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AGENDA 
February 16, 2017 – 10 a.m. 

Supervisors Chambers, County Courthouse, Bridgeport 

*Videoconference: Town/County Conference Room, Minaret Village Mall, Mammoth Lakes  

 

Full agenda packets, plus associated materials distributed less than 72 hours prior to the meeting, will be 
available for public review at the Community Development offices in Bridgeport (Annex 1, 74 N. School St.) or 
Mammoth Lakes (Minaret Village Mall, above Giovanni’s restaurant). Agenda packets are also posted online at 
www.monocounty.ca.gov / boards & commissions / planning commission. For inclusion on the e-mail 
distribution list, interested persons can subscribe on the website.  

 

*Agenda sequence (see note following agenda).          

1.  CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT: Opportunity to address the Planning Commission on items not on the agenda 

 
3. MEETING MINUTES: Review and adopt minutes of December 15, 2016 (no January meeting) -- p. 1   

 
4. PUBLIC HEARING 

 10:10 A.M.  
A. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 16-00023/Carmichael: Conversion of first floor of existing June Lake 

Chevron building at 2587 Hwy 158 (APN 015-086-001, zoned Commercial) to support 50-seat coffee 

shop/restaurant (aka “The Lift Café”) serving coffee, food, beer and wine. Proposed operating hours: 
5:30am to 2:00am with occasional live music Thursday to Sunday. Interior footprint of 1,400 sq. ft. would 

be remodeled to include indoor seating, kitchen, work area and two bathrooms. Approximately half of 
proposed seating would be outdoors depending on available parking. Upstairs floor of building would 

remain a single-family dwelling unit. Two new signs are proposed: one on building and one (3.5’x4.5’) on 

existing metal pole at northern corner of property. Project is located within June Lake Central Business 
Parking District. Proponents have submitted Parking Management Plan accounting for 10 on-site spaces, a 

bike rack for four bikes, and possible off-site spaces. A CEQA exemption is proposed. Staff: Principal 
Planner Gerry Le Francois  -- p. 6  

 
5. ACTION ITEM   
 A. FINAL ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (TPM) 31-86/Graves. One-year 

map extension for property located along US 395 and Burcham Flat Road, approximately a half-mile south 
of the community of Walker. The parcel (APN 002-490-012) is approximately 111 acres and has a land use 

designation of Rural Residential 10-acre minimum parcel size. The TPM would divide the property into four 
parcels. Staff: Principal Planner Gerry Le Francois  -- p. 25   

 

6. WORKSHOP:  
 A. Initiation of County activities on medical marijuana. Staff: Analyst Wendy Sugimura 

More on back… 

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


7. REPORTS      

A.  DIRECTOR  
 B.  COMMISSIONERS 

   
8. INFORMATIONAL: No items 

 

9. UPCOMING AGENDA ITEM: Election of Chair & Vice-Chair (March 16) 

 10. ADJOURN to March 16, 2017   

*NOTE: Although the Planning Commission generally strives to follow the agenda sequence, it reserves the right to 
take any agenda item – other than a noticed public hearing – in any order, and at any time after its meeting starts. The 
Planning Commission encourages public attendance and participation. 

 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, anyone who needs special assistance to attend this meeting can 
contact the Commission secretary at 760-924-1804 within 48 hours prior to the meeting in order to ensure accessibility (see 
42 USCS 12132, 28CFR 35.130). 

 

*The public may participate in the meeting at the teleconference site, where attendees may address the Commission 
directly. Please be advised that Mono County does its best to ensure the reliability of videoconferencing, but cannot 
guarantee that the system always works. If an agenda item is important to you, you might consider attending the meeting 
in Bridgeport.  

