdi SB
HCM Central Delay a 66.4
HCMLOS F

HCM 2010 TWSC
4: Forest Trail & Main Street

7.7

HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Cumulative Plus Project Plus Whiskey Creek
1: Lake Mary Road & Canyon Boulevard Saturday Peak Hear

W ‘c ‘1? rl:
15 0 20 170 5 40~

0 0 0 0 0 0
Sf~J~yp StepSt~JS~yp St~

- - Nene - - Nene
- - - - ‘- 70
— I — — 1 —

- 0 - - 0 .1
90 90 90 90 90 90

2 2 2 2 2 2
17 0 22 199 6 44

764 0 0

414 - -

2.22 - -

845 - -

945 -

WB
0.1 0.2

Capacity leetnirl
HCM Lane V/C Ratie
HCM Central Delay (a)
HCM Laeo LOS
HCM 95th %tile 0)neh)

f_,’-k \,1
ereert EEL EBT WET WdR 581. SBR

Lane Cenfigaratiene F ‘IV
Vekime leeMrl 25 220 255 235 495 15
Namher 7 4 8 18 1 16
lnfiialO(Qb),eeh 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-BikeAdj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
ParhiegBae,Ar~ 1.00 1.60 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flew, vehftsin 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 190.0
Adj Flew Rate, eete8r 29 244 293 261 566 0
AdjNe.etLanee 1 1 1 1 2 1
Peak Heat Facter 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PercentHeavyVeh,% 2 2 2 2 2 0
Cap, eetelr 429 751 751 639 1430 651
Arriee On Green 0.40 0.40 0 40 0.40 0.40 0.00
Sat Flew, eeteb 859 1863 1863 1583 3548 1615
Grp Velame(o), oeM, 26 244 283 261 566 - 0
GrpSatFlew(e),netedrde 959 1863 1963 1583 1774 1615
OSerne(g_e), a 1.0 3.7 4.4 4.9 4.7 0.0
Cycle 0 Clew(g.c), a 5.4 3.7 4.4 4.9 4:7 0.0
~ep In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c),eehAn 429 751 751 639 1430 651
V/C Ratie(X( 0.07 0.33 0.39 0.41 0.40 0.00
Aeail Caplc_a), eeMr 429 751 751 639 ‘1439 - 651
HQotPlateenRatie 100 100 100 100 150 100
Upetream Fifter(l) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 8.00
UnifermDelay(d),edieh 106 8.5 97 99 87 00
lncr Delay ld2), e/veh 0.3 1 2 1 4 1 9 08 00 -

lnfiialQDelay(d3),e/oeh 00 00 00 00 00 00
Mile BackOf0(58%),veMn 03 21 2.5 2.4 2’4 0.0
LnGrpDelay(d),e/oeh 106 96 101 107 96 00
LnGrpLOS B A B B A
Appreach Vel, ee~ 272 544 566
Appreach Delay, eheh 9.7 10.4
Appreach LOS A B A

‘tidier 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9
Aeeigned Phe 4 6 8
The Dwafien IG÷Y”Rcl, a 20.6 20.6 20.6
Change Purled (V’eRc), e 4.0 4.0 40
MaaGreeeSettthg(Gmaa),e 16.6 16.6 166
ManO Cleariime lg_c’41(, e 74 67 69
Green EntTine ty_c), a 5.6 39 59

e Sraem
HG.I 2010CM Delay 9.9
H~M2010LOS A

eta
Ueer appreeed eelame halancing ameng the lanee fur taming meoennent

259 845
0.15 0.02
21.3 9.3

C A
0.5 0.1

NB
21 3

C

- - 221 616
- - 0.98 0.072
- - 79 11.3
- - F B
- - 7 0.2

- - 619
- - 0.027
— — 11
- - B
- - 0.1

—: Velame eaceede capacity 5: Delay eaceede 300e •: Cempatatien Net Defined *: All majereelame in plateen
Toral Minor Sired Ayyroach Delay 175 vehicles s664 secoerts ycr vehicle 3.600 seconds yer hoar 3.728 vehicle hours

5/6/2014
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Cumulative Plus Project Plus Whiskey Creek
2: Minaret Road & Lake Mary Road/Main Street Saturday Peak Hoer

Lane Configoratioos

Number
&I~iq~lT~h
Pod-Bike Ad](A_pbT(

Adj Sat Flow, vohthdn
Ad~~o,votvb’
Ad] No. of Lanes
P~h~H~F’F~tvr -

Porcoot Hoaoy Veh, %
caWetim
Arrive Os Oroon
S~fFtow,.voti’b

HCM 2010 TWSC
4: Forest Trail & Main Street

?_~ .4-ç4~ t,*\*4 .1
Net. t€T Set.

~ ~ tt r ~ 4 r
115 500 190 105 385 160 465 320 125 615 75 140

7 4 4 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

106.3 106.3 106.3 186.3 166.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 166.3 106.3 186.3 186.3
128 556 211 117 428 178 517 356 139 742 0 156

1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 0 1
0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

2 2 2 2 2 22 2 2 2 2 2
285 748 334 248 752 336 532 559 475 798 0 356
0.06 0.21 0.21 0.06 0.21 0.21 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.22 0.00 0.22
1774 3539 1583 1774S3539 1583 1774 1863 1563 3548 0 1583

Cumulative Plus Project Plus Whiskey Creek

_________________________________ Saturday Peak Hoer

GrpVvlemo(v),vohl, 128 556 211 117 426 178 517 356 139 742 0 156
G~SäFF’e~i)’~t~TfAn 1774 1770 1583 1774 1770 1583 1774 1863 1583 1774 0 1583
OSorvo(g_o),o 4.5 11.8 97 4.1 8.7 8.0 23.0 13.2 5.4 16.4 0.0 6.8
c9!~Øcl~tLc),o, 4.5 11.8 97 49 8~7 8.0 23.0 13.2 5.4 16.4 0.0 6.0
Rap In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
)~~GW9~j(ê)!VëtiitI 285 748 334 248 752 , 336 532 559 475 798 0 356
‘nc RatiolX) 0.45 0.74 0.63 0.47 0.57 0.53 0.97 0.64 0.29 0.93 0.00 0.44

]IcyI~(ç_~)!~Km 285 748 334 248 752 336 532 559 475 798 0 356
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
~ 1.00 1.00 1.00 , iroa 1(00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Unifenn Dolay Id), sNob 23.3 29.5 28.7 23.5 28.2 27.9 277 24.2 21.5 30.4 0.0 26.7
I~IFD~ti~ta2)roNih 5.0 6.6 81 63 39- 5.8 32.6 5.5 1.6 181 o.o as
loitial 0 Delay(d3l,slooh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
~ 2.6 6.4 &0 2!4 -45- 4.0 16.0 7.6 2.6 10.1 0.0 3.3
LoGrp Dolay(d~aIoeh 28.3 36.1 37.4 29.9 31.3 33.8 602 29.7 23.0 49.1 0.0 30.5
LWdiV]foS c 0 D c c c E C C D c

£81. ST SR
15 995 15

0 0 0
Free Roe Flee

- - None
350 - -

90 90 90
2 2 2

17 1106 17

rl
767

4.14

2.22
842

842

a
lot Dolay, sNob 7.9

Movonroit
vot, ootslh
conoictog Pods, /khr
Sign control
RT Charmollood
Storage Leogth
Voh in Median Sterago, #
Gndo, %
Poak Hoer Factor
Heavy Vehicles, 11
Mnmt low

Conflicting FtawAO
Stage I
Stage 2

critical Hd~
critical Hdv~ Stg I
Critical Hd~ Stg 2
FoHow-ap Hd~
Pot cap-i Maneuver

Stage I
Stage 2

Ratoee blocked, %
Moe cap-I Maneuver
Moo cap-2 Maneuver

Stage I
Stage 2

HQ.i control Delay,
HQ.i LOS

Mamt
capacity toehifrl
HQvi Lane v~ Ratio
HCM control Delay (s)
HOst Lane LOS
H~M 95th °htile O(veh)

15 610 80
0 0 0

Roe Roe Free
- None

250 - -

90 90 90
2 2 2

17 678 89

Ms
1122

4.14

2.22
618

618

P881. NeT NBR
15 0 20

0 0 0
Stop Slop Slop

- - None

90 90 90
2 2 2

17 0 22

k6aerl
1522 1947 561
1147 1147 -

375 800 -

7.54 6.54 6.94
6.54 5.54 -

6.54 5.54 -

3.52 4.02 3.32
81 64 471

212 272 -

618 395 -

71 61 471
161 168 -

208 267 -

550 384 -

Set. SeT SB
170 5 40

0 0 0
Slop Slop Slop

- None
- - 70

90 90 90
2 2 2

189 6 44

tstiner2
1342 1912 382

756 756 -

586 1156 -

7.54 6.54 6.94
6.54 5.54 -

6.54 5.54 -

3.52 4.02 3.32
‘-110 67 615

366 414 -

463 269 -

101 64 615
221 167 -

359 403 -

432 264 -

681

Approach Vol vehth 895 723 1012 898
~s~h 35.3 . 3*7 4.4.4 45.9
Approach LOS D C 0 D

11W
AssignodPho 2 3 4 6 7 8
The Duration (G+Y.41c), e 28.0 9.1 20.9 22.0 9.0 21.0
chaoge Period (Y’sRcl, a 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Mae Oreen Settlog (Gmae), n 24.0 5.1 16.9 18.0 5.0 17.0
Max 0 clear lime (g_c’41(, a 25.0 6.1 13.8 18.4 6.5 10.7
Green Eat lime (p_c), e 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 4.9

HCM 2010 (3d Delay 39.9
HCM 2010 LOS D

User approved velemo balancing among the lanes for taming movemenL

We
0.1 0.2

NBLeI St. ST SR Wet.
258 842 - - 618

0.151 0.02 - - 0.027
21.4 9.4 - - 11

c A - - B
0.5 0.1 - - 01

NB
21.4

c

WBRSBLa1 SBLe2
- - 219 615
- - 0.888 0.072
- - 811 113
- - F B
- - 71 02

—: Vnleme enceeds capacity 6 Delay exceeds 300$ + Curnpatstisn Not Defioed * All matar volume in platoon
Toiul Miner Street Ayyreuch Deluy 175 vehicles x h0.l secvnds yer vehicle 3,bOO vecends per liver 3.310 vehicle beers

517/2014
Page 1
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Lake Mary Road & Canyon Boulevard

Cumulative Plus Project Plus Uller
Saturday Peak Hour

HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
2: Minaret Road &Lake Mary Road/Main Street

Cumulative Plus Project Plus Uller
Saturday Peak Hour

4/2412014
Page 1
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Synchru 7- Report
PISMMI3O lSynchro new April 2Ol4lcumulative Run Project Plus UNer syn

~~4-4~4\ t,4~’,~d
ernest ~R ~90T WBR NBL NB~ 149R S~. SET S

Lane Configurations jW ~‘f Lane Configurations ~ ++ i~ ~ ++ ‘i 4 i~
Vok~WlveMr) 26 220 255 238 497 15 V&lume (vehflr) 115 501 190 103 387 160 465 319 124 615 74 141
Number 7 4 8 18 1 16 Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16

~~Q’lgj)~h 0 0 0 0 0 0 (~Q(QL)~h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-BikeAd;(A pbT) 100 100 100 100 Pod-Bike Adj(A pbT) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
~j~7A~ 1.00 1.00 1.00 1~00 i!oo i:oo ~ 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjSatHuwvehAriln 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 190.0 AdjSatFlow,vehilxtn 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 1863
~ . 29 244 283 264 568 0 ~ 128 557 211 114 430 178 517 354 138 742 0 157
Ad) No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 2 1 Adj No.of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 0 I
P~FF~tor 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.99 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh,% 2 2 2 2 2 0 Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
d~?veKTh 428 751 751 638 1~30 651 Cap, veMi 285 748 334 248 752 336 532 559 475 798 0 356
Nnve On Green 040 040 0 40 040 040 000 Axove On Green 006 021 0 21 0.06 021 0 21 030 0 30 030 022 000 022
S~iFl~~ei~b 856 1863 1863 15833548~16i5 Sat Flow, veMr 1774 3539 1583 1774 3539 1583 1774 1861583113548 0 1583
GrpVulume(v)vehTh 29 244 283 264 568 0 GrpVolume(v)oehlh 128 557 211 114 430 178 517 354 138 742 0 157
~ 856 1863 1863 1583 1774 1615 GrpSatFlsw(s)oeMnih 1774 1770 1583 1774 1770 1583 1774 1863 1583 1774 0 1583
QServe(g_s),s 1.0 3.7 4.4 4.9 4.7 0.0 QServe(g_s),s 4.5 11.8 0.7 4.0 8.7 8.0 23.0 13.1 5.3 16.4 0.0 &8
~le_OClear(gl~),s 5.4 3.7 4.4 4~9 4~7 00 CydeQCIeur(~c),s 4.5 11.8 9.7 4.0 8.7 8.0 23:0 13:1 53 16’~4 ob 6.8
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 1.00
~ 428 751 751 638 1430 651 LaonGpCap(e),vehd 285 748 334 248 752 336 532 559 475 798 0 356
V/C Ratio~) 0.07 0.33 0.38 0.41 0.40 0.00 V/C Ratio(X) 0.45 0.74 0.63 0.46 0.57 0.53 0.97 0.63 0.29 0.93 0.00 0.4.4
~jlC~(~?~) vetnlh 428 751 751 638 1430 651 Aval Cap(c a) veMr 285 ~U 334 248 752 336 532 559 475 79! ~J 356
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 100 HcM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
lJ~tr~~ift(l) 100 100 100 1~00 1r00 000 Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 1.00 ti~lL~J iToo 1.00 cg~ f~o 1.00 1.00 i.ôo 0.00 - iToh
Unifonn Delay(d), s/veh 106 85 87 88 8 7 00 Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 233 295 287 235 28 2 279 277 242 21.5 30.4 0.0 26.7
~ 0.3 1.2 4 2.0 0.8 0.0 lncr Delay (d2), theh 5.1 6.6 87 60 3 1 58 326 5.4 1.5 18~7 0.0 3.9
Intial 0 Delsy(d3)s/veh 00 00 00 0 0 00 00 lotial Q Delay(d3),stveh 0.0 00 00 00 00 0 0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3kl~B~OfQ(50%)~t~ln 0.3 21 2.5 25 2.5 0.0 %leBackOfQ(50%)oetniln 26 6°4 5:0 . 2.3 ~4.6 4:0 16.0 7~5 2.5 10.1 0.0 3.4
LnGrp Delay(d)uNeh 109 96 10 1 10 8 96 00 LoGrp Delay(d),s/veh 283 362 374 296 31 4 338 602 296 230 49 I 0 0 30.6
L~d~’ffos B A B B A LoGrp LOS C 0 - 0 C C C E C C D — C
Approach Vol veh,h 273 547 568 Approach Vol vehffi 896 722 1009 899
~ s/Téh 9.7 10.4 9.6 ~ 35~4 31~ . 44!~4 45~8
Approach LOS A B A Approach LOS D C D D

onor
Assigned Pbs 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y.Rc), s 20.6 20.6 20.6
Grange Ponod (V-.Rc) s 4.0 4.0 4.0
Mao Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.6 16.6 16.6
Man 0 Clear lime (g c-.ll) 5 74 67 69
Green Ext Time (p c), s 5.6 3.9 59

HCM 2010 Qrt Delay 9.9
HCM 2610 LOS A

User appruued volume balancing among the lanes fur tumiog movement

rmre 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 3 4 6 7 8
Phe Duraton (G*V-.Rc), a 28.0 9.1 20.9 22.0 9.0 21.0
Change Penod (Y+Rc) s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
MaxGreenSetting(Gmax),s 24.0 5.1 16.9 18.0 5.0 17.0
MaxQ ClearTime (g c.I1), s 25.0 6.0 13.8 184 65 107
Green Ext Time (p c) s 0.0 0.0 2.6 00 0.0 4.9

stren
H~vi 2010 CUt Delay 39.9
H~M2010LOS D

Usor approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement

5(7/2014
Page 1



HCM 2010 TWSC
4: Forest Trail & Main Street

Cumulative Plus Project Plus Uller
Saturday Peak Hour

mt Delay, s/veh 7.9

~deionet :1 ~T~i
15 0 20

HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Lake M~y Road & Canyon Boulevard

15 995 15
o o 0

Free Free Free
- - None

350 - -

9~ 90 90
2 2 2

17 1106 17

15 610 80
0 0 0

Free Free Free
- - None

250 -

90 90 90
2 2 2

17 678 89

170 5 40
0 0 0 0 0 0
~ Stop St~

- - None - - None
- - - - - 70
— I — — 1 —

- 0 - - 0 -

90 90 90 90 90 90
2 2 2 2 2 2

17 0 22 189 6 44

Future No Project
Saturday Peak Hour

Vól~KTh
Conflicting Pods, 6/hr

Wc~t~El
Ri’ Channehzed
Storag~th
Veh in Median Storage, #
Grade,%
Peak Hour Factor
Heavy Vehiclee, %
Mvmt Flow

Conflicting Flow All
Stage I
Stage 2

Critical Hdwy
Critical Hd~ Stgl
Critical Hd~ Stg 2
Fotow-up Hd~
Pot Cop-i Maneuver

Stage I
Stage 2

Platoon blocked, %
Mev Cap-i Maneuver
May Cap-2 Maneuver

Stage 1
Stage 2

HCM Control Delay,
HCM LOS

Capacity (vehihl
HCM Lane V/C Ratio
HCM Control Delay (51
HCM Lane LOS
HCM 95th %tde Q(vehl

767 0 0 1122 0 0 1522 1947 561
- - - - - - 1147 1147 -

- - - - - - 375 800 -

4 14 - - 414 - - 7.54 6:54 6:94
- - - - - - 6.54 5.54 -

- - - - - - 6.54 5.54 -

222 - - 2.22 - - 3.52 4.02 3.32
842 - 618 - - 81 64 471

- - - - - - 212 272 -

- - - - - - 618 395 -

842 - - 618 - - 71 61 471
- - - - - 161 168 -

- - - - - 208 267 -

- - - - - - 550 384 -

Marer2
1342 1912 383

756 756 -

5861156 -

7.54 6.54 6.94
6.54 5.54 -

6.54 5.54 -

3.52 4.02 3.32
—110 67 615

366 414 -

463 269

—101 64 615
221 167 -

359 403 -

432 264 -

68.1

earn
Lane Configurations j~ ilY
~ 25 - 220~~35 495 15
Number 7 4 8 18 1 16
~tO(Q~h - 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-BikeAdj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
~iL~’B~YA~ij 1.00 1~00 1~00 1~00 1.00 1.00
AdjSatFlow,vehihiln 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 190.0
~i~E]R~!~ib 28 244 283 261 566 0
AdjNo.ufLanes 1 1 1 1 2 1
P~kH~ri7F~tor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0:90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 0
Cap, veMs 429 751 751 638 1430 ‘ 651
ArTive On Green 0.40 0.46 0 46 0.40 0.40 0.00
SatFlow,vets/h 859 1863 1863 1583 3548 1615
GrpVelume(v),veMT 28 244 283 261 566 0
GepSatFlow(o),veMr/hr 859 1863 1863 1583 1774 -1615
QSeive(g_o), 0 1.0 3.7 4.4 4.9 4.7 0.0
GycleQClear(g...c),o 5.4 3.7 4!4 4:9 4:7 ôo
ProplnLane 1.00 1.00 1.00 100
Lane GrpCap(c),veh4h 429 751 751 638 1430 651
V/CRatio(X( 007 033 038 041 040 000
Avail Cap(c_a), veto/h 429 751 751 638 1430 651
H~M Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Fifler(l) 1.00 1.00 ifoo - 1~O0 i00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), sAieh 10.6 8.5 8.7 8.8 8.7 0.0
lncr Delay (d2), s/oeh 0.3 1.2 1!4 iT9 0.8 00
lntiial Q Delay(d3),e~eh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ite BackOfO(50%),vehfln 0.3 21 2.5 2~4 2~4 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),e/ueh 10.8 96 101 107 96 00
LnGrpLOS B AB B A -

Approach Vol, veh/h 272 544 566
Appcoach Delay, o/veh 9:7 10’4 9.6
Approach LOS A B A

1 2 3 8
Aooi~red Pho 4 6 8
Firs Dtxotien (G.’Y’eRc), s 20.6 20.6 20.6
Change Period (Y.4~c(, 0 40 4.0 40
MaoGreenSetting(Gmaxl,s 16.6 16.6 166
ManO Clearlime (g_c.Iil, s 74 67 69
GreenEotTine(p_c),o 5.6 3.9 59

kilersachoor Soinma
HCrel 2010 Ctrl Delay 9.9
HcM 2010 LOS A

User approved volume balancing among the lanes fur tuning movement

01 0.2 21.4
C

258 842 - - 618 - - 219 615
0.151 0.02 ~ 0:027 - ~ 0:888 0.072

21.4 9.4 - - 11 - - 81.1 11.3
C A a - B - - F B

0.5 0.1 - - 0.1 - - 7.1 0.2

—: Volume exceeds capacity 5: Delay exceeds 300o *: Computation Not Defined : All major volume in platoon
Total Minor Street Approach Delay 175 vehicles x 68.1 secoods per vehicle 3.600 seconds per hour 3310s chicle hours

Synchro 7- Report
P tSMMl3OltSynchro new Apnl 2014\Butduut Baseline.syn

5/6/2014
Page 1

Synchru 7- Report 4/24/2014
PiSMMI3OIi.Synchre new Apnl 201 4\Cumulabve Plus Project Plus Uller oyn Page 1



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
2: Minaret Road & Lake Mary Road/Main Street

meat

Future No Project
Saturday Peak Herr

HCM 2010 TWSC
4: Forest Trail & Main Street

HR S~ SB

5

Lace caalguratiuae ~ N’ F ‘I tI’ ‘1 4 F
i~~E(vetclTr) 115 500 190 105 385 160 465 320 125 615 75 140
Number 7 4 4 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
)~(Q(Ob)!V~h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-BdreAdi(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
~~lüU.g~~&di 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adi Sat Fluw,vehihdn 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3
~LE!~Ri!e;veKth 128 556 211 117 428 178 517 356 139 742 0 156
AdiNn.afLanea 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 0 1
P~ik H6~7E~Etor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
PercentHeavyVeh,% 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
cap, veinlr 285 740 334 248 752 336 532 559 475 798 0 356
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.21 0.21 0.06 0.21 0.21 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.22 0.00 0.22
5,4 Pinw anMi 1774 3538 1583 1774 3538 1583 1774 i8~3 1583 3548 0 1583

Future No Project
Saturday Peak mar

Grpvnlume(v),vehilr 128 556 211 117 428 178 517 356 139 742 0 156
Grp Sat Flow(n),velvbiln 1774 1770 1583 1774 1770 1583 1774 1863 1583 1774 0 1583
QSerne(gu),n 4.5 11.8 9.7 4.1 8.7 8.0 23.0 13.2 5.4 16.4 0.0 6.8
cycle QCleur(g_c), a 4.5 11.8 9.7 4.1 8.7 8.0 23.0 13.2 5.4 16.4 0.0 6.8
Rtp In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp cap(c), vehflr 285 748 334 248 752 336 532 559 475 798 0 356
vic RatiutX) 0.45 0.74 0.63 0.47 0.57 0.53 0.97 0.64 0.29 6.03 0.00 0.44
Avail cap(c_a), veMr 285 748 334 248 752 336 532 559 475 798 0 356
HcM Platnnn Ratin 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upntream Fiter(l) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1100 0.00 1.00
Unifnnn Delay (d), nlveh 23.3 29.5 28.7 23.5 282 27.9 27.7 24.2 21.5 30.4 0.0 26.7
lncr Delay (d2), n/veh 5.0 6.6 8.7 6.3 3.1 5.8 32.6 5.5 1.6 1817 0.0 3.9
Intial 0 Delay(d3(,n/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
9Me BackOfi0(50%),veMn 2.6 6.4 5.0 2.4 4.5 4.0 16.0 7:6 2:6 io!i 0.0 3.3
LnGrp Delay(d),n/veh 28.3 36.1 37.4 29.9 31.3 33.8 60.2 29.7 23.0 49.1 0.0 30.5
innrnins C Ii D C C C F C”~ C

Int Delay, ninch 7.9

meet a ST SR W~ WBT WBR ia NBT NOR SBL ST
Vul,vehflr 15 995 15 15 610 80 15 0 20 170 5 40
CvnllictngPedn,*Trr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign cnntrnl Free Free Free Free Free Free Stup Si~3~tnp SIvp Stup Stup
RT chamielined - - Nune - - Nnne - - Nune - - Nnne
Stnrage Length 350 - - 250 - - - -o - - - 70
VehinMedianSturage,# - 0 - - 0 - - 1 - - 1 -

Grade,% - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Huur Factur 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90
Heavy Vehiclen,% 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmtflnw 17 1106 17 17 678 09 17 0 22 189 6 44

. ri MarO Minerl hOnerO
cnnoictngFluwAll 767 0 0 1122 0 0 1522 1947 561 1342 1912 383

Slagel - - - - - - 1147 1147 - 756 756 -

Stage2 - - - - - - 375 800 - 586 1156 -

critical Hdey 4.14 - - 4.14 - - 7.54 6.54 6.94 7.54 6.54 6.94
critical Hdwy Stg I - - - - - - 6.54 5.54 - 6.54 5.54 -

critical Hd~ Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.54 5.54 - 6.54 5.54 -

Fame-up Hdwy 2.22 - - 2.22 - - 3.52 4.02 3.32 3.52 4.02 3.32
Put cap-i Maneuver 842 - - 618 - - 81 64 471 — 110 67 615

Stagel - - - - - - 212 272 - 366 414 -

Stage2 - - - - - - 610 395 - 483 269 -

Ratuun blucked, 16 - - -

Mnv cap-i Maneuver 842 - - 616 - - 71 61 471 — 101 64 615
Men cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 161 168 - 221 167 -

Stagel - - - - - - 208 267 - 359 403 -

Stage2 - - - - - - 550 384 - 432 264 -

~ ES WE SB
HQ4 cnrdrnl Delay, n 0.1 0.2 21.4 68 1
HQs4LOS c F

at erMvrnt N&ni St ST SR niSSLn2
capacity (vvhAr) 250 642 - - 618 - - 219 615
HL3s1 Lane V~ Ratin 0.151 0.02 - - 0.027 - 0.888 0.072
HcMcnntrul Delay(s) 214 94 - 11 - - 011 113
HQ~lLaneLOS c A - - B - - F B
HcM95th%tOeQ(veh) 05 01 - - 01 - - 71 02

—: Vulume evceedn capacity $ Delay euceedn 300n + cumpututiun Nut Defined * All maiurvuhune in platnun
Toiul Miuur Srreei Apprvach Delay 175 vehicles a 66.1 secauds per vehicle 3.hOO sccaudv per haur 3.310 vehicle hvars

Approach Vul, vehdr - 805 - - 723 - — 1012 898
Appruach Delay, seth 35.3 31.7 44~4 4W9
Appruach LOS 0 c D D

im 6
AauignedPhn 2 3 4 6 7 8
Firs Duratinn (G+Y.Rc), n 28.0 9.1 20.9 22.0 9.0 21.0
change Periud (Y+Rc), n 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Man Green Setting (Oman), a 24.0 5.1 16.9 18.0 5.0 17.0
Man 0 clear Time (g_c*11(, u 25.0 61 13.6 18.4 6.5 10.7
Green Eat Time (p_c), n 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 4.9

an
HCM 2010 Qd Delay 39.9
HCM 2010 LOS D

ten
Uner apprnved vulume balancing amung the lanes Our tvming muvement.

5/6/2014 Synchrn 7- Repnrt
PiSMMl3OllSynchrn new April 20l4/Bvtdnid Baneline.nyn

5/7/2014
Page 1

Syvchru7- Repnrt
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Lake Mary Road & Canyon Boulevard

Future Plus Project Plus Whiskey Creek
Saturday Peak Haur

HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
2: Minaret Road & Lake Mary Road/Main Street

Future Plus Project Plus Whiskey Creek
Saturday Peak Hour

Lane cantguratiana

Number

Ped-Bike Adj(A pbT)

Adt Sat Flow, uuhthlln
~dtthj2~Eate, vetdh
Adt Na. of Lanen
P~t(H5tVF~Etar
Percent Heavy veh, %
cap, vehTh
kane On Green
Sat Flaw, vefub
Grp valamelu), aehib
G~Fj~(i),ae~Aa
0 Serve(g_u), a

_____ a
~ap In Lane

vic Ratiu(X)
~ilt~(cTi~)7~itith’
HCM Plataun Ratio
U~itE(l)
Unifana Delay (dl, a/ueti

Intial 0 Delay(d3),alaeh
%te BackOfo(50%),veMn
LnGrp Delay(d),aiueh
L~G~LroS
Appraach vol vehfti
~
Approach LOS

eaae&
Lane caafiguratiana
valame (vehib)
Number
hntiat 0(0k), aeb
Pad-Bike Adj(A pbT)
Parking Baa, Ad]
Ad] Sat Flaw, uehitdla
Ad] Flaw Rate, aeMi
Ad] Na. at Lanea
Peak Has Factar
Percent Heavy veh, %
cap, vetab
knve On Green
Sat Flaw, vetub
Grp vulume(v), velvb
Gop Sat Ftuw(e),vahMs
O Serve(g_a), a
cycle o clear(g_c), a
Fl-up In Luau
Lane Grp cap(c(, aehTh
vic Ratia(X)
Avail cap(c a), aetab
H~M Plataan Ratia
Upatream Flter(l)
Unihirm Delay (d), akeh
lncr Delay (d2), alueh
Intial 0 Delay)d3),aiueh
%ile BuckOfo(50%),vehAn
LnGrp Delay(d),alueh
LaGrp LOS
Approach val vehib
Appraach Delay, s/oth
Appraach LOS

EBL EBF ~R WB. 5661’ WBR NEt. NSF P€R 93. 561
“I It :~i I’t r ‘1 + ~ 4 1

115 - 500- 190 105 385 160 465 320 125 615 75 140
7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
0 0-- 0 -@ 0 0 0 0 0 0 fiJ d

1.00 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
1100 1100 1F00 1100 1100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1~00

186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3
~EJ ~ 211 117 428 178 517 356 139 742 0, 156

1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 0 1
- ooo 8:98 &90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0:93 0.90 0.90

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
285 748 334 248 752 336 532 559, 475 L~8 0 356
006 021 021 006 021 021 030 030 030 0.22 000 022
1774 3530 1583 1774 3539 1583 - 1774 1963 1583 3548 0 1583

128 556 211 117 428 178 517 356 139 742 0 156
1774 1770 1583 1774 1770 - ‘1583 1774 1863 - 1583 1774 0 1583

4.5 11.8 9.7 4.1 8.7 8.0 23.0 13.2 5.4 16.4 0.0 6.8
4.5 11.8 9:7 4.1 8:7 8:0-23:0 13.2 s~4 tW4 -o4 6.8

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
285 7~ 334 248 752 336 532 559 475 798 - 0 356
0.45 0.74 0.63 0.47 0.57 0.53 0.97 0.64 0.29 0.93 0.00 0.44
285 748 334 248 752 336 - 532 559 475 796 0 356
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
1190 f90 1100 1 90 190 1~00 1 90 IT00 1~99 1r90 000 1 00
233 295 287 235 282 219 277 242 215 304 00 267
&0 66 8-7 63 39 5!8 326 5’~ 1’6 I~T7 -ob 39
0.0 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
2:6 - 6!4 10 24 - 45 4~0 16:0 - 76 2’6 109 00 33

28.3 361 374 299 313 338 602 297 230 491 00 305
cD ct c ~ c E c c D’ - c

895 723 1012 898
35,3 31.7 - 44!4 - :

o c 0 D

Syauhua 7- Repart
P fSMMI3OI\Synchra new Apal 2Ol4fBatdaut Plux Proiect Plan Wbiakey creek aya

)-,~-~-~~d

r ~v
25 220 255 235 495 15

7 4 8 18 1 16
0 0 0 0 0 0

100 100 100 100
100 100 100 100 100 100

1863 1863 1863 186.3 863 1900
28 244 283 261 566 0
I I I 1 2 1

J~.~r~-k*~ f,b\~41

090 0 90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0:90
2 2 2 2 2 0

429 751 751 638 1430 651
040 040 040 040 040 000
859 1863 1863 1583 3548 1615

28 244 283 261 566 0
859 1863 1863 1583 1774 , 1615
1.0 3.7 4.4 4.9 4.7 0.0
5.4 3.7 4.4 4:9 - 4~7 10

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
429 751 751 638 1430 651
007 0 33 038 0.41 0.40 0.00
429 751 751 638 1430 651
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 . ooo
10.6 8.5 8.7 8.8 8.7 0.0
0.3 1.2 1.4 1:9 0:8 oo
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.3 2.1 2.5 2Y4 24, oo

108 96 101 107 96 00
B A B BA

272 544 566
9.7 10.4 - 9:6

A B A

Aaaigned Pha 4 6
Ria Darahan (G-.-Y-.-Rc), a 20.6 20.6
Orange Paaad (Y.Rc) a 4.0 4.0
Mac Green Selling (Gmau), a 16.6 16.6
Mao 0 claar Time (9_c-ill), a 74 67
Green Ext lime (p_c), a 5.6

HCM 2010 (3d Delay 9.9
HcM 2010 LOS A

User appraved valame balancing among tie lanes far luming movement

4/240

1 2 3 4 5 6 8
AsaignedPhs 2 3 4 6 7 8
Pbs Dtuatoe (G-.-Y-.46c), a 28.0 Q~I 20:9 22.0 9.0 21,0
change Penad (V-.Rc) a 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Goaax), a 24:0 59 16.9 18.0 5.0 17.0
MaxOclearTme)g c-.-l1),e 25.0 6.1 138 184 65 107
Green Eat Thne ~ c), a 0.0 Ia 2:6 0.0 0.0 4.9

S
H(3.I 2010 cut Delay 39.9
H~M20l0LOS D

etea
User appraaed aelume balancing among the lanes far tuming menement



HCM 2010 TWSC
4: Forest Trail & Main Street

Future Plus Project Plus Whiskey Creek
Saturday Peak Heur

HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Lake Mary Road & Canyon Boulevard

581. EaT SR
15 995 15

o a a
Free Free Free

- - Nane
350 - -

90 90 90
2 2 2

17 1106 17

Buildout Plus Project Plus Uller
________________ Saturday Peak Haur

W81. WBR
15 610 80

0 0 0
Free Free Free

- - Nune
250 - -

90 90 90
2 2 2

17 678 89

0 0

let Delay, aineh 7.9

creed
Vul, eeMr
Canflicting Pedn, #/hr
Sign Cnntrnl
RT Channetzed
Starage Length
Veh in Median Stnrage, #
Gcade,%
Peak Hnor Factnr
Heany Vetdclen, %
Mnmt flew

cöBmôtifiiFlöWAll
Stage I
St~i2

critical Hd~’
Catinat’Hd~’~g 1
critical Hdwy Stg 2

Pat cap-I Maneuuer

Stage 2
~atnen blecked, 1~ -

Men cap-I Manusuer
M2~&_~Z2 Maneuner

Stage 1
S~e2

HCM central Delay,
HCM LOS

Capacity Inehflrl
HCM Lane V/C Ratin
HCM Central Delay tel
HCM Lane LOS
I-/CM 95th %tte Olneh)

15 0 20
0 0 0

St~~~!yp 6/np
- - Nnne

90 90 90
2 2 2

17 0 22

~ne1
1522 1947 561
1147 1147 -

375 800 -

7.54 6.54 6.04
6.54 5.54 -

6.54 5.54 -

3.52 4.02 3.32
81 64 471

212 272 -

618 395 -

71 61 471
161 168 -

208 267 -

550 384 -

Nb
767

414

2.22
842

842

0.1

170 5 .40
0 0 0

Step Sti~tS~
- - Nnne

- - : 70

00 00 00
2 2 2

189 6 44

1342 1912 383
756 756 -

586 1156 -

7.54 6.54 6.94
6.54 5.54 -

6.54 5.54 -

3.52 4.02 3.32
—110 67 615

366 414 -

463 269

—101 64 615
221 167 -

359 403 -

432 264 -

SB
68.1

0 0 1122

- - 4.14

- - 2.22
- - 618

618

0.2

f_,i-4~ ‘~1
htevdmert £81. Ear WBT WaR 581. SBR
Lane Canfigaratinnn ~. I ‘iv
Vakime tnehthl 25 220 255 238 497 15
Number 7 4 0 18 1 16
lnitialOtObl,veh 0 0 0 - 0 .0 :0
Ped-BikeAdilA_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bun,A~ 1.00 1.00 1180 - 1100 1110 1~
Adj Sat Flaw, neh/taln 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 190.0
Mj Ftow Rate, veMa 28 244 ‘ 283 214 - 568 0
AdjNn.efLanen I 1 1 1 2 1
Peak Hear Fader 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 ~ 190
PercentHeavyVeh,% 2 2 2 2 2 0
Cap, aetnb 428 751 751 638 1430 651
Aaiae On Green 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.00
Sat Flaw, net0h 856 1863 1863 1503Wr3548 1615
Grp Vnlamelnl, nehflr 28 244 283 264 568 9
Grp Sat Rnw(nl,nehkr/ln 856 1863 1863 1583 1774 1615
OServelg_nl, a 1.0 3.7 4.4 4.9 4.7 0.0
Cycle 0 Clea~g_cl, a 5A 3.7 4.4 49 4:7 - 10
Prep In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Gqr Cap(cl, vehfrr 428 751 751 638 1430 651
V/C RatinIXI 0.07 0.33 0.38 0.41 0.40 0.00
AnailCaptc_al,nehlh 428 751 751 638 1~430 651
HOst Platean Ratie 100 100 100 100 100 100
Upatream Fitertll 1.00 1.00 1.00 iloa 1100 .