Full agenda packets, plus associated materials distributed less than 72 hours prior to the meeting, will be available for public 
review at the Community Development offices in Bridgeport (Annex 1, 74 N. School St.) or Mammoth Lakes (Minaret Village 
Mall, above Giovanni’s restaurant). Agenda packets are also posted online at www.monocounty.ca.gov / departments / 
community development / commissions & committees / planning commission. For inclusion on the e-mail distribution list, 

send request to cdritter@mono.ca.gov  

Interested persons may appear before the Commission to present testimony for public hearings, or prior to or at the hearing 
file written correspondence with the Commission secretary. Future court challenges to these items may be limited to those 
issues raised at the public hearing or provided in writing to the Mono County Planning Commission prior to or at the public 
hearing. Project proponents, agents or citizens who wish to speak are asked to be acknowledged by the Chair, print their 
names on the sign-in sheet, and address the Commission from the podium. 

http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/
mailto:cdritter@mono.ca.gov
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     DISTRICT #1              DISTRICT #2  DISTRICT #3                 DISTRICT #4                  DISTRICT #5 
   COMMISSIONER         COMMISSIONER          COMMISSIONER            COMMISSIONER            COMMISSIONER 
       Mary Pipersky           Roberta Lagomarsini          Daniel Roberts       Scott Bush               Chris I. Lizza 

 

DRAFT MINUTES 
December 15, 2016 

  
COMMISSIONERS:  Scott Bush, Roberta Lagomarsini, Chris I. Lizza, Mary Pipersky, Dan Roberts.  

STAFF:  Scott Burns, director; Paul McFarland, assistant planner; Nick Criss, compliance officer; Wendy Sugimura, associate 

analyst; Christy Milovich, assistant county counsel; CD Ritter, commission secretary 

      
1.  CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Chair Chris Lizza called the meeting to order at 10:08 
a.m. in the board chambers at the county courthouse in Bridgeport, and attendees recited the pledge of 

allegiance to the flag.   

2. PUBLIC COMMENT: No items  

3. MEETING MINUTES 

 MOTION:  Adopt minutes of Nov. 17, 2016, as amended  

    
4. ACTION ITEM: Adopt changes to Planning Commission Rules & Regulations recommended Nov. 17, 201 
Codes reflect quorum issue: applicant can request full commission. 

  

5. PUBLIC HEARING 
 10:10 A.M.  

A. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 16-02: Revise General Plan Land Use Element Chapter 25 concerning 

transient rentals. Highlights of the recommended changes include: establish a process to permit transient rentals in 
residential areas if specific proposals are compatible with applicable area plans, extend noticing requirements for public 
hearings to 30 days, define Type I rentals as owner-occupied properties and set Use Permit Process for approval, 
define Type II rentals as vacant properties with off-site management and set a General Plan Amendment process for 
approval, require Vacation Home Rental Permits (Ch. 26) for both Type I and Type II rentals, eliminate solicitation of 
multi-parcel applications or setup of districts, focus on standard for approval as lack of reasonable opposition by 
neighbors directly affected rather than neighborhood support, and clarify “neighbor.” In accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act, an addendum to the existing General Plan EIR is being utilized.  

 Nick Criss recalled contentious applications in Clark Tract, BOS stated Ch. 25 not working well, held 
joint workshop Feb. 11, 2016. Set up moratorium and recommended staff and Planning Commission work 

out details. Three separate workshops were held. Ch. 25 separated Type I (owner-occupied with Use 
Permit) from Type II (vacant, file GPA), required vacation home rental permits for both, discouraged multi-

parcel applications. Focus is now on opposition rather than support. Presented to BOS July 12, 

recommended 30-day notice, waived appeal fees for Type I, directed to RPACs. CDD staff presented 
revised Ch. 25 to RPACs, recommended move ahead.  

 June Lake CAC wanted local area plan to determine where rentals would/would not be allowed. At Oct. 
4 BOS Supervisor Larry Johnston suggested proposal for June Lake, mapping neighborhoods, eliminating 

some due to access or geographic limitations. Remaining neighborhoods could take vote with 80% approval 
to allow rentals. BOS recommended combining Johnston’s proposal with staff ideas, and CAC was OK with 

it. Letters, emails from June Lake, some in support, some in opposition. Today recommending moving 

ahead with no short-term rentals in June Lake till area plan is revised. Rest of Mono could move forward. 
Ch. 25 refers to “short-term rentals” instead of TRODs (Transient Rental Overlay Districts).  

1

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


 How would 80% be ascertained? Sugimura stated decision has been deferred. Once degree of common 

ground/conflict is known, it would help inform good decision-making. Have conversation/analysis first. Bush 
suggested when get there, send out to be returned by property owners. Lizza reminded that specifics are 

subject to area plan revisions. Pipersky considered approving I & II except for June Lake. Criss cited 
ordinance that says no June Lake till area plan is done. Pipersky stated Supervisor Johnston may be 

brought in later on separate track. Bush wanted to move rest of county along, let June Lake be separate. 