Unithrm Delay IdI, eAch 10.6 8.5 8.7 88 83 0 0
lncr Delay 1d21, e/eeh 0.3 1.2 1.4 lb - 0.8 0Th
lnitialODelaytd3),a/eeh 00 00 00 00 00 00
%le BackOfOtSO%l,oehAn 0.3 2.1 25 15 2.5 610
LnGrpDelay(d),a/veh 109 96 101 108 96 00
LnGrpLOS B A D B A
Appreach Vel, neMr 272 547 568
Appreach Delay, eAch 9.7 10.4 9.6
Appreach LOS A B A

ene’ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Aanigned Phn 4 6 8
Fire Daraten IG+Y-cRcl, a 20.6 20.6 20.6
Change PeOnd tY.Rcl, a 4.0 4.0 4.0
Mae Green Setting IGmanI, a 16.6 16.6 16.6
ManOClearTimelg_cslll a 74 67 60
GreenEntTbnety_c),e 56 39 5.8

den Sranm
HOst 2010 Cbt Delay 99
HOsI2OIOLOS A

Uner appraned onlame balancing amang the lance far taming easement

ot: ~3 -

258 842 - - 618
0.151 0182 - - 0.027
21.4 9.4 - - 11

C A - - B
0.5 0.1 - - 0.1

21.4
C

58th S8th2
- - 219 615
- - 0.888 0.072
- - 81.1 11.3
- - F B

- 7.1 0.2

—: Valame enceedn capacity 6: Delay eoceedn 300n -: Cnmputatian Nat Defined *: All majar anlame in platnan
Toial Minor Street Approach D’.lay 175 vehicles x 60 t secoads ycr vehicle 3.600 seconds per hoar 3.310 vehicle hoors
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Lane Configurations

Number
~!i&≤(2P), veh
Ped-Bike Adj)A_pbT)

Mj Sat Flow, vehthfin
Mj FIÜWRãte,vehlh
Adj No. of Lanes
Peak”H6UFFi~ter
Percent Heavy Veh, %
CaWetiTh
Amine On Green
s2fFI~t~Kth

5/1/2014

+1’
387 160

o is
o o

1.00
1.00 1.00

186.3 186.3
430 178

1 2 I
0.90 0.90 0.90

2 2 2
248 752 336

0.06 0.21 0.21
1774 3539 1583

WBR NBI. fiST NBR a SBT SB

‘~ 4,
466 319 124 615 74 141

5 2 12 1 6 16
0 0 0 0 0 0

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

186.3 186.3 186.3 106.3 185.3 186.3
518 354 138 742 0 157

1 1 1 2 0 1
0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

2 2 2 2 2 2
532 559 475 798 0 356

0.30 0.30 0.30 0.22 0.00 0.22
1774 1863 1583 3548 0 1583

430 178 518 354 138 742 0 157
770 1583 1774 1863 1583 1774 0 1583
8.7 0.0 23.1 fl.1 5.3 16.4 0.0 6.8
8.7 8.0 23.1 13i 5.3 16.4 0.0 6.8

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
752 336 532 559 475 798 0 356

0.57 0.53 0.97 0.63 029 0.93 0.00 0.44
752 336 532 559 475 798 0 356
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 foo iTho So too
28.2 27.9 27.7 24.2 21.5 30.4 0.0 26.7
3.1 5.8 32.9 5.4 1)5 18~7 o:o 3.9
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4.6 4.0 16.1 7.5 2:5 1011 0.0 3.4

31.4 33.8 60.6 20.6 23.0 49.1 0.0 30.6
C C E C CD C

red-finer
Conflicting Flow All

Stage 1
Stage 2

Cdtical Hd~
Cdtical Hdep Stg I
Cdtical Hdayi Stg 2
FoHow-up Hday’
Pot Cap-i Maneuver

Stage I
Stage 2

Rataun blacked, %
Mon Cap-I Maneuver
Mon Cap-2 Maneuver

Stage 1
Stage 2

NB
21.4

C

WBR S&nl 5BLn2
- - 219 615
- - 0.888 0.072
- - 81.1 11.3
- F B
- - 7.1 0.2

set
170 5 40

o 0 0
Stap Stap Stap

- - None
- - 70

90 90
2 2 2

109 6 44

Ntnor2
1342 1912 383

756 756 -

586 1156 -

7.54 6.54 6.94
6.54 5.54 -

6.54 5.54 -

3.52 4.02 3.32
—110 67 615

366 414 -

463 269 -

— 101 64 615
221 167 -

359 403 -

432 264 -

SB
60.1

HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
2: Minaret Road & Lake Maw Road/Main Street

Buildout Plus Project Plus Uller
Saturday Peak Hour

~-‘~t ~ tt”~ I

~l +1’
116 501 190 103

7 4 14 3
0 0 0 0

1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

106.3 106.3 106.3 186.3
129 557 211 114

HCM 2010 TWSC
4: Forest Trail & Main Street

1 2 1
0.90 0.90 0.90

2 2 2
285 748 334
0.06 0.21 0.21
1774 3530 1583

Buildout Plus Project Plus Uller
Saturday Peak Hour

tersedren
mt Delay, utheh 7.9

nerd
Vol, netnls
Cenflicbng Pods, Mrr
5/ge Cuidrel
RT Channeicted
Storage Len&h
Veh in Median Storage, #
Grade,%
Peak Hour Factor
Heany Vehicles, %
Mnmt Row

E&SBTEBR
15 995 15

0 0 0
Free Free Free

- - None
350 - -

9; 90 9;
2 2 2

17 1106 17

Grp Volume(n), neh/ls 129 557 211 114
G~S~tF~(i)flti4{An 1774 1770 1583 1774
OServe(g_e),s 4.6 11.8 9.7 4.0
tQCl~?tü!c),O - 4.6 11.8 9.7 4.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00
~5ji~tô)7~Kth 285 748 334 248
V/C Ratio~) 0.45 0.74 0.63 0.46
~jlC~(~!~)7Vitiib’ - 285 748 334 248
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
U~t?fli6~?)l) . 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Unitnnn Delay (d), oNeh 23.3 29.5 28.7 23.5
j~p~l~9(d2), n/~h 5.1 6.6 8.7 6.0
Inftial 0 Delay(d3),o/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
~B~EkOt0(50%)~~tiIn 2.6 6.4 5.0 2.3
LnGrp Delay(d),e/veh 28.4 36.2 37.4 29.6
C~G?~lfoS. C D D C

l~L WBT WBR
15 610 80

0 0 0
Free Free Free

- - None
250 - -

9; 90 90
2 2 2

17 678 89

NBT NBR
15 0 20

0 0 0
Step Stap Stap

- - None

90 90 90
2 2 2

17 0 22

fAaorl
767 0 0 1122 0 0 1522 1947 561

- - - . - - 1147 1147 -

- - - - - - 375 800 -

4.14 - - 4.14 - - 7.54 6.54 6.94
- - - - - - 6.54 5.54 -

- - - - - - 6.54 5.54 -

222 - - 222 - - 3.52 4.02 3.32
042 - - 610 - - 81 64 471

- - - - - - 212 272 -

- - - - - - 610 395 -

042 618 - - 71 61 471
- - - - - - 161 168 -

- - - - - - 208 267 -

- - - - - - 550 384 -

SB
0.1

Approach Vel, vehili 097 722 1010 899
A~naW~Dil~37/J~h 35.4 31.7 44.6 4&8 -.

Approach LOS D C D D

mu 1 2 3 8
AssignedPho 2 3 4 6 7 8
Pbs Duration (G+Y”Rc), o 28.0 9.1 20.9 22.0 9.0 21.0
Orange Peded (‘(.Rc), e 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting )Gmau), s 24.0 5.1 16.9 18.0 5.0 17.0
Man 0 Clear Time (g_c.ll), s 25.1 6.0 13.8 18.4 6.6 10.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), e 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 4.9

11CM 2010 Od Delay 39.9
HCM 2010 LOS D

Ueer approved volume balancing among the lanes fur taming movement.

HOyt Control Delay, a 0.2
HO.l LOS

erLaneM arMemt NBLa1 St.
Capacity )vehth) 258 842 - - 618
HOyt Lane V/C Ratio 0.151 0.02 - - 0.027
H~M Control Delay (o) 21.4 9.4 - - II
HOalLaneLOS C A - - B
HOyt 95th %lule O(veh) 0.5 0.1 - - 0.1

Synchro7- Repod
PSSMMl3OllSynchro new Apdl 2014\Beidord Run Proiect Plus Uller.syn

en
—: Volume exceeds capacity 5: Delay exceeds 300s i: Computation Net Defined : All major volume in platoon
Tvtal Minvr Street Ayyrvaeh Delay 175 vehicles x 6v. I scevads yen vehicle 3.600 secvnds yer liver 3.310 velnele hvvrs
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ATTACHMENT 4

SIDRA 6 WORKSHEETS



INTERSECTION SUMMARY - Minaret Road/Forest Trail
Site: Mammoth lake Cumulative Baseline

New Site
Roundabout

Intersection Performance - Hourly Values
Performance Measure Vehicles Persons
Demand Flows (Total) 1628 veh h 1954 pers/h
Percent Heavy Vehicles (Demand) 3.0 %
Degree of Saturation 1 .037
Practical Spare Capacity -18.0 %
Effective Intersection Capacity 1571 veh/h

Control Delay (Total) 19.59 veh-h/h 23.51 pers-h/h
Control Delay (Average) 43.3 sec 43.3 sec
Control Delay (Worst Lane) 58.5 sec
Control Delay (Worst Movement) 58.5 sec 58.5 sec
Geometric Delay (Average) 0.0 sec
Stop-Line Delay (Average) 43.3 sec
Idling Time (Average) 32.7 sec
Intersection Level of Service (LOS) LOS D

95% Back of Queue - Vehicles (Worst Lane) 56.5 veh
95% Back of Queue - Distance (Worst Lane) 1446.5 ft
Queue Storage Ratio (V~rst Lane) 1.19
Total Effective Stops 1675 veh/h 2010 pers/h
Effective Stop Rate 1.03 per veh 1 .03 per pers
Proportion Queued 0.87 0.87
Performance Index 196.4 196.4

Travel Distance (Total) 624.7 veh-mi/h 749.7 pers-mi/h
Travel Distance (Average) 2026 ft 2026 ft
Travel Time (Total) 38.2 veh-h/h 45.9 pers-h/h
Travel Time (Average) 84.6 sec 84.6 sec
Travel Speed 16.3 mph 16.3 mph

Cost (Total) 586.76 $/h 586.76 $/h
Fuel Consumption (Total) 19.2 gal/h
Carbon Dioxide (Total) 171 .8 kg/h
Hydrocarbons (Total) 0.095 kg/h
Carbon Monoxide (Total) 0.599 kg/h
NOx (Total) 0.206 kg/h

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 2010).
Roundabout LOS Method: SIDRA Roundabout LOS.
Intersection LOS value for Vehicles is based on average delay for all vehicle movements.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.
HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.

Intersection Performance -Annual Values
Performance Measure Vehicles Persons
Demand Flows (Total) 781 ,565 veh/y 937,878 pers/y
Delay 9,405 veh-h/y 11,286 pers-h/y
Effective Stops 804,133 veh/y 964,960 pers/y
Travel Distance 299,869 veh-mi/y 359,843 pers-mi/y
Travel Time 18,360 veh-h/y 22,032 pers-h/y

Cost 281 643 $/y 281 643 $/y
Fuel Consumption 9,236 gal/y
Carbon Dioxide 82,457 kg/y
Hydrocarbons 45 kg/y
Carbon Monoxide 287 kg/y
NOx 99 kg/y

Processed: Thursday, April03, 2014 9:44:24 AM Copyright © 2000-2014 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd



INTERSECTION SUMMARY - Minaret Road/Forest Trail
Site: Mammoth lake Cumulative Plus Project (Whiskey Creek)

New Site
Roundabout

Intersection Performance - Hourly Values
Performance Measure Vehicles Persons
Demand Flows (Total) 1630 veh/h 1957 pers/h
Percent Heavy Vehicles (Demand) 3.0 %
Degree of Saturation 1 .038
Practical Spare Capacity -18.1 %
Effective Intersection Capacity 1571 veh/h

Control Delay (Total) 19.71 veh-h/h 23.65 pers-h h
Control Delay (Average) 435 sec 43.5 sec
Control Delay (Worst Lane) 58.8 sec
Control Delay (Worst Movement) 58.8 sec 58.8 sec
Geometric Delay (Average) 0.0 sec
Stop-Line Delay (Average) 43.5 sec
Idling Time (Average) 32.9 sec
Intersection Level of Service (LOS) LOS D

95% Back of Queue - Vehicles (Worst Lane) 56.8 veh
95% Back of Queue - Distance (Worst Lane) 1453.7 ft
Queue Storage Ratio (~‘orst Lane) 1.20
Total Effective Stops 1683 veh/h 2020 pers/h
Effective Stop Rate 1.03 per veh 1.03 per pers
Proportion Queued 087 087
Performance Index 197.3 197.3

Travel Distance (Total) 625.6 veh-m, h 750.7 pers-mi h
Travel Distance (Average) 2026 ft 2026 ft
Travel Time (Total) 38.4 veh-h h 461 pers-h/h
Travel Time (Average) 84.8 sec 84.8 sec
Travel Speed 16.3 mph 16.3 mph

Cost (Total) 588.81 $/h 588.81 $/h
Fuel Consumption (Total) 19.3 gal/h
Carbon Dioxide (Total) 172.3 kg/h
Hydrocarbons (Total) 0.095 kg/h
Carbon Monoxide (Total) 0.601 kg/h
NOx (Total) 0.206 kg/h

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c(HCM 2010).
Roundabout LOS Method: SIDRA Roundabout LOS.
Intersection LOS value for Vehicles is based on average delay for all vehicle movements.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.
HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.

Intersection Performance -Annual Values
Performance Measure Vehicles Persons
Demand Flows (Total) 782,609 veh y 939,130 pers/y
Delay 9,460 veh-h/y 11352 pers-h/y
Effective Stops 807,908 veh/y 969490 pers/y
Travel Distance 300,266 veh-mi/y 360,319 pers-mi/y
Travel Time . . .~ 18,426 veh-h/y 22,111 pers-h/y

Cost 282,627 $/y 282,627 $/y
Fuel Consumption 9,263 gal/y
Carbon Dioxide 82,697 kg/y
Hydrocarbons 46 kg/y
Carbon Monoxide 288 kg/y
NOx - - - 99 kg/y

Processed: Thursday, April03, 2014 9:35:58 AM Copyright © 2000-2014 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd



INTERSECTION SUMMARY - Minaret Road/Forest Trail
Site: Mammoth lake Cumulative Plus Project (Uller)

New Site
Roundabout

Intersection Performance - Hourly Values
Performance Measure Vehicles Persons
Demand Flows (Total) 1630 veh h 1957 pers/h
Percent Heavy Vehicles (Demand) 3.0 %
Degree of Saturation 1 .038
Practical Spare Capacity -18.1 %
Effective Intersection Capacity 1571 vehlh

Control Delay (Total) . 19.71 veh-h/h 23.65 pers-h/h
Control Delay (Average) 43.5 sec 43.5 sec
Control Delay (Worst Lane) 58.8 sec
Control Delay (Worst Movement) 58.8 sec 58.8 sec
Geometric Delay (Average) 0.0 sec
Stop-Line Delay (Average) 43.5 sec
Idling lime (Average) 32.9 sec
Intersection Level of Service (LOS) LOS D

95% Back of Queue - Vehicles (Worst Lane) - 56.8 veh
95% Back of Queue - Distance (Worst Lane) 1453.7 ft
Queue Storage Ratio (V~brst Lane) 1.20
Total Effective Stops 1683 veh/h 2020 pers/h
Effective Stop Rate 1.03 per veh 1.03 per pers
Proportion Queued 0.87 0.87
Performance Index . 197.3 197.3

Travel Distance (Total) 625.6 veh-milh 750.7 pers-mi/h
Travel Distance (Average) 2026 ft 2026 ft
Travel lime (Total) 38.4 veh-h/h 46.1 pers-h/h
Travel lime (Average) 84.8 sec 84.8 sec
Travel Speed 16.3 mph 16.3 mph

Cost (Total) 588.81 $lh 588.81 $lh
Fuel Consumption (Total) 19.3 gal/h
Carbon Dioxide (Total) 172.3 kg/h
Hydrocarbons (Total) 0.095 kg/h
Carbon Monoxide (Total) 0.601 kg/h
NOx (Total) 0.206 kg/h

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c(HCM 2010).
Roundabout LOS Method: SIDRA Roundabout LOS.
Intersection LOS value for Vehicles is based on average delay for all vehicle movements.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.
HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.

Intersection Performance -Annual Values
Performance Measure Vehicles Persons
Demand Flows (Total) 782609 veh y 939,130 pers/y
Delay 9,460 veh-h/y 11 352 pers-h/y
Effective Stops 807,908 vehly 969,490 persly
Travel Distance 300,266 veh-mi/y 360,319 pers-mily
Travel lime 18,426 veh-h/y 22,111 pers-h/y

Cost 282,627 sly 282,627 $/y
Fuel Consumption 9,263 gaI/y
Carbon Dioxide 82,697 kg/y
Hydrocarbons 46 kg/y
Carbon Monoxide 288 kg/y
NOx 99 kg/y

Processed: Thursday, April 03, 2014 9:25:28 AM Copyright © 2000-2014 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd



INTERSECTION SUMMARY- Minaret Road/Forest Trail
Site: Mammoth lake Buildout Baseline

New Site
Roundabout

Intersection Performance - Hourly Values
Performance Measure Vehicles Persons
Demand Flows (Total) 1630 veh/h 1957 persh
Percent Heavy Vehicles (Demand) 3.0 %
Degree of Saturation 1 .038
Practical Spare Capacity -18.1 %
Effective Intersection Capacity 1571 veh/h

Control Delay (Total) . 19.71 veh-h/h 23.65 pers-h h
Control Delay (Average) 43.5 sec 43.5 sec
Control Delay (Worst Lane) 58.8 sec
Control Delay (Worst Movement) 58.8 sec 58.8 sec
Geometric Delay (Average) 0.0 sec
Stop-Line Delay (Average) 43.5 sec
Idling Time (Average) 32.9 sec
Intersection Level of Service (LOS) . LOS D

95% Back of Queue - Vehicles (Worst Lane) 56.8 veh
95% Back of Queue - Distance (Worst Lane) 1453.7 ft
Queue Storage Ratio (W~rst Lane) 1.20
Total Effective Stops 1683 veh/h 2020 pers/h
Effective Stop Rate 1.03 per veh 1.03 per pers
Proportion Queued 0.87 0.87
Performance Index 197.3 197.3

Travel Distance (Total) 625.6 veh-mi/h 750.7 pers-mi/h
Travel Distance (Average) 2026 ft 2026 ft
Travel Time (Total) 38.4 veh-h/h 46.1 pers-h/h
Travel Time (Average) 84.8 sec 84.8 sec
Travel Speed 16.3 mph 16.3 mph

Cost (Total) - 588.81 $/h 588.81 $/h
Fuel Consumption (Total) 19.3 gal/h
Carbon Dioxide (Total) 172.3 kg/h
Hydrocarbons (Total) 0.095 kg/h
Carbon Monoxide (Total) 0.601 kg/h
NOx (Total) 0.206 kg/h

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c(HCM 2010).
Roundabout LOS Method: SIDRA Roundabout LOS.
Intersection LOS value for Vehicles is based on average delay for all vehicle movements.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.
HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.

Intersection Performance -Annual Values
Performance Measure Vehicles Persons
Demand Flows (Total) 782,609 veh/y 939,130 pers/y
Delay 9,460 veh-h/y 11,352 pers-h/y
Effective Stops 807,908 veh/y 969,490 pers/y
Travel Distance 300,266 veh-mi/y 360,319 pers-mi/y
Travel Time 18,426 veh-h/y 22,111 pers-hiy

Cost 282,627 $/y 282,627 sly -

Fuel Consumption 9,263 gal/y
Carbon Dioxide 82,697 kg/y
Hydrocarbons 46 kg/y
Carbon Monoxide 288 kg/y
NOx 99 kg/y

Processed: Thursday, April03, 2014 9:48:42 AM Copyright © 2000-2014 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd



INTERSECTION SUMMARY - Minaret Road/Forest Trail
Site: Mammoth lake Buildout Plus Project (Whiskey Creek)

New Site
Roundabout

Intersection Performance - Hourly Values
Performance Measure Vehicles Persons
Demand Flows (Total) 1630 veh/h 1957 pers h
Percent Heavy Vehicles (Demand) 3.0 %
Degree of Saturation 1 .038
Practical Spare Capacity -18 1 %
Effective Intersection Capacity 1571 veh/h

Control Delay (Total) 19.71 veh-h h 23.65 pers-h/h
Control Delay (Average) 43.5 sec 43.5 sec
Control Delay (Worst Lane) 58.8 sec
Control Delay (Worst Movement) 58.8 sec 58.8 sec
Geometric Delay (Average) 0.0 sec
Stop-Line Delay (Average) 43.5 sec
Idling Time (Average) 32.9 sec
Intersection Level of Service (LOS) LOS D

95% Back of Queue - Vehicles (Worst Lane) 56.8 veh
95% Back of Queue - Distance (Worst Lane) 1453.7 ft
Queue Storage Ratio (Worst Lane) 1.20
Total Effective Stops 1683 veh/h 2020 pers/h
Effective Stop Rate 1.03 per veh 1.03 per pers
Proportion Queued 0.87 0.87
Performance Index . 197.3 197.3

Travel Distance (Total) 625.6 veh-mi/h 750.7 pers-mi/h
Travel Distance (Average) 2026 ft 2026 ft
Travel Time (Total) 38.4 veh-h/h 46.1 pers-h/h
Travel Time (Average) 84.8 sec 84.8 sec
Travel Speed . 16.3 mph 16.3 mph

Cost (Total) 588.81 $/h 588.81 $/h
Fuel Consumption ( otal) 19.3 gal/h
Carbon Dioxide (Total) 172.3 kg/h
Hydrocarbons (Total) 0.095 kg/h
Carbon Monoxide (Total) 0.601 kg/h
NOx (Total) 0.206 kg/h

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 2010).
Roundabout LOS Method: SIDRA Roundabout LOS.
Intersection LOS value for Vehicles is based on average delay for all vehicle movements.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.
HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.

Intersection Performance -Annual Values
Performance Measure Vehicles Persons
Demand Flows (Total) 782,609 veh/y 939,130 pers/y
Delay 9,460 veh-h/y 11,352 pers-h/y
Effective Stops 807,908 veh/y 969,490 pers/y
Travel Distance 300,266 veh-mi/y 360,319 pers-mi y
Travel Time 18,426 veh-h/y 22,111 pers-h/y

Cost 282,6~7 $/y 282,627 $/y
Fuel Consumption 9,263 gal/y
Carbon Dioxide 82,697 kg/y
Hydrocarbons 46 kg/y
Carbon Monoxide 288 kg/y
NOx 99 kg/y

Processed: Thursday, April 03, 2014 10:41:16AM Copyright © 2000-2014 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd



INTERSECTION SUMMARY - Minaret Road/Forest Trail
Buildout Plus Project (Uller)Site: Mammoth lake

New Site
Roundabout

Intersection Performance - Hourly Values
Performance Measure
Demand Flows (Total)
Percent Heavy Vehicles (Demand)
Degree of Saturation
Practical Spare Capacity
Effective Intersection Capacity

Control Delay (Total)
Control Delay (Average)
Control Delay (Worst Lane)
Control Delay (Worst Movement)
Geometric Delay (Average)
Stop-Line Delay (Average)
Idling lime (Average)
Intersection Level of Service (LOS)

95% Back of Queue - Vehicles (Worst Lane)
95% Back of Queue - Distance (Worst Lane)
Queue Storage Ratio (V~brst Lane)
Total Effective Stops
Effective Stop Rate
Proportion Queued
Performance Index

Travel Distance (Total)
Travel Distance (Average)
Travel lime (Total)
Travel lime (Average)
Travel Speed

Cost (Total)
Fuel Consumption (Total)
Carbon Dioxide (Total)
Hydrocarbons (Total)
Carbon Monoxide (Total)
NOx (Total)

Vehicles
1630 veh h

3.0 %
1.038
-18.1 %
1571 veh/h

19.71 veh-h h
43.5 sec
58.8 sec
58.8 sec

0.0 sec
43.5 sec
32.9 sec

LOS D

56.8 veh
1453.7 ft

1.20
1683 veh/h
1.03 perveh
0.87

197.3

588.81 $/h
19.3 gal/h

172.3 kg/h
0.095 kg/h
0.601 kg/h
0.206 kg/h

23.65 pers-h/h
43.5 sec

58.8 sec

2020 pers/h
1.03 per pers
0.87

197.3

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay & v/c (HCM 2010).
Roundabout LOS Method: SIDRA Roundabout LOS.
Intersection LOS value for Vehicles is based on average delay for all vehicle movements.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.
HCM Delay Formula option is used. Control Delay does not include Geometric Delay since Exclude Geometric Delay option applies.

Intersection Performance -Annual Values
Performance Measure
Demand Flows (Total)
Delay
Effective Stops
Travel Distance
Travel lime

Cost
Fuel Consumption
Carbon Dioxide
Hydrocarbons
Carbon Monoxide
NOx

Vehicles
782,609 veh y

9,460 veh-h/y
807,908 veh/y
300,266 veh-mi/y

18,426 veh-h/y

282,627 $/y
9,263 gal/y

82,697 kg/y
46 kg/y

288 kg/y
99 kg/y

Persons
939,130 pers/y

11,352 pers-h/y
969,490 pers/y
360,319 pers-miy

22,111 pers-h/y

282,627 $/y

Persons
1957 pers/h

625.6 veh-mi h 750.7 pers-mi/h
2026 ft 2026 ft
38.4 veh-h h 46.1 pers-h/h
84.8 sec 84.8 sec
16.3 mph 16.3 mph

588.81 $/h

Processed: Thursday, April03, 2014 9:55:21 AM Copyright © 2000-2014 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd



Minaret Road/Forest Trail Volumes

Scananos
Cumulative Baseline
Cumulative Plus Project Plus Whiskey Creek
Cumulative Plus Project Plus Uller
Buildout Baseline
Buildout Plus Project Plus Whiskey Creek
Buildout Plus Project Plus Uller



ATTACHMENT 5

VOLUME ADJUSTMENTS
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The Inn at the Village - Cumulative + Project (Whiskey Creek) Volume Adjustments

Volume Adjustments for Building C (-37 Bedrooms):
Sat

In Oat Total
-5 5 10

1. Canyon/Lake Mary

Disttibution % Sat Volume
In Out In Out Total

0 0 0.
0 0 0
S 0 0
~ -~

0 t -o
S 5,0
S to
O S -o

o -o
S S 0
S 5 -Q
-4 5 4_
44C

2. Mloaret/Lake Mary-Main

Distributon % Sat Volume
In Out It Out Total

NOL 30% -2 0 -2
NBT S 5 0
NOR 5 0 0
sei 5 0 0
SOT S 5 0
500 15% 1 5 -1
Eel 15% 5 1 -1
EaT 35% 5 2 - -2
tOt 30% 5 2 :4
WOL S 5 0
WOT 35% 2 5 ~
WOO S 5 0
Total 05% 00% -5 5 ~

NOL
NOT
NOR
501
SOT
SOt
tOl
tOT
tOll

WOL
WOT 30%
WOO
Total 30% 35%

Volume Adjustments for Whiskey Creek (-30 Bedrooms):
Sat

In Oat Total
5 -4 8

1. Canyon/Lake Mary

Disttibutioo % Sat Volume
It Out In Out Total

500
0 0 0
500

80% 0 3 -3
0 0 :13

5% 0 0 13
5% 0 0 13

too
o 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
-4 0 4
-4 3 I~7

2. Miearet/Lake Mary-Male

Distribution % SatVulume
In Out It Out Total

NO1 30% I 0 -1
NOT 0 5 0
NOR 0 0 0
501 0 0 0-
SOT 0 S 0
100 15% I 0 -1
001 15% 0 I di
tOT 35% 0 S --di
000 30% 0 1-S
WO1 0 S eØ
WOT 35% 2 0 -2 -

WOO 0 S C
Total 80% 00% 4 3 -7

NOL
NOT
NOR
501
SOT
500
001
tOT
tOO

WOL
WOT 30%
WOO
Total 30% 30%

Project Trip Generotion ondAssignment (67 Bedrooms):
Sat

In Oat Total
10 9 19

1. Caeyoe/labe Mary 2. Minaret/Lake Mary-Main 3. Minaret/Forest Trail 4. Forest Trail/Main

Distribution % Sat Volume Distribution % Sat Volume Distribution % Sat Volume Distribution % Sat Volume
In Out In Out Total In Out In Out Total In Out In Out Total In Out In Out Total

O 0 9 NO1 30% 3 00 NOl 0 0 0 NOl 0 0 0
O 0.9 NOT 0 0 (3 NOT 15% 0 2 9 NOT 0 0 0
0 0 0 NOR S 0 0 NOR 0 0 0 NOR 0 0 0

05% 0 7 V 501 5 0 (3 501 0 5.0 501 0 5 0
5% 0 0 9 SOT 0 0 9 SOT 15% 2 5 9 SOT 0 S 0

O 0 9 500 15% 2 0 2 500 0 0 13 500 0 0 0
5% 0 0 13 001 15% 5 2 8 001 5 5 0 001 0 0 0

0 5 0 tOT 35% 5 3 9 tOT 0 0 0 tOT 30% 5 3 3
O 5 0 ERR 30% 0 3 9 ERR 0 0 0 tOO 0 5 0
O 5 0 WOl 5 09 WO1 0 0 0 WOl 5 0 0
O 5 (3 WOT3S% 4 0:9 WOT 0 0 0 WOT3S% 3 0 0
8 0 -9 WOO 5 0-9 WOO 0 5 13 WOO 0 0 13

8S% 0 7 [9 TotalOO% 80% 9 0.17 TutalIS% 15% 2 24 Total3O% 30% 3 3 0

Totol Volume Adjustments to be oppiled to Town of Mommoth Cokes Trovel DemondAlternotlsre X Volumes

5. Canyon/Lake Mary 2. Minaret/Lake Mary-Main 3. Minaret/ForestTrail 4. ForestTrail/Maie

Sat Volume Sat Volume Sat Volume Sat Volume
In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total

NOL 0 0 0 NOL 0 0 13 NOL 0 0 0- NOL 5 0 9
NOT 0 0,9 NOT 0 00 NOT 0 0 13’ NOT 0 0 13
NOR 5 0 (3 NOR 5 0.9 NOt 5 0 0 NOR 5 sØ
501 0 sØ SOL 5 0 0 SOL 5 0 0 501 5 0 0
SOT 0 0 0 SOT 0 0 13 SOT 0 5 43 SOT 5 59
SOt 5 0 ~O SOt 0 5 -9- 500 0 0 0 500 0 5 13
tOL 5 0 (3 tOL 5 0 (3 001 t 001 0 5 (3
tOT 5 0-9 tOT 5 0 0 tOT 0 0 (3 tOT 0 5,9
000 0 5 0 ERR 0 0 13 tOO 0 5 (3 tOO 0 0 a
WOl 5 0 13 WOl 5 0 13 WOL 0 0-0 WOl 5 5 43

WOT S 5 0 WOT 0 0 13 WOT 0 0 :O WOT 5 5 0-
WOO 5 0-0 WOO 0 0-13 WOO 0 0 (3 WOO 0 0-9
Total S S 9. Total 0 5 0. Total 0 S 0 Total 0 0 0

NOL
NOT
NOR
SOL 00%
SOT 5%
500
001 5%
COT
tOO
WBl
WBT
WOO 00%
Total 05% 05%

3-Minaret/Forest Trail 4. ForentTrail/Main

Distribution % Sat Volume Distribution % Sat Volume
In Out In Out Total In Out In Out Total

NOl 0 5 9’ 0 5-0
NOT 15% 0 1 ~- 0 0 13
NOR 0 0 .9’ 0 0 0
501 0 0 13 0 5 0
SOT 1S% 1 0 di 5 0 -0
500 0 0 0 0 5 (3
001 0 0 (3 0 0 0
EOT 0 0 9 35% 5 2 ~
ERR 0 0 0 o sQ

WOL 0 0 13 5 0 13
WOT 0 0 0 -2 0 -2
WOO 5 0 0 0 0 0
Total 15% 05% 1 1 -2 2 2 4

NOL
NOT
NOO
501
SOT
500
001
EBT
tOO
WOL
WOT
WOO 00%
Total 85% 05%

3-Minaret/Forest Trail 4. ForestTrail/Main

Distribution % Sat Volume Distribution % Sat Volume
In Out In Out Total In Out In Out Total

NOl 0 0 0 0 0 9
NOT 15% 0 1 -1. 5 5 13
NOR 0 0 0 0 0
SOL 0 0 (3 5 0 13
SOT 15% 1 0 -1 0 0 13
SOt 0 0 0 0 0 0
EBL 0 0 0 0 0 13
EOT 0 0 0 35% 0 1 di
000 0 0 0 0 5 0
WO1 0 0-0 0 0 (3
WOT 0 0 0 1 0 -1
WOO 0 0 13 o 0 (3
Total 15% 15% 1 1 -2 1 1 -2

NOL
NOT
NOR
501
SOT
500
001
tOT
000
WOL
WOT
WOO 80%
Total 05%
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The Inn at the Village - Buildout + Project (Whiskey Creek) Volume Adjustments

Volume Adjustments for WhIskey Creek (-30 Bedrooms):
Sat

In Out Total
-5 -4 -9

1. Canyon/Lake Mary 2. MInaret/Lake Mary-MaIn 3. Minaret/FurestTrail 4. FurestTrail/Muin

Distribution % Sat Volume Distribution % Sat Volome Distribotioo % Sat Volume Distribution % Sat Volume
In Ord In Out Total In Out In Out Total In Out In Out Total In Out In Out Total

NOL o t ~ NOL3t% 2 0 NOL 0 t 0 NOL ~ t a
NBT 5 5 0 NtT 5 0 .Ø NOT lt% 5 14 NOT 5 5 0
NBR t t a NOR 5 5 0 NOR 0 0 0 NOR 5 5,0
SOL Ot% 0 3 -3 SOL 5 5 0 SOL 5 5 ~ tel 5 0 0.
SOT 3 5 0 SOT 5 5 0 SOT SS% 1 0--i StT 5 5 0
SOR 5% t t a SOS 15% 1 5 6J SOS 0 5 0 Ste 5 0 0
EOL 5% t 5 0 EtI 15% 0 1 6j tOL 5 50 Eel t 0 0
tOT 5 5 0 tOT 35% 5 1 ~ tOT s 5 a tOT 30% 9 1 -1
tOt t s a tot 30% 0 1 ~ EOR 5 5 0 toe s 0 0
WOI 5 5 0 WOL 5 5 0 WOI s 5 0 weL s 5 ~
WtT 5 5 0 W0T35% 2 0 -z W9T 5 5 0 WOT3O% -2 5 -2
W0585% -4 9 4 wee 5 5 0 WOR 5 5 0 WOR 5 5 0
Total 85% 85% -4 3 -7 Total 80% 8t% 5 3 . C Total 10% 15% 1 1 -2 Total 30% 30% -2 1 -3

Projert Trip Generotlon ond Assignment (30 Bedrooms):
Sat

In Out Total
5 4 9

1. Canyon/Lake Mary 2. MInaret/Lake Mary-Mum 3. Minaret/Purest Trail 4. Forest Trail/Main

Distribution % Sat Volume Distribution % Sat Volume Distribution % Sat Volume Distribution % Sat Volume
In Out In Out Total In Out In Out Total In Out In Out Total In Out In Out Total

NOl t s ~ NOL 30% 2 0 g NOI 5 0 0 NOL s s a-
NOT 5 5 9 NOT 5 0 0 NOT 15% 0 1 13 NOT 0 5 0
NOR 5 5 ~ NOR 5 0 0 NOR s 0 0 NOR 5 0 0
501 80% 0 3 13 501 5 5 9 SOI 5 t a 501 5 0 0
SOT 5 5 0 SOT 0 0 a SOT 1S% 1 0 1 SOT 0 0 0
SOR 5% 5 5 0 SOR 15% 1 0 13 SOR 5 0 0 SOR 0 0 0
EOL 5% 0 0 0 tOl 15% 5 1 .9 tO1 5 0 0 tOl 0 0 0
tOT 5 0 13 tOT 35% 5 1 13 tOT 5 0 0 tOT 30% 0 1 1
tOO 5 5 13 tOR 30% 5 1 1 tOR 5 0 13 tOR 5 5 0
WOI s 5 ~ WOL 0 0 a WOl 0 0 0 WOL 0 0 9
WOT 0 0 9 WOT3S% 2 0 2 WOT 0 0 9 WOT3O% 2 5 8
WOROO% 4 5 4 WOR 0 0 0 WOR 5 0 WOO 0 0 0
Total 00% 85% 4 3 7 TutalOO% 00% 5 3 .0. TotaIlS% 1 1 2 Total3O% 30% 2 1 a-15%

Totol Volume Adjustments to be opplied Es Town of Mommsth Lokes Trosrel DemondAlternotiee X Volumes

1. Canyon/Lake Mary 2. Minaret/Lake Mary-Main 3. Minaret/Forest Trail 4. Forest Trail/Main

SatVolume Sat Volume Sat Volume Sat Volume
In Out Total In Out Total In Oat Total In Out Total

NOL 5 5 9 NOL 5 5 0 NOL 5 s a NOL t s a
NOT 5 t~ NOT 0 0 9 NOT 0 5 9 NOT t S 13
NOR 0 0 13 NOR 5 5 13 NOR 5 5 0 NOR 5 0 13
SOL 5 5 0 SOL s 5 0 501 5 5 0 SOl 5 5 13
SOT 0 0 ~ SOT 0 0 ~ SOT 5 5 0 SOT t S a
SOR 0 0 0 SOR 5 5 ~ SOR 0 0 9 tOO 5 5 0
tOL 5 0 9 101 0 0 ~ teL 5 5 ~ tei 0 0 0.
tOT 0 0 0 tOT t ~ tOT 0 0 0 tOT 5 50
tOE s s a tOO 0 0 0 tOE s 5 0 tOR s a a
woi s 0 9 WOl 0 00 WOL ~ o ~ WOL 5 0.9
WOT 5 0 0 WOT t ~ a WOT ~ ~ ~ WOT a 0 13
WOR 5 013 wOO t S a wOR 5 5 0 WOR 0 0 13
Total o 0 0 Total 5 09 Total 5 5 9 Total a a a
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ATTACHMENT 6

TRIP GENERATION STUDY



LBA ASSOCIATES, INC. TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
MAY 2008 MAMMOTH CROSSINGS

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES, CALIFORNIA

SOURCE: Mammoth Crossings Traffic Impact Analysis
(LSA Associates, Inc., May 21, 2008)

APPENDIX A

EXISTING COUNT DATA

P WRP43OA\MammothXmgsTlA RevlsedDraft4 doc ~05 I208~



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
MAY 2008 MAMMOTH CROSSINGS

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAI~ES, CALIFORNIA

EXISTING COUNT DATA

Hotel Trip Generation Counts

Traffic counts were conducted on Saturday, February 9, 2008, and March 1, 2008, at the Forest Trail
Entrance of The Lodges (Grand Sierra, White Mountain, and Lincoln House) from 3:30 p.m. to 5:30
p.m. and on Saturday, March 1, 2008, at the Hillside Drive entrance to the Westin Hotel from 3:30
p.m. to 5:30 p.m. Detailed count sheets are provided following this page.

Data used in this study is derived from the February 9, 2008, count at The Lodges. The peak hour is
from 4:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m., with 54 peak-hour trips, 25 inbound and 29 outbound. Data from MMSA
indicated that there were 190 occupied hotel units (98 percent occupancy) that day and 17,559 skiers.
This closely represents a peak winter Saturday condition. The resultant occupied hotel unit p.m. peak
hour trip generation is 0.28 trips per unit. The breakdown of the 190 units is as follows:

The Lodges (Grand Sierra. White Mountain. and Lincoln House)

• 88 studios/one-bedroom units (46 percent)

• 88 two-bedroom units (46 percent)

• 11 three-bedroom units (6 percent)

• 3 four-bedroom units (2 percent)

190 units

Additional counts were taken on March 1, 2008, at The Lodges and Westin Hotel. The occupancy
was 98 percent (188 units) at The Lodges and 92 percent at the Westin Hotel (130 units), with 11,582
skiers. These counts reflect a lower per-unit trip generation of 0.24 and 0.18 trip per occupied unit at
The Lodges and Westin, respectively. The breakdown of the units at the Westin is as follows:

The Westin Hotel

• 117 studios/one-bedroom units (83 percent)

• 24 two-bedroom units (17 percent)

141 units

It should also be noted that the Westin trips attributed to the restaurant were isolated (4 inbound and 3
outbound), and if added to the hotel unit rate would be 0.23 trip per hotel plus restaurant.

It should further be noted that both The Lodges and The Westin have comparable amenities to The
Crossings, such as offices, reception/check-in facilities, meeting spaces, and common areas.

P WRP43OA\MammothXingsTlA.RevisedDraft4.doc <<05 12 08>> A—i



LBA ASSOCIATEB, INC. TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIB
MAY 2005 MAMMOTH CROSSINGS

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES, CALIFORNIA

Walking distances are also similar and within acceptable ranges. Distances from the Grand Sierra
Lodge are approximately 700 ft, which are comparable to Site 1. Walking distances from Sites 2 and
3 range up to approximately 1,200 ft, but are still within acceptable lengths considering the time and
expense of attempting to drive this same distance.

For comparison, the Mammoth Crossings unit mix is as follows:

Mammoth Crossings

• 319 one-bedroom units, 2 bedrooms with lock-offs units (59 percent)

• 126 two-bedroom units (23 percent)

• 84 three-bedroom units (16 percent)

• 10 four-bedroom units (2 percent)

539 units (including lock-offs)

P:\WRP43OA\Manm~othXingsTIA RevisedDraft4.doc ~O5 12 08)) A-2



Village Parking summary pm (15 minute time interval)

I Saturday, March 1, 2008 I

f 0 r e S t
II

t r a i

3.30 3.45 4.00

4 7 6

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

9 5 11 4 4

Parking entering

3.30 3.45 4.00

5 6 9

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

4 2 3 5 12

parking exiting

total 50 total 46

—‘ AIB

•~iI
‘-‘ I

B

PARKING.xls 3/3/2008 12:47 PM



Westin Valet summary pm (15 minute time interval)

I Saturday, March 1, 2008 I

h I I Isi d e

3.30 3.45 4.00

2 1 4

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

2 2 1 2 5

Park enter self park

jI_ —

—i A~B
.~I
‘1

total 34 total
3.30 3.45 4.00

4 2 5

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15
5 3 3 4 8

19

Park entering total A

3.30 3.45 4.00
3 2 1

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15
1 0 0 5 7

Park exiting totalB

3.30 3.45 4.00

2 1 1

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

2 1 1 1 1

Park enter hotel valet

3.30 3.45 4.00

1

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

1 4

Park exit hotel valet

3.30 3.45 4.00

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

1 1 1 2

Enter restaurant valet

3.30 3.45 4.00

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

2 1

exit restaurant valet

3.30 3.45 4.00

2 2 1

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

1 2 2

Park exit self park

3/3/2008 12:46 PMPARKINGwestin valet.xls 1



S LSA ASSOCIATES. INC. BERKELEY FRESN() RIVERSIDE
20 EXECU rIVE PARK. SUI IL 200 949.253.0065 TEl CARlSBAD PALM SPRINGS ROCK! IN
IRVINE. CAlIFORNIA 92014 949.559.0075 FAX TORT COT INS PT. RIC II STONI) SAN LU IS OITTSPO

October 23, 2013

Ms. Jen Daugherty
Community and Economic Development Department
Town of Mammoth Lakes
P.O. Box 1609
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Subject: 50 Canyon Boulevard (The Inn at The Village): Valet Operation

Dear Ms. Daugherty:

LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) is pleased to present this revised analysis of the proposed valet operation for the
50 Canyon Boulevard Project in the North Village Specific Plan (NVSP) area of the Town of Mammoth
Lakes (Town). The 63 proposed resort hotel units (Building C) represent the third and final building of the
8050 Complex, which currently has 28 resort hotel units and 3,335 square feet (sf) of commercial use
(Buildings A and B at 6085 Minaret Road). At project completion, 91 total resort hotel units will be
provided on site.

The project will meet the Town’s on-site parking requirements within the existing 171-space parking
structure that serves the 8050 Complex. The 171 spaces provide for 97 required spaces for the 91
existing/proposed units, 8 required spaces for the 3,335 sf of commercial usc, 50 spaces for the Fireside
Homeowners Association (HOA), and an excess (or overage) of 16 spaces for residents and guests of
Buildings A—C only. All residents and guests of Buildings A—C will be required to use the valet operation to
access 100 percent of its parking spaces. Therefore, the proposed project meets all NVSP parking
requirements (including guest access to a minimum of 10 percent of the total number of required spaces).
Ingress to the project site is provided via Canyon Road and egress is provided via Minaret Road. Figure I
(all architect plans and figures attached) illustrates the project site plan.

The purpose of this work effort is to ensure that the access design and valet parking operation do not result
in vehicles queuing onto Canyon Road. A stacking analysis was conducted to determine the potential queues
that may form at the project entry and valet/drop-off area. An evaluation of the subterranean parking
structure drive aisles was also provided to address the adequacy of in-aisle valet parking and circulation.

Project Access Description

The project site is bound by the Village Plaza and gondola on the north, Mammoth Crossing Site I on the
south, Minaret Road on the east, and Canyon Road on the west. Guests will access the project site by
turning into the Canyon Road project driveway and turning left into the valet/drop-off area. The circular
valet/drop-off area will have a circumference of approximately 200 feet (ft).

As shown on Figure 1, approximately seven vehicles could he accommodated within the valet/drop-off area,
excluding the three check-in parking spaces. Approximately 45 ft is planned from the back of the Canyon
Road curb to the valet/drop-off area entry, which could accommodate two additional vehicles. A total of 245
ft of inbound vehicle storage will be provided (200 ft within the proposed valet/drop-off area and 45 ft from
the valet/drop-off area entry to the Canyon Road curb). A total of nine inbound vehicles could be
accommodated on site.

10/23/13 *P:~SMM 130 I~va1cIJir2.doc,.
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LSA ASSOCIATES. INC.

Project Trip Generation

For purposes of the valet parking stacking analysis, LSA generated vehicle trips for the total existing and
proposed resort hotel units using a surveyed trip generation rate as documented in Appendix A of the
Mammoth Crossings Traffic Impact Analysis, dated May 21, 2008 (attached). The (rip generation
characteristics for the proposed project as well as for other similar uses within the North Village are unique
to the Town. The ability to walk to the gondola, the immediate accessibility of retail and restaurant uses, and
access to a transit hub with all bus routes available make it possible to park a vehicle and leave it for the
duration of a trip.

The trip generation rate for the proposed resort hotel (0.28 trip per occupied unit), specifically in the
Saturday p.m. peak hour, was based upon vehicular count data (inbound and outbound) at the Village
Lodges (Grand Sierra, White Mountain, and Lincoln House) parking garage. The count was conducted on
Saturday, February 9, 2008. The basis for using an observed/measured rate from the Village Lodges is that
the data reflects the net vehicular trip generation while recognizing the proximity of its resort hotel units to
the gondola and other retail and restaurant attractions in the North Village area.

As shown in Table A.l (all tables attached), a resort hotel of 91 occupied units could generaLe 26 Saturday
peak-hour trips (14 inbound and 12 outbound). Inbound traffic movements, which represent a portion of the
total prqject trip generation, are used for estimating the queue formation as described below.

Valet Analysis

In order to determine the potential queues that may form at the proposed valet/drop-off area, a vehicle
stacking analysis was prepared based on the methodology described in the Robert Crommelin report titled
Enrance-Exit Design and control for Major Parking Facilities. Applying this Poisson distribution
statistical methodology, vehicular reservoir needs at a parking facility can be determined for a given traffic
volume and the service rate of the control device. For purposes of this project, the control device is the
proposed valet parking operation (i.e., valet parking attendant).

Based on the location/distance of the valet area in relation to the subterranean parking spaces (or more
specifically, the time it would take for a valet attendant to drive a vehicle down to the subterranean structure,
park it, and return to the valet area), it is estimated that the maximum valet parking service rate (average
headway) is 180 seconds per vehicle, as shown in Table A.2. Based on the volume of inbound traffic and the
design capacity (i.e., service rate) presented in Table A.2, the traffic intensity is determined. Traffic intensity
is the ratio between the average arrival rate (volume) and average service rate per valet attendant, which
results in the length (22 ft per vehicle) necessary for adequate reservoir space.

Because a resort hotel may not have uniform vehicle arrival/departure rates in the Saturday peak hour (i.e.,
approximately half of (he peak-hour trip generation shown in Table A.1 may occur within a 15-minute
period during each peak hour), a peak 15-minute valet parking stacking analysis has been prepared to
evaluate these worst-case, short-term conditions.

Table A.3 presents the results of the peak 15-minute valet parking stacking analysis with three valet
attendants. According to the Reservoir Needs vs. Traffic Intensity chart in the Crommelin report (attached),
on average, the minimum storage length for a valet parking operation with three valet attendants should be
22 ft (equivalent to one vehicle) to accommodate the peak 15-minute inbound volume of seven vehicles,
excluding the three check-in parking spaces. The 95th percentile storage length (not to be exceeded 5 times
in 100) should be 44 ft (equivalent to two vehicles). The 99111 percentile storage length (not to be exceeded I

1W23fl3 ~P:\SMM I3OI~valet.IIr2.doc~~
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time in 100) should be 66 ft (equivalent to three vehicles). Two valet attendants would not be sufficient with
the available storage capacity.

As stated above, the valet parking/drop-off area can accommodate approximately seven vehicles (equivalent
to 154 ft). An additional two vehicles (equivalent to 44 ft) can be stored between the Canyon Road curb and
the valet/drop-off area entry. Storage for a total of nine vehicles (or 198 ft) is provided on site. Based on this
analysis, adequate storage is provided if three valet attendants are included in the valet parking operation.

Parking Structure Valet Area Aisle Widths

Figures 2a and 2b illustrate the subterranean parking plans for the upper and lower levels from the project
application and set of plans. The subterranean parking structure will provide 24 ft wide drive aisles, which
will be consistent with the minimum 24 ft aisle widths required by the Town of Mammoth Lakes Standard
Plans for Public Works. As previously discussed, valet parking will be required for all hotel guests except as
noted below. The valet operations include managed parking to utilize in-aisle parking spaces in selected
drive aisles. As shown on Figures 2a and 2b, valet attendants may utilize up to 32 valet spaces within the 24
ft drive aisles.

The parking layout provides parking spaces oriented at 90 degrees from the primary 24 ft drive aisles. Valet-
managed aisle parking is planned along one side of selected aisles. It should be noted that 50 self-park
spaces for the Fireside HOA have been designated (and illustrated on Figure 2a) on the upper level of the
parking structure; however, these spaces will not be utilized for valet parking. Valet parking (for residents
and guests of Buildings A—C only) will not be provided along drive aisles adjacent to the 50 spaces
dedicated to the Fireside HOA. Therefore, consistent with the Town’s standards for aisle widths, the
Fireside HOA will have 24 ft aisle widths available at all times when entering, exiting, and parking in the
structure.

As seen on Figures 2a and 2b, a 16 ft drive aisle would be present when a vehicle is valet parked along the
aisle (standard 24 ft drive aisle minus 8 ft for a parallel-parked vehicle). This 16 ft aisle is wider than a
standard roadway lane (which is 12 ft) and provides adequate bypass and emergency vehicle circulation in
the subterranean parking structure in the event of an emergency.

Conclusion

This analysis has determined that the proposed valet parking operation would not adversely affect the on-
site circulation with three valet parking attendants. The current driveway entry and valet/drop-off area
would provide adequate storage for vehicles entering the site without queuing onto Canyon Road. Adequate
drive aisle width would be provided in the subterranean parking structure for vehicular circulation and valet
parking operations.

If you have any questions, please call me at (949) 553-0666.

Sincerely,

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

~/~rf
(‘I.es Card, P.E. Dean ArizabalPrincipal and CEO Senior Transportation Planner

10/23113 P:~SMMI3OI~vaIeiIIr2.doc~



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Attachments: Appendix A of the Mammoth Crossings Traffic Impact Analysis (5 pages)
Architect Plans (5 sheets)
Figures 1, 2a, and 2b (3 sheets)
Tables A. I through A.3 (1 page)
Robert Crommelin, Reservoir Needs vs. Traftic Intensity Chart (1 page)
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LEA ASSOCIATES, INC. TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
MAY 2055 MAMMOTH CROSSINGS

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES. CALIFORNIA

SO CE: Mammoth Crossings Traffic Impact Analysis
(LSA Associates, Inc., May 21, 2008)

APPENDIX A

EXISTING COUNT DATA

P: WRP43OA\ManmiothXingsTlA.RcvisedDraft4.doc (<05 12 08>>



LEA ASSOCIATES. INC. TRAFFIC H(PACT ANALYSIS
SLAY 2008 ILAUILOTH CROSSINGS

TOWN OF 88AMI8OTH LAKES. CALIFORNIA

EXISTING COUNT DATA

Hotel Trip Generation Counts

Traffic counts were conducted on Saturday, February 9, 2008, and March 1, 2008, at the Forest Trail
Entrance of The Lodges (Grand Sierra, White Mountain, and Lincoln House) from 3:30 p.m. to 5:30
p.m. and on Saturday, March 1, 2008, at the Hillside Drive entrance to the Westin Hotel from 3:30
p.m. to 5:30 p.m. Detailed count sheets are provided following this page.

Data used in this study is derived from the February 9, 2008, count at The Lodges. The peak hour is
from 4:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m., with 54 peak-hour trips, 25 inbound and 29 outbound. Data from MMSA
indicated that there were 190 occupied hotel units (98 percent occupancy) that day and 17,559 skiers.
This closely represents a peak winter Saturday condition. The resultant occupied hotel unit p.m. peak
hour trip generation is 0.28 trips per unit. The breakdown of the 190 units is as follows:

The Lodges (Grand Sierra, White Mountain, and Lincoln House~

• 88 studios/one-bedroom units (46 percent)

• 88 two-bedroom units (46 percent)

• 11 three-bedroom units (6 percent)

• 3 four-bedroom units (2 percent)

190 units

Additional counts were taken on March 1, 2008, at The Lodges and Westin Hotel. The occupancy
was 98 percent (188 units) at The Lodges and 92 percent at the Westin Hotel (130 units), with 11,582
skiers. These counts reflect a lower per-unit trip generation of 0.24 and 0.18 trip per occupied unit at
The Lodges and Westin, respectively. The breakdown of the units at the Westin is as follows:

The Westin Hotel

• 117 studios/one-bedroom units (83 percent)

• 24 two-bedroom units (17 percent)

141 units

It should also be noted that the Westin trips attributed to the restaurant were isolated (4 inbound and 3
outbound), and if added to the hotel unit rate would be 0.23 trip per hotel plus restaurant.

It should further be noted that both The Lodges and The Westin have comparable amenities to The
Crossings, such as offices, reception/check-in facilities, meeting spaces, and common areas.

P: WRP43OA\MammothXingsTlA.RcviscdDraft4.doc <05 12 08>> A 1



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
MAY 2008 MAMMOTH CROSSINGS

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES, CALIFORNIA

Walking distances are also similar and within acceptable ranges. Distances from the Grand Sierra
Lodge are approximately 700 ft, which are comparable to Site 1. Walking distances from Sites 2 and
3 range up to approximately 1,200 ft, but are still within acceptable lengths considering the time and
expense of attempting to drive this same distance.

For comparison, the Mammoth Crossings unit mix is as follows:

Mammoth Crossings

• 319 one-bedroom units, 2 bedrooms with lock-offs units (59 percent)

• 126 two-bedroom units (23 percent)

• 84 three-bedroom units (16 percent)

• 10 four-bedroom units (2 percent)

539 units (including lock-offs)

I’: WRP43OA\MammothxingsTlA.RcvisedDraft4.doc <05 12 08>> A-2



Village Parking summary pm (15 minute time interval)

I Saturday, March 1, 2008 I

f o r e s t

II
t r a i

3.30 3.45 4.00

4 7 6

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

9 5 11 4 4

Parking entering

•—.AB

‘-‘ I

t~i I

3.30 3.45 4.00

5 6 9

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

4 2 3 5 12

parking exiting

total 50 total 46

A B

PARKING.xls 3/3/2008 12:47 PM



Westin Valet summary pm (15 minute time interval)

I Saturday, March 1, 2008 I

I I
o~II

•—~ A~B
.~I I

• I
• I

t~I I
‘ I

3.30 3.45 4.00

1

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

1 4

Park exit hotel valet

3.30 3.45 4.00

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

1 1 1 2

Enter restaurant valet

3.30 3.45 4.00

2 2 1

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

1 2 2

Park exit self park

h i I Isi d

II
e

3.30 3.45 4.00
4 2 5

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15
5 3 3 4 8

Park entering total A

3.30 3.45 4.00
3 2 1

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15
1 0 0 5 7

Park exiting totalB

3.30 3.45 4.00

2 1 1

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

2 1 1 1 1

Park enter hotel valet

3.30 3.45 4.00

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

2 1

exit restaurant valet

3.30 3.45 4.00

2 1 4

4.15 4.30 4.45 5.00 5.15

2 2 1 2 5

Park enter self park

PARKINGwestin valet.xls 1 3/3/2008 12:46 PM
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Table A.1: 8050 Complex Project Trip Generation

Saturday Peak Hour
Land Use Size Unit In Out Total

Trip Rates1
Condominium unit 0.151 0.129 0.280

Project Trip Generation
Condominium 91 unit 14 12 26

Trip rate referenced from observed Intrawest North Village (Grand Sierra, White Mountain, and Lincoln House) count on February 9, 2008

for the Mammoth Crossings Traffic Impact Analysis (May 21, 2008).

Table A.2: Peak 15-Minute Valet Parking Service Rates

Service Rates per Lane

Average Design Maximum
Headway Capacity Capacity

(sec/veh)’ (veh/0.25 hr)2 (veh/0.25 hr)3
180.0 4 5

Average Headway is based on approximate time for valet attendant to park a vehicle in the subterranean garage and return to the valet pick-up drop-off area.
2 Design Capacity is 80 percent of the Maximum Capacity, as explained in the Crommelin report.

Maximum Capacity is detennined by dividing 900 seconds (15 minutes) by the Average Headway.

sec/veh = seconds per vehicle

vehl0.25 hr = vehicles per 0.25 hour

Table A.3: Peak 15-Minute Valet Parking Stacking Analysis

Arrival Rate I II
~ Service I (Peak 15-Mm Traffic Reservoir Required (ft)3 II

Valet Aftendants Rate1 I Volume) Intensity’ Average 95th %
3 4 7 0.58 I 22~ 4~ Ii

The Service Rate is the Design Capacity.
2 Traffic Intensity is the Arrival Rate (peak-hour volume) Service Rate per the “Reservoir Needs vs. Traffic Intensity” table in the Crommelin report.

Traffic Intensity is also a function of the number of valet attendants; therefore, Traffic Intensity = Arrival Rate ÷ (Service Rate * Valet Attendants).

Number of feet indicated in the “Reservoir Needs vs. Traffic Intensity” table (based on the highest of the AM, PM, and Saturday Traffic Intensity).

22 feet equates to I vehicle.

Average” is the reservoir required for the average queue, “95th %“ is the reservoir required so a queue does not exceed the reservoir 5 times in 100.

Mm = minute

ft feet

P:\.SMMI3OI trip gen & vslet stacking.xls project_observed_new (10 182013)
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11.3 Noise Data



Noise Data
Leq (dB) Lmin (dB) Lmax (dB) Peak (dB)

Eciuipment
Category Type Vendor Model Serial No. Cert. Date Note

Sound Level Meter Brüel & Kj~r 2250 2548189 711212013

Sound Microphone Brüel & Kj~r 4189 2543364 711212013Preamp Brüel & Kj~r ZC 0032 4265 711212013
Calibrator BrüeI & Kj~r 4231 2545667 711212013

Weather Data
Duration: 10 minutes Sky: Sunny
Note: dBA Offset 0.01 Sensor Height (ft): 5 ft

Est. Wind Ave Speed (mph I mis) Temperature (degrees Fahrenheit) Barometer Pressure (inches)

2.6 39 29.88

Photo of Measurement Location

r~. . ~

Site Number: 1
Recorded By: Eddie Torres
Job Number: 139231
Date: 1/17/14
Time: 8:32 AM
Location: Fireside at the Village condominiums,_along Minaret Road
Source of Peak Noise: Light pedestrian activity
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2250

Input:

InnOOl

Start End Elapsed Overload LAeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time time [%1 [dBl [dBl [dBl

Value 0.00 42.6 67.5 36.5
Time 08:32:03 AM 08:42:32 AM 0:10:00
Date 01/17/2014 01/17/2014

AnriIin~tinn~

StartTime:
End Time:
Elaosed Time:
Bandwidth:

BZ7225 Version 20.2
Instrument: 2250

Max Innut Level:

01/17/2014 08:32:03
01/17/201408:42:32

00:10:00

Broadband (excl. Peak):

1/3-octave

Broadband Peak:

Time

138.76

SDectrum:

FSI
F rani ann’.1

ES

Instrument Serial ~‘.I~n,har~

AC

Micronhone Serial Number:

C
z

Windscreen Correction:

2548189

Sound Field Correction:

2543364
Ton Socket

UA-1 650
Diffuse-field

Lcalibration Time: 04/21/2014 13:56:50
Calibration Type: External reference
Sensitivity: 64.25 mV/Pa
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InnOOl

Start Elapsed LAleq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value 39.4 39.0 37.2
Time 08:37:31 AM 0:00:01
Date 01/17/2014
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Inn001 Periodic reports
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LAIeq LAFmax LCpeak LAFmin

Cursor: 01/17/2014 09:32:03 AM - 10:32:03 AM LAleq=51 .9 dB LAFmax=67.5 dB LCpeak=95.4 dB LAFmin=36.5 dB

InnOOl Periodic reports

Start Elapsed Overload LAIeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [%] [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value 0.00 51.9 67.5 36.5
Time 09:32:03 AM 0:10:00
Date 01/17/2014
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InriOOl - Fast Logged

aSK

08:34:00 AM 08:36:00 AM 08:38:00 AM
LAeq LAF

Cursor: 01/17/2014 08:37:31 AM.900 - 08:37:32 AM.000 LAeq=38.9 dB LAF =38.5dB

InnOOl - Fast Logged

Start Elapsed LAeq
time time [dB]

Value 38.9
Time 08:37:31 AM.900 0:00:00.100
Date 01/17/2014
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Site Number: 2
Recorded By: Eddie Torres
Job Number: 139231
Date: 1/1 7/14
Time: 8:46 AM
Location: Plaza in the Village adjacent to the gondola
Source of Peak Noise: Light pedestrian activity

Leq (dB) Lmin (dB)

Equipment
Category Type Vendor Model Serial No. Cert. Date Note

Sound Level Meter BrüeI & Kj~r 2250 2548189 711212013

d Microphone Brüel & Kj~r 4189 2543364 711212013OUfl Preamp Brüel & Kj~r ZC 0032 4265 711212013

Calibrator Brüel & Kj~r 4231 2545667 711212013
Weather Data

Duration: 10 minutes Sky: Sunny
Note: dBA Offset = 0.01 Sensor Height (ft): 5 ft

Est. Wind Ave Speed (mph I mis) Temperature (degrees Fahrenheit) Barometer Pressure (inches)

2.8 40 28.65

Photo of Measurement Location

-I

r~ ~ -~

I ~

\

Noise Data
Lmax (dB) Peak (dB)
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I. —.

~ -ç; .‘~-.‘

I7~

~1~~t*

-



2250

Input:

InnOO2

Start End Elapsed Overload LAeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time time F%1 [dBl FdBl 1dB]

Value 0.00 45.1 69.5 37.5
Time 08:46:12 AM 08:56:12 AM 0:10:00
Date 01/17/2014 01/17/2014

AoDlication:
Start Time:
End Time:
Elaosed Time:
Bandwidth:

BZ7225 Version 2.0.2
Instrument: 2250

01/17/2014 08:46:12

M~ Input Level:

01/17/2014 08:56:12
00:10:00

Broadband (excl. Peak):

1 13-octave

Broadband Peak:

Time

138.76

Snectrum:

FSI
Frequency

ES

Instrument Serial Number:

AC

Microohone Serial Number:

C
z

Windscreen Correction:

2548189

Sound Field rr~-+~-~n

2543364
Too Socket

UA-1 650
Diffuse-field

Calibration Time: 04/21/2014 13:56:50
Calibration Type: External reference
Sensitivity: 64.25 mV/Pa
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Inn 002

Start Elapsed LAIeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [dB] [dBl [dBl

Value 48.6 44.3 38.9
Time 08:51:11 AM 0:00:01
Date 01/17/2014
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InnOO2 Periodic reports
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Cursor: 01/17/2014 09:46:12 AM - 10:46:12 AM LAleq=52.7 dB LAFmax=69.5 dB LCpeak=96.4 dB LAFm1n=37.5 dB

InnOO2 Periodic reports

Start Elapsed Overload LAIeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [%1 [dBl [dBl [dB]

Value 0.00 52.7 69.5 37.5
Time 09:46:12 AM 0:10:00

~ Date 01/17/2014
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Unmitigated
A

65 dBA
0I

Miti • ated

65 dBA
d

Scenario: Existing
Job#: 139231

Project Name:
Analyst:
Roadway:
Road Segment:

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

_________ Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Inn at the Village
Alesia Hsiao
Canyon Boulevard
Crystal Lane to Hillside Drive

PROJECT DATA 5lT~ DATA
Centerline Dist to Barrier: 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1 = berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 3730
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 373
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 25
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0 NOISE INPUTS
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions:SOFT SITE
Road Elevation: 0 FLEET MIX
Observer Height (above grade): 5.5 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
RtView: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet) Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)
Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 38.6 47.4 45.6 39.5 48.2 48.8
Medium Trucks: 50.2 42.2 35.8 34.2 42.7 42.9
Heavy Trucks: 56.4 44.5 35.4 36.6 47.0 47.1
Vehicle Noise: 59.1 50.6 46.6 42.8 51.3 51.7

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)
Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day eq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR



Project Name: Inn at the Village Scenario: Existing
~nalyst: Alesia Hsiao Job #: 139231
Roadway: Main Street/Lake Mary Road
Road Segment: East of Minaret Road

PROJECT DATA SITE DATA
Centerline Dist to Barrier: 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (OwalI, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 13080
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1308
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0 NOISE INPUTS
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions:SOFT SITE
Road Elevation: 0 FLEET MIX
Observer Height (above grade): 5.5 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
RtView: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet) Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
~utos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

UNMITIGAThD NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)
Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 48.3 57.0 55.2 49.2 57.8 58.4
Medium Trucks: 58.0 49.9 43.5 41.9 50.4 50.7
HeavyTrucks: 63.2 51.2 42.2 43.4 53.3 53.4
Vehicle Noise: 65.6 59.0 55.8 51.1 59.7 60.1

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topograph c or barrier attenuation)
Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

Unmitigated

65 dBA

Miti.ated

65 dBA
0

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR



Inn at the Village
Alesia Hsiao
Main Street/Lake Mary Road
West of Minaret Road

Scenario: Existing
Job#: 139231

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topoqraphic or barrier attenuation)
Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 45.0 53.8 52.0 46.0 54.6 55.2
Medium Trucks: 54.8 46.7 40.3 38.7 47.2 47.5
Heavy Trucks: 60.0 48.0 39.0 40.2 50.1 50.2
Vehicle Noise: 62.4 55.8 52.6 47.9 56.5 56.9

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topograph c or barrier attenuation)
Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening eq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

Unmitigated

65 dBA

Miti.ated

65dBA
ID

Project Name:
Analyst:
Roadway:
Road Segment:

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

PROJECT DATA SITE DATA
Centerline Dist to Barrier: 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1 = berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 6250
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 625
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0 NOISE INPUTS
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions:SOFT SITE
Road Elevation: 0 FLEET MIX
Observer Height (above grade): 5.5 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
RtView: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet) Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
~utos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR



Project Name: Inn at the Village Scenario: Existing
4.nalyst: Alesia Hsiao Job #: 139231
Roadway: Minaret Road
Road Segment: North of Main Street/Lake Mary Road

Centerline Dist to Barrier: 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (Owall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 7910
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 791
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 30
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 28
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0 NOISE INPUTS
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions:SOFT SITE
Road Elevation: 0 FLEET MIX
Observer Height (above grade): 5.5 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
RtView: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet) Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)
Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 44.0 52.8 51.0 44.9 53.6 54.2
Medium Trucks: 54.6 46.6 40.2 38.6 47.1 47.3
Heavy Trucks: 60.3 48.3 39.3 40.5 50.6 50.8
Vehicle Noise: 62.8 55.3 51.8 47.4 56.0 56.4

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topograph c or barrier attenuation)
Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

PROJECT DATA SITE DATA

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR
Unmitigated

65 dBA

Miti • ated

65 dBA
d



project Name: Inn at the Village Scenano: Existing
~naIyst: Alesia Hsiao Job #: 139231
Roadway: Minaret Road
Road Segment: South of Main Street/Lake Mary Road

PROJECT DATA SITE DATA
Centerline Dist to Barrier: 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 6980
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 698
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 40
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 36
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0 NOISE INPUTS
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions:SOFT SITE
Road Elevation: 0 FLEET MIX
Observer Height (above grade): 5.5 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet) Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)
Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos: 46.9 55.7 53.9 47.8 56.5 57.1

Medium Trucks: 55.8 47.8 41.4 39.8 48.3 48.5
Heavy Trucks: 60.7 48.8 39.7 40.9 50.6 50.8
Vehicle Noise: 63.1 57.3 54.3 49.4 58.0 58.4

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topograph c or barrier attenuation)
Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL

Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108

_____________________ Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR
Unmitigated

65 dBA
d

Miti ated

65dBA



CALIFORNIA

11.4 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Data



CONSTRUCTION

Parenthetical CAL.EEMOD Assumptions
For: Inn at the Village

Date: May 2014

Demolition (2015)

7days

Equipment:

Quantity Type
1 Concrete/Industrial Saws
1 Rubber Tired Dozers
3 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe

Grading (2015)

Hours of Daily Operation
8
8
8

• 200 cubic yards of cut, 100 cubic yards of fill,
• 100 cubic yards of export
• 22 days

Equipment:

Quantity Type Hours of Daily Operation
1 Graders 8
1 RubberTiredDozers 8
2 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 7

Building Construction (2015)

• 220 days

Equipment:

Quantity
1
2
I
I
3

~ype
Crane
Forklifts
Generator Sets
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
Welder

8
7
8
6
8

Hours of Daily Operation



Paving (2015)

• 4days

Equipment:

Quantity Type Hours of Daily Operation
1 Cement and Mortar Mixers 8
1 Paver 8
1 Paving Equipment 6
2 Roller 8
1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 8

Architectural Coating (2015)

• 40 days.

Equipment (CALEEMOD Default):

Quantity Type Hours of Daily Operation
I Air Compressor 6

OPERATIONS

• 67-room hotel
• 190 daily trips



CaIEEMod Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/17/2014 2:59 PM

Inn at the Village
Great Basin Valleys Air Basin, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses I Size Metric Lot Acreage I Floor Surface Area I Population

Hotel : 67.00 : Room : 2.23 : 97,284.00 : C

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (mIs) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 54

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2015

Utility Company Southern California Edison

C02 Intensity 630.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(lblMWhr) (lblMWhr) (lbIMWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use -

Construction Phase - anticipated schedule

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Grading - 200 CY cut and 100 CY of export

Demolition - Demolition is for Sidewalk Removal

Vehicle Trips - trip rate per Traffic Study/LSA Associaties



Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

Water Mitigation -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - GBUAPCD standard mitigation

abe ame oumn Name -u ~aIue ew aue

tblConstDustMitigataon : CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction : 0 : 26

c;iew~;~i,w~e NurnDays 10.00 40~

f~i&JrJ~ti~W~e ~d.bo i~a

~ rJJr,159s .60 ~Io

ti~ConstructionPhase NurnDays 10Mb 400

f~èW~J~i,Th~e haseEndDate 12/21/2015 11/5/2Ô15

f~~Wfj~Pi~e iAb~ôVs 1/~ ~io
a

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 12/16/2015 11/1/2015

- óO~ãi,g I ‘f-i.bo Ida
tblGrading : MaterialExported : 0.00 : 100.00

a a
tblGrading Materialimported 0.00 200.00

:.tblProjectCharacteristics : OperationalYear : 2014 : 2015

tblProjectCharacteristics : UrbanizationLevel : urban : Rural
& S I

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 2.80

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

o’ No o 0 ugitive aust 1 ugitive List :oro ‘:10- •o 0 e
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PMZ5 Total

ear day day

2015 :: 61.6447 : 478830 : 40.0958 : 0.0547 : 6.3183 : 3.0394 : 8.0791 : 3.3663 : 2.8654 : 49862 : 0.0000 :5281.905:5281.9059: 11641 : 00000 :5306.351
: : : : : : : : : : 9 :



Total

Mitigated Construction

ugi ye ust 1 ugltive ust
PM1O PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

I y

0- ota

I y

2015 - 61.6447 • 47.8830 • 40.0958 • 0.0547 • 2.7543 • 3.0394 • 4.5151 • 1.4540 • 2.8654 • 3.0739 • 0.0000 :5281.905.5281.9059. 1.1641 : 0.0000 .5306.351

Total : :9:

NOx FI~fl ~ ug e ust [[~LiI!~ ug ye ~ aust ‘~ • •

- PMIO PMIO Total PMZ5 PM2.5 Total
Percent

Reduction

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

-O•~ No

.tegory

ugitive ust I ugitive ust 0-
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

I~day

Area : 2.7003 : 7.0000e- : 7.0800e- : 0.0000 : : 3.0000e- : 3.0000e- : : 3.0000e- : 3.0000e- : : 0.0147 : 0.0147 : 4.0000e- : : 0.0156
005 : 003 : : : 005 : 005 : : 005 : 005 : : : : 005

Energy ~ 00719 06538 05492 39200e 00497 00497 00497 00497 ‘7845433’ 7845433 00150 00144 7893179
:003: : : : : : : : : :

Mobile 55134 114727 435494 00455 23760 01525 25285 06381 01398 07780 T 14223998i42239983r 02238 ~42286
: : : : : : : : : : : :3: :
1 ‘. I J I J I J I 1

0- ota H4

I y



Total 8.2856 12.1266 44.1056 0.0494 2.3760 0.2022 2.5782 0.6381 0.1896 0.8277 5,008.556 5,008.5563 0.2389 0.0144 5,018.03I I I
Mitigated Operational

ugitive aust ug ye ust
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PMZ5

tdday

M. :jo- e ‘:io-o ota
Total

Area 2.7003 • 7.0000e- 7.0800e- • 0.0000 . • 3.0000e- . 3.0000e- . . 3.0000e- • 3.0000e- • • 0.0147 • 0.0147 • 40000e- • • 0.0156
:005:003: : :005:005: :005:005: : : :005:

Energy 00719 06538 05492 39200e 00497 00497 00497 00497 ‘ 7845433~ 7845433 00150 00144 7893179
• • 003 • • • • •

‘I P I P .1 P ‘.. I J I J P I. I J
Mobile : 5.5134 : 11.4727 : 43.5494 0.0455 : 2.3760 : 0.1525 : 2.5285 : 0.6381 : 0.1398 : 0.7780 : :4223.998:4223.9983: 0.2238 : :4228.698

Total:

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

- ase hase ‘ama
Number

.tegory

H4 e

I day

- ase ype tart D.te n. D.te ‘um D.ys um D.ys
Week

- ase a-scrip Ion

1 Demolition Demolition [1/1/2015 [1/9/2015 5 7

r~g W1112b15 ~Ôi~ö~s 51 221

~ :Suilding Construction ~Kff2bi5 :12/15/2015 9 201

4 Paving 4Paving 111/1/2015 C111512015 I 4•~•

5 :Architectural Coating :Architectural Coating :11/6/2015 :12/31/2015 : ~: 40:

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0



Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 3

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 145,926; Non-Residential Outdoor: 48,642 (Architectural Coating —

OffRoad Equipment

-hase ‘ame a road quipment ype mount Usage Hours ‘oite -wer r.a. actor

rchitectural Coating :Air Compressors : 1: 6.00: 78: 0.
1.