OPEN PUBLIC COMMENT: Pat Hoefer, Clark Tract, objected to I and II nomenclature. Sees no 
difference. Could have III with arbitrary delineation. Certain assumptions ignored entirety of difference. 

Gets down to renters, where no difference exists. Instructions to renters would still violate local SFR 
(Single-Family Residential) [standards]. Same safety issues, still could violate parking, trespass, party, etc. 

Violations upset owners, but renters would be gone. Matters to neighbors impacted. Why I and II? 
 Bush contrasted owner on site vs. management company, LA owner. Be careful. Why not ban in-laws? 

Have some faith they’ll control. 

 Hoefer described problematic incident. Type I owner can’t control long-term. Bush noted some people 
violate rules; that’s why there’s jail. Hoefer did not want to distinguish between I and II. Long-term OK for 

Clark Tract. Bush asked how it would be different if family drove stuck car? Have somebody to talk to. 
Lagomarsini thought it sounded like a bad owner. 

 Ann Tozier confirmed CAC is actively working on area plan update, wanted moratorium to continue till 

done. Get word out to all owners in June Lake. Wants way for neighborhoods to eliminate possibility of 
renters so not have to continue to come to meetings, keep going through this over and over. If 

neighborhoods exclude new applications, what about existing rentals. What if countywide wants I and II? 
 Lizza: Support current proposal where area plans can prohibit or allow?  

 Sugimura explained Tozier is on subcommittee for work plan on June Lake policy development. Need 
for certainty was expressed. No answer yet, but was clearly emphasized.  

  Ross Biederman reported enthusiastic support for Supervisor Johnston’s proposal. Exclude June Lake. 

[Issue] is different, distinct at June Lake. Rescind I/II, no functional difference. Ability to vet on parking, 
road conditions. Difference in awareness, education. Unlike guests, short-term renter has no clue. Consider 

very few June Lake homes qualify as owner-occupied. Make so much profit, fine is not an issue. Should not 
reward for such behavior. Definition of neighbor has nothing to do with geography or proximity. Should be 

person who knows/cares about people in area. Example of two seats away with no say. Only immediate 

neighbor has any say. Sometimes one or two access routes are directly affected. Easy to form theoretical 
idea of what’s appropriate, but more difficult to live with practicality of issues. Stick with definition of 

neighbor. Keep wording as support, not opposition – undue burden. If owner feels threatened, should 
count heavily. Appreciated moratorium for more thoughtful consideration and analysis of data and 

outcomes. Literature from other communities shows net outcome. ADA is not incorporated into thinking. 

Carpinteria residents have sued city for unlevel playing field. Hotels are at disadvantage. 
 Ralph Lockhart, Double Eagle owner, disagreed with friends in room. In workshops, summary 

materials showed concerns about rentals, but support also was expressed. Verified existing districts have 
not had a single complaint in six areas established. Problem is illegal rentals, not existing districts. Mono 

gets no TOT revenue. Create legal way, produce revenue for county. Having rental districts is disadvantage 
to hotel owner. If done properly, rentals can increase property value. Bears enter vacant places. What 

legislation ever passes with 80% threshold? Essentially says nobody can do short-term rentals. Presented 

support letters to continue short-term rentals. Do not eliminate existing districts. Significant expense to 
create, no complaints. Rusty Gregory said hot beds are essential to June Lake economy. County services 

were in jeopardy (paramedics) unless capture revenue. Gale & Fettes disapproved. Defer to overall 
definition of neighbor. Concern about area plan in small rural county, June Lake is diverse. To have one size 

fits all doesn’t recognize differences in area. Yes, ballot measure in Mammoth Lakes was difficult and 

contentious. June Lake hovers around a tiny ski area and lakes. Use good judgment, respect concerns of 
neighbors. Focus on illegals. 

 Criss noted that building official researched ADA. More than 10 people/dwelling go to commercial 
standards. ADA was considered. 

 Tozier claimed decision for area plan is not one size fits all. Get whole community involved, let areas 
decide. CLOSE PUBLIC COMMENT. 
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DISCUSSION: Questions of staff: 

 Will TRODs be brought into compliance? Burns stated new proposal still uses Ch. 26. No conversion 
problem. 