Paving :Cement and Mortar Mixers 5 1! 8.00 9: 0.

Ôi~1i~n ‘Concrete/I dustrial Saw

Building Construction :Generator Sets : 1: 8.00: 84: 0.7
-

Building Construction :Cranes i: 8.00 226: 0.2

Building Construction :Forklifts : 2: 7.00: 89: 0.2

Pavrng .p a-~r
9 800 6.”

Demolition :RubberTired Dozers 1: 8.00: 255: 0.

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1~ 8.00: 255 0.

~ 4

Demolition :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ~: 8.00: ~ 0.3
a a

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2: 7.00 97: 0.3
4 ~.Paving :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes : 1~ 8.00: ~ 0.3

Grading :Graders : 1: 8.00: 174: 0.41
a

Paving :Paving Equipment 1 8.00 130 0.

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Qifroad quipment o er np en or np auling np o er np en or np au ing np o er e ice e r au ing
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class ehicle CIa ehicle Clas

Demolition : ~: 13.00: ~ 9.00: 16.80: 6.60: 20.00:LD_Mix :~T_M~ :~DT

rading : 4: 10.00: 0.00: 30.00: 16.80: 6.60: 20.00:LD_Mix :HDT_Mix :HHDT

uilding Construction : 8: 41.00 i6.oo: 0.00: 16.80: 6.60: 20.00:LD_Mix :I-IDT_Mix :HHDT
;



Paving : 6: 15.00: 0.00: 0.00: 16.80: 6.60: 20.00:LD_Mix :HDT_Mix :HHDT
• .1 .~ a -.

Architectural Coating i: 8.00: 0.00 0.00 16.80: 6.60: 20.00:LD_Mix :HDT_Mix :HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Replace Ground Cover

Water Exposed Area

Water Unpaved Roads

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Demolition - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

0 0 0 ugitive ust 1 ugitlve haust - . 0 0

PM1O PM1O Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

ategory lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.2812 0.0000 0.2812 0.0426 0.0000 0.0426 0.0000 0.0000

.. a I J a a .. I I a a .. I a
Off-Road ~ 3.0666 : 29.6778 : 22.0566 : 0.0245 : : 1.8651 : 1.8651 : 1.7469 1 1.7469 : 2509.059:2509.0599 0.6357 : :2522.410

Total

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG N~ Co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PMIO Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-C02 NBI0-C02 TotalCO2 CH4 N20 C02e
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling : U.U~36~ : U.3631 : 0.3762 : 9.8000e- : 0.0225 : 6.4800e- : 00289 : 61600e- : 5.9600e- 00121 : 96.6163 : 96.6163 : 7.8000e- : 96.6327
:003: :°°~:°°~: : : : :004:



Vendor 00000 : 00000 :00000: 00000 :00000:00000: 00000 : 00000 :00000 : 00000 : :00000: 00000 : 00000 : : 00000

- 1fjs~ö~
003 003 003

Total

Mitigated Construction On-Site

a or

ategory

ugitive ust 1 ugitive au
PM1O PM1O Total PM2.5 PM2.5

I ay

:. o’o ~:.

Total

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

0’ No rl~r] a

Category

Hauling : 0.0368 : 0.3631 : 0.3762 : 9.5000e- : 0.0181 : 6.4800e- : 0.0245 : 5.0700e- : 5.9600e- : 0.0110 : : 96.6163 : 96.6163 : 7.8000e- : : 96.6327
:004: :003: :003:003: : : : :004:

Vendor 00000 ‘ 00000’OOOOO ‘ 00000’OOOOO ‘00000 ‘00000’ 00000 ‘00000’ 00000 ‘ ‘00000’ 00000 ‘00000’ ‘ 00000

Worker t 01481 01770 18785 ~20600e 01285 19300e 01305 00348 t17500e 00366 h17517351 1751735? 00139 ~17s4661
I. . .003. • 003. • .003- • . . . .

Total

Total

Fugitive Dust 0.1202 0.0000 0.1202 0.0182 0.0000 0.0182 : 0.0000 : : : 0.0000

Jh A A J I d A A A
Off-Road : 3.0666 : 29.6778 22.0566 0.0245 : : 1.8651 : 1.8651 : : 1.7469 : 1.7469 : 0.0000 :2509.059:2,509.0599: 0.6357 : :2,522.410

:9: :
px.:Ifs~xna:•s’n.Mopxyp;p~.yapK:Ii4•~x,;l:frp~ I

IbMay

ugitive haust I ugtlve suet io- ota era
PM1O PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

lb/day



3.3 Grading -2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

0.5213 1.8440 [ 2.5900e. 0.1516 8.3600e- 0.1599 0.0404 7.6700e. 0.0481 [ 237.2207 237.2207 0.0116 1237.4~2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

I ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O Fugitive Exhaust PM25 Bio-C02 NBio-C02 TotalCO2 CH4 N20 C02e
PMIO PM1O Total PM2.5 PM2.5 TotalI

0.3990 : 1.OlOOe-
003

Wk~’01i39 1362 1445
003

0.0238

0.0000

0.1277

6.8700e-
003

0.0000

1 .4900e-
003

0.0307

0.0000

0.1292

6.5300e-
003

0.0000

0.0339

b.jluue
003

0.0000

1 .3500e-
003

u.u1~

0.0000

0.0352

1UZ4(1~ 1U2.4(1~i ~UUUe- : 1U2.4~Y2

004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

~ 1347488’~ o~c1b7 1339



Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust : : 26363 0.0000 : 26363 : 1 4218 : 0.0000 : 1.4218 : : ~ : : : 0.0000

Off-Road~29656~3126112O2O19’OO2O6 17524 17524 1612216122 0.0000 !2164 101 ~2164 iOi2~ 0646 ~2177668

~ 31.2611 20.2019 0.0206 2.6363 1.7524 J 4.3887 11.4218 1.6122 3.0340 0.0000 (2~164.101 2,164.1012 0.6461 2,177.668

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ategory

ugitive ust
PMIO PMIO Total

I ay

ugitive aust .o~o ~ •

PM2.5 PM2.5 Total _______

Hauling ~ 0.0391 : 0.3852 : 0.3990 : 1.OlOOe- : 0.0191 : 6.8700e- : 0.0260 : 5.3800e- : 6.3200e- : 0.0117 :102.4719:102.4719 8.3000e- : :102.4892
003 003 003 003 004

Vendor : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000

Worker 01139 01362 14450 ~15800e ‘ 00989 14900e 01003 00268 ‘13500e 00281 1347488 1347488~ 00107 1349739
:003: :003: : :003: : : :

Total

3.4 Building Construction - 2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

- 0’~

ategory

0 .0 0 ugltive .ust -‘ • ug e aust M • 0 : . • 0

PMIO PM1O Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

lb/day

~0 ‘O•

Off-Road 4.0268 ; 25.8389 ; 17.0465 ; 0.0249 ; 1.7597 ; 1.7597 ; ; 1.6870 ; 1.6870 ;2,364.o79;2,364.o797. 0.5662 • .2,375.970
II I I I I I I I I I I I 7

Total



Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG N(~ CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-C02 NBio-C02 TotalCO2 CH4 N20 C02e
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Hauling — 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 00000

.- a .1 .1 ~. I S a
Vendor 02891 : 1.5284 : 2.6920 : 3.3800e- 00948 00296 01244 00269 0.0271 00540 3399564: 3399564 3.3400e- 340.0265

~ : 003 003

Worker : 0 4671 0.5583 5.9245 6.5000e- 0.5237 : 6.1000e- 0 5298 0 1389 5.5200e- 0 1444 : 552 4702 : 552 4702 0 0440 553 3931
~ 003 003 003

~.7582[ 2.0867 f 8.6165 [ 9.8800e. 0.6185 [ 0.0357 0.6542 0.1658 0.0327 ]~ 892.42661 892.4266 0.0473 893.4196

Mitigated Construction On-Site

0 0 0 e ust - ~i • ugitive aust I a . o~ 0 .~ H4
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

lOll lay lblday

- o_•_

ategory

~0 ~

Off-Road “ 4.0268 • 25.8389 • 17.0465 • 0.0249 • • 1.7597 • 1.7597 • • 1.6870 • 1.6870 • 0.0000 •2364.079.2364.0797. 0.5662 • :2375970

Total : : : : : :~:

Mitigated Construction Off-Site



-

c3ategory

a a a ugitive haust I I ugitive haust -‘ :10- o N:lo- ó ota - 0 H4
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

lb/day lb/day

‘ 0 •0

Hauling ~ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000

Vendor ~ 02891 1 5284 ‘ 26920 3 3800e ‘ 00767 00296 ‘ 0 1062 ~ 00224 ~ 00271 00496 T 3399564’ 339 9564 3 3400e 340 0265

:: ~003: : : : : : : :°°~:

W ker i~04671 5583!59245 !~6.5000e-! 04053 161OOOe-~ 04114101098 ~552OOe 01153 ~552.4702~5524702~00440~ 15533931
:003: :003: : :003: : :

Total

35 Paving -2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ategory

N ugitive haust I ugitive aust
PM1O PMIO Total PM2.5 PM25 Total

lb/day

otal

y

Off-Road ~ 1.9443 : 19.7532 12.2652 0.0176 1.2418 1.2418 1.1437 1.1437 :1823.276:1823.2763: 0.5345 :1834.500
:: : : : : : : : : : : :3:

Paving ~ 0.0000 : : : : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : : 0.0000 : : : 0.0000

Total

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

I 0

ugitive ust I ug e ust
PMIO PMIO Total PM25 PM2.5 Total

b/day

:. 0’O ‘:.

ategory



Hauling : 0.0000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 00000 : 00000 00000 : 00000 00000 00000 : : 00000

“d.ôôöoböddd Jôôööô~bbb”~6ôööö

:003: :003: :003:

Total

Mitigated Construction On-Site

___ orr~flo
+ ategory

ugitive ust 1 ug e aust
PM1O PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5

ay

Total
:10-o~o ‘t.~+ 0th

day

H

Off-Road 1.9443 : 19.7532 : 12.2652 : 0.0176 : : 1.2418 : 1.2418 : : 1.1437 : 1.1437 : 0.0000 :1823.276:1823.2763: 0.5345 : :1834.500
: : : : : : : : : : : ~ :

Paving : 0.0000 : : : : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : : 0.0000 : : : 0.0000

Total

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Total 0.1709 0.2042 2.1675 2.3800e- 0.1483 2.2300e- 0.1505 0.0402 2.0200e- 0.04fl 202.1232 202.1232 0.0161 202.4609

I 1009 003____L____(__

Vendor

Worker

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

‘“doôôo~

I I 4 I 4 I-
0.1709 02042 2.1675 2.3800e- 0.1483 2.2300e- 0 1505 00402 2.0200e- 0.0422

003 003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

I 1 S J
202.1232 202.1232 00161 202.4609



3.6 Architectural Coating -2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Total

NOx .0 0 ugltive haust ‘ I ugitive aust ‘ :jo-oTo N:io-.6 . &~o 0 0 -

PM1O PMIO Total PM2~5 PM2.5 Total

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

RCG

Category

NC~ L~) S02 Fugitive Exhaust PMIO Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Blo- C02 NBio- C02 Total C02 CH4 N20 C02e
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

ay

Hauhng ~ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor ~ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000

:1077991:1077991:85800e-: :1079791
: :003: :003: :°°~: :003:

Total

. .ay

Archit. Coating 56.3639 : : : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : : 0.0000 : : : 0.0000

OffRoad 04066 25703 19018 ~29700e l 02209 02209 02209 02209 1281 44611 281 4481 00367 2822177
:003: : : : : : : : : :

Mitigated Construction On-Site



ROG N~x S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O Fugitive Exhaust PM25 Bio-C02 NBio-C02 TotalCO2 CH4 N20 C02e
PM1O PMIO Total PM2.5 PM25 Total

Category lblday lt~8ay

Archit. Coating ., 56 3639 00000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 o.oooo

I I a
Off-Road ~ 0 4066 • 2.5703 : 1.9018 2.9700e- 0.2209 0.2209 : 0 2209 0.2209 0.0000 281 4481 281 4481 : 0 0367 282 2177

~ • 003

~.7703 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e. 0.2209 0.2209 [ 0.2209 0.2209 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 ( 0.0367 282.2177

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ategory

N ugitve ust 1 ugitive aus
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM25 Total

I ay y

Hauling .. 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : •ooooo : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000

Vendor 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000

I J I g I I I I I I
Worker . 0.0911 : 0.1089 • 1.1560 • 1.2700e- • 0.0791 : 1.1900e- : 0.0803 : 0.0214 : 1.0800e- : 0.0225 : :107.7991:107.7991 8.5800e- : :107.9791

003 003 003 003

Total

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

r I KCX~ NOX uu ~Q2 I-ugrtrve ~xrraust l~’M1u 1-ugitive ~xnaust I-’M2o bro-cu~ ~oio-ccii oral t.CJ2 Ul-14 N2Q L.L~e
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total



Category lb~ay lb/day

Mitigated 5.5134 • 11 4727 43.5494 • 0.0455 • 2.3760 0.1525 • 2.5285 : 06381 • 0.1398 : 0.7780 .4223.998:4223.9983. 0.2238 : .4228.698

: : : : : : : : : :~:
Unmitigated 55134 11 4727 435494 00455 23760 01525 25285 06381 01398 ‘ 07780 ‘4223998’42239983~ 02238 F ‘4228698

: : : : : : : : : :~ : :

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Ayerage DailyjljripjRate Unmitigated Mitigated
L~and Use Weekday I ~aturday 1Sunday Annuai VMT Annual VP~T

Hotel : . 187.60 1 548.73 : 398.65 : 541,150 1 541,150
Total I 187.60 I 548.73 398.65 • 541,150 I 541,150

4.3 Trip Type Information

I I es rip . np rpose
L’and Use H~W & C-W H~S or C-C H~0 or C-NW H~W drC- H~S 5rE!€ H~O or C-NW Primary E)iverted Pa~s—b~’

Hotel : 14.70 : 6.60 : 6.60 : 19.40 : 61.60 : 19.00 : ~ : 38 :

U~ ~T1 (!DT2 MDV I!HDI I!HD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.279910! 0.105741~ 0.185385 0.1677221 0.097331: 0.011794~ 0.017930: 0.112433: 0.005774: 0.000729: 0.007474: 0.001775: 0.006001

5.0 Energy Detail
4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

~0 0 0 0 ugitive haust Ml ugitive aust . : • &0 ~ •

PM1O PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total



ategory lb/day

NaturalGas ~ 0.0719 • 0.6538 • 0.5492 • 3.9200e- • • 0.0497 • 0.0497 • • 0.0497 • 0.0497 • • 784.5433 • 784.5433 • 0.0150 • 0.0144 • 789.3179
Mitigated : : : 003 : : : : : : : :

NaturalGas 00719 06538 ‘ 05492 3 9200e ‘ 00497 00497 00497 00497 ‘7845433’ 784 5433 00150 F 0 0144 789 3179
Unmitigated ~ : : 003 : : : : : : : : :

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

Natural a NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust ~ Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Blo- C02 NBio- C02 Total C02 CH4 N20 C02e
s Use PM1O PM1O Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Land Use k U/yr lb/day —~ lb,aay

Hotel 6668.62 :: 0 0719 0 6538 0 5492 3.9200e- : 0 0497 0 0497 0.0497 0.0497 784.5433 784.5433 : 0.0150 : 0 0144 789.3179
:: 003

Total IEI~ 0.6538 0.5492 3.9200e- ] 0.0497 0.0497 f 0.0497 0.0497 784.5433 784.5433 0.0150 0.0144 789.3175

Mitigated

NaturalGa ROG
~Use

L!and Use U/yr

NOx CO 802 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- C02 NBlo- C02 Total C02 CH4
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

y ay

N~fl~

Hotel : 6.66862 ~ 0.0719 : 0.6538 : 0.5492 3.9200e- : : 0.0497 : 0.0497 0.0497 : 0.0497 : 784.5433 • 784.5433 • 0.0150 • 0.0144 • 789.3179
: :: : :003: : : : : : : : : :

Total



6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ugitive haust M10 ugitive haust I : . ö :10- 0 ota 0

PMIO PMIO Total PM25 PM2.5 Total
-H4 a •Oe

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

F~I N0x~

S®2 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-C02 NBio-C02 TotalCO2 CH4 N20 C02e
PMIO PMIO Total PM25 PM2.5 Total

l~oay l~day

Architectural 0.61 77 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000
Coating : : : : : :

~ I I d I

Consumer 2 0819 0 0000 : 0 0000 : : 0 0000 : 0 0000 : : 0 0000 : : 0 0000
Products : : : : :

Landscaping ~ 7.0000e- 7.0000e- 7.0800e- 0.0000 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 0 0147 0 0147 : 4.0000e- 0 0156
~ 004 005 003 005 005 005 005 005

Total 2.7003 7.0000e- 7.0800e- 0.0000 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 0.0147 0.0147 4.0000e- 0.0156
005 003 005 005 — 005 005 1

1’.-y I • day

Mitigated



.o,~

U. .tegory

ug e List 1 ugitive
PM1O PMIO Total PM25 PM2.5

I day

10- 0- ota
Total

y

e

Architectural : 0.6177 : : o.oooo : o.oooo : : 0.0000 : o.oooo : : 0.0000 : : o.oooo
Coating ~ : : : : : : : : : :

Consumer : 2.0819 : : : : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 0.0000 : : : 0.0000 : : : 0.0000
Products ~ : : : : : : : : : : :

Landscaping ~ 7.0000e- : 7.0000e- : 7.0800e- : 0.0000 : : 3.0000e- : 3.0000e- : : 3.0000e- : 3.0000e- : 1 0.0147 : 0.0147 : 4.0000e- : : 0.0156
: 004 005 003 : 005 : 005 : : 005 005 : : 005

Total

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Install Low Flow Bathroom Faucet

Install Low Flow Kitchen Faucet

Install Low Flow Toilet

Install Low Flow Shower

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

I Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation



CaIEEMod Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/17/2014 3:00 PM

Inn at the Village
Great Basin Valleys Air Basin, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses I Size Metric I Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Hotel : 67.00 : Room : 2.23 : 97,284.00 : 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (mIs) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 54

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2015

Utility Company Southern California Edison

C02 Intensity 630.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(IbIMWhr) (IbIMWhr) (lbIMWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use -

Construction Phase - anticipated schedule

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Grading - 200 CY cut and 100 CY of export

Demolition - Demolition is for Sidewalk Removal

Vehicle Trips - trip rate per Traffic Study/LSA Associaties



Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

Water Mitigation -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - GBUAPCD standard mitigation

abe ame olumn ame U aue ew aue

tblConstDustMitigation CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction : : 26

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 40.00

Jfi~Wl~e ~Jr~i5~s I ~ I

tblConstruction Phase NumDays 6.00 22.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 4.00

~iEWii~~Wl~e 4 12/21/2015 11/5/2015

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 1/10/2015 1/12/2015

~ PhaseStartDate 16/2015 11/1/2015

.~&~a1a;ar~g f{.bo 5Edo

tblGrading MaterialExported : 0.00 100.00
a L

tblGrading Materiallmported 0.00 : 200.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear : 2014 : 2015

tblProjectCharacteristics UrbanizationLevel : Urban Rural
A J L

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 2.80

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ugitive haust Ml ugitive haust . io- 0- ota e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM25 Total

Year l~y I y

2015 ~ 61.5377 : 47.8486 : 39.9649 : 0.0548 : 6.3183 : 3.0388 : 8.0790 : 3.3663 : 2.8648 : 49861 : 0.0000 :5,286.854:5,286.8540: 1 1640 : 00000 :5,311.297
:0: :



Total
__________________ _________

Mitigated Construction

ugitive aust 1 ugi ye haust : 0- 6 ‘:10- o otal
PM1O PMIO Total PM25 PM2.5 Total

claY day

ror~1

2015 .. 61.5377 • 47.8486 • 39.9649 • 0.0548 • 2.7543 : 3.0388 • 4.5150 : 1.4540 : 2.8648 : 3.0738 : 0.0000 :5286.854:5286.8540: 1.1640 : 0.0000 :5,311.297
:0:

Total

NOx [Ctl~T] .7

Percent
Reduction

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

Area 2.7003 : 7.0000e- 7.0800e- 0.0000 3.0000e- 3.0000e- : • 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 0.0147 0.0147 4.0000e- 0.0156
005 003 005 005 005 005 005

Energy 00719 06538 05492 39200e 00497 00497 00497 00497 7845433~ 7845433 00150 00144 7893179
003

Mobta~ 7~525
• • • • • • i • • 8 • • .

I I a I

ug a ust • ug’~ve aust
PMI 0 PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

• .7.7 ., .7.

RØG NOx Co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Blo- C02 NBio- C02
PMIO PM1O Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Total C02 [ CR4 1 N2O~ I C02e



Total 7.4214 11.9778 43.4099 0.0496 2.3760 0.2004 2.5764 0.6381 0.1879 0.8260 5,027.393 5,027.3938 0.2384 0.0144 5,036.8

I I 581

Mitigated Operational

~ NOx co 302 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O Fugittve Exhaust PM2 5 Blo- C02 NB1o- C02 Total C02 CH4 N20 C02e
. PM1O PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Category ll~ciay lh’day

Area 27003 • 7.0000e- • 7.0800e- • 0.0000 . • 3.0000e- • 3.0000e- • . 3.0000e- • 3.0000e • 0.0147 • 0.0147 • 4.0000e • 0.0156
: 005 : 003 : : : 005 : 005 : : 005 : 005 : : : 005

ery 00719 o~~~öô&- 6ô7
003 : : :

‘ -~ L .P I. I
Mobile 4.6492 11 3240 42.8537 0.0457 2.3760 0.1507 25267 06381 0.1382 0.7763 4242.835:4242.8358: 0.2233 :4247525

J421. 11.9778 f 43.4099 0.0496 2.3760 0.2004 2.5764 0.6381 0.1879 0.8260 5,O27.393~5,O27.3S38~ 0.2384 0.0144 5,036.858

ROG fli~] 0 ~. ug’~e[1T~1T~7~] ~I’ ug~ve a ~ l~l:1..~.ota •

PMIO [ PMIO Total PM2.6 Pt~.6 j Total II 1 I ________

Percent
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name 1 Phase Type Start Date End Date INum Days Num Days Phase Description
Number Week

1 :Dem0ti0I~ :Demotion .1/1/2015 :1/9/2015 ~:
~ ci~ r~g i1~/~b1~ ~ôi~ô~s 5~ 22~

3 Building Construction :Building Construction :2/11/2015 :12/15/2015 5 220:

~ ~iig i~i{i2bI5 4

5 :Architectural Coating :Architectural Coating :11/6/2015 !12~l31~l2015 ~: 40:

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0



Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 3

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 145,926; Non-Residential Outdoor: 48,642 (Architectural Coating —

OffRoad Equipment

Phase ame • oa quipmant ype mount 0sage ours drs~e ~ower •a~ actor

rchitectural Coating :Air Compressors : 1: 6.00: 78: 0.
.1 ‘- J

Paving :Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 8.00: 9: 0.

i~JiWJJt~1~w if 6.1
Building Construction :Generator Sets : 1: ~.oo: 84: 0.7

.1 ‘- .1
Building Construction Cmnes 1 8.00 226: 0.2

ldrcrn :Fork~fts 21 7.001 61

Paving :Pavers 1~ 8.00: 125: 0.42
;- . I

Paving :Rollers : 2: 8.00: 80: 0.

ô~i’iti~n iWJ~~JJU~s iddf 6.”
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1~ 8.00: 255: 0.

~ar~a ~&~frLWon jt~~1~s 71 61
Demolition :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ~: 8.00 ~ 0.3

S

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2: 7.00 97 0.3
4 - - 4Paving :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes : 1: 8.00: ~ 0.3

Grading :Graders 1: 8.00: 174: 0.41
.1 S .1

Paving Paving Equipment 1 8.00: 130: 0.
4 - 4Building Construction ‘Welders • 3’ 8.00’ 46’ 0.

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip Worker Vehicle I Vendor I Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class ehicle Clas ehicle Clase

Demolition 5: 13.00: 0.00 9.00 16.80: 6.60: 20.OWLD_Mix ~HDT_Mix H-IHDT

f fd.?ii~ Sd~bbi i~êâ ~ödö1Cô3iEx ~iUtJSix ~il4D
d A S

Building Construction : 8: 41.00 16.00: 0.00: 16.80: 6.60: 20.00:LD_Mix :HDT_Mix :HHDT
I 1 t



Paving : 6: 15.001 000: 0.00: 16.80: 6.60: 20.00:LD_Mix :HDT_Mix :HHDT
.- .. .P .? a -. I

rchitectural Coating 8001 coo: 0001 16.80: 6601 20.00:LD_Mix :HDT_Mix :HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Replace Ground Cover

Water Exposed Area

Water Unpaved Roads

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Demolition -2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

0 ~ ugitive haust 1 ugltive aust
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 M2.5 Total

ategory I. .ay

Fugitive Dust : 1 0.2812 0.0000 0.2812 0.0426 0.0000 0.0426 0.0000 0.0000

a ‘. a a J I a . I d
Off-Road : 3.0666 29.6778 1 22.0566 0.0245 1 1.8651 1 1.8651 1.7469 1.7469 2509.0592509.0599 0.6357 2522.410

Total

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site



Vendor 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000

:°°~: : :003: : : :
Total

Mitigated Construction On-Site

0 0 0 ug e haust I ugitive haust
PMIO P1450 Total PM2.5 PMZ5 Total

ategory b/day

Fugitive Dust 01202 0.0000 0.1202 0.0182 0.0000 0.0182 0.0000 0.0000

a a a a a a a a a
Off-Road t 3.0666 : 2g.6778 : 22.0566 : 0.0245 : : 1.8651 : 1.8651 : : 1.746g : 1.746g : 0.0000 :2,50g.osg:2,sog.osgg: 0.6357 : :2,522.410

Total

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

-o N ugitive haust Ml ugitive ust 0- -0 ‘:o~-O 0 0 oTo -

PM1O PM1O Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling : 0.0349 : 0.3584 : 0.3672 : 9.5000e- : 0.0181 : 6.4500e- : 0.0245 : 5.0700e- : 5.9300e- : 0.0110 : : g6.8456 : 96.8456 : 7.7000e- : : 96.8618
:004: :°°~: :003: °°~: : : : :004:

Vendor ‘~‘ 00000 00000 ‘ 00000 ~ 00000 ‘ 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 ‘ 00000 ‘ 00000 ‘ 00000 r ‘ 00000

Worker t 0125~ 01703 1 8689 ~20700e 01285 ~300e 01305 00348 1 7500e 00366 h17564881 1756488? 00139 I 1759415
‘003’ ‘003’ ‘ ‘003’ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ •

Total



3.3 Grading - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NC~ CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PMIO Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Blo- C02 NBio- C02 Total C02 CH4 N20 C02e
PMIO PMIO Total PM25 PM25 Total

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.1667 0 0000 6 1667 3 3258 0.0000 3 3258 0.0000 0.0000

~ .. a i. a .. 1 .? ~. a a a •. L
Off-Road : 29656 : 31 2611 202019 00206 : 1 7524 1 7524 1 6122 1 6122 : !2164.lOl :2164.1012 06461 :2177.668

~ 31.2611 f 20.2019 0.0206 6.1667 [ 1.7524 7.9191 3.3258 [ 1.6122 2,164101 ~2,164.1012 0.6461 2,177.66S

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ategory

ugitive ust
PMIO PMIO Total

ay

ust
PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

io~ OTo

day
°r~i

Hauling : 0.0370 : 0.3801 : 0.3895 : 1.OlOOe- : 0.0238 : 6.8500e- : 0.0307 : 6.5300e- : 6.2900e- : 0.0128 : :102.7150 :102.7150 : 8.2000e- : :102.7322
003 003 003 003 004

Vendor 00000 00000 • 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000

Worker 00969 01310 ‘ 14376 ‘1 5900e ‘ 01277 1 4900e 01292 00339 1 3500e 00352 135 11451 135 1145 00107 r 135 3396
H I I I 003 • • 003 • • 003 • .

Total

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PMIO Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-C02 N lo-C02 Total C02 CH4
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

N20 CO2e



ategory

Fugitive Dust : : : : : 2.6363 : 0.0000 : 2.6363 : 1.4218 : 0.0000 : 1.4218 : : : 0.0000 : : : 0.0000

OffRoad 29656 312611 202019 00206 17524 17524 16122 16122 00000 12164101121641012E 06461 r ‘2177668

TotaI~

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG N~c CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O ~ Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- C02 NBio- C02 Total C02 CH4 N20 C02e
PM1O PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Category lb,aay —— IbI8ay

-tauling ~ 0.0370 : 0.3801 : 0.3895 : 1.OlOOe- 0.0191 6.8500e- 00260 5.3800e- 6.2900e- 0.0117 102.7150: 102.7150 : 8.2000e- : : 102.7322
~ : 003 • 003 003 003 004

Vendor : 0 0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000

Worker 0969 1310 14376 15900e-’ 00989’14900e- 01003 0268 13500e- 00281 •— 1353396

: 003 003 003

~.1399 0.5111 1.8271 2.6000e- 0.1180 8.3400e. 0.1263 0.0322 7.6400e- ( 0.0398 237.8295 237.8295 0.0115 r238°718
3.4 Building Construction - 2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site



Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

ategory

NOx S02 Fugitive Exhaust PMIO Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Blo- 002 ‘:. o Total 02 CH4
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

ay

N20 C02e

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : : 0.0000

I I S b I I
Vendor 0.2657 : 1.5227 : 2.6024 : 3.4100e- : 0.0948 : 0.0289 : 0.1237 : 0.0269 : 0.0266 : 0.0534 : 342.8569 : 342.8569 3.2400e- : 342.9250

003 003

Worker 0.3971 : 0.5372 : 5.8943 : 6.5100e- : 0.5237 : 6.l000e- : 0.5298 : 0.1389 : 5.5200e- : 0.1444 : : 553.9694 : 553.9694 : 0.0440 : : 554.8923
:003: :003: : :003: : : :

Total

Mitigated Construction On-Site

NO r~i 0

ategory

ugitive haust 1 ugrtive aust
PMIO PMIO Total PM25 PM2.5 Total

b/day

:. o~o ‘:o- 0~ ota

lb/day

4

Off-Road — 4.0268 • 25.8389 • 17.0465 • 0.0249 • • 1.7597 • 1.7597 • • 1.6870 • 1.6870 • 0.0000 .2364.079.2364.0797. 0.5662 • :2375.9701

: : : : : : : : : : : :~: : ______ _______

Total

Mitigated Construction Off-Site



ugitive haust ugitive ust :jo~OTo ‘:10- 0 OTO
PMIO PM1O Total PM2.5 PM25 Total

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000

Vendor 02657 1 5227 26024 4100e 00767 ‘ 00289 01056 00224 ‘ 00266 00490 ‘3428569’ 342 8569 3 2400e r ‘ 342 9250

:°°~ : : : : :003:

-~r~-~c~ ~

:003: :003: : :003: : : :
Total

3.5 Paving - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

- o~ ugitive haust Ml u e ust to- N io- otal H4
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

ategory lb/day y

Off-Road : 1.9443 : 19.7532 12.2652 : 0.0176 : : 1.2418 1.2418 1.1437 1.1437 1823.2761,823.2763 0.5345 : :1834.5006
:3: :

Paving ~ 0.0000 : : : : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : : 0.0000 : : : 0.0000

Total

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site



Hauling ~ 0.0000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : : 00000

Vendor ~ 00000 00000 ‘ 00000 00000 ‘ 00000 ‘ 00000 ‘ 00000 00000 e 00000 00000 00000 00000 e 00000 r ‘ 00000

Worker ii 01453 01965 21565 ~23800e 01916 22300e 01938 00508 ~20200e 00528 ~2026717~ 2026717? 00161 1 2030094
:003: :003: : :003: : : :

Total

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO 802 Fugitive Exhaust PMIO lugttve Exhaust PMI5 Blo- C02 ~lBio- C02 Total C02 Cl-14 NW C02e
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Category lbiday Ibioay

Off-Road ,, 1 9443 : 197532 : 12.2652 : 0.0176 1.2418 1 2418 — 1.1437 1.1437 0.0000 1823.276:1823.2763 0.5345 1834500t
: : : : : 3

Paving : 0 0000 : : 0.0000 0 0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0 0000 , 0 0000

fl.~3 19.7532 12.2652 [ 0.0176 12418 1.2418 — [ 1.1437 ._i_:~ 1823.2791823.27631 0.5345 1,834.500

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

o oTo o ugtlve haust Ml ugitlve ust . :io-oTo ‘:0- ó ota
PMIO PMIO Total PMZS PMZ5 Total

ategory I. .ay +

Hauling 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000

Vendor 00000 00000 00000 ‘ 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000

1% ‘ I I J 1 S I I I I I
Worker ~ 0.1453 : 0.1965 2.1565 2.3800e- 0.1483 2.2300e- : 0.1505 : 0.0402 : 2.0200e- : 0.0422 : : 202.6717: 202.6717 : 0.0161 : : 203.0094

003 :003: 003

Total



3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

NOx 00 802 Fugitive Exhaust PMI 0 fl~ff~ Exhaust PM2.5 Blo- C02 NBI0- C02 Total C02 CH4 N20 C02e
PM1O PM1O Total PMZ5 PM2.5 Total

ategory lb/ ay —~ lb/day

Archit Coating 56 3639 0 0000 0.0000 0 0000 0 0000 • 0.0000 : 0.0000

ñ~FWij~4~•b•~6 &~‘w~&~;- d~o~ ~“oi*rr “~or’ i~-~i~i~i -;~c~
003

2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e- 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NEb ISs) 802 Fugitive Exhaust PMI 0 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 810- C02 NBio- CCY2 Total C02 CH4
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

ategory I ay I day

N20 C02e

Hauling ~ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1. 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000

H080916 1080916 •85800e-’

:003: :°°~: : :003: : : : :°°~:
Total

Mitigated Construction On-Site



- ó’~ N ugitlve ust 1 ugitive ust . :Io~oTo~ ~:io!’. 0 ~ota QT0 H4 e
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

ategory I ay ~day

Archit. Coating 56.3639 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

th 4 I 4 . I
Off-Road ~ 0.4066 : 2.5703 : 1.9018 : 2.9700e- : : 0.2209 : 0.2209 : 0.2209 : 0.2209 : 0.0000 281.4481 : 281.4481 : 0.0367 : 282.2177

:003: : : : : : : : :
Total

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ugitive ust 1 ugitive ust 0-
PMIO PM1O Total PM2.5 PM25 Total

ategory ay

Hauling : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000

Vendor 00000 00000 V 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000

A . I . I J .1 . I I I 3 . I 3
Worker : 0.0775 : 0.1048 : 1.1501 : 1.2700e- : 0.0791 : 1.1900e- : 0.0803 : 0.0214 : 1.0800e- : 0.0225 : :108.0916:108.0916 8.5800e- :108.2717

:003: :003: :003: :003:

Total

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

I I i~uc~ r~c~ l.A.) ~U2 1-ugeve bxflaust I-’MlU 1-uginve bxnaust I-~MZr) bio-cu2 NbiO-UCJ2 iOtaic(J2 ~H4 N20 cu2e
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM25 Total



ategory lb/day

Mitigated : 4.6492 • 11.3240 : 42.8537 : 0.0457 • 2.3760 : 0.1507 : 2.5267 : 0.6381 : 0.1382 : 0.7763 : :4242.835:4242.8358: 0.2233 : :4247.525

I : : : : : : : : : :8:

Unmitigated ~ 46492 113240 428537 ‘ 00457 23760 ‘ 01507 ‘ 25267 06381 01382 07763 t4242835I42428358~• 02233 r ‘4247525
• • • • 8 • • •

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average]Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
hand Use Weekday I Saturday 1Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Hotel : 187.60 : 548.73 : 398.65 : 541,150 541,150
Total I 187.60 548.73 398.65 I 541,150 I 541,150

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

itand Use H~W or C-W H~S 0TCL€ 1H!E) or G!NW H~WC6?€- H~S or €~€ H~€ or €~NW Primary Diverted Pass~by

Hotel : 14.70 : 6.60 : 6.60 : 19.40 61.60 : 19.00 ~ : 38 :

L!DA L!DTI L!DT2 MDV IJHD1 L!HD2 MHD HHD ØBUS UBUS M€Y SBUS MH

0.279910~ 0.105741! 0.185385 0.167722: 0.097331: 0.0117941 0.017930: 0.112433: 0.005774: 0.000729: 0.007474: 0.001775: 0.006001

5.0 Energy Detail
4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

0 0 ugitive ust 1 ugitive aust • 0 ‘Z 0’ 1 0 ~T~ó~]

PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total I I



Category

NaturalGas .. 0.0719 0.6538 0.5492 • 3.9200e- • • 0.0497 • 0.0497 • • 0.0497 • 0.0497 • • 784.5433 • 784.5433 • 0.0150 • 0.0144 • 789.3179
Mitigated : : : 003 : : : : : : : :

1004911 O,~0O~ ~
Unmitigated : : : : 003 : : : : : : : : :

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

atura a
S Use

L!and Use

ugitive ust 1 ugitlve aust
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

:~. O1~O ~: • 0 ota

ay

Hotel : 6668.62 :: 0.0719 : 0.6538 : 0.5492 : 3.9200e- : : 0.0497 : 0.0497 : : 0.0497 : 0.0497 : 784.5433 : 784.5433 : 0.0150 : 0.0144 : 789.3179
:003: : : : : : : : : :

Total

Mitigated

NaturalGa RaG NOx CO SO2 FugItive Exhaust PMIO FugItive Exhaust PM2.5 Blo- CO2 NB10- C02 Total C02 CH4 N
sUse PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Sand se k: U/yr y

Hotel . 6.66862 0.0719 : 0.6538 : 0.5492 : 3.9200e- : : 0.0497 : 0.0497 0.0497 : 0.0497 784.5433 784.5433 0.0150 : 0.0144 789.3179
:: : : :003: : : : : : : : : :

Total



6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

RCX3 NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PMIO Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Blo-C02 NBI0-C02 TotalCO2T CH4 N20 C02e
PMIO PM1O Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total I

Category lb’day l~ay

Mitigated : 2.7003 : 7.0000e- : 7.0800e- : 0.0000 : : 3.0000e- : 3.0000e- : 3.0000e- 3.0000e- : 0.0147 0.0147 4.0000e~’ 0.0156
~ 005 003 005 005 005 005 005

Unmitigated ~ 2.7003 : 7.0000e- : 7.0800e- : 0.0000 : : 3.0000e- : 3 0000e- : 3.0000e- 3.0000e- : 0 0147 0 0147 4.0000e- 0 0156
~ 005 003 1 005 005 005 005 005

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO 502 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O Thugitive Exhaust PM2 5 Bio- C02 NBio- 002 Total 002 CH4 N2O C02e
PMIO PM1O Total PM25 PM2.5 Total

Su~ategory lt~day lbIOay

Architectural 0.6177 : 0.0000 0.0000 ; o.oooo o.oooo 0.0000 • 0.0000
Coating

‘. I J I I

Consumer : 2.0819 : : : : : 0 0000 : 0 0000 : : 0 0000 0 0000 • 0 0000 : • 0 oooo
Products : : : : : : : :

Landscaping : 7.0000e- 7.0000e- 7.0800e- 0.0000 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 0 0147 0 0147 : 4.0000e- 0 0156
004 005 003 005 005 005 005 1 005

Total 2.7003 7.0000e. 7.0800e. 0.0000 3.0000e- 3.0000e. 3.0000e- 3.0000e. 0.0147 r 0.0147 4.0000e. 0.0156
005 003 005 005 — 005 005 J 005

Mitigated



N ugitive aust ye haust . a- Nb- ota
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PMZ5 Total

SubCategory I y I y

Architectural : 0.6177 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : o.oooo : o.oooo : : 0.0000 : : 0.0000
Coating :

Consumer : 2.o8lg : : : : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : : 0.0000 : : : 0.0000
Products : : : : : : : : : : : : :

Landscaping : 7.0000e- : 7.0000e- : 7.0800e-: 0.0000 : : 3.0000e- : 3.0000e- : . : 3.0000e- : 3.0000e- : : 0.0147 : 0.0147 : 40000e- : : 0.0156
: 004 005:003: : :005:005: :005: 005 : : : :005:

I I I I I I I I I I I I I

Total

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Install Low Flow Bathroom Faucet

Install Low Flow Kitchen Faucet

Install Low Flow Toilet

Install Low Flow Shower

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

I Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation



CalEEMod Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/17/2014 3:01 PM

Inn at the Village
Great Basin Valleys Air Basin, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric I Lot Acreage I9oor Surface Area Population

Hotel : 67.00 : Room : 2.23 : 97,284.00 ;

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (mIs) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 54

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2015

Utility Company Southern California Edison

C02 Intensity 630.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(IblMWhr) (IbIMWhr) (IbIMWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use -

Construction Phase - anticipated schedule

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Grading - 200 CY cut and 100 CY of export

Demolition - Demolition is for Sidewalk Removal

Vehicle Trips - trip rate per Traffic Study/LSA Associaties



Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

Water Mitigation -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - GBUAPCD standard mitigation

able Name • umn Name D- -u ‘aue ew aue

tblConstDustMitigation : CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction : 0 26

~ Jr,i5~s I iUao döo

ib~6&iir4~e JrM54~s I Lao
tNConstrudflonPhase I JrMSJ9s .60 zoo

tblConstruction Phase irii5~s : i6.ao i.b~o
~at~i~Wr4a PhaseEndDate ig7~ö~s

t~Co;tie ~Thti5J(e i~Th~ôTh I 1/12/2015
i a

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 12/16/2015 11/1/2015

~ ~r~diã~ãi~ 1100

tblGrading : MaterialExported : 0.00 : 100.00
I a

tblGrading Materiallmported 0.00 200.00

lProjectCharacteristics I UJa1J~Wa 2014 : Lis

tblProjectCharacteristics : UrbanizationLevel : urban : Rural
I a

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 2.80

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO 502 Fugitive Exhaust PMIO Fugitive Exhaust PMZ5 Bio- C02 Nno- C02 Total C02 CH4 N20 C02e
PM1O PM1O Total PMZ5 PM2.5 Total

Year tons4’r MT~’r

2015 ~ 1.7100 : 3.6350 : 3.3823 : 4.2700e- : 01393 : 02303 : 0.3696 : 0.0557 : 0.2198 : 0.2755 0.0000 : 366 2432 : ~~ : 0.0717 : 00000 : 367.7481
:003: : : : : : : :



Total

Mitigated Construction

• R®G NOx S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O Fugitive Exhaust PM2,5 Blo- CC’2 NBio- C02 Total C02 1 CH4 N2E) CEY2e
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total I

Year tons~’r M~’r

2015 : 1 7100 : 3.6350 • 3.3822 : 4.2700e- : 0 0844 0 2303 • 0 3147 • 0 0308 0.2198 : 0.2507 0.0000 • 366.2429 : 366.2429 0 0717 : 0 0000 : 367.7478

: : : :°°~: : : : : : I
Total 1.7100 3.6350 3.3822 4.2700e- 0.0844 0.2303 0.3147 0.0308 0.2198 0.2507 0.0000 366.2429 366.2429 0.0717 0.0000 367.7478

003

• ~• ~. ug e aust • ug’~ve ~ aust - = • &• ‘ •

I I PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent

Reduction

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO S02 FugItive Exhaust P1410 ~ugtive Exhaust P142.5 Blo- C02 NBIo- C02 Total C02 CH4 N2O CO2e
PM1O P1410 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Category tons~r —~ 14 4’r

Area 0.4927 1.0000e- 6.4000e- 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 1.2000e- : 1.2000e- : 0.0000 0.0000 1.2700e-
005 004 : : : 003 003 003

Energy ~ 00131 01193 01002 ~72000e ‘ 90700e • 90700e ~90700e ‘ 90700e 00000 3665254’ 3665254~ 00134 46300e ‘ 3682419

: 004 : 003 : 003 : : 003 : 003 : : : : 003

Mobte ~04526 iO8 772~4oo~o 0135 oi~ro ~ 6o~ 5ô~i~81~ 00000 ‘3364409
N • • • 003 • • • • • •

. J . J I I I J .

I’M*Z l’}~l ~i~I~Z P~ ‘X.Y~fr ~ :~ I



Waste : : 00000 00000 00000 00000 74457 00000 7 ~ : 0 4400 : 00000 : 166863

Water OöööO’OOoOO 0000 0000 05392~282O8 3600~0O555’1.33OOe-~ 49395

003

~.9685 1.1999 4.8737 4.7200e- 0.2056 0.0226 0.2282 0.0554 0.0215 0.0768 7.9849 705.4083f 713.3932 0.5270 5.9600e- 726.3098

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- 002 N~o- 002 Total CO2~ CH4 N20 C02e
PM1O PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total I

Category tonsttir Mi~r4ir

Area 0.4927 1.0000e- : 6.4000e 0.0000 : 0.0000 o.oooo : : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.2000e 1.2000e 0.0000 0.0000 : 1.2700e-
005 004 003 003 003

J I I d I I 1
Energy 0.0131 0.1193 0.1002 7.2000e- 9.0700e- 9.0700e- 9.0700e- 9.0700e- 0.0000 366.5254 366.5254 0.0134 4.6300e- 368.2419

. 004 003 003 003 003 003

Mobile 0.4526 1 0806 4.7728 4.0000e- 02056 00135 02192 : 00554 00124 00678 00000 336.0609 336.0609 00181 00000 336.4409
003

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 7.4457 0.0000 7.4457 0.4400 0.0000 16.6863

GQat~r ~ooo~ oo~~ ~ 0 22945 7259 00444 10700e: 39839
. 003

~ ~ 1.1999 4.8737 4.7200e- 0.2056 0.0226 0.2282 j 0.0554 ( 0.0215 0.0768 7.8771 704.8820 712.7590 0.5159 5.7000e- 725.3592

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Number
Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days Num Days Phase Description

Week
Phase

1 :Demolition :Demolition :1/1/2015 :1/9/2015 : 7:



2 ~Grading ~Grading :1/12/2015 :2/10/2015 ~: 22:

3
-S

Building Construction Building Construction 12/11/2015 ‘12/15/2015 s: 220:
.! I L
~Paving jPaving ~11/1/2015 11/5/2015 5~ 4~

:Architectural Coating :Architectural Coating :11/6/2015 :12/31/2015 s: 40:

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 3

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 145,926; Non-Residential Outdoor: 48,642 (Architectural Coating —

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name 0 ro~d quipment ype mount Usage ours orie ‘wer Foa. actor

rchitectural Coating :Air Compressors : 1: 6.00: 78: 0.4

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 11 8001 9 0.5

~ i I
Building Construction :Generator Sets : 1: 8.00: 84: 0.7

1 -. a
Building Construction :Cranes 1~ 8001 2261 0.2

~iins 21 5bo 89!

Paving :Pavers 1 1: 8.00: 125: 0.4

1 ~1Paving 2 8001 80 0.3

ôWn~iittn I I ~!
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.4

~iiar~ ~~&tarJn ~t~j~ioe8ac~oes I ‘

ÔT~d~ii~n ~ I 31

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 7001 97 0.3

Paving doroe~~i0e5 1:

Grading :Graders : 1: 8.00: 174: 0.41
a

Paving Paving Equipment il 8.001 130 0.3

Building ~&~&iucion &ders I



Trips and VMT

hase Name road quipment Worker Trip en or rip Hauling rip or er rip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number_~ Number Number Length -- Length Length — Class [e~c~ Clasfchicle Clasi

Demolition i~.uu. ~i.UU: 1b.~U: ti.6U: 2o.oo:Lu_Mix :HDT_Mix iHHDT

Grading 4~ 10.00: 000: 30.00: 16.80: 6.60: 20.00:LD_Mix :HDT_Mix :HHDT
J a a a I

Building Construction 8 41.00: 16.00 0.00: 16.80: 6.60: 20.00~LD_Mix ~HDT_Mix l-IHDT

i~.bb~ 6ôà1 6ô ~bi ~ö~ãô1vii~ !HDT._M ~HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 8.00: 0.00: 0.00: 16.80: 6.60: 20.00: LD_Mix :HDT_Mix :HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Replace Ground Cover

Water Exposed Area

Water Unpaved Roads

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Demolition -2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

RCX3 NC~ CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- C02 NBio- C02 Total C02 CH4 N20 C02e
PM1O PMIO Total PM2.5 PM25 Total

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 9.8000e- 0.0000 9.8000e- : 1.5000e- 0.0000 1.5000e- 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
~ 004 004 004 004

Off-Road : 0 0107 0 1039 0 0772 9.0000e- 6.5300e- 6 5300e- 6.llOOe- 6.llOOe- 0.0000 7 9666 7 9666 2.0200e- 0.0000 8 0090
~ 005 003 003 003 003 003

Total 0.0107 0.1039 0.0772 9.0000e- 9.8000e- 6.5300e- 7.5100e- 1.5000e- 6.llOOe- 6.2600e- 0.0000 7.9666 7.9866 2.0200e- 0.0000 8.0090
005 004 003 003 004 003 003 003

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site



- o_•_

Category

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ugitive ust 1 ugitive aust
PMIO PMIO Total PM25 PM2.5 Total

tons/yr

d’ No [t~T] 0 ugitive ust 1 ugitive haust M lo
PM1O PM1O Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

ategory tons/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

0 ugitive ust I ugitive ust- ° ° j] PMIO PM1O Total PM2.5 PM25 Total

jo- ota

—

0- 0- ota

Total

H4

MT/yr

Hauling ~ 1.5000e- : 1.3000e- : 1.8200e- : 0.0000 : 8.0000e- : 2.0000e- 1.0000e- : 2.0000e- : 2.0000e- : 4.0000e- : 0.0000 : 0.3072 0.3072 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.3072
~ 004 : 003 : 003 : 005 : 005 1 004 : 005 : 005 : 005 : : :

Vendor 1’ 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 ‘ 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 r 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000

“ 004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005~_*5!*.j,~_*~

Total

ategory tons/yr



Hauling ~ 1 .5000e- : 1 .3000e- : 1 .8200e- : 0.0000 : 6.0000e- : 2.0000e- : 8 0000e- : 2 0000e-
004 : 003 003 : : 005 005 : 005 : 005

.~. .c I. 4 I I
Worker ,. 4.4000e- 7.0000e- 6.6900e- 1.0000e- 4.4000e- 1.0000e- 4.4000e- 1 2000e-

004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004

2.0000e- 4.0000e- 0.0000 03072 03072 00000 00000 03072
005 005

ö.~b~b’5.ööööö~iiidb~ c~Jd~ ~öôá~ öbbb. Tock~d~ 1566&I

1ôöbdob~ 335 o5335~40~0600c c~5344
005 004 005

Fugitive Dust ~ 0.0678 0.0000 0.0678 0.0366 0.0000 0.0366 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road ~ 0.0326 : 0.3439 : 0.2222 : 2.3000e- : : 0.0193 : 0.0193 : : 0.0177 : 0.0177 : 0.0000 : 21.5956 : 21.5956 : 6.4500e- : 0.0000 : 21.7310
004 003

Total

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NC~ CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PMIO Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Blo- 002 NBlo- 002 Total 002 CH4 N20 C02e
PMIO PM1O Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Category tons/yr N /yr

Hauling 4.9000e- ; 4.3400e- 6.0600e- 1.0000e- i 2.5000e- • 8.0000e- 3.3000e- ; 7.0000e- 7.0000e- ; 1.4000e 0.0000 ; 1 0240 1 0240 1.0000e 0.0000 1.0242
~ 004 : 003 : 003 : 005 : 004 : 005 : 004 : 005 : 005 : 004 : 005
* .~ L t. 4 I 4 I. I I ~. 4Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0700e- 1.7000e- 0.0162 2.0000e- 1.3600e- 2.0000e- 1.3800e- : 3.6000e- • 1.0000e- 3.8000e- 00000 1.2898 1.2898 1.l000e- 0.0000 1 2920
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004

Total 1.5600e- 6.0400e- 0.0222 3.0000e- 1.6100e- i.ooooe4 1.7100e- 4.3000e- 8.0000e- 5.2000e- 0.0000 2.3137 2.3137 1.2000e. 0.0000 2.3161
003 J 005 003 004 f 003 004 005

Total 5.9000e- 2.0000e- 8.5100e- 1.0000e- 5.0000e- 3.0000e- 5.2000e- I 4000e- 3.0000e- 1.6000e- 0.0000 0.8407 0.8407 4.0000e- 0.0000 0.8417
004 003 003 005 004 005 004 [ 004 005 004 005

3.3 Grading - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

d ugitive ust 1 ugltive aust • O~O ‘:

PM1O PM1O Total PM25 PM2.5 Total

ategory to



Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NC~ CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- C02 NBio- C02 Total C02 I CH4 N20 C02e
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total I

Category tons/yr M~/yr

Fugitive Dust 0 0290 0 0000 0 0290 00156 0.0000 0.0156 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0 0000

~ ~ o ô~ôh~dbb” -~~- 215956~645O0e 00000 217310

004 003

..:~IO3_ 0.3439 0.2222 2.3~4Oe- 0.0290 0.0193 0.0483 0.0156 0.0177 0.0334 0.0000 21.5956 21.5956 &~50040e- 0.0000 21.7310

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx 0 S02 FugItive Exhaust PMIO Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Blo- C02 NBI0- C02 Total C02 CH4
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM25 Total

ategory tons/yr

N20 C02e

Hauling : 4.9000e- : 4.3400e- : 6.0600e- : 1.0000e- : 2.l000e- : 8.0000e- : 2.8000e- : 6.0000e- : 7.0000e- : 1.3000e- : 0.0000 : 1.0240 1.0240 1.0000e- : 0.0000 1.0242
004 003 003 005 004 005 004 005 005 004 005

Vendor ~ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000

Worker 1 0700e 1 7000e 00162 ~20000e I 0500e 20000e 1 0700e 29000e - 1 0000e 30000e 00000 12898 12898 1 l000e • 00000 12920

: 003 : 003 : 005 : 003 : 005 : 003 : 004 : 005 : 004 : : : : 004

Total

3.4 Building Construction - 2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site



- or

‘ategory

ugltive ust 1 ug e aust : . •o ~: •

PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

tons/yr

Off-Road : 0.4430 : 2.8423 : 1.8751 : 2.7400e- : : 0.1936 : 0.1936 : : 0.1856 : 0.1856 : 0.0000 : 235.9123 : 235.9123 : 0.0565 : o.oooo : 237.0988
:003: : : : : : : : :

Total

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ategory
oflsJlo

ugitive ust ug we aust
PMIO PMIO Total PMZ5 PM2.5 Total

tons/yr
°r~i

Hauling : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000

Vendor 00365 01736 04234 t38000e 00102 32100e 00134 28900e 29500e 58400e 00000 340922 340922 33000e 00000 340991
004 003 003 003 003 004

A I I I I 1 I I I I I I
Worker : 0.0439 : 0.0695 : 0.6631 : 6.9000e- : 0.0558 : 6.7000e- : 0.0564 : 0.0148 : 6.l000e- : 0.0154 : 0.0000 52.8797 52.8797 4.3900e- 0.0000 : 52.9718

004 :004: 004 003

Total

Mitigated Construction On-Site



Total

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

- o’_

ategory

ugitive haust ug e ust
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5

to

Total

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000

d I . I _.
Vendor 0.0365 : 0.1736 : 0.4234 : 3.8000e- : 8.2300e- : 3.2100e- : 0.0114 : 2.4200e- : 2.9500e- : 5.3600e- : o.oooo : 34.0922 : 34.0922 : 3.3000e- : 0.0000 : 34.0991

004 003 003 003 003 003 004

Worker 0.0439 : 0.0695 : 0.6631 : 6.9000e- : 0.0432 : 6.7000e- : 0.0439 : 0.0117 : 6.l000e- : 0.0124 : 0.0000 : 52.8797 52.8797 : 4.3900e- : 0.0000 : 52.9718
004 004 004 003

Total

3.5 Paving - 2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

~xnuus~ rM4.o ~io- ~ I’4~Io- cAJ~
PM2.5 Total

~r*w~IIw4.*;fr~..~

Category I
I ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PMIO Fugitive

PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5

tons/yr

IOtdI.AJ~ r.~r-iq I’l~w

MI iyr

Off-Road 3.8900e- : 0.0395 : 0.0245 4.0000e- 2.4800e- 2.4800e- : 2.2900e- 2.2900e- 0.0000 3.3081 3.3081 9.7000e- 0.0000 3.3285
003 : 005 003 003 : 003 003 004

g 0.0000: : 00000 00000: : 00000 00000 ~00O00 00000 0 00000 00000 00000

Total 3.8900e- 0.0395 0.0245 4.0000e- 2.4800e- 2.4800e- —~ 2.2900e- 2.2900e- 0.0000 3.3081 3.3081 9.7000e- 0.0000 3.3285
003 006 003 003 003 003 004

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site



RQG NE~ CQ~I S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1 0 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- C02 NBio- C02 Total C02 CH4 N20 C02e
PM1O PM1O Total PMZ5 PM25 Total

tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling ~ 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

ôbböö” o~oob~oJoa6&rh~add~r öööö ö.’öööö ö~bbo 66~dööööbbbbö~Jcibd~ “cröööo

~iooo~~&cdde~ ~i~öbbbb” ôôôJ ~ôôô~- ô~~~bôoe~
~ 004 004 003 004 004 004 004 005

Total 2.9000e- 4.6000e- 4.4100e- 0.0000 3.7000e- 0.0000 3.8000e- 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.3518 0.3518 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.3524
004 004 003 004 004 004 004 005

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ategory

ugitive I ugitive
PMIO PM1O Total PM2.5 PM2.5

to

10-

Total

Off-Road : 3.8gooe- : 0.0395 : 0.0245 : 4.0000e- : : 2.4800e- : 2.4800e- : : 2.2900e- : 2.2900e- : 0.0000 : 3.3081 3.3081 9.7000e- : 0.0000 : 3.3285
003 005 003 003 003 003 004

Paving ~ 0.0000 : : : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000

Total

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ategory

e ust Ml
PMIO PM1O Total

tons/yr

ugitive aust : —

PM25 PM25 Total



Hauling ~ 0.0000 : 00000 00000 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000

Worker .. 2.9000e- 4.6000e- 4.4100e- 0.0000 2.9000e- 0.0000 2.9000e- 8.0000e- 0.0000 8.0000e- 0.0000 0.3518 0.3518 3.0000e- 0.0000 03524
004 004 003 004 004 005 005 005

Total 2.9000e- 4.S000e- 4.4100e- 0.0000 2.9000e- 0.0000 2.9000e- 8.0000e- 0.0000 8.0000e- 0.0000 0.3518 0.3518 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.3524
004 004 003 004 004 005 005 j 005

3.6 Architectural Coating -2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

- o_’_

ategory

ugitive ust M10 ugitive aust
PM1O PM1O Total PM2.5 PM2.5

tons/yr

Total

Archit. Coating ~ 1.1273 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road : 8.1300e- : 0.0514 : 0.0380 : 6.0000e- : : 4.4200e- : 4.4200e- : : 4.4200e- : 4.4200e- : 0.0000 : 5.1065 : 5.1065 : 6.6000e- : 0.0000 : 5.1205
~ oo~ : : : 005 : : 003 : 003 : : 003 : 003 : : : : 004

Total

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

_________ —~ fr~•:

~d’ No 0 0 ugltive .ust M10 ugitive -ust ~ :1o~oTo ‘:Io~-o~ otal •O

PM1O PMIO Total PM25 PM2.5 Total

ategory tons/yr

H4 0 •0-~

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 • 0.0000 : 0.0000 • 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000

Vendor 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000

I I I J . I I I I I
Worker ~ 1.5600e- : 2.4700e- : 0.0235 2.0000e- : 1.9800e- : 2.0000e- : 2.0000e- : 5.3000e- : 2.0000e- 5.5000e- : 0.0000 : 1.8760 1.8760 : 1.6000e- : 0.0000 : 1.8793

003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004

Total



Mitigated Construction On-Site

NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1 0 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- C02 NBio- C02 Total 002 0-44 N20 C02e
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Category tons/yr M /yr

Archit coating i 1273 0 0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0 0000 0.0000 0.0000

.1 L I. I L 1 I —: L
Off-Road .. 5.1300e- 0 0514 0 0380 6.0000e- 4.4200e- 4.4200e- 4.4200e- 4.4200e- 0.0000 5 1065 5 1065 • 6.6000e- • 0.0000 5.1205

~ 003 005 003 003 003 003 • 004

Total 1.1354 0.0514 0.0380 ~ 4.4200e- 4.4200e- —~ 4.4200e- 4.4200e. 0.0000 5.1065 5.1065 6.6000e- 0.0000 5.1205
005 003 003 003 003 004

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx C0~I S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM1O Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Blo- 002 NBio- 002 Total 002 0-44 N20 C02e
PM1O PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Category tons/yr M /yr

Hauling : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0 0000 : 0 0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000

Worker 1 5600e 24700e 00235 20000e 1 5300e 20000e 1 5600e 42000e 20000e 44000e • 00000 1 8760 1 8760 1 6000e 00000 1 8793
~ 003 003 : 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004

Total 1.5600e- 2.4700e- 0.0235 2.0000e- 1.5300e- 2.0000e- 1.5600e- 4.2000e- 2.0000e- 4.4000e- o.ooo~1 1.8760 1.8760 l.6000e. 0.0000 1.8793
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile



4.2 Trip Summary Information

~y,er~g~]P~ily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday ~ Annual VMT Ariflual VMT

Hotel • 187.60 • 548.73 • 398.65 • 541150 • 541,150
Total I 187.60 548.73 398.65 • 541,150 I 541,150

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles I Trip ~ I Trip Purpose %

Land Use H:W or CW H~S or C•’C H~ø or €~NWj H~Wor€- I H-S ör€-€ H~O or €-NW f Primary I Diverted I Pass-by

Hotel : 14.70 : 6.60 : 6.60 : 19.40 : 61.60 : 19.00 : 58 : 38 : 4

ID UDI ID~ D L!Ho1 0 0;’ ‘‘V

0.279910: 0.105741: 0.185385 0.167722: 0.097331: 0.011794: 0.017930: 0.112433: ~ 0.000729: 0.007474: 0.011775: 0.006001

5.0 Energy Detail
4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy



a egory

No [—1~r] 0 ugitive ust 1 ugitlve aust M .

PMIO PM1O Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

tons/yr

0- otal

Electricity Mitigated 0.0000 • 0.0000 • • 0.0000 • 0.0000 • 0.0000 • 236.6354 • 236.6354 • 0.0109 • 2.2500e- • 237.5615
H • • • • • • • • • • . • • • 003
F. J I I A I I I I I I A

Electricity ~ : : : : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 236.6354 : 236.6354 : 0.0109 : 2.2500e- : 237.5615
Unmitigated~ : : : : : : : : : : :003:

. I I I I . I I I I
NaturalGas 0.0131 : 0.1193 0.1002 7.2000e- : : 9.0700e- : 9.0700e- : : 9.0700e- : 9.0700e- : 0.0000 :129.8900 :129.8900 : 2.4900e- : 2.3800e- :130.6804

Mitigated 004 003 003 003 003 003 003

NaturalGas 0.0131 : 0.1193 : 0.1002 : 7.2000e- : : 9.0700e- : 9.0700e- : : 9.0700e- : 9.0700e- : 0.0000 :129.8900 :129.8900 : 2.4900e- : 2.3800e- :130.6804
Unmitigated 004 003 003 003 003 003 003

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

‘-tura
Q Use

Eand tU~e kBTt!l4ir

ugitive ust 1 ugitive ust
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

:io&O~ ~:io~oTo ota

MT/yr

Hctel 2.43405e+ 0.0131 ; 0.1193 0.1002 ; 7.2000e- 9.0700e- 9.0700e- ; 9.0700e- ; 9.0700e- 0.0000 • 129.8900 • 129.8900 • 2.4900e- • 2.3800e- • 130.6804
006 004 003 003 :003: 003 : : : :003:003:

Total

Mitigated

Natura
a Use

l!andWse k:i!J/yr

ugltive ust ugitive aust
PM1O PMIO Total PM2.5 PMZS Total

0-

to



Hotel :2.~~405e+~ 00131 : 01193 : 01002 : 7.2000e- : : 9.0700e- : 9.0700e- : : 90700e- : 9.0700e- 00000 :1298900 :129.8900: 2.4900e- 2.3800e- :130.6804
006 ~ : : : 004 : : 003 1 003 1 1 003 : 003 : : : : 003 1 003

Total

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated

ectflclty otal
Use

h4’r

Electricity Total C02 CH4 N20 C02e
Use

Land Use W~h/yr M /yr

Hotel 826914 236.6354 1 0.0109 2.2500e- 1 237.5615
: 1 003

Total 236.6364 0.0109 2.2500e- 237.5615
~ 003~

Mitigated

and Use

H4 N e

Hotel • 826914 — 236.6354 • 0.0109 2.2500e- 237.5615

1 : 003

Total

6.0 Area Detail



6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

.tegory
°r~i 0~ ugitive ust

PMIO PMIO

tons4ir

ugitwe ust
Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

:jo’oTO~ ‘:o- ota

Mitigated : 0.4927 1.0000e- • 6.4000e-: 0.0000 • . 0.0000 : 0.0000 : • 0.0000 • 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 1.2000e- : 1.2000e- : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 1.2700e-

: : 005 : 004 : : : : : : : 003 : 003 : : 003
~

005 004 : : : : : 003 • 003 • • 003

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

tegory

ugitive aust 1 ugitrve haust
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5

tons~ir

Total
io- 0- otal H4 e

Architectural 0.1127 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Coating ~ : : : : : : : : :

~ ~ b”Th~5l5&~1”ciôôöö
Products :: : : : : : : : : : : : :

Landscaping 60000e 1 0000e ~640O0e ~ 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 00000 1 2000e 1 2000e 00000 00000 1 2700e
005 005 004 : 003 • 003 • • 003

Total

Mitigated

I,I,’ ‘I

I IR~~IN~xI~I S02 FugItive Exhaust PMIO Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- C02 NBlo- 002 Total 002 0144
PMIO PMIO Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total



Su~ategory tons4’r MTAjr

Architectural 01127 • • 0.0000 0.0000 • • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating : : : : :

jr__4•Thr5~.~g I a ô~d~6dd”!”d.bôôo o66661Thc5ôc5o oôoo fd~ b6666’”dôôôô
Producta I • • • • 1

I. .~ I .P . I a
Landacaping 6.0000e- 1 COCOa- 6.4000e- 0.0000 0 0000 0 0000 : 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 1 .2000e- 1 .2000e- 0 0000 0 0000 1 .2700e-

005 005 004 003 003 003

Total 0.4927 1.0000e- 6.4000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 — 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.2000e- 1.2000e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.2700e-
005 004 003 003 003

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Install Low Flow Bathroom Faucet

Install Low Flow Kitchen Faucet

Install Low Flow Toilet

Install Low Flow Shower

4

fl~fl
Mitigated ; 2.725g : 0.0444 1.0700e- 3.g88g

003
II I_ J

Unmitigated ~ 3.3600 : 0.0555 : 1.3300e- : ~
003

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

ndoor 0 otal
door Use



Land se MgaI

Hotel • 1.69957 / “ 3.3600 0.0555 • 1.3300e- • 4.9395
0.188842 : : 003

Mitigated

Indoor!
door Use

L!andl2ise Tga

3.3600 0.0555

otal

/yr

Hotel :1.35966/ : 2.7259 0.0444 : 1.0700e- : 3.9889
0.188842 003

Total 2.7259 0.0444

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

CategorvlYear

M !yr -

otal

Mitigated ~ 7 4457 : 04400 00000 : 16.6863

Total



Unmitigated : ~ ~ 04400 : 00000 166863

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Mitigated

Number Hours/Day Dayslyear Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

9.0 Operational Offroad

f Equipment Type



10.0 Vegetation



CALIFORNIA

11.5 Utility Correspondence



Alesia W Hsiao

From: Kristen Bogue
Sent: Tuesday, May 20, 2014 8:36 AM
To: Alesia W Hsiao
Subject: FW: Irrigation Requirements Question
Attachments: Estimate Water Use_5_17_14.pdf

See attached and below for irrigation requirements...

From: Benjamin Harth [mailto:bharthcabspprchitects.com
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2014 5:41 PM
To: Kristen Bogue
Subject: RE: Irrigation Requirements Question

Hi Kristen,

The estimated usage is 36,700 gallons per year.

Benjamin Harth

bull stockwell allen ARCHITECTURE + PLANNING + INTERIORS
300 Montgomery Street, Suite 1135, San Francisco, CA 94104, USA
Office: 415 281 4720 ext. 246
www.bsaprchitects.com

san francisco - vermont - london
BUILDING ON ENDURING IDEAS. DESIGNING EXCEPTIONAL ENVIRONMENTS FOR LIFE.

From: Kristen Bogue [mailto: KBOGUE~mbakerintI .com]
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2014 9:45 AM
To: Benjamin Harth
Subject: RE: Irrigation Requirements Question

Thanks Ben!

Can you confirm that we should use the 67,108 gallons for our purposes? Or are you really proposing the 36,700
gallons? Also, can you confirm that this would be gallons per day?

Thanks!
Kristen

From: Benjamin Harth [mailto:bharth~bsaarchitects.com]
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2014 9:18 AM
To: Kristen Bogue; aoosekian~thainc.com
Subject: RE: Irrigation Requirements Question

Hi Kristen,

Please see the attached for the project’s estimated water use.

Regards,



I ‘4~Ic~
L.A. C sq. ft.)

(sq. ft.)

(sq. ft.)

(sq. ft.)

II~71It~’€,
Gallons

I’~,Cc100
Gallons

(jallons

Gallons

III ~oh
Total Estimated Water Use

I I I 1+1 I —-7 0’~

P.F. = Plant Factor - Must be between 0.1- E.W.U. (3) Total Gallons MAWA Gallons
E.T. Evapotranspiration Rate Mammoth Lakes 6 month growing season
C.F. Conversion Factor — Constant number
A.F. = Adjustment Factor Constant number
Fl.A. — Hydro zone Area - Area of each Hydro zone.
I.E. Irrigation Efficiency * Must be greater than .625. (c4..k’~ + 4ev~
L.A. — Landscape Area - Total Landsc ped area of roject.

~

Ivw~a+’The V11 e F~&I’w1I’vi4 +~ev1’k~e &~
Calculation Sheet (Co y for additional zo s if needed)

/

(r~4

Total Landscaped Area

Hydro Zone Breakdown

l’lHigh water using plants (0.7-1.0) Area
(P.F.)

2) Average water using plants (0.4- 0.6) Area

Ve 1~c) (P.F.) 7. ~il~
3) Lo~t1 water using plants (0.0 0.3) Area /

(P.F.)

Maximum Applied Water Allowance (M.A.W.A.)

M.A.W.A. = 33.0 x 0.8 x I4~100I x 0.62
(E.T.) (A.F.) (L.A.) (C.F.)

Estimated Water Use (E.W.U.)

E.W.U.(1) ~j~xii*’~’_Ixi41(OOlxO.62
(E.T.) (P.F.) (H.A.) (C.F.)

II~I
(I.E.)

E.W.U.(2)—33.Oxl lxi 1x062
(E.T.) (P.F.) (H.A.) (C.F.)

(I.E.)

E.W.U.(3)—33.Oxl ~1xi I~J6~
(ET.) (P.F.) (H.A.) (C.F.)

L~!~L7CO

Planning Form 50
Page 2 of 3

Rev. 7 07

t~7. LG~ .‘~2~oI~4-



Alesia W Hsiao

From: Karl Schnadt <kschnadt@ mcwd.dst.ca.us>
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 1:53 PM
To: Alesia W Hsiao
Cc: Irene Yamashita
Subject: RE: Inn at the Village Project SEIR

Ms. Hsiao,
Our wastewater treatment plant is rated to treat 4.3mgd. Average daily flow in 2013 was 1.4 mgd.

Karl Schnadt
Operations Superintendent
Mammoth Community Water District
PC Box 597
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
(760) 934-2596x230
kschnadt@ mcwd.dst.ca.us

From: Irene Yamashita
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 1:46 PM
To: Karl Schnadt
Subject: FW: Inn at the Village Project SEIR

Karl,
Could you provide the requested information to Ms. Hsiao? Thank you
Irene

From: Alesia W Hsiao [mailto:Alesia.Hsiao@mbakerintl.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 1:34 PM
To: Irene Yam ashita
Subject: RE: Inn at the Village Project SEIR

Thank you Irene.

Can you also tell me the existing capacity of the MCWD wastewater treatment plant in million gallons per day
(mgd)?
This information was not in the 2010 UWMP.

From: Irene Yamashita [mailto:iyamashitai~mcwd.dst.ca.us]
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 4:47 PM
To: Alesia W Hsiao
Cc: John Pedersen
Subject: RE: Inn at the Village Project SEIR

Alesia,

The MCWD can produce 2,750 gallons a minute for a period of 2 hours.

Irene



Alesia W Hsiao

From: Thom Heller <Thom@mlfd.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 9:38 AM
To: Alesia W Hsiao
Subject: RE: Inn at the Village Project SEIR Fire Flow Requirements

Alesia, the hydrants in the vicinity of the project can provide the water flow necessary to meet our needs, the question is
if the internal lines in the existing buildings can flow the required water quantity and if the fire pump can meet the
required pressure on the roof with the design change. I assume that nothing in the plumbing has changed in the existing
building and that the system can still meet the original calculations, but as a result of the change in the design of the
structure (the additional height), will the original design still work? A mechanical engineer will need to run the numbers
and determine compliance. If not, the new building may need an additional/stand alone fire department connection
and fire pump.

If you have any additional questions, feel free to contact me at your convenience.

Thom Heller, Fire Marshal/Division Chief
Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District
P0 Box 5, 3150 Main Street
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
(760) 934-2300 (o), (760) 934-9210 (f), (760) 914-0194 (c)
thom@ mlfd.ca.gov

HAVE
AN

STRATEGY

From: Alesia W Hsiao [mailto:Alesia. Hsipo~mbakerintl.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 3:47 PM
To: Thom Heller
Subject: RE: Inn at the Village Project SEIR Fire Flow Requirements

Thank you very much for your response.

I had a follow up question for you:

Have the nearby hydrants in the project vicinity been tested and can they provide fire flows at a minimum of 2,750
gallons per minute for a 2 hour period, and provide 100 pounds per square inch (psi) of water pressure on the roof
at all times?



Sincerely,
Alesia Hsiao
949.330.4184
REF Consulting
Planning/Environmental Services

From: Thom Heller [mailto:Thom~mlfd.ca.pov]
Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 2:31 PM
To: Alesia W Hsiao
Subject: RE: Inn at the Village Project SEIR Fire Flow Requirements

Ms. Hsiao, attached please find the section of our code that addresses the issue that you requested. There are several
pieces of information that would be needed to use the table on the second page such as: construction type (I assume
type IA), the number of stories, and the distribution of standpipes. Using the table, I would calculate the sixth row
down, under type IA, you would need to provide a minimum of 2,750 gallons per minute for a 2 hour period, and would
need to provide 100 pounds per square inch (psi) of water pressure on the roof at all times. If you need any additional
information, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. Respectfully,

Thom Heller, Fire Marshal/Division Chief
Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District
P0 Box 5, 3150 Main Street
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
(760) 934-2300 (o), (760) 934-9210 (f), (760) 914-0194 (c)
thom@mlfd.ca.gov

HAVE
AN

STRATEGY

From: Alesia W Hsiao [mailto:Alesia.Hsiao~mbakerintl.cpm]
Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 12:07 PM
To: Thom Heller
Subject: Inn at the Village Project SEIR Fire Flow Requirements

Hello Mr. Heller,

REF Consulting (REF) has been contracted by the Town of Mammoth Lakes to prepare an Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the Inn at the Village Project and I had a question for you regarding fire
flow requirements for the project:

Could you please indicate fire flow requirements based on the proposed project land uses below?

I Land Use I ~E~(squarefeet) 1
2



Hotel1 34,840
Accessory Uses (e.g., spa, bar/food service, lobby, circulation, etc.) 2~,91 0

Total Project 64,750
1. The hotel proposes up to 67 rooms that would be approximately 4-520 square feet per room.

I would greatly appreciate your response. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at
949.330.4184 or via email. Thank you for your time.

Regards,
Alesia Hsiao
REF Consulting
Planning/Environmental Services



FIRE SERVICE FEATURES

SECTION 503
FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS

503.1 Where required. Fire apparatus access roads shall be
provided ~nd niaintained in accordance with Sections 503.1.1
througH 503.l.3

503.1.1 Buildings and facilities. Approved fire apparatus
access roads shall be provided for every facility, building
or portion. of a’building hereafter cor~struc~ed or moved
into or within the jurisdiction. The fire apparatus acces~
road shall~’cornpl3 with ~the requirements of thi~ se~ion
and shall extend to within’ 150 feeç(45 720 mm) of all por.
tions of the fa~ilit~ and all portions of4tfie exterior walls of
tile-first story of the building as measured by ai~’i approveçl
route around the exterior of the building or facility.

I ~ 4,

Exception: The, fire code official :15, authorized to
increase the dimension of 150 feet (45 7’20 imu) where: ~

,~l. The building ‘is equipped throughout i~’ith ,an~
Sppro~ved automatic spriñkler’system~iñ’stal1ed in.
accôrdahce~ Section 903.3J.1, 903.3.1.2 or
90331~3

2. Fire ajparatus’ access roads ciinnot~be’installed
because of locatiàn on property,-~ topo~graphy;

• . waterways, nonnegotiable’ grades or other similar
conditions,.and an approved alternative means of
‘fire protection is provided.

~3. ~Fhere are notmorOthan two GrouRR-3 ortilroup
r. U occupancies. . .

503.1~-2 Additional accnis. Th~ fire code official is autho
rized to require moi~e than one fire ‘apparatus á~cess road

• bas~d o~ the potential’for, impairment of a single road by
vehicle coi~gest1on condition of terrain chmatic cond:
LiOns or other factors that could limit’acce’m..

‘S

503.1.3 Hig~piled storage. Fire department vehicle
access tobuildings used for high-piied1combustible stor
a4ge shalicomply with the applicable provisions of Chapter

- 503.2 Specifications.’ Fire .apparatüs ajàess roa~ls hall be
instaUed~Ir~} arranged in accordance with Seciiôns 503.2.1
through 503?.8. ‘ • . .‘ -

• [C~ihfomia Coda of Regulations, ‘Title 19, Divisio,~ 1,.
- ~3.O5(a,)jFiréDepartinént Access and Egress. ~Rpad&)

~z) Roads. Reqi~ired access oa&fr~in every buildii~ to z
publicstreet shall be all-weather hard-~cu,~faced: (suitgblç

• for. use• by fire a~paratus) righr-of-w&y not-less thdn 20
fè~f in width. Such rightof-wáy shall be uizobstructid&ir./J
maintained only as acOess to the public street. -.

Exception The enforcing agency may waive or modify
this requirement if in his opinion such all:weather

hard sutfaced condition is not necessaiy in the interest
ofpublic safety and we~fare.

503.2.1 Dimensions. Fire apparatus access roads shall
have an unobstructed width of not less than 20 feet (6096
mm), exclusive of shoulders, except for approved security
gates in accordance with Section 503,6, and an unob
structed vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches
(4115 mm).

503.2.2 Authority. The fire code official shall have the
authority to require an increa~e in [he minimum: a~qcss
widths where they are inadequatdtfor fire or resirnè ofera
tibns. ,

503.2.3 ‘Sprface. Fire apparatus access rohds shail be
designed and maintained to support the imposed loads of
fire àpparatds and shall be surfaced so as to provide all
weatheidfiying~capabi1ities. - . ‘ • I,

503.2.4 Turning radius. The require~ turning radius of a’
fire apparatus aëcess road ~h~l1 15è d&ermined by ~ie fire ~

“ çod~official. ‘ .- ,

503.2.5 Dead ends. Dead-end fire~’ a~paratüs access~o~ds
in exce~s’of 150 feet (45 7’20 mni).in length shall be pro
vided~with an approv&1~’areafor turning around fireappa-’

~; t

- 503.2.6 Bridges ‘and elevated surfaces. Where ~ lridge -

or an elevated’ surface is part of a~ fire apparatus ‘access ,

I road, (1I~ bridgi shall .b construdted and maintained ~1l
~r~.~lTit~ withAASHFO)HB-17. Bridges’~nt~elev~ted.”
surfaces’shall be designed for ahveL~iad ~f E~cany -‘

the im~osed load~ of.fiWappãratus. Vehicle load limits •

~~IJ:bè posted at both entrances to bridges’whenrequired
by the tl?e “‘e official ~ e elevated surfaces designed
for cnicggqpcyvehicleiuse are adjacent to surfaces which
cr~ . d~igned for su~h use, approved bamers approved
sigis or both shall-be installed and maintained when
requiiedby the fire code official~ . ~ ,~‘

S. •, , . ,• . •,,. .

~5O3.2.7Grade. The grade of thefire apparatus access road~ ~
shall be within the limits established by the fire code offi
cial based cg~) the ~ñE3 department s apparatus

50328 Angles of approach and departure The angles
of approach and .departhre for fire apparatus F.’l~tlllit~l•.

shall be within the liniits establiihed by. the fire code offl- ‘

cial based on the fire departrnent~s’apparatus.’, ~ 1

5033 Marking Where ~equired ~ the ~code official
approved signs or other approved, nouces or markings that
include the words’ (i) PpRT<~ThG~_F1RE~ shall. be
proyiii fo re.a. .ara’~

prohibit the’obstxuction thereof. The means 1iY which fire
lanes ~‘- -•ign.. Si;’ bemaintained~aclèanand1eible
condithn at all ~i~~ii and L~x~ replaced or repaired when neces
áryto provide adequate visibility. ‘.. ‘ - ‘. .

503.4 Obstruction’ of fire ‘apparatus access :i~oad~. Fire
apparatus acce~s~roads shall not be o ‘ structed in any manner,
including the parking ~ vehicles. The minimum widths and
clearances estãblishedffll Section 503.2.1 ~1iliIE1t~ maintained
at~ffl(llhIl~ . . ‘
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CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE — MATRIX ADOPTION TABLE
APPENDIX 0- FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS

(Matrix Adoption Tables are non-regulatory, intended only as an aid to the user

Adopt only those sections that are
listed below
[California Code of Regulations,
Title 19, Division 1]

See Chapter 1 for state agency authority and building applications.)
(Not adopted by the State Fire Marshal)

APPENDIX D

FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS
The provisions contained in this appendix are not mandatory unless specifically referenced in the adopting ordinance.

SECTION DiOl
GENERAL

D1O1.1 Scope. Fire apparatus access roads shall be in accor
dance with this appendix and all other applicable require
ments of the California Fire Code.

SECTION D102
REQUIRED ACCESS

D102.1 Access and loading. Facilities, buildings or portions
of buildings hereafter constructed shall be accessible to fire
department apparatus by way of an approved fire apparatus
access road with an asphalt, concrete or other approved driv
ing surface capable of supporting the imposed load of fire
apparatus weighing at least 5,000 pounds (34 050 kg).

SECTION D103
MINIMUM SPECIFICATIONS

D103.1 Access road width with a hydrant. Where a fire
hydrant is located on a fire apparatus access road, the mini
mum road width shall be 26 feet (7925 mm), exclusive of
shoulders (see Figure D103.1).

D103.2 Grade. Fire apparatus access roads shall not exceed
10 percent in grade.

Exception: Grades steeper than 10 percent as approved by
the fire chief.

D103.3 Turning radius. The minimum turning radius shall
be determined by the fire code official.

D103.4 Dead ends. Dead-end fire apparatus access roads in
excess of 150 feet (45 720 mm) shall be provided with width
and turnaround provisions in accordance with Table D103.4.

TABLE 0103.4
REQUIREMENTS FOR DEAD-END

FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS
LENGTH WIDTH TunNARouNos REQUIRED

0-150 20 None required
120-foot Hammerhead, 60-foot “Y” or

151-500 20 96-foot diameter cul-de-sac in accor
dance with Figure D103.1
120-foot Hammerhead, 60-foot “Y” or

501-750 26 96-foot diameter cul-de-sac in accor
dance with Figure D103. 1

Over 750 Special approval required

For SI: 1 foot = 304.8 mm.

D103.5 Fire apparatus access road gates. Gates securing
the fire apparatus access roads shall comply with all of the
following criteria:

1. The minimum gate width shall be 20 feet (6096 mm).

2. Gates shall be of the swinging or sliding type.

3. Construction of gates shall be of materials that allow
manual operation by one person.

4. Gate components shall be maintained in an operative
condition at all times and replaced or repaired when
defective.

5. Electric gates shall be equipped with a means of open
ing the gate by fire department personnel for emer
gency access. Emergency opening devices shall be
approved by the fire code official.

Adopt Entire Chapter as amended
(amended sections listed below)

OSA OSHPD

Chapter / Section

* The - ~rnia Code o; sgulations (L~. ,,,, Title 19. Division I provisions that are fo~a in the California Fire Code are a reprint from the current C
Title 19, Division 1 text for the code user’s convenience only. The scope, applicability and appeals procedures of CCR, Title 19, Division I remain the same.
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APPENDIX 0

26’

28’ R
TYP.

96-FOOT DIAMETER
CUL-DE-SAC

20’

-- 26’

20’

60-FOOT “Y° MINIMUM CLEARANCE
AROUND A FIRE

HYDRANT

26’ R

‘~‘~ 1~20’
ACCEPTABL.E ALTERNATIVE
TO 120-FOOT HAMMERHE~~D

6. Manua] opening gates shall not be locked with a pad
lock or chain and padlock unless they are capable of
being opened by means of forcible entry tools or when
a key box containing the key(s) to the lock is installed
at the gate location.

7. Locking device specifications shall be submitted for
approval by the fire code official.

8. Electric gate operators, where provided, shall be listed
in accordance with UL 325.

9. Gates intended for automatic operation shall be
designed, constructed and installed to comply with the
requirements of ASTM F 2200.

D103.6 Signs. Where required by the fire code official, fire
apparatus access roads shall be marked with permanent NO
PARKING_-pJpj~ LANE signs complying with Figure
D103.6. Signs shall have a minimum dimension of 12 inches
(305 mm) wide by 18 inches (457 mm) high and have red let
ters on a white reflective background. Signs shall be posted
on one or both sides of the fire apparatus road as required by
Section D103.6.1 orDlO3.6.2.

D103.6.1 Roads 20 to 26 feet In width. Fire lane signs as
specified in Section D103.6 shall be posted on both sides
of fire apparatus access roads that are 20 to 26 feet wide
(6096 to 7925 mm).
D103.62 Roads more than 26 feet in width. Fire lane
signs as specified in Section D103.6 shall be posted on one
side of fire apparatus access roads more than 26 feet wide
(7925 mm) and less than 32 feet wide (9754 mm).

SECTION D104
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENTS

D104.1 Buildings exceeding three stories or 30 feet in
height. Buildings or facilities exceeding 30 feet (9144 mm)
or three stories in height shall have at least two means of fire
apparatus access for each structure.
D104.2 Buildings exceeding 62,000 square feet in area.
Buildings or facilities having a groin building area of more
than 62,000 square feet (5760 m~) shall be provided with two
separate and approved fire apparatus access roads.

Exception: Projects having a gross building area of up to
124,000 square feet (Ii 520 in2) that have a single
approved fire apparatus access road when all buildings are
equipped throughout with approved automatic sprinkler
systems.

1)104.3 Remoteness. Where two fire apparatus access roads
are required, they shall be placed a dintance apart equal tO not
less than one half of the length of the maximum overall diag
onal dimension of the lot or area to be served, measured in a
straight line between accesses.

261 R

20’

60’ —-—-

-J

20’
28’R
TYR

26’

120-FOOT HAMMERHEAD

For SI: 1 foot = 304.8 mm.

FIGURE 0103.1
DEAD-END FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROAD TURNAROUND

SIGN TYPE “A’ SIGN TYPE “C” SIGN TYPE “D”

111 f[PA~fl PARZ1
FIRE LANE FIRE LANE FIRE

___ LI—

12” 12”

FIGURE 0103.6
FIRE LANE SIGNS

18’
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SECTION D105
AERIAL FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS

D105.1 Where required. Where the vertical distance
between the grade plane and the highest roof surface exceeds
30 feet (9144 mm), approved aerial fire apparatus access
roads shall be provided. For purposes of this section, the
highest roof surface shall be determined by measurement to
the eave of a pitched roof, the intersection of the roof to the
exterior wall, or the top of parapet walls, whichever is
greater.
D105.2 Width. Aerial fire apparatus access roads shall have
a minimum unobstructed width of 26 feet (7925 mm), exclu
sive of shoulders, in the immediate vicinity of the building or
portion thereof.

D105.3 Proximity to building. At least one of the required
access routes meeting this condition shall be located within a
minimum of 15 feet (4572 mm) and a maximum of 30 feet
(9144 mm) from the building, and shall be positioned parallel
to one entire side of the building. The side of the building on
which the aerial fire apparatus access road is positioned shall
be approved by the fire code official.
D105.4 Obstructions. Overhead utility and power lines shall
not be located over the aerial fire apparatus access road or
between the aerial fire apparatus road and the building. Other
obstructions shall be permitted to be placed with the approval
of the fire code official.

SECTION D106
MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS
D106.l Projects having more than 100 dwelling units.
Multiple family residential projects having more than 100
dwelling units shall be equipped throughout with two sepa
rate and approved fire apparatus access roads.

Exception: Projects having up to 200 dwelling units may
have a single approved fire apparatus access road when all
buildings, including nonresidential occupancies, are
equipped throughout with approved automatic sprinkler
systems installed in accordance with Section 903.3.1.1 or
903.3.1.2.

D106.2 Projects having more than 200 dwelling units.
Multiple-family residential projects having niore than 200
dwelling units shall be provided with two separate and
approved fire apparatus access roads regardless of whether
they are equipped with an approved automatic sprinkler sys
tem.

SECTION 0107
ONE- OR TWO-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

DEVELOPMENTS
D107.1 One- or two-family dwelling residential develop
ments. Developments of one- or two-family dwellings where
the number of dwelling units exceeds 30 shall be provided
with two separate and approved fire apparatus access roads,
and shall meet the requirements of Section 0104.3.

Exceptions:

1. Where there are more than 30 dwelling units on a
single public or private fire apparatus access road
and all dwelling units are equipped throughout with
an approved automatic sprinkler system in accor
dance with Section 903.3.1.1, 903.3.1.2 or 903.3.1.3
of the Cal~fornia Fire Code, access from two direc
tions shall not be required.

2. The number of dwelling units on a single fire appa
ratus access road shall not be increased unless fire
apparatus access roads will connect with future
development, as determined by the fire code official.

0108
REFERENCED STANDARDS

ASTM F 2200—05 Standard Specification for
Automated Vehicular Gate
Construction D103.5

UL 325—02 Door. Drapery, Gate, Louver,
and Window Qperators and
Systems, with Revisions
through February 2006 D103.5

<
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EMERGENCY ACCESS ROADIFIRE LANE. A road or other passageway developed to
allow the passage of tire apparatus and other emergency vehicles. An Emergency Access
Road/Fire Lane is not necessarily intended for vehicular traffic other than fire apparatus and
posted in accordance with Vehicle Code Section 22500.1. Emergency Access Roads/Fire
Lanes shall be a minimum of 16 feet wide, but may need to be wider depending upon the
degree of curves or proximity to the structure. The blocking of Emergency Access Roads/Fire
Lanes may be modified for special circumstances as determined by the fire code official based
upon conditions of terrain, climatic conditions, very high fire severity zones, or other such
local conditions.

FIRE TRAIL. A graded fire break of sufficient width surface and design to provide access for
people and suppression equipment and to assist in preventing surface extension of fires.

Section F503 .1.1 Buildings and Facilities are amended to include:
The Fire District shall require an Emergency Access Road(s) when any Group R Occupancy
project consists of more than 24 units. When there are more than 49 units accessed offof any
Fire Apparatus Access Road, then a minimum of two Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall be
provided. Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall comply with Town of Mammoth Lakes Public
Works Department standards, but shall be no narrower than 24 feet wide edge of pavement to
edge ofpavement (excludes curb and gutter).

Buildings, portions of buildings, or facilities exceeding 45 feet in height above the lowest level
of building access may be required to provide Emergency Access Roads capable of
accommodating fire department apparatus. Overhead utility and power lines shall not be located
within the Emergency Access Road(s). At least one of the required Emergency Access Roads
logistically may be required to be located within a minimum of 15 feet and a maximum of 30
feet from the building and may be requested to be placed parallel to one side of the entire
structure and/or at a prominent corner of the structure. Emergency Access Roads may be
modified for special circumstances as determined by the fire code official.

There shall be no modifications to non-conforming building lots that are located on non-
compliant Fire Apparatus Access Roads within the Fire District.

Section F503.2. 1 Dimensions is amended to include:
Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall have an unobstructed width of not less than 24 feet from edge
of pavement to edge of pavement (not inclusive of curbs/gutters).
Road widths shall be a minimum of 30’ when parking is allowed on one side of the roadway.
Road widths shall be a minimum of40’ when parking is unrestricted.

Section F503.2.1.2 Road Medians
Divided highway routes shall comply with the California Highway Design Manual for standards
pertaining to width, slopes, barriers, curbs, and median characteristics. The Fire District shall
require turn-a-rounds at designated locations with turning radius sufficient to comply with fire
apparatus needs.

14



Section F503.2.3 Surface is amended to include:
Fire Apparatus Access Roads and Emergency Access Roads shall be designed and maintained
with a minimum first lift of asphalt, concrete, or a road base with a structural road section
capable of supporting 75,000 pounds as detennined by a Certified Engineer prior to the delivery
of wood products, modular components, or flammable/combustible construction materials or
furnishings.

Emergency Access Roads may be constructed of open cell payers as approved by the fire code
official, but must be maintained so as to provide a vegetative cover during the summer months
Snow removal will be required from Fire Apparatus Access Roads and Emergency Access
Roads/Fire Lanes once every 24 hours to within 6-8 inches of the road/paver surface and the
owner shall be responsible for repairing any damage to the surface as needed shortly after the
beginning of the summer season.

Section F503.2.4 Turning Radius is amended to include:
The turning radius of a Fire Apparatus Access Roads and Emergency Access Road shall be no
less than 40 feet interior radius and 60 feet outside radius unless determined otherwise by the fire
code official.

Section F503.2.5 Dead Ends is amended to include:
The maximum length of a single access road shall be no greater than 1500 feet in length.
Lengths greater than 1500 feet shall require two points ofaccess. The length may be modified
for special circumstances as determined by the fire code official based upon vehicle congestion,
conditions of terrain, climatic conditions, very high fire severity zones, or other such local
conditions.

Section F503.3 Marking is amended to include:
“No ParkingfFire Lane” signs shall be located and maintained alongside Fire Apparatus Access
Roads and Emergency Access Roads/Fire Lanes at intervals not greater than 100 feet. These
signs shall be placed on the roads at the time that wood products are delivered, modular
components are dropped off or flammable/combustible construction materials or furnishings
arrive on site. Where fire lanes exist on private property, it shall be the responsibility of the
private property owner/Home Owners Association to maintain and replace snow stakes/signage.

Emergency Access Roads shall be signed at both ends of the roadway stating “Fire
Lane/Emergency Vehicles Only”.

Where it has been determined by the fire code official that curbs for a project should include red
painted curbs or stripping, the areas shall be painted and maintained by the property owner such
that they are colored red throughout the year.

Section F503.4 Obstruction of Fire Apparatus Access Roads is amended to include:
Storage of building materials shall occur outside the pavement area ofFire Apparatus Access
Roads and Emergency Access Roads. Off loading of building materials and dumping of refuse
bins may occur in the Fire Apparatus Access Roads and Emergency Access Roads so long as the
truck may be moved immediately for emergency vehicles. Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall

15



Alesia W Hsiao

From: John Pedersen <jpedersen@mcwd.dst.ca.us>
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 8:22 AM
To: Thom Heller
Cc: Alesia W Hsiao; Irene Yamashita
Subject: RE: Inn at the Village Project SEIR Fire Flow Requirements

Tom,

I checked the fire hydrant flow test records the MLFPD provided us, and the fire hydrant in front of the 8050 project at
50 Canyon Blvd. was tested in 2009. The test showed that the MCWD water distribution system can provide a flow in
excess of the minimum 2,750 gallons per minute in that location. We have already advised Ms. Hsiao that she needs to
consult with the mechanical engineer for the project to determine what flows and pressures can be attained inside the
proposed new building.

Jdin Peder5en

John Pedersen, PE
District Engineer
Mammoth Community Water District
P. 0. Box 597
1315 Meridian Boulevard
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Ph.: 760.934.2596 x240
Cell. 760.914.0156
Fax: 760.934.2143
Email: jpedersen@mcwd.dst.ca.us

From: Thom Heller [mailto:Thom@mlfd.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 5:18 PM
To: John Pedersen
Subject: FW: Inn at the Village Project SEIR Fire Flow Requirements

From: Alesia W Hsiao [mailto:Alesia.Hsiap~mbakenntl.cpmJ
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 3:47 PM
To: Thom Heller
Subject: RE: Inn at the Village Project SEIR Fire Flow Requirements

Thank you very much for your response.

I had a follow up question for you:



Alesia W Hsiao

From: Irene Yamashita <iyamashita@mcwd.dst.ca.us>
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 4:47 PM
To: Alesia W Hsiao
Cc: John Pedersen
Subject: RE: Inn at the Village Project SEIR

Alesia,

The MCWD can produce 2,750 gallons a minute for a period of 2 hours.

Irene

From: Alesia W Hsiao [mailto:Alesia.Hsiao@mbakerintl.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 3:41 PM
To: Irene Yamashita
Subject: RE: Inn at the Village Project SEIR

Thank you Irene.

For Question 3, I will follow up with the Fire Department to ensure that the nearby hydrants have been tested for
fire flows at a minimum of 2,750 gallons per minute for a 2 hour period, and to provide 100 pounds per square inch
(psi) of water pressure on the roof. But can you please answer, is there adequate water supply to handle these
fire flows?

Also, can you please provide the existing capacity of the MCWD wastewater treatment plant in million
gallons per day (mgd) and how much it currently treats on average (mgd)?

Thanks,
Alesia

From: Irene Yamashita [mailto :iyamashita~mcwd.dst.ca.us]
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 3:03 PM
To: Alesia W Hsiao
Subject: RE: Inn at the Village Project SEIR

Alesia,

1.The projected water demand for the project was based on average water use from meters servicing resort lodging
with retail mixed use developments, like The Village. The three year average is from years 2008, 2009 and 2010.

We do not estimate a development project’s landscape water demand. Your landscape architect should be able to
calculate that for you.

2. There are no recycled water lines available for the project.

3. This question was already addressed. You should ask the developer’s engineer to address pumping water to the top
of the building.



Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection District
Post Office Box 5,3150 Main Street

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

April 21, 2014

Town ofMammoth Lakes
Ms. len Daugherty, Senior Planner _______________________

P0 Box 1609
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Re: Comments on Modified Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on study for the Inn at the Village Project. The
following are the comments from the Fire District:

General Comment:
The project proponent shall provide a name for the project that is not similar to an already
existing name or location in town.

Exhibit 2-4, East Building Elevation:
Provide an additional exhibit that does not include the St Regis or Hillside project.

Page 2-12, Construction Parking, Mobilization, and Storage of Materials:
The current structures on the southeast corner of Minaret and Main Street (White Stag and Ullur
Lodges) shall remain accessible to emergency services throughout the use of the property.
Should the structures be removed, the use of the property would be greatly enhanced for the uses
proposed by this project.

Page 2-14, Snow Country Design
The existing 80/50 structures have exhibited cornice and ice buildups as a result of theft design.
The buildups have been on the Minaret Road side of the structure and have required closing of
the sidewalk below until the safety hazard was eliminated. In reviewing the proposed setback
and design concept diagrams, it appears that the proposed design concepts will encourage the
buildup of cornices on the projected roof lips. While stylish, the designer needs to ensure that
there is adequate roof access to remove developing cornices, especially ifwalkways and pocket
parks are proposed below.

RECEIVED
[APR 22 2OIjj

TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES
Community & Economic Dev.



Ms. Jen Daugherty
April 21,2014
Page 2

Page 4.8-4, 4.8h:.
The State of California adopted the California Amended International Fire Code in 2007. The
Uniform Fire Code is no longer the standard for the state. The Fire District has instituted local
amendments to th~;Califorfij~Amended International Fire Code.

Page 4J4-l/4.14.-2, Over Pumping Capacity PotentiallMM 5.10-ic:
As the height of the proposed project is taller than the previously designed structure, and if the
water supply line for the fire suppression system for Building C is going to come from the
existing buildings, a calculation needs to be performed to determine if the existing line capacity
and fire pump are adequate to provide adequate flows for the proposed project.

Page 4.14-2, Contribute a Fair Share Financial Contribution:
The project proponent shall be required to pay the increase in Developer Impact Fees for the
currently proposed project verses the original anticipated project.

Page 4.14-2, All Structures, and Areas of Use Shall Comply with Fire District Requirements:
The Fire District shall require that the project proponent provide a fire lane on Minaret Road that
is 60 feet by 16 feet in size. This area shall be outside of any drop off/loading area or driveway
and located in the vicinity of the southeast corner of the structure (diagram attached). The lane
shall be maintained and be part of the project’s snow removal responsibilities.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the project. If there are any questions,
please feel free to contact me at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Fire Marshal
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Mammoth Community Water District
Post Office Box 597

1315 Meridian Blvd..
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546;

(760) 934-2596;

Via E-mail
Jen Daugherty
Senior Planner
Town of Mammoth Lakes
437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Subject: MCWD comments regarding the Notice of Preparation for a Draft Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report (SEIR): Inn at the Village

Dear Ms. Daugherty,

MCWD appreciates the opportunity to provide scoping comments regarding potential impacts to public
utilities for the Proposed Inn at the Village Project (Proposed Project). As you are aware, the MCWD
relied on the Program EIR for the Town of Mammoth Lakes’ General Plan Update (TOML General Plan),
approved in 2007, to develop future projections In water and wastewater service demand. These
projected demands are used to plan future infrastructure projects and forecast water supply demands.
Changes to these demand projections for public utility services resulting from the revised project
description for the Proposed Project need to be clearly IdentIfied and evaluated. The MCWD
recommends the SEIR for the Proposed Project include a comparison of water demand and wastewater
flow between the Proposed Project and the project proposed in the North Village District Planning Study
(2009). In addition, please describe how the density transfer between the Mammoth Crossing Project to
the Proposed Project will be assured.

The cumulative impact section of the SEIR should review the density tables contained in the TOML
General Plan and compare those projected build-out density tables with actual density increases that
have been approved by the Town and the potential for other density increases. The densities presented
in the TOML General Plan are used by MCWD to project build-out demand on water and wastewater
services; however, It is difficult to base our planning efforts on unlimited ceilIngs for density bonuses.

The Modified Initial Studyfor the Proposed Project includes a description of the MCWD settlement
agreement with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power that limits the amount of water
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MCWD can use. Descriptions in the SEIR regarding the settlement agreement should make clear that
water demand includes process, recycled, raw, potable, and non-revenue water.

The MCWD staff is available to provide assistance as necessary. If you require additional clarification or
assistance, please contact irene Yamashita at 760-934-2596 ext. 314. Thank you for your consideration
of our comments.

Irene Yamashita
Environmental Specialist/public Affairs



Mammoth Community Water District
Post Office Box 597

1315 Meridian Blvd.
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

(760) 934-2596

May 14, 2014

Ms. Alesia Hsiao
Project Planner
RBF Consulting
14725 Alton Parkway
Irvine, CA 92618-2027

Subject: Inn at The Village Project

Dear Ms. Hsiao,

Attached are the questionnaire pages from your April 29, 2014 letter requesting information regarding
water and wastewater information from the Mammoth Community Water District for the proposed Inn
at The Village Project in Mammoth Lakes. A map showing the MCWD facilities is also provided as an
attachment to address your questions about existing facilities on/near the project site. If you have
specific questions regarding our response, please contact me.

Sincerely,

~fl~/v’_~_ ~v~1LS()/—_-
Irene Yamashita~J
Environmental Specialist/Public Affairs



ATIACHMENT 1

WATER
QUESTIONNAIRE

INN AT THE VILLAGE
PROJECT

Please respond to the following questions on your agency/company letterhead and provide maps
to illustrate facility locations.

1. What is the current and projected water capacity for the District; annual use in acre feet,
daily flow in cfs and peak demand in MGD?

Current and projected water capacity for the District from: MCWD UWMP 2010, Table 3-8.

Water Use

Total water deliveries (from Tables 3-3, 3-4, and 3-6)

Additional water uses and losses (Table 3-7)

Total

Customer water demand in 2005 was 2,564 acre-feet and in 2010 it was 2,169 acre-feet. The numbers
in the table do not include process water or water losses. The reduced water demand in 2010 could be
partially explained by the late start of the irrigation season.
In 2013 the average daily flow in cfs was 3.6 and the peak demand was 4.43 MGD. These 2013 figures
include golf course irrigation.

2. What is the projected water demand for the project based on the information provided?

Page 1 of your April 29, 2014 letter states the project will consist of 67 rooms and 29,910 square feet of
commercial development for a total of 64,750 square feet. Based on mixed lodging and retail average
water use for three years and excluding irrigation usage, our best estimate is an annual indoor mixed
use of 610,600 gallons. Your company should develop the landscape irrigation water use using the
Town’s water efficient landscape ordinance requirements.

Please indicate any existing facilities on/near the project site.

Please refer to the attached map.

4. What is the current rate of local groundwater extraction?
Groundwater production rates depend on the surface water supply available at any given time.
Groundwater makes up the demand supply after surface water supplies are fully utilized. Surface
water supplies are constrained by creek flow requirements, management decisions for surface water
storage and other restrictions contained in our water right permit and licenses.

What is the current existing groundwater quality?
Groundwater can be treated to meet state and federal standards.



Will the proposed project have an impact on groundwater quality?

This question is best addressed by the project proponent.

5. Will the proposal require new facilities or additions to existing facilities? If so, please
list/summarize any changes.

No

6. Do you have any required assessment fees or other required or reco ended
mitigation measures for project impacts?

This question can best be answered when the project developer applies for the appropriate permits
from the MCWD. Regarding mitigation measures, we would like to see the density transfer from
another North Village project to the Inn at the Village be included as a mitigation measure for potential
impacts caused by increasing density for this project.

7 According to SB 901 requires a “water supply assessment” be provided by the affected
water agency for incorporation into the EIR? As such, please identify whether the demand crated
by the proposed project has been considered in your agency’s most recently adopted water
management plan. The assessment should indicate whether the water demand associated with the
proposed project can be served by your agency’s supplies available during “normal, single dry, and
multiple-dry water years”, in addition to the demand for water from existing and other planned
uses.

The North Village Area specific plan included an analysis of impacts to water supply. These demand
projections were included in the most recent water planning document, the 2010 Urban Water
Management Plan.

8. Does your agency have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlement and resources, or are new or expanded entitlement needed?

Yes. However, the MCWD is concerned that the proposed geothermal plant expansion project, Ormat
CD IV, could potentially decrease groundwater supply or decrease the water quality to the point that
reliability could be adversely impacted, especially during multiply dry years.

Is there any other relevant information regarding potential significant effects of the project?
Not at this time.



ATtACHMENT 1

WASTEWATER QUESTIONNAIRE
INN AT THE VILLAGE PROJECT

Please respond to the following questions on your agency/company letterhead and provide maps to
illustrate facility locations.

1. Please indicate the location of facilities which serve the project area vicinity and present
available capacity for the project.

Please refer to the attached map.

hat is the estimated sewage flow for the project based upon information provided?

This should be the same as the project’s water demand minus irrigation demand.

Would implementation of the project present a significant increase in service demand based
upon project development?

No.

Does the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project area have
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?

Yes, the CWD has the capacity to treat wastewater from this project in addition to existing
developments.

Is there any other relevant information regarding significant project impacts?

Not at this time.

Do you have any assessment fees for other required or recommended mitigation measures
for the project?

This question can best be answered when the project developer applies for the appropriate permits from
the MCWD. Regarding mitigation measures, we would like to see the density transfer from another North
Village project to the Inn at the Village be included as a mitigation measure for increasing density impacts.
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Resolution No. 20 14-65
Page 5 of 8

EXHIBIT 3

FINDINGS AND FACTS IN SUPPORT OF FINDINGS FOR THE FINAL SEIR

(SCH No. 2014032081)



FINDINGS AND FACTS IN SUPPORT OF FINDINGS FOR THE INN AT THE
VILLAGE PROJECT SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

(STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2014032081)

1. PROJECT SUMMARY

A. Project Location

The project site is located in the Town of Mammoth Lakes, California (Town). The
Town is located in the southwest portion of Mono County, on the eastern side of the
Sierra Nevada mountain range. The project site is situated in the developed area of
North Village Specific Plan (NVSP area) within the northwestern portion of the Town.
The project site is specifically located at 50 Canyon Boulevard, to the west of Minaret
Road, north of Main Street/Lake Mary Road, and east of Canyon Boulevard. Regional
access to the site is provided via U.S. Highway 395 to State Route 203 (Main Street).

B. Project Description

The project proposes a seven-story hotel that includes hotel rooms, food and beverage,
spa, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, and landscaping elements. The hotel, totaling 64,750 gross
square feet of buildable floor area, would consist of a maximum lodging room count of
up to 67 rooms. The project would be built on top of the existing parking podium.

The project proposes to amend the approved 8050 project to address the current
performance deficiencies in the existing 8050 project and the NVSP area. The project
would necessitate three amendments to the NVSP: (1) an increase in the allowable
development density for the project site, including allowing a transfer of 30 rooms from
the Mammoth Crossing site (MC zone); (2) an increase in the allowable building height;
and (3) a reduction in the required front yard setbacks along Minaret Road. The current
Application would supersede the approved 8050C project and seek
entitlement/permitting for a proposed hotel (with the requisite market requirement to
retain flexibility with respect to ownership structures [e.g., traditional hotel,
condominium-hotel, etc.]).

The Town, as Lead Agency for the project, has discretionary authority over the project.
In order to implement the proposed Inn at the Village, the Applicant would need to
obtain, at a minimum, a District Zoning Amendment, Tentative Tract Map, Conditional
Use Permit, Encroachment Permit (California Department of Transportation), Design
Review Permit, and a Final Map for the project site.

C. Legal Requirements

Public Resources Code section 21002 states that “public agencies should not approve
projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such
projects[.]” Section 21002 further states that the procedures required by CEQA “are
intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the significant
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effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.”
Pursuant to section 21081 of the Public Resources Code, the Town may only approve
or carry out a project for which an EIR has been completed that identifies any significant
environmental effects if the Town makes one or more of the following written finding(s)
for each of those significant effects accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale
for each finding:

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project
which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment.

2. Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of
another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that
other agency.

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
alternatives identified in the environmental impact report.

As indicated above, section 21002 requires an agency to “avoid or substantially lessen”
significant adverse environmental impacts. Thus, mitigation measures that
“substantially lessen” significant environmental impacts, even if not completely avoided,
satisfy section 21002’s mandate. (Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council
(1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521 [“CEQA does not mandate the choice of the
environmentally best feasible project if through the imposition of feasible mitigation
measures alone the appropriate public agency has reduced environmental damage
from a project to an acceptable level”]; Las Virgenes Homeowners Federation, Inc. v.
County of Los Angeles (1986) 177 Cal. App. 3d 300, 309 [“[t]here is no requirement that
adverse impacts of a project be avoided completely or reduced to a level of
insignificance. . . if such would render the project unfeasible”].)

While CEQA requires that lead agencies adopt feasible mitigation measures or
alternatives to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts, an
agency need not adopt infeasible mitigation measures or alternatives. (Pub. Res. Code
§ 21002.1(c) [if “economic, social, or other conditions make it infeasible to mitigate one
or more significant effects on the environment of a project, the project may nonetheless
be carned out or approved at the discretion of a public agency”]; see also State CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.6(a) [an “EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are
infeasible”].) CEQA defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, social, and technological factors.” (Pub. Res. Code § 21061.1.) The
State CEQA Guidelines, add “legal” considerations as another indicia of feasibility.
(State CEQA Guidelines § 15364.) Project objectives also inform the determination of
“feasibility.” (Jones v. U.C. Regents (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 818, 828-829.)
“[Fjeasibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is
based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and
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technological factors.” (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982)133 Cal .App.3d 401,
417; see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23
CaI.App.4th 704, 715.) “Broader considerations of policy thus come into play when the
decision making body is considering actual feasibility[.]” (Cal. Native Plant Soc’y v. City
of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1000 (“Native Plant”); see also Pub. Res.
Code § 21081(a)(3) [“economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations”
may justify rejecting mitigation and alternatives as infeasible] (emphasis added).)

Environmental impacts that are less than significant do not require the imposition of
mitigation measures. (Leonoff v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (1990) 222
Cal.App.3d 1337, 1347.).

The California Supreme Court has stated, “[t]he wisdom of approving . . . any
development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is
necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their constituents who
are responsible for such decisions. The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires
that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v.
Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 576.) In addition, perfection in a project or
a project’s environmental alternatives is not required; rather, the requirement is that
sufficient information be produced “to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far
as environmental aspects are concerned.” Outside agencies (including courts) are not
to “impose unreasonable extremes or to interject [themselves] within the area of
discretion as to the choice of the action to be taken.” (Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Corn.
v. Board of Trustees (1979)89 Cal.App.3d 274, 287.)

D. Summary of Environmental Findings

At a regular meeting assembled on November 19, 2014, the Town Council determined
that, based on all of the evidence presented, including but not limited to the Draft SEIR,
written and oral testimony given at meetings and hearings, the submission of testimony
from the public, organizations and regulatory agencies, and the whole of the
administrative record, which is incorporated by reference herein, the following
environmental impacts associated with the Project are: (1) reduced as compared to the
Subsequent Program Environmental Impact Report for the North Village 1999 Specific
Plan Amendment (1999 SPEIR) or would not result in new impacts as compared to the
1999 SPEIR; or (2) potentially significant but will be avoided or reduced to a level of
insignificance through the identified 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures and Project level
Mitigation Measures; or (3) significant new impacts that were not address in the 1999
SPEIR and cannot be fully mitigated to a level of less than significant but will be
substantially lessened to the extent feasible by the identified project design features,
existing regulations, and mitigation measures.

Public Resources Code section 21081.6 requires the Town to prepare and adopt a
mitigation monitoring and reporting program for any project for which mitigation
measures have been imposed to assure compliance with the adopted mitigation
measures. The Town is adopting a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the
Project in this Resolution.
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No comments made in the public hearings conducted by the Planning and Economic
Development Commission or Town Council or any additional information submitted to
the Town has produced any substantial new information requiring recirculation or
additional environmental review of the Final SEIR under CEQA because no new
significant environmental impacts were identified, no substantial increase in the severity
of any environmental impacts would occur, and no feasible Project mitigation measures
or Project alternatives as defined in State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 were
rejected.

2. FINDINGS REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOR WHICH NO
FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW IS REQUIRED

The Town undertook analysis of the proposed Inn at the Village Project and evaluated it
against the standards set forth in Public Resources Code section 21166 and State
CEQA Guidelines section 15162. That analysis is set forth in the Modified Initial
Study/Environmental Checklist attached to the Draft SEIR as Appendix 11.1. With
regard to all environmental factors (except Aesthetics/Light and Glare, Air Quality,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Land Use and Relevant Planning, Noise,
Traffic/Circulation, and Utilities and Service Systems), the Modified Initial Study
confirmed that the Project’s impacts were fully disclosed, evaluated, and mitigated (to
the extent feasible) in the Subsequent Program Environmental Impact Report for the
North Village 1999 Specific Plan Amendment (1999 SPEIR). The Modified Initial Study
explains why none of the criteria set forth in Public Resources Code section 21166 and
State CEQA Guidelines section 15162 are triggered for most of the environmental
factors in the Modified Initial Study/Environmental Checklist.

CEQA does not require findings to address environmental effects that an EIR identifies
as either “no impact” or “less than significant” impact. (State CEQA Guidelines §
15091.) Similarly, in the tiering context, if the proposed Project would result in a
“reduced impact” or “no impact/no new impact” compared to 1999 SPEIR, CEQA does
not require subsequent environmental review and no findings for those impacts would
be required. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15168, 15152 & 15153.) Nevertheless, these
findings fully account for all environmental factors including environmental factors for
which the Modified Initial Study and Draft SEIR concluded that no further environmental
review is necessary.

No ImDactiNo New Imract or Reduced lmract

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21166 and State CEQA Guidelines section
15162, the Town Council hereby finds that none of the circumstances requiring
subsequent environment review for the following environmental factors would be required
because the following environmental factors were fully disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated
(to the extent feasible) in the 1999 SPEIR:

(a) Agriculture and Forest Resources: The project would not convert Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
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as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to a non-agricultural
use; conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use; or a Williamson Act contract;
conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code Section 51104(g)); result in the loss of forest land
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use; or involve other changes in the
existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use.

(b) Al- Quality: The project would not create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

(c) Biological Resources: The project would not have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species, or any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community, in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service; have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means; interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites; conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance; or conflict with the provisions of
an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

(d) Cultural Resources: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical or archaeological resource as defined in CEQA
Guidelines §15064.5, or directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature; or disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

(e) Geology and Soils: The project would not expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking,
liquefaction, and/or seismic landslides; result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil; be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in an
on-site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse; be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property; or
have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
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alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of waste water.

(f) Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The project would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials; create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment; emit hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school; be located on a
site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5; be located within two miles of a public/public
use airport or private airstrip, resulting in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area; impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; or
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands.

(g) Hydrology and Water Quality: The project would not substantially impair the
water quality of receiving waters during construction; degrade groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level; alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would substantially increase the rate or surface runoff or result in substantial
erosion, which would result in siltation and/or flooding on- or off site; create or
contribute runoff which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; otherwise substantially degrade water quality; place housing
within a 100-year floodplain, as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; place within a
100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows; expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam;
or cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

(h) Lane Use and Planning: The project would not physically divide an established
community, or conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan.

(i) Mineral Resources: The project would not result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of
the state, or result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan.
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(j) Noise: The project would not be located within an airport land use plan, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of a
private airstrip and would not expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels.

(k) Population and Housing: The project would not induce substantial population
growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure); displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere; or displace substantial
numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere.

(I) Public Services: The project would not result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the need or provision of new or physically altered fire,
police, school, park, or other public facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives.

(m) Recreation: The project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated, or include
recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.

(n) Transportation/Traffic: The project would not conflict with an applicable
congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways;
result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks;
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); result in
inadequate emergency access; or conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.

(o) Utilities and Service Systems: The project would not require or result in the
construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects. The project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs, and comply
with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES THAT WERE DETERMINED NOT TO BE
SIGNIFICANTLY AFFECTED BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT

lmDacts Determined to be Less Than SiQnificant in the Draft SEIR

The following impacts were evaluated in the Draft EIR and determined to be less than
significant solely through adherence to the project design and standard conditions of the
Town of Mammoth Lakes.

Based upon the environmental analysis presented in the SEIR, and the comments
received by the public on the Draft SEIR, no substantial evidence was submitted to or
identified by the Town indicating that the project would have an impact on the following
environmental areas:

(a) Aesthetic/Light and Glare: The project would not have a substantial adverse
effect on scenic vistas, or substantially damage scenic resources including but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State
scenic highway.

(b) Air Quality: The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

(c) Greenhouse Gas Emissions: The project would not generate greenhouse gas
emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment, and would
not conflict with the plans adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

(d) Land Use and Planning: The project would not with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to, the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect.

(e) Noise: Project implementation would not generate excessive vibration levels to
nearby sensitive receptors.

(f) Utilities and Service Systems: The project would not exceed wastewater
treatment requirements or require the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities.

4. FINDINGS REGARDING POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL
EFFECTS

The following potentially significant environmental impacts were analyzed in the Draft
SEIR, and the effects of the project were considered. As a result of environmental
analysis of the project and the identification of project design features; compliance with
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existing laws, codes, and statutes; and the identification of feasible mitigation measures
(together referred herein as the Mitigation Program), some potentially significant
impacts have been determined by the Town to be reduced to a level of less than
significant, and the Town has found—in accordance with CEQA Section 21081(a)(1)
and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a) (1)—that “Changes or alterations have
been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant
effects on the environment. This is referred to herein as “Finding 1.” Where the Town
has determined—pursuant to CEQA Section 21081(a)(2) and State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15091(a)(2)—that “Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility
and jurisdiction of another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted
by that other agency,” the Town’s finding is referred to herein as “Finding 2.”

A. Aesthetics/Light and Glare

(I) Potential Impact: Project construction activities would temporarily degrade the
visual character/quality of the site and its surroundings.

Finding: 1. Mitigation measures would reduce visual character/quality impacts
from project construction activities to less than significant levels. The Town
hereby makes Finding I and determines that this impact is mitigated to less than
significant.

Facts in Support of Finding

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-lj requires action to be taken prior to
construction activities in order to avoid adverse visual impacts from construction
hauling vehicles. Further, Additional Mitigation Measure AES-1 requires action to
be taken prior to construction activities in order to avoid adverse visual impacts
from the stockpiling of materials, construction traffic, and vehicle staging areas.
Therefore, visual character/quality impacts from construction activities would be
less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in strikcthrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-lj: Construction ecuiDment staging areas
shall use aDDroDriate screening (i.e.. temgorarv fencing with
o~ague material~ to buffer views of construction eguiDment and
material from Dublic and sensitive viewers (e.g.. residents and
motorists/bi cyclists/pedestrians’), when feasible. Staging locations
shall be indicated on th~ project Building Permit and Grading Plans
and shall be subject to review by the Town of Mammoth Lakes
Community and Economic Development Department Planning
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Manaaer Director in accordance with the Municipal Code
requirements.

Additional Mitigation Measure AES-1: The Applicant shall prepare and submit
a construction hauling plan to be reviewed and approved by the
Community and Economic Development Department Planning
Manager prior to issuance of Grading Permit. The hauling plan
shall ensure that construction haul routes minimize impacts to
sensitive uses in the project vicinity.

(2) Potential Impact: Project implementation could degrade the visual
character/quality of the site and its surroundings.

Finding: 1. Mitigation measures would reduce long-term visual character/quality
impacts from the proposed project to less than significant levels. The Town
hereby makes Finding I and determines that this impact is mitigated to less than
significant.

Facts in Support of Finding

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.3-Id and 5.3-2b require the project’s
proposed landscaping and architectural style to blend with the area’s natural
setting, which would reduce impacts in this regard. Therefore, long-term visual
character/quality impacts from project implementation would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in ctrikcthrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-Id: The landscape design for the site shall
maximize the use of existing vegetation, and where new plants are
introduced, they shall include, and/or blend with, plants native to
the Mammoth Lakes environment. Landscaoinp shall be tolerant of
shaded areas. where aoDlicable. Landscape plans for the site shall
be completed by a certified landscape architect.

1999 SPEIR Mitigation easure 5.3-2b: The architectural style for the
development shall blend with the site’s natural setting. Rooflines
shall reflect (step down) the slope of the site, and natural “earth
tone” colors and materials such as stone and wood shall be
emphasized. Conformance shall be assured through the Town’s
design review procedures.
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(3) Potential Impact: Development of the proposed project would introduce new
sources of light and glare into the project area.

Finding: 1. Mitigation measures would reduce light and glare impacts from the
proposed project to less than significant levels. The Town hereby makes Finding
I and determines that this impact is mitigated to less than significant.

Facts in Support of Finding

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.3-3c and 5.3-3d require the use of minimally
reflective glass and vegetative buffers to minimize glare and light intrusion from
the project site. Further, Additional Mitigation Measures AES-2 and AES-3
require an outdoor lighting plan to reduce lighting impacts at adjacent sensitive
receptors, and integration of landscape lighting at the project site. Therefore,
light and glare impacts from project implementation would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in strikcthrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-3c: The project shall use minimally
reflective glass and all other materials used on tb~exterior of the
DrODOSed buildings and structures (inoluding the gondola cabins
and towers) shall be selected with attention to minimizing reflective
glare.

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-3d: Vegetative buffers shall be used to
reduce light intrusion on residential development to the south of the
oroiect site and on forested areas located adjacent to the projoot
sue.

Additional Mitigation Measure AES-2: The Applicant shall prepare and submit
an outdoor lighting plan pursuant to the Town’s Lighting
Regulations (Section 17.36.030, Outdoor Lighting Plans, of the
Municipal Code) to the Community and Economic Development
Planning Manager that includes a footcandle map illustrating the
amount of light from the project site at adjacent light sensitive
receptors.

Additional Mitigation Measure AES-3: Landscape lighting should be designed
as an integral part of the project. Lighting levels shall respond to
the type, intensity, and location of use. Safety and security for
pedestrians and vehicular movements must be anticipated.
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Lighting fixture locations shall not interfere or impair snow storage
or snow removal operations. Light fixtures shall have cut-off
shields to prevent light spill and glare into adjacent areas.

B. Air Quality

(1) Potential Impact: Short-term construction activities associated with the proposed
project would result in increased air pollutant emission impacts or expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Finding: I. Mitigation measures would reduce impacts related to short-term
construction air emissions to less than significant levels. The Town hereby
makes Finding 1 and determines that this impact is mitigated to less than
significant.

Facts in Support of Finding

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-la and 5.5-lb require one or more actions
to be taken prior to approval of the project plans and specifications, to avoid
adverse air quality emission impacts. Additional Mitigation Measures AQ-l and
AQ-2 require the project Applicant to obtain proper permits from the Great Basin
Unified Air Pollution Control District prior to the commencement of construction
activities to reduce impacts from construction emissions. Therefore, short-term
construction air quality impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in ctrikcthrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-la: Prior to acoroval of the oroiect clans
and specifications, the Public Works Director, or his designee. shall
confirm that the olans and soecifications stipulate that excessive
fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by regular watering or
other dust preventive measures and that fugitive dust shall not
cause a nuisance off-site, as specified in the Great Basin Unified
Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD’~ Rules and Regulations.
In order to reduce fugitive dust emissions, each development
project shall obtain permits, as needed, from the Town and the
State APCD and shall implementThe following measures shall be
implemented during grading and/or construction of the individual
development cites oroiect to ensure compliance with permit
conditions and applicable Town and GBUAPCD requirements.
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a. The individual dovolopment projects shall comply ~A~ith State,
GBUAPCD, Town, and Uniform Building Code dust control
regulations, so as to prevent the soil from being eroded by wind,
creating dust, or blowing onto a public road or roads or other
public or private property.

b. Adequate watering techniques shall be employed on a daily basis
to partially mitigate the impact of construction-generated dust
particulates.

c. Clean-up on construction-related dirt on approach routes to
individual dovolopment the Droiect sites/improvcmcntc shall be
ensured by the application of water and/or chemical dust
retardants that solidify loose soils. These measures shall be
implemented for construction vehicle access, as directed by the
Town Engineer. Measures shall also include covering, watering
or otherwise stabilizing all inactive soil piles (left more than 10
days) and inactive graded areas (left more than 10 days).

d. Any vegetative ground cover to be utilized on the individual
devclopment the Droiect sitec/improvcmcnts shall be planted as
soon as possible to reduce the amount of open space subject to
wind erosion. Irrigation shall be installed as soon as possible to
maintain the ground cover.

e. All trucks hauling dirt, soil or other loose dirt material shall be
covered.

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-Ib: To reduce the potential of spot
violations of the CO standards and odors from construction
equipment exhaust, unnecessary idling of construction equipment
shall be avoided Dursuant to CARB anti-idling regulations for in-use
Off Road Diesel Vehicles. DaraaraDh (d’(3~ (ldling’.

Additional Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Under the Great Basin Unified Air
Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) Rule 200-A and 200B, the
project Applicant shall apply for a Permit To Construct prior to
construction, which provides an orderly procedure for the review of
new and modified sources of air pollution.

Additional Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Under the Great Basin Unified Air
Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) Rule 216-A (New Source
Review Requirement for Determining Impact on i~Jr Quality
Secondary Sources), the project Applicant shall complete the
necessary permitting approvals prior to commencement of
construction activities.
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(2) Potential Impact: Development associated with the proposed project would
result in increased impacts pertaining to operational air emissions.

Finding: 1. Mitigation measures would reduce impacts related to long-term
operational air emissions to less than significant levels. The Town hereby
makes Finding 1 and determines that this impact is mitigated to less than
significant.

Facts in Support of Finding

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.5-2a, 5.5-2b, and 5.5-2c require one or
more actions to be taken prior to approval of the project plans to avoid
adverse long-term air quality emission impacts. Therefore, long-term
operational air quality impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in
ctrikethrough and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR
mitigation measures have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or
present the measure in a project-specific manner (as these measures are
programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-2a: In order to reduce emissions
associated with both mobile and stationary sources (i.e., wood
burning stoves and fireplaces), all individual dovolopment projocto
the orocosed oroiect shall adhere to the regulations contained in
the 2013 Air Quality Managcmcnt Maintenance Plan for the Town
of Mammoth Lakes and Chapter 8.30, Particulate Emission
Regulations, of the Town’s Municipal Code. The commercial use
tenants throughout the Specific Plan area shall, at a minimum,
include the following, as appropriate:

• Bicycle racks, lockers or secure storage areas for bicycles;
• Transit access, including bus turnouts;
• Site access design shall avoid queuing in driveways; and
• Mulch, groundcover, and native vegetation to reduce dust.

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-2b: Each The orooosed project shall
contribute on a fair share basis to the Town’s street sweeping
operations in order to reduce emissions and achicvc maintain the
required Federal standard.

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-2c: Now development within the Specific
Plan area shall not be permittod to utilizo wood burning appliancos

uuuiui standard is documented to not be exceeded.unless -the—~
Prior to aooroval of building olans. the Aoolicant shall orovide
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confirmation, to the satisfaction of the Town of Mammoth Lakes
Community and Economic DeveloDment Department. that wood
fired stoves or ao~Iiances would not be used on-site..

C. Noise

(1) Potential Impact: Grading and construction within the area would result in
temporary noise impacts to nearby noise sensitive receivers.

Finding: 1. The Town hereby makes Finding I and determines that this impact
would be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of the
proposed mitigation measures.

Facts in Support of Finding

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would temporarily
increase noise levels in the project vicinity and along nearby roadways. 1999
SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.6-la and 5.6-ib, as well as Additional Mitigation
Measures N-i and N-2 would be required prior to Grading Permit issuance to
mitigate construction noise impacts. 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.6-ia
and 5.6-lb would reduce short-term construction noise impacts by requiring
construction activities to only occur within the Town’s allowable construction
hours, and mobile construction equipment to be muffled. Further, Additional
Mitigation Measures N-I and N-2 would require the Applicant to provide a Noise
Disturbance Coordinator, and locate stationary construction equipment on the
project site in such a way that it does not impact sensitive noise receivers. With
implementation of applicable mitigation, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in strikcthrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.6-la: Prior to issuance of any Grading
Permit, the Director of Public Works and the Building Official shall
confirm that the Grading Plan. Building Plan. and specifications
stipulate that construction activities shall not take Dlace outside of
the allowable hours specified by Pursuant to ChaptcrSection
8.16.090 of the Town’s Municipal Code.Ordinancc, construction
cotivities shall bo limitod to the hours of L7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.
Monday through Saturday and prohibited on Sunday or holidays, or
as otherwise permitted by GhaptefSeçtion 8.16.O90,~.

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.6-Ib: Prior to Grading Permit issuance. all
Gçonstruction equipment. fixed or mobile, shall be muffled or
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controlled, if required, to meet Chapter 8.16 requirements for
maximum noise generated by construction equipment. Contracts
shall specify that engine-driven equipment be fitted with appropriate
noise mufflers.

Additional Mitigation Measure N-I: Prior to Grading Permit issuance, the
Applicant shall provide a qualified ‘Noise Disturbance Coordinator.”
The Disturbance Coordinator shall be responsible for responding to
any local complaints about construction noise. When a complaint is
received, the Disturbance Coordinator shall notify the Town within
24-hours of the complaint and determine the cause of the noise
complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and shall
implement reasonable measures to resolve the complaint, as
deemed acceptable by the Community and Economic Development
Department Planning Manager. The contact name and the
telephone number for the Disturbance Coordinator shall be clearly
posted on-site.

Additional Mitigation Measure N-2: Prior to Grading Permit issuance, during
construction, stationary construction equipment shall be placed
such that emitted noise is directed away from sensitive noise
receivers (e.g., along Minaret Road and away from the Fireside at
the Village condominiums).

(2) Potential Impact: The proposed project would result in an increase in long-term
stationary ambient noise levels.

Finding: I. The Town hereby makes Finding I and determines that this impact
would be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of the
proposed mitigation measures.

Facts in Support of Finding

Additional Mitigation Measure N-3 requires mechanical equipment to be placed
as far as practicable from sensitive receivers. With implementation of applicable
mitigation, long-term stationary noise impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Additional Mitigation Measure N-3: Mechanical equipment shall be placed as
far practicable from sensitive receptors. Additionally, the following
shall be considered prior HVAC installation: proper selection and
sizing of equipment, installation of equipment with proper acoustical
shielding, and incorporating the use of parapets into the building
design.
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D. Transportation and Traffic

(1) Potential Impact: Project construction would not cause a significant increase in
traffic for existing conditions when compared to the traffic capacity of the street
system.

Finding: 1. The Town hereby makes Finding I and determines that this impact
would be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of the
proposed mitigation measures.

Facts in Support of Finding

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would generate
traffic as a result of equipment being transported to the site and vehicular traffic
related to construction workers and delivery of materials to the project site.
Construction related trips associated with trucks and employees traveling to and
from the project site may result in minor traffic delays within the project area.
Additional Mitigation Measure TRA-1 would require implementation of a
construction management plan, consisting of a variety of measures to minimize
traffic and parking impacts upon the local circulation system. Implementation of
Additional Mitigation Measure TRA-I would reduce potential short-term traffic
impacts from project construction to less than significant levels.

Mitigation Measures

Additional Mitigation Measure TRA-1: Prior to Issuance of any Building
Permits, a Construction Management Plan shall be submitted for
review and approval by the Community and Economic
Development Department Planning Manager. The Construction
Management Plan shall, at a minimum, address the following:

• Traffic control for any street closure, detour, or other disruption
to traffic circulation.

• Identify the routes that construction vehicles would utilize for the
delivery of construction materials (i.e., lumber, tiles, piping,
windows, etc.), to access the site, traffic controls and detours,
and proposed construction phasing plan for the project.

• Specify the hours during which transport activities can occur
and methods to mitigate construction-related impacts to
adjacent streets.

• Require the Applicant to keep all haul routes clean and free of
debris, including but not limited to gravel and dirt as a result of
its operations. The Applicant shall clean adjacent streets, as
directed by the Town Engineer (or representative of the Town
Engineer), of any material which may have been spilled,
tracked, or blown onto adjacent streets or areas.
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• The scheduling of hauling or transport of oversize loads shall
avoid peak hour traffic periods to the maximum extent feasible,
unless approved otherwise by the Town Engineer. No hauling
or transport shall be allowed during nighttime hours or Federal
holidays. All hauling and transport activities shall comply with
Municipal Code Chapter 8.16, Noise Regulation.

• Haul trucks entering or exiting public streets shall at all times
yield to the public traffic.

• If hauling operations cause any damage to existing pavement,
streets, curbs, and/or gutters along the haul route, the Applicant
shall be fully responsible for repairs. The repairs shall be
completed to the satisfaction of the Town Engineer.

• All constructed-related parking and staging of vehicles shall be
kept out of the adjacent public roadways and shall occur within
the identified construction staging area.

• This Plan shall meet standards established in the current
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Device (MUTCD)
as well as Town of Mammoth Lakes requirements.

E. Utilities and Service Systems

(1) Potential Impact: Project implementation would increase the demand for water
at the project site.

Finding: 1. The Town hereby makes Finding I and determines that this impact
would be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of the
proposed mitigation measures.

Facts in Support of Finding

The project would result in result in an increase long-term water demand for
operational uses, including hotel rooms, food and beverage service, outdoor
pool/jacuzzis, and landscaping. To ensure that the Town would have necessary
infrastructure and water supply to accommodate the proposed project, 1999
SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-8 would require the project Applicant to comply
with all applicable Municipal and Fire Code requirements, and pay the
appropriate fees to the Mammoth Community Water District and Mammoth Lakes
Fire Protection District. Implementation of 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-
8 would reduce potential long-term impacts from water demand to a less than
significant level.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in ctrikethrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).
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1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-8: Prior to building permit issuance. the
project aApplicant shall comDlv with all aDDlicable Municioal and
Fire Code requirements and pay the appropriate fees to the MCWD
and MLFPD. All new water oonvoyanoo faoilitios shall be inotallod
within public rights of way or utility oasemonts.

(2) Potential Impact: Project implementation would result in an increase in
wastewater generation at the project site.

Finding: 1. The Town hereby makes Finding I and determines that this impact
would be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of the
proposed mitigation measures.

Facts in Support of Finding

The project would result in result in an increase in long-term wastewater
generation at the project site as a result of the proposed 67-room hotel. To
ensure that the Town would have necessary infrastructure to accommodate the
wastewater generation from the proposed project, 1999 SPEIR Mitigation
Measure 5.10-7 would require the project Applicant to comply with all applicable
Municipal Code requirements, and pay the appropriate fees to the Mammoth
Community Water District. Implementation of 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure
5.10-7 would reduce potential long-term impacts from water demand to a less
than significant level.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in ctrikcthrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-7: Prior to building oermit issuance._~he
project eApplicant shall comolv with all apolicable Municipal Code
requirements and pay the appropriate fees to the MCWD. All ncw
wastewater oonveyanoo faoilitios shall be installed within publio
rights of way or utility oasemonts.

5. CUMULATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The Town hereby finds as follows:

A. Aesthetics/Light and Glare

(1) Potential Impact: Development associated with the proposed project and
related cumulative projects could result in a significant cumulative short-term
aesthetic impact.
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Finding: 1. The Town hereby makes Finding 1 and determines that this impact
would be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of the
proposed mitigation measures.

Facts in Support of Finding

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-lj requires action to be taken prior to
construction activities in order to avoid adverse cumulative visual impacts from
construction hauling vehicles. Further, Additional Mitigation Measure AES-1
requires action to be taken prior to construction activities in order to avoid
adverse cumulative visual impacts from the stockpiling of materials, construction
traffic, and vehicle staging areas. Therefore, cumulative long-term visual
character/quality impacts from construction activities would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in ctrikethrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR

Additional

Mitigation Measure 5.3-lj: Construction egui~ment staging areas
shall use appropriate screening (i.e.. temporary fencing with
o~aaue material) to buffer views of construction equipment and
material from Dublic and sensitive viewers (e.g.. residents and
motorists/bicvclists/pedestrjpns). when feasible. Staging locations
shall be indicated on th~ project Building Permit and Grading Plans
and shall be subject to review by the Town of Mammoth Lakes
Community and Economic Development DeDartment Planning
Manaaer Director in accordance with the Municipal Code
requirements.

Mitigation Measure AES-1: The Applicant shall prepare and submit
a construction hauling plan to be reviewed and approved by the
Community and Economic Development Department Planning
Manager prior to issuance of Grading Permit. The hauling plan
shall ensure that construction haul routes minimize impacts to
sensitive uses in the project vicinity.

(2) Potential Impact: Development associated with the proposed project and
related cumulative projects could result in significant long-term cumulative
character/quality impacts.
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Finding: 1. The Town hereby makes Finding I and determines that this impact
would be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of the
proposed mitigation measures.

Facts in Support of Finding

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.3-id and 5.3-2b require the project’s
proposed landscaping and architectural style to blend with the area’s natural
setting, which would further reduce cumulative impacts in this regard. Therefore,
cumulative long-term visual character/quality impacts from project
implementation would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in ctrikethrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-Id: The landscape design for the site shall
maximize the use of existing vegetation, and where new plants are
introduced, they shall include, and/or blend with, plants native to
the Mammoth Lakes environment. Landscaoing shall be tolerant of
shaded areas, where aDDlicable. Landscape plans for the site shall
be completed by a certified landscape architect.

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-2b The architectural style for the
development shall blend with the site’s natural setting. Rooflines
shall reflect (step down) the slope of the site, and natural “earth
tone” colors and materials such as stone and wood shall be
emphasized. Conformance shall be assured through the Town’s
design review procedures.

(3) Potential Impact: Development of the proposed project would introduce new
sources of light and glare into the project area, which could result in cumulatively
considerable light and glare impacts.

Finding: 1. Mitigation measures would reduce cumulative light and glare impacts
from the proposed project to less than significant levels. The Town hereby
makes Finding I and determines that this impact is mitigated to less than
significant.

Facts in Support of Finding

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.3-3c and 5.3-3d require the use of minimally
reflective glass and vegetative buffers to minimize glare and light intrusion from
the project site. In addition, Mitigation Measures AES-2 and AES-3 require an
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outdoor lighting plan to reduce lighting impacts at adjacent sensitive receptors,
and integration of landscape lighting at the project site. Therefore, cumulative
light and glare impacts from project implementation would be less than
significant.

MitiQation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in ctrikcthrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-3c: The project shall use minimally
reflective glass and all other materials used on th~exterior of the
DroDosed buildings and structures (inoluding tho gondola oabins
and towcrc) shall be selected with attention to minimizing reflective
glare.

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.3-3d: Vegetative buffers shall be used to
reduce light intrusion on residential development to the south of the
Droiect site and on forested aroas looatod adjaoent to tho projoot
~e.

Additional Mitigation Measure AES-2: The Applicant shall prepare and submit
an outdoor lighting plan pursuant to the Town’s Lighting
Regulations (Section 17.36.030, Outdoor Lighting Plans, of the
Municipal Code) to the Community and Economic Development
Planning Manager that includes a footcandle map illustrating the
amount of light from the project site at adjacent light sensitive
receptors.

Additional Mitigation Measure AES-3: Landscape lighting should be designed
as an integral part of the project. Lighting levels shall respond to
the type, intensity, and location of use. Safety and security for
pedestrians and vehicular movements must be anticipated.
Lighting fixture locations shall not interfere or impair snow storage
or snow removal operations. Light fixtures shall have cut-off
shields to prevent light spill and glare into adjacent areas.

B. Air Quality

(1) Potential Impact: Short-term construction activities associated with the
proposed project and other related cumulative projects, would result in increased
air pollutant emission impacts or expose sensitive receptors to increased
pollutant concentrations.
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Finding: 1. The Town hereby makes Finding 1 and determines that this impact
would be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of the
proposed mitigation measures.

Facts in Support of Finding

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-la and 5.5-lb require one or more actions
to be taken, prior to approval of the project plans and specifications, to avoid
adverse cumulative air quality emission impacts. Additional Mitigation Measures
AQ-l and AQ-2 require the project Applicant to obtain proper permits from the
Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District prior to the commencement of
construction activities to reduce impacts from construction emissions. Therefore,
cumulative short-term construction air quality impacts would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in strikethrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-la: Prior to a~~roval of the project olans
and sDecifications. the Public Works Director, or his designee, shall
confirm that the elans and specifications stipulate that excessive
fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by reaular watering or
other dust preventive measures and that fugitive dust shall not
cause a nuisance off-site. as specified in the Great Basin Unified
Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) Rules and Regulations.
In ordor to roduoe fugitive duet omiosione, each development
projoot ohall obtain permito, go noodod, from the Town and the
- - - A -! - -: - - “--- The following measures shall be
implemented during grading and/or construction of the individual
dovolopment citee proiect to ensure compliance with permit
conditions and applicable Town and GBUAPCD requirements.

a. The individual devolopmont project6 shall comply with State,
GBUAPCD, Town, and Uniform Building Code dust control
regulations, so as to prevent the soil from being eroded by wind,
creating dust, or blowing onto a public road or roads or other
public or private property.

b. Adequate watering techniques shall be employed on a daily basis
to partially mitigate the impact of construction-generated dust
particulates.
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c. Clean-up on construction-related dirt on approach routes to
individual devolopmont the oroiect sitec/improvements shall be
ensured by the application of water and/or chemical dust
retardants that solidify loose soils. These measures shall be
implemented for construction vehicle access, as directed by the
Town Engineer. Measures shall also include covering, watering
or otherwise stabilizing all inactive soil piles (left more than 10
days) and inactive graded areas (left more than 10 days).

d. Any vegetative ground cover to be utilized on the individual
development the Droiect sitec/improvcment~ shall be planted as
soon as possible to reduce the amount of open space subject to
wind erosion. Irrigation shall be installed as soon as possible to
maintain the ground cover.

e. All trucks hauling dirt, soil or other loose dirt material shall be
covered.

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-Ib: To reduce the potential of spot
violations of the CO standards and odors from construction
equipment exhaust, unnecessary idling of construction equipment
shall be avoided Dursuant to CARB anti-idling regulations for in-use
Off Road Diesel Vehicles. Daraaraoh (d)(3) (Idling).

Additional Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Under the Great Basin Unified Air
Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) Rule 200-A and 200B, the
project Applicant shall apply for a Permit To Construct prior to
construction, which provides an orderly procedure for the review of
new and modified sources of air pollution.

Additional Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Under the Great Basin Unified Air
Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) Rule 216-A (New Source
Review Requirement for Determining Impact on 1AJr Quality
Secondary Sources), the project Applicant shall complete the
necessary permitting approvals prior to commencement of
construction activities.

(2) Potential Impact: Development associated with the proposed project and other
related cumulative projects, would result in increased impacts pertaining to
operational air emissions.

Finding: 1. Mitigation measures would reduce impacts related to cumulative
long-term operational air emissions to less than significant levels. The Town
hereby makes Finding 1 and determines that this impact is mitigated to less than
significant.
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Facts in Support of Finding

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.5-2a, 5.5-2b, and 5.5-2c require one or more
actions to be taken prior to approval of the project plans to avoid adverse
cumulative long-term air quality emission impacts. Therefore, cumulative long-
term operational air quality impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in ctrikcthrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-2a: In order to reduce emissions
associated with both mobile and stationary sources (i.e., wood
burning stoves and fireplaces), all individual dovolopmont projects
the proposed proiect shall adhere to the regulations contained in
the 2013 Air Quality Management Maintenance Plan for the Town
of Mammoth Lakes and Chapter 8.30, Particulate Emission
Regulations, of the Town’s Municipal Code. The commercial use
tenants throughout the Specific Plan area shall, at a minimum,
include the following, as appropriate:

• Bicycle racks, lockers or secure storage areas for bicycles;
• Transit access, including bus turnouts;
• Site access design shall avoid queuing in driveways; and
• Mulch, groundcover, and native vegetation to reduce dust.

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-2b: Each The orooosed project shall
contribute on a fair share basis to the Town’s street sweeping
operations in order to reduce emissions and achicve maintain the
required Federal standard.

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-2c: New development within the Spooifio
Plan area shall not be permitted to utilize wood burning applianoes
unless the Federal standard is documented to not be exceeded.
Prior to a~oroval of building plans, the Aoolicant shall provide
confirmation, to the satisfaction of the Town of Mammoth Lakes
Community and Economic Develooment Deoartment. that wood
fired stoves or aepliances would not be used on-site.

C. Noise

(1) Potential Impact: Grading and construction within the area combined with other
related cumulative projects could result in short-term noise impacts to nearby
noise sensitive receivers.
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Finding: 1. The Town hereby makes Finding I and determines that this impact
would be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of the
proposed mitigation measures.

Facts in Support of Finding

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would temporarily
increase noise levels in the project vicinity and along nearby roadways. 1999
SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.6-la and 5.6-lb, as well as Additional Mitigation
Measures N-I and N-2 would be required prior to Grading Permit issuance to
mitigate construction noise impacts. 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.6-la
and 5.6-lb would reduce short-term construction noise impacts by requiring
construction activities to only occur within the Town’s allowable construction
hours, and mobile construction equipment to be muffled. Further, Additional
Mitigation Measures N-I and N-2 would require the Applicant to provide a Noise
Disturbance Coordinator, and locate stationary construction equipment on the
project site in such a way that it does not impact sensitive noise receivers. With
implementation of applicable mitigation, short-term cumulative construction noise
impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in ctrikcthrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.6-la: Prior to issuance of any Grading
Permit. the Director of Public Works and the Building Official shall
confirm that the Grading Plan. Building Plan. and soecifications
stipulate that construction activities shall not take olace outside of
the allowable hours sDecified by Pursuant to G~,ap.teFSection
8.16.090 of the Town’s Municipal Code,Ordinancc, construction
aotivitieo shall be limitod to the hours of L7:OO a.m. to 8:00 p.m.
Monday through Saturday and prohibited on Sunday or holidays, or
as otherwise permitted by Ghap4et~Sec.tio.n 8.16.090~.

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.6-Ib: Prior to Grading Permit issuance. all
G~onstruction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be muffled or
controlled, if required, to meet Chapter 8.16 requirements for
maximum noise generated by construction equipment. Contracts
shall specify that engine-driven equipment be fitted with appropriate
noise mufflers.
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Additional Mitigation Measure N-I: Prior to Grading Permit issuance, the
Applicant shall provide a qualified “Noise Disturbance Coordinator.”
The Disturbance Coordinator shall be responsible for responding to
any local complaints about construction noise. When a complaint is
received, the Disturbance Coordinator shall notify the Town within
24-hours of the complaint and determine the cause of the noise
complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and shall
implement reasonable measures to resolve the complaint, as
deemed acceptable by the Community and Economic Development
Department Planning Manager. The contact name and the
telephone number for the Disturbance Coordinator shall be clearly
posted on-site.

Additional Mitigation Measure N-2: Prior to Grading Permit issuance, during
construction, stationary construction equipment shall be placed
such that emitted noise is directed away from sensitive noise
receivers (e.g., along Minaret Road and away from the Fireside at
the Village condominiums).

(2) Potential Impact: The proposed project combined with other related cumulative
projects would result in an increase in long-term stationary ambient noise levels.

Finding: I. The Town hereby makes Finding 1 and determines that this impact
would be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of the
proposed mitigation measures.

Facts in Support of Finding

Additional Mitigation Measure N-3 requires mechanical equipment to be placed
as far as practicable from sensitive receivers. With implementation of applicable
mitigation, cumulative long-term stationary noise impacts would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures

Additional Mitigation Measure N-3: Mechanical equipment shall be placed as
far practicable from sensitive receptors. Additionally, the following
shall be considered prior HVAC installation: proper selection and
sizing of equipment, installation of equipment with proper acoustical
shielding, and incorporating the use of parapets into the building
design.

D. Transportation and Traffic

(1) Potential Impact: Construction of the proposed project, and other related
cumulative projects, could increase traffic when compared to the traffic capacity
of the existing street system.
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Finding: 1. The Town hereby makes Finding 1 and determines that this impact
would be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of the
proposed mitigation measures.

Facts in Support of Finding

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would generate
traffic as a result of equipment being transported to the site and vehicular traffic
related to construction workers and delivery of materials to the project site.
Construction related trips associated with trucks and employees traveling to and
from the project site may result in minor traffic delays within the project area.
Additional Mitigation Measure TRA-1 would require implementation of a
construction management plan, consisting of a variety of measures to minimize
traffic and parking impacts upon the local circulation system. Implementation of
Additional Mitigation Measure TRA-1 would reduce potential cumulative short-
term traffic impacts from project construction to less than significant levels.

Miticiation Measures

Additional Mitigation Measure TRA-1: Prior to Issuance of any Building
Permits, a Construction Management Plan shall be submitted for
review and approval by the Community and Economic
Development Department Planning Manager. The Construction
Management Plan shall, at a minimum, address the following:

• Traffic control for any street closure, detour, or other disruption
to traffic circulation.

• Identify the routes that construction vehicles would utilize for the
delivery of construction materials (i.e., lumber, tiles, piping,
windows, etc.), to access the site, traffic controls and detours,
and proposed construction phasing plan for the project.

• Specify the hours during which transport activities can occur
and methods to mitigate construction-related impacts to
adjacent streets.

• Require the Applicant to keep all haul routes clean and free of
debris, including but not limited to gravel and dirt as a result of
its operations. The Applicant shall clean adjacent streets, as
directed by the Town Engineer (or representative of the Town
Engineer), of any material which may have been spilled,
tracked, or blown onto adjacent streets or areas.

• The scheduling of hauling or transport of oversize loads shall
avoid peak hour traffic periods to the maximum extent feasible,
unless approved otherwise by the Town Engineer. No hauling
or transport shall be allowed during nighttime hours or Federal
holidays. All hauling and transport activities shall comply with
Municipal Code Chapter 8.16, Noise Regulation.
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• Haul trucks entering or exiting public streets shall at all times
yield to the public traffic.

• If hauling operations cause any damage to existing pavement,
streets, curbs, and/or gutters along the haul route, the Applicant
shall be fully responsible for repairs. The repairs shall be
completed to the satisfaction of the Town Engineer.

• All constructed-related parking and staging of vehicles shall be
kept out of the adjacent public roadways and shall occur within
the identified construction staging area.

• This Plan shall meet standards established in the current
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Device (MUTCD)
as well as Town of Mammoth Lakes requirements.

E. Utilities and Service Systems

(1) Potential Impact: Development associated with the proposed project and other
related cumulative projects could result in cumulatively considerable impacts to
the water supply and wastewater generation.

Finding: 1. The Town hereby makes Finding 1 and determines that this impact
would be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of the
proposed mitigation measures.

Facts in Support of Finding

The project would result in result in an increase in long-term water demand, and
wastewater generation from operational uses, including hotel rooms, food and
beverage service, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, and landscaping. To ensure that the
Town would have necessary wastewater infrastructure and water supply to
accommodate the proposed project, 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.10-7
and 5.10-8 would require the project Applicant to comply with all applicable
Municipal and Fire Code requirements, and pay the appropriate fees to the
Mammoth Community Water District and Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection
District. Implementation of 1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measures 5.10-7 and 5.10-8
would reduce potential cumulative long-term impacts from water demand and
wastewater generation to less than significant levels.

Mitigation Measures

Modifications to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures are made in strikcthrough
and double underline text. The changes to the 1999 SPEIR mitigation measures
have been made to clarify/up-date the information and/or present the measure in
a project-specific manner (as these measures are programmatic in nature).

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-7: Prior to building Dermit issuance. Pthe
project aApplicant shall comolv with all aDDlicable MuniciDal Code
requirements and pay the appropriate fees to the MCWD. All new
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~reyance facilities shall be installed ~thin publio
- - -. Jtility cacements.

1999 SPEIR Mitigation Measure 5.10-8: Prior to building oermit issuance. ~he
project aApplicant shall comely with all aoclicable Municieal and
Fire Code requirements and pay the appropriate fees to the MCWD
and MLFPD. All new water conveyance facilitico shall be installed
within public rights of way or utility easements.

6. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

The State CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to “discuss the ways” a project could be
growth inducing and to “discuss the characteristics of some projects that may
encourage.. . activities that could significantly affect the environment.” According to State
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(d), growth inducing impacts can occur when a
proposed Project places additional stress on a community by directly inducing economic or
population growth that would lead to construction of new development projects in the
same area as the Project. However, the State CEQA Guidelines do not require that an
EIR predict (or speculate) specifically where such growth would occur, in what form it
would occur, or when it would occur. The answers to such questions require speculation,
which CEQA discourages (refer to State CEQA Guidelines § 15145). (Draft SEIR Section
6.3, Growth-Inducing ImDacts.)

In general terms, a project may foster spatial, economic, or population growth in a
geographic area if it meets any one of the following criteria: (Draft SEIR Section 6.3.)

• Removal of an impediment to growth (e.g., establishment of an essential public
service and provision of new access to an area);

• Fostering economic expansion or growth (e.g., changes in revenue base and
employment expansion);

• Fostering of population growth (e.g., construction of additional housing), either
directly or indirectly;

• Establishment of a precedent-setting action (e.g., an innovation, a change in
zoning, and general plan amendment approval); or

• Development of or encroachment on an isolated or adjacent area of open
space (being distinct from an in-fill project).

Should a project meet any one of the above-listed criteria, it may be considered growth
inducing. The potential growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project are evaluated
below.

Please note that growth-inducing effects are not to be construed as necessarily beneficial,
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. This issue is presented to provide
additional information on ways in which this project could contribute to significant changes
in the environment beyond the direct consequences of developing the land use concept
examined in the preceding sections of the Draft SEIR.
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Growth Inducing Impact Threshold 1: Would this project remove obstacles to
growth, e.g., through the construction or extension of major infrastructure
facilities that do not presently exist in the project area or through changes in
existing regulations pertaining to land development?

Finding: The proposed project is the last phase of a three-phase development.
The first two phases have been completed, as well as the 136-space parking
structure. The project would be located atop the parking podium, adjoining the
existing buildings. The project site is within the North Village District. Although the
project v~uld increase density on the site, it would accommodate the increase by
transferring 30 rooms from one of the Mammoth Crossing sites. Therefore, the
project would not result in overall growth beyond what is anticipated in the North
Village Specific Plan (NVSP) and the Town of Mammoth Lakes General Plan 2007
(2007 General Plan).

As the project site is already developed, transportation and infrastructure exist to
serve the existing on-site and surrounding uses. The project would not require new
roadways, sewer lines, or storm drain facilities to serve the project site and would
not represent a removal of an impediment to growth.

Growth Inducing Impact Threshold 2: Would this project foster economic
expansion or growth?

Finding: As stated above, the project involves the development of a 67-room hotel
with associated commercial square footage. During project construction,
construction-related jobs would be created. However, these jobs would be
temporary and would not be growth-inducing. During project operation, economic
growth associated with the hotel rooms and commercial uses would be consistent
with the 2007 General Plan with respect to the planned land use for the project site
and with respect to overall density within the NVSP.

Growth Inducing Impact Threshold 3: Would this project foster population
expansion or growth?

Finding: A project could foster population growth in an area either directly (through
the development of new homes) or indirectly (through the development of
employment-generating land uses). The project proposes 67 hotel rooms above an
existing parking podium. Therefore, the proposed project would foster indirect
growth in the Town’s population. Since a condominium-hotel project could be
constructed, the project also has the potential to foster direct growth; however, this
is not anticipated because of the hotel design and transient function. As concluded
above, transportation and infrastructure exist to serve the range of recreational,
commercial, and residential uses in the project vicinity. The project does not
involve the extension of roads or other infrastructure into undeveloped areas.
Therefore, the project would not foster population growth through the extension of
roads or other infrastructure. Given the proposed project would occur in
accordance with the 2007 General Plan and 1999 SPEIR’s anticipated
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development (with implementation of the proposed density transfer from one of the
Mammoth Crossing sites), project implementation would be consistent with the
Town’s growth forecasts and would result in no greater impacts associated with
population growth than previously analyzed. Therefore, the project would not result
in substantial population growth in the Town.

Growth Inducing Impact Threshold 4: Would approval of this project involve
some precedent-setting action that could encourage and facilitate other activities
that could significantly affect the environment?

Finding: As demonstrated in Section 5.1, Land Use and Relevant Planning, the
proposed project would require a District Zoning Amendment to allow development
of the proposed project. However, the amendments proposed would apply solely to
the project site. The amendments to the NVSP are not considered to be
precedent-setting since other projects in the NVSP have obtained approvals for
buildings of the same height or taller, the same or increased density, and modified
setbacks. Further, due to the nature of the project and minimal amount of
population growth anticipated to be generated, the proposed project would not be
considered growth inducing with respect to a precedent-setting action.

Growth Inducing Impact Threshold 5: Would approval of this development
encroach on an isolated or adjacent area of open space?

Finding: The proposed project would not be growth-inducing with respect to
development or encroachment into an isolated or adjacent area of open space.
The proposed project would be developed on top of an existing parking structure
podium. Additionally, development of the project site has been identified in the
1999 SPEIR and anticipated by the Town’s 2007 General Plan. The project site
is zoned North Village Specific Plan (NVSP), Resort General (RG), according to
the Town’s Official Zoning Map and the North Village Specific Plan Zoning.
According to the 2007 General Plan, the NVSP is intended to create a visitor-
oriented entertainment retail and lodging district anchored by a pedestrian plaza
and a gondola connection to Mammoth Mountain Ski Area. Proposed
development would be contained within the project site and would not encroach
into surrounding areas or any areas designated as Open Space. No impacts
would result with regard to development or encroachment of open space.

7. FINDINGS REGARDING ALTERNATIVES

A. Alternatives Considered and Rejected During the ScopinglProject Planning
Process

In addition to the guidance cited above regarding purpose and contents of an analysis
of alternatives to a proposed project, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) states that
an EIR should identify alternatives that were considered for analysis but rejected as
infeasible and briefly explain the reasons for their rejection. According to the CEQA
Guidelines, the following factors may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed
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consideration: the alternative’s failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, the
alternative’s infeasibility, or the alternative’s inability to avoid significant environmental
impacts. The alternatives that were considered and rejected as infeasible are
discussed below.

• 1999 SPEIR Alternatives: The project site is part of the NVSP. The NVSP
was adopted in 1991 and has been amended several times. The NVSP
establishes development regulations for approximately 64 acres located
around Minaret Road, Main Street/Lake Mary Road, and Canyon Boulevard.
The intent of the NVSP is to develop a cohesive, pedestrian-oriented resort
activity node, and to provide a year-round focus for visitor activity within the
town.

Several projects have been approved under the NVSP, resulting in the
development or redevelopment of various properties in the area. One of
these projects is the 8050 project (encompassing the project site), which
consists of a three-phased development. The certified 1999 SPEIR was
found to adequately cover and address the 8050 project. The first two
phases of the 8050 project, Buildings A and B, have been completed, as well
as the parking structure that would serve all three phases, Buildings A, B, and
C. On April 27, 2005, the Planning Commission of the Town of Mammoth
Lakes approved Tentative Tract Map 36-229 and Use Permit 2005-01, which
approved Building C, the third and final building in the 8050 complex. The
requisite building permit was subsequently issued by the Town to allow for
construction of the approved Building C, which totaled 41,134 square feet and
included 21 residential condominiums with a total of 33 bedrooms. The
proposed Inn at the Village project is a redesign of Building C. The analyses
that were conducted as part of the 1999 SPEIR that were considered by the
Town, but were rejected as infeasible, are discussed below. It encompasses
the alternative development scenarios that were considered, and presents the
findings of the environmental impact analyses that were conducted.

1999 SPEIR Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, analyzed the
following alternatives to the project or to the location of the project:

No Project Alternative. This alternative consisted of the buildout of the 1994
NVSP. The 1994 NVSP included 41 separate parcels under several separate
ownerships, totaling 64.1 acres. It created a set of land use designations and
development standards to facilitate the development of the NVSP area as a
concentrated, pedestrian-oriented activity center with limited demand for
automobile use. Buildout of the 1994 NVSP would have resulted in the
development of up to 3,020 accommodation rooms, in addition to affordable
housing, and 135,000 square feet of commercial uses. The overall NVSP
density would be approximately 54 rooms per acre based on three land use
districts, the highest intensity district permitting a maximum of 80 rooms per
acre and the lowest intensity district permitting a maximum of 48 rooms per
acre. While the proposed types of land uses would be similar between the

Page 33 of 42



1994 and 1999 NVSP Amendment, the orientation and distribution of uses
differed with the 1999 NVSP Amendment. Despite the differences in
development standards and distribution, the No Project Alternative would
fulfill the primary project objectives outlined for the 1999 NVSP Amendment.

Reduced Density Alternative. The Reduced Density Alternative assumed a
30 percent reduction in the overall density (square footage) of the 1999 NVSP
Amendment. The density reduction would occur proportionally for all
permitted land use types. The overall distribution of uses would remain the
same as the 1999 NVSP Amendment. The Reduced Density iêJternative
would fulfill the primary project objectives for the 1999 NVSP Amendment to a
lesser degree because of the reduction in size.

Alternative Site Alternative. The Alternative Site Alternative assumed the
construction of the same proposed land uses under the 1999 NVSP
Amendment on the Lodestar at Mammoth Master Plan site. The Lodestar at
Mammoth site is bordered to the north by Main Street, to the south by
Meridian Boulevard and Minaret Road, to the west by Lake Mary Road and to
the east by Joaquin Road. In May 1991, a Master Plan for development
within the area of Lodestar at Mammoth Master Plan was prepared including
land use development standards and conditions of approval for all
development. A Final EIR was prepared in February 1991 and subsequently
certified in April 17, 1991 for the Master Plan based on construction of a 210-
acre master planned destination resort, which includes 40 single-family
homes, 735 multi-family condominiums, 100 lodges and apartments
(employee housing), 515,600 square feet of full-service hotels, an 80,000
square feet commercial village, and a 110-acre 18-hole golf course. Although
the Alternative Site Alternative would result in the same amount and type of
development proposed, it would not fulfill the primary project objectives of the
1999 NVSP Amendment to facilitate the development (or renovation) of
NVSP area as a concentrated, pedestrian oriented activity center with
restricted vehicular access.

Based on the analysis presented in Chapter 7 of the 1999 SPEIR, the No
Project Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative.
CEQA Section 15126.6 indicates that if the “No Project” Alternative is the
“Environmentally Superior” Alternative, the EIR should also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives. As the Reduced
Density Alternative would result in the least environmental impacts when
compared to the 1999 NVSP Amendment project while still meeting many of
the project objectives and not increasing the significance of anticipated
impacts, the Reduced Density Alternative was considered the
Environmentally Superior Alternative.

As these alternatives do not focus analysis on a project-level basis, the three
alternatives analyzed in the 1999 SPEIR have been considered, but rejected
from further consideration.

Page 34 of 42



• Alternative Development Areas: CEQA requires that the discussion of
alternatives focus on alternatives to the project or its location that are capable
of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project.
Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(2)(A), the key question and first step
in the analysis is whether any of the significant effects of the project would be
avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location.
Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the SEIR. In
general, any development of the size and type proposed by the Inn at the
Village project would have substantially the same impacts on an
environmental basis. Without a site specific analysis, impacts on aesthetics,
air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, land use and planning, and utilities
and service systems cannot be evaluated. However, it could be inferred that
other impacts, such as biological resources, cultural resources, geology and
soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, mineral
resources, noise, etc., could result in increased impacts, as an alternative site
may be undeveloped. The Applicant has a vested right to develop the
previously approved 8050 Building C on the project site, pursuant to the
building permit issued under the approved Tentative Tract Map 36-229 and
Use Permit 2005-01. Although the Applicant owns other properties in the
NVSP area, these other properties are not yet entitled for future development
(Mammoth Crossing sites located to the south of the project site).
Furthermore, it is a key objective of the proposed project, and a key aspect of
its design, to enhance pedestrian integration and accessibility while improving
animation and vibrancy of the streetscape along Minaret Road at the project
site. Consequently, this alternative has been considered and rejected from
further analysis.

B. Alternatives Selected for Analysis

Based on the criteria listed above, the following three alternatives have been
determined to represent a reasonable range of alternatives that could potentially attain
most of the basic objectives of the project and have the potential to avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects of the project. These
alternatives are analyzed in detail in the following sections.

• No Project/No Development Alternative
• No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative; and
• Reduced Height Alternative

An EIR must identify an “environmentally superior” alternative, and where the No
Project Alternative is identified as environmentally superior, the EIR is required to
identify as environmentally superior an alternative from among the others evaluated.
Each alternative’s environmental impacts are compared to the proposed project and
determined to be environmentally superior, neutral, or inferior. However, only significant
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and unavoidable impacts are used in making the final determination of whether an
alternative is environmentally superior or inferior to the proposed project. However, no
impacts analyzed in the Draft SEIR were found to be significant and unavoidable.
Section 7.3, “Environmentally Superior” Alternative, of the Draft SEIR identifies the
environmentally superior alternative as the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Alternative.

The proposed project is analyzed in detail in Section 7.0, Alternatives, of the Draft SEIR.

1. Alternatives Comparison

Table 1, Comparison of Impacts Associated with the Alternatives and Impacts of the
Proposed Project, below, provides a summary matrix that compares the impacts
associated with the project with the impacts of each of the proposed alternatives.

Table I
Comparison of Impacts Associated with the

Alternatives and Impacts of the Proposed Project

Alternative 2:
Alternative 1: No Project!

Section No ProjectlNo Reasonably Red cedHelht
Development Foreseeable U 9

Development

AestheticslLight Less Less Less
and Glare (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant)

A~ Q l~h Less Less Similarir ua 1 (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant)

Greenhouse Gas Less Less Similar
Emissions (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant)
Land Use and Similar Similar Similar
Relevant Planning (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant)

N Less Less Similaroise (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant)

Traffic and Less Less Similar
Circulation (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant)
Utilities and Less Less Similar
Service Systems (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant) (Less Than Significant)

a) No ProjectlNo Build Alternative

Description: This alternative assumes that the existing 8050 project would remain in
the current state, with Buildings A and B of the project completed as well as the 136-
space parking structure that serves the project site. The project site would remain the
parking structure podium, and no development would be constructed atop. The seven
story hotel, totaling 64,750 gross square feet that includes up to 67 hotel rooms, food
and beverage service, spa, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, lobby, and landscaping elements
would not be developed. Under this alternative, the pedestrian porte cochere, allowing
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for pedestrian integration and improved circulation and a public kiosk or retail space at
street level would not be constructed. Additionally, the existing sidewalk along Minaret
Road would not be reconstructed to Town standards.

Environmental Effects: A full discussion of the No Project/No Development
Alternative’s environmental impacts as compared to the proposed project is set forth in
Section 7.2.1, “No Prolect/No Develo,iment” Alternative, of the Draft SEIR, which is
hereby incorporated by reference. In comparison to the proposed project, as shown
above in Table 1, the No Project/No Development Alternative would reduce impacts to
aesthetics/light and glare, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, traffic and
circulation, and utilities and service systems. Impacts related to land use and relevant
planning would be similar to the proposed. project. Overall, the No Project/No
Development Alternative would have less environmental impacts than the proposed
project.

Ability to Achieve Project Objectives: The No Project/No Development Alternative
would not attain most of the project’s basic objectives. This Alternative would not meet the
Town’s goals and objectives pertaining to creating a sense of exploration using pedestrian-
oriented sidewalks, plazas, and courtyards with pedestrian comforts; a visitor-oriented
entertainment retail district; active day and evening through all four seasons, designed to
achieve a two to three hour visit; resort and resident activities, amenities, and services;
animation with retail and significant businesses oriented to the street; retail and services in
“storefronf’ setting located at the sidewalk; and a variety of resort lodging supported by
meeting facilities, outdoor activities, and restaurants, arts, culture, and entertainment.

The goals and objectives of the NVSP would not be fully realized with implementation of
the No Project/No Development Alternative. This Alternative would not provide resort
accommodations and supporting commercial facilities for visitor-oriented activities and
facilities or integrated pedestrian access to and from the plazas.

This Alternative would not meet many of the project’s objectives, including the objectives
to construct a compelling, iconic, and economically sustainable lodging development that
would revitalize and enhance vibrancy to the NVSP area by providing greater pedestrian
integration and accessibility for tourists and locals. An array of services and amenities
including dining, casual gathering places, publically accessible landscaped spaces, and
visitor accommodations for residents and visitors would not be provided at the project site.
The No Project/No Development Alternative would also not achieve economic
sustainability by creating Town revenue through transient occupancy tax.

Finding: In comparison to the proposed project, the No Project/No Development
Alternative would reduce impacts to aesthetics/light and glare, air quality, greenhouse
gas emissions, noise, traffic and circulation, and utilities and service systems. Impacts
related to land use and relevant planning would be similar to the proposed project.
Overall, the No Project/No Development Alternative would have fewer environmental
impacts than the proposed project, making it an environmentally superior alternative.
However, since the No Project/No Development Alternative fails to meet most of the
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project, NVSP, and Town’s objectives, it has been rejected by the Town in favor of the
proposed project.

b) No ProjectlNo Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative

Description: The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative
proposes the development of new private residential condominiums on the project site
as currently permitted (the approved 8050 Building C), which would total 41,134 square
feet including 21 residential condominiums with a total of 33 bedrooms and would be
five stories (62 feet) in height. The development associated with this alternative would
have a broader building mass, covering the entire existing parking structure podium.
The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would be consistent
with the NVSP and amendments would not be required.

Table 2, Comparison of Proposed Project and No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Alternative, compares the land use type and overall building height of the
proposed project and the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative.

Table 2
Comparison of Proposed Project and No Project!
Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative

Land Use Proposed~ No ProJectlReasonably ForeseeableDevelopment Alternative

Hotel Rooms1 34,840 square feet -

(67 rooms)
Accessory Uses (e.g., lobby, circulation, etc.) 29,910 square feet -

41,134 square feet
Residential Condominiums - (21 residential condominiums,

33 rooms)
Building Height 80 feet2 62 feet3
Notes:
1. The hotel proposes rooms that would be approximately +1- 520 square feet per room.
2. Building height for the proposed project excludes an addftional 4 feet and 6 inches for roof appurtenances.
3. Building height for the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative excludes an additional 3 feet for roof

appurtenances.

Comparatively, this alternative proposes 21 residential condominiums with 33 rooms,
resulting in a difference in land use type and a decrease of 23,616 square feet from the
proposed project. This Alternative would not require a density transfer from the
Mammoth Crossing zone. In addition, this Alternative proposes a maximum height of
five stories (62 feet) plus another three feet for roof appurtenances, a decrease of 18
feet and an additional one foot, six inches for roof appurtenances from the proposed
project. The Alternative’s maximum height would be consistent with the current NVSP.
As this Alternative has a wide building mass, this Alternative would have increased
building footprint that increases the proposed building massing along the adjacent
Fireside at the Village condominiums to the south. Under the No Project/Reasonably
Foreseeable Development Alternative, the architecture and landscaping components
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would be developed as residential condominiums (with fractional ownership) similar to
the existing 8050 Buildings A and B. In addition, the remaining accessory components
(i.e., food and beverage service, spa, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, lobby, and pedestrian
porte-cochere) would not be developed, since this Alternative would not function as a
more traditional hotel operation.

Environmental Effects: A full discussion of the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Alternative’s environmental impacts as compared to the proposed project
is set forth in Section 7.2.2, “No Prolect/Reasonably Foreseeable Development”
Alternative, of the Draft SEIR, which is hereby incorporated by reference. In
comparison to the proposed project, as shown above in Table 2, the No
Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would reduce impacts to
aesthetics/light and glare, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, land use and relevant
planning, noise, traffic and circulation, and utilities and service systems. Impacts
related to land use and relevant planning would be similar to the proposed project.
Overall, the No Project/No Development Alternative would have less environmental
impacts than the proposed project.

Ability to Achieve Project Objectives: The No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Alternative would only attain some, but not all, of the project’s objectives.
This alternative would result in 21 residential condominiums with 33 rooms, but would
eliminate the accessory components related to hotel uses including the food and beverage
service, spa, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, and pedestrian porte-cochere, public kiosk, and public
pocket park. As a result, the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development
Alternative would not meet the Town’s goals and objectives pertaining to creating a sense
of exploration using pedestrian-oriented sidewalks, plazas, and courtyards with pedestrian
comforts; a visitor-oriented entertainment retail district; active day and evening through all
four seasons, designed to achieve a two to three hour visit; resort and resident activities,
amenities, and services; animation with retail and significant businesses oriented to the
street; retail and services in “storefront” setting located at the sidewalk; and a vanety of
resort lodging supported by meeting facilities, outdoor activities, and restaurants, arts,
culture, and entertainment.

The goals and objectives of the NVSP would not be fully realized with implementation of
the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative. This Alternative would
not provide facilities or integrated pedestrian access to and from the plazas.
Implementation of the No Project’ Reasonably Foreseeable Development AJternative
would not meet most of the project’s basic objectives. This Alternative would not enhance
pedestrian integration and amenities. Dining, casual gathering places, publically
accessible landscaped spaces, and hotel-type visitor accommodations for the residents
and visitors of the Town would not be provided at the project site. The No
Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development Alternative would create Town revenue
through fractional ownership taxes and assessments, although would not provide the
fullest extent of economic sustainability compared to the proposed project. Therefore,
unlike the proposed project, this alternative would only partially achieve the project
objectives.
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Finding: In comparison to the proposed project, the No ProjectlReasonably Foreseeable
Development Alternative would reduce impacts to aesthetics/light and glare, air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions, noise, traffic and circulation, and utilities and service
systems. Impacts related to land use and relevant planning would be similar to the
proposed project. Overall, the No Project/Reasonably Foreseeable Development
Alternative would have fewer environmental impacts than the proposed project, making
it an environmentally superior alternative. However, since the No Project/Reasonably
Foreseeable Development Alternative would not achieve many of the project, NVSP, and
Town’s objectives, it has been rejected by the Town in favor of the proposed project.

c) Reduced Height Alternative

Description: The Reduced Height Alternative proposes the development of a hotel use
(with option for condominium or fractional ownership) on the project site that would have
56 hotel rooms and would be five stories (58 feet) in height. This alternative would have
the same building footprint, architecture, and landscaping elements as the proposed
project. However, this alternative would have a loss of amenities including the food and
beverage service, spa, outdoor pool/jacuzzis, and pedestrian porte-cochere, as this
alternative would not function as a more traditional hotel. The development associated
with this alternative would still be built on top of the existing parking structure podium;
however, the proposed outdoor pool/jacuzzi area would instead be utilized to
accommodate outdoor patios for condominium units and modest landscape features.
Under the Reduced Height Alternative, the NVSP would need to be amended to increase
the allowable development density for the project site (a transfer of 19 rooms from one of
the Mammoth Crossing sites [MC zone]). However, amendments pertaining to building
heights and setbacks would not be required.

Table 3, Comparison of Proposed Project and Reduced Height Alternative, compares the
overall density, building height, and average daily trips of the proposed project and
Reduced Height Alternative.

Table 3
Comparison of Proposed Project and Reduced Height Alternative

Reduced Height DifferenceLand Use Proposed Project Al~m~ve

Hotel1 34,840 square feet 29,120 square feet -5,720 square feet(67 rooms) (56 rooms) (-11 rooms)
Accessory Uses (i.e., circulation) 29,910 square feet 24,135 square feet -5,775 square feet
Building Height2 80 feet 58 feet -22 feet
Peak Hour Trips3 19 16 -3
Notes:
1. The hotel proposes rooms that would be approximately ÷1- 520 square feet per room.
2. Building height excludes an addftional 4 feet and 6 inches for roof appurtenances.
3. Based on a trip generation rate of 0.28 trips per occupied unt per The Inn at the WIlage Project — Traff~ Analysis, dated May 8, 2014.

Comparatively, this Alternative proposes a 16.4 percent decrease in hotel units, with 11
fewer hotel rooms, resulting in a decrease in the allowable development density transfer of
19 rooms from the Mammoth Crossing zone. This Alternative would also decrease three
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peak hour trips. In addition, the Reduced Height Alternative proposes a maximum height
of five stories (58 feet) with an additional 4 feet, 6 inches for roof appurtenances, a
decrease of 22 feet from the proposed project. The proposed maximum height would be
consistent with the current NVSP. As the proposed maximum height decreases, the
proposed building also conforms to the building setback requirements in the Resort
General (RG) zone. Under the Reduced Height Alternative, the architecture and
landscaping components would be developed similar to the proposed project. However,
the remaining accessory components (i.e., food and beverage service, spa, outdoor
pool/jacuzzis, pedestrian porte-cochere, public pocket park, and public kiosk) would not be
developed.

Environmental Effects: A full discussion of the Reduced Height Alternative’s
environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project is set forth in Section
7.2.3, “Reduced Height” Alternative, of the Draft SEIR, which is hereby incorporated by
reference. In comparison to the proposed project, as shown above in Table 3, the
Reduced Height Alternative would reduce impacts to aesthetics/light and glare. The
Reduced Height Alternative would result in similar impacts regarding air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions, land use and relevant planning, noise, traffic and
circulation, and utilities and service systems in comparison to the proposed project.

Ability to Achieve Project Objectives: Implementation of this Alternative would not
attain most of the Town’s goals and objectives, including those pertaining to creating a
sense of exploration using pedestrian-oriented sidewalks, plazas, and courtyards with
pedestrian comforts; a visitor-oriented entertainment retail district; active day and
evening through all four seasons, designed to achieve a two to three hour visit; resort
and resident activities, amenities, and services; animation with retail and significant
businesses oriented to the street; retail and services in “storefront” setting located at the
sidewalk; and a variety of resort lodging supported by meeting facilities, outdoor
activities, and restaurants, arts, culture, and entertainment.

The goals and objectives of the NVSP would not be fully realized with implementation of
the Reduced Height Alternative. This Alternative would not provide desired facilities.

Last, implementation of the Reduced Height Alternative would only meet some, but not
all of the project’s objectives. The Reduced Height Alternative would not attain
enhanced pedestrian integration and amenities. Dining, casual gathering places, and
publically accessible landscaped spaces would not be provided on the project site. The
Reduced Height Alternative would create Town revenue through transient occupancy
tax, although not to the extent of the proposed project. Therefore, unlike the proposed
project, this Alternative would not fully act as a catalyst for the revitalization and added
vibrancy of the NVSP area.

Finding: In comparison to the proposed project, the Reduced Height Alternative would
reduce impacts to aesthetics/light and glare, and result in similar impacts related to air
quality, greenhouse gas emissions, land use and relevant planning, noise, traffic and
circulation, and utilities and service systems. Overall, the Reduced Height Alternative
would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to the proposed project regarding
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impacts, given that it would be a similar use and it would have similar impacts as the
proposed project. In addition, since the Reduced Height Alternative would not attain
many of the project, NVSP, and Town’s objectives, it has been rejected by the Town in
favor of the proposed project.
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Resolution No. 2014-65
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EXHIBIT 4

Final SEIR Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091

Introduction

Findings for the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, State Clearinghouse
# 2014032081, are being made pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15091.

2. Statutory Requirements for Findings

a. The Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No.
2014032081) (SEIR), attached hereto as Exhibits 1 and 2, has been completed in
compliance with CEQA because all applicable requirements set forth in Public
Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq. and CEQA Guidelines, California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., including the required contents of a
Final SEIR, have been adhered to.

b. The Final SEIR was presented to the Town Council, the decision-making body of
the Town, and the Town Council reviewed and considered the information
contained in the Final SEIR prior to approving the Project.

c. The Final SEIR reflects the Town’s independent judgment and analysis.

d. The Final SEIR identifies all potentially significant adverse environmental effects
of the Project. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into,
the Project, which lessen all potential environmental impacts to less than
significant. The Final SEIR identifies mitigation measures, which will reduce or
eliminate potentially significant effects, and concludes that after the incorporation
of mitigation measures, the Project would not result in any significant and
unavoidable impact.

e. Mitigation measures are identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program contained in the Final SEIR, and the mitigation measures are included as
conditions of Project approval. The Final SEIR and other source documents
referenced therein are incorporated herein by reference.

f The custodian and location of the documents and other material which constitute
the record ofproceedings upon which this decision is based is the Town Clerk at the
Town of Mammoth Lakes Offices, 437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite R, Mammoth
Lakes, California 93546.

In making these findings and those findings in Exhibit 3, not all of the rationales and data
contained in the Final SEIR have been repeated. The Final SEIR and other source documents
referenced therein are incorporated herein by reference. Except to the extent they conflict
with the findings and determination set forth in this document, the analysis and conclusions
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of the Final SEIR, including responses to comments, are hereby adopted as findings by the
Town Council of the Town of Mammoth Lakes.



Resolution No. 20 14-65
Page 8 of8

EXHIBIT 5

Certification of the Inn at the Vifiage Final Subsequent EIR

A. Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.

A Final SEIR (FSEIR) has been prepared to address the environmental impacts,
mitigation measures, project alternatives, comments and responses to comments
associated with the consideration of the Project and related District Zoning
Amendment, Vesting Tentative Tract Map, Use Permit, and Design Review permit
application, pursuant to and in compliance with the requirements of the CEQA; and,

B. Review and Consideration by the Planning and Economic Development
Commission and Town Council of the Town of Mammoth Lakes.

Prior to certification of the FSEIR, the Planning and Economic Development
Commission and Town Council of the Town of Mammoth Lakes have reviewed
and considered the above-mentioned FSEIR. The Town Council hereby certifies
that the FSEIR for the Project is complete and adequate in that the FSEIR addresses
all environmental impacts of the proposed Project, fully complies with the
requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, and reflects the Town’s
independent judgment and analysis. For the purposes of CEQA, the record of the
proceedings for the certification is comprised of the following:

1. The Draft SEIR and Technical Appendices for the Inn at the Village Project;

2. The Final SEIR for the Inn at the Village Project;

3. The proceedings before the Town of Mammoth Lakes Planning and
Economic Development Commission and Town Council relating to the
subject Project consideration and related actions, including testimony and
documentary evidence introduced at the meetings; and,

4. All attachments, documents incorporated and references made in the
documents specified in items (1) through (3) above, including the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Inn at the Village Project.



STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF MONO )
TOWN OF MAMMOTH LAKES)

I, JAMIE GRAY, Town Clerk of the Town of Mammoth Lakes, DO HEREBY CERTIFY
under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution No. 14-65
adopted by the Town Council of the Town of Mammoth Lakes, California, at a meetmg thereof
held on the 19th day ofNovember, 2014, by the following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers Femie, Wentworth, and Mayor Pro Tern Raimondo

NOES: Mayor Bacon

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None

DISQUALIFICATION: Councilmember Richardson

~ RAY, Town Cl rk