 Remove word “district” or keep? Burns cited same boundaries. Changing name but Ch. 26 continues to 
apply. 

 Lagomarsini asked about I and II. Pipersky thought if owner was on site, it would be managed 

differently, efficiently, fewer problems. Bush compared teacher in classroom vs. down hallway.  
 Lagomarsini noted owner is there all time, but a problem house. How would that make a difference? 

 Pipersky: Ugly, why pay money? 
 Bush saw discussion as re-litigating stuff spent time on. Johnston wanted to treat all as Use Permit, not 

GPA. I/II is compromise. Nobody on site to regulate. If good families have bad actor, don’t just eliminate 
families. Set up so not punish 80% of people for what 20% want. Let June Lake figure it out. Rest of 

county is not complaining, so why delay? 

REOPEN HEARING: Definition of on site: Same driveway? Across street? Management five minutes down 
road?  

  Lizza thought owner living there would be more responsive. 
  Pipersky noted European model of owner on site, more effort to have quiet, rural renter, as property is 

 at stake. Consider how housing market changes.  

  Bush thought enforcement would be the same. 
  Roberts: Other jurisdictions found ministerial process if owner. 

  Criss: Whole point of Ch. 26: parking, etc. address. Enforcement can assess fines, revoke eventually.  
  Bush noted car in driveway could be towed. 

  Tozier cited workforce housing issue. 
  Bush indicated foreclosed home affects property values, can’t be made illegal. Could prevent. 

  Biederman read formal research on Sedona, Atlanta, Santa Barbara, and Carpinteria. Home prices went 

up, then stabilized. Unaffordable to lower-income individuals, so in essence would eliminate work force. If 
no employees, no town. CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING. 

 
DISCUSSION: Roberts saw it as a question of balance. Reasonable decisions are needed despite less-

than-reasonable opinions on both sides of issue. June Lake has neighborhoods not conducive to a lot of 

traffic. Johnston came to CAC for years as planner, has background with June Lake community. Shared 
concern with steep requirement of 80% approval. Thought process was on right track. Let CAC determine 

its outcome. 
 Pipersky opined that when zoning, promises are made by government so people can make plans, know 

what neighborhoods will be like. Important to make possible for neighborhoods to see if suitable for STR. 

Should be high bar, but lots of opportunities to have a say. Can 12 people say what 1,200 people can do? 
Should have owners on property, too many potential starter homes taken out with rentals, so eliminate II, 

all be the same. If live in LA and want to rent, buy a condo. Eliminate June Lake for now, rest of county in 
residential area owner has to be present on property.  

 Lagomarsini was intrigued by eliminating II. Ch. 25 reflects what most communities in county are 
doing. Concerned about notice requirement, definition of neighbor. 

 Bush appreciated staff/communities working so hard. Guaranteed to have what you purchased only 

when you purchase. Need a process not governed by three or four people, certain types only. Thinking 
about rest of county, where no problems exist. June Lake should not say what rest of Mono can do, and 

vice versa. Antelope Valley is only part of county that opted out of dark skies. June Lake will fix, and he 
would support it when it’s fixed. 

 Lizza asked how to take advantage of excess capacity without negative effect on workforce housing. 

Take each application on case-by-case basis. Best solution is for each community to come up with 
guidelines. Types I/II very important. I: owner is host. II: owner more of hotelier. Potential for abuse in II. 

Limit number of days property can be rented for II. Reduces potential for property to be purchased by 
investors who never live there, commercial opportunity – purchased by investor not young local family. 

Eliminate area plan condition to I, let it be anywhere without community chiming in.  
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 If Type II limits days, why have it? Bush indicated BOS looked at plight of homeowner with two 

households. If could rent, would not foreclose. Limiting number of days eliminates investors. Let area limit 
total numbers allowed to avoid sprawl. Limit number, see how it works. Allow for areas to evolve or have 

dirt roads, adobe houses. Definition of neighbors: In proximity, but still not be neighbors. 
 Pipersky saw no evidence June Lake needs more beds, as Gregory stated. If could show going into 

foreclosure, OK to rent. 

 Bush originally opposed whole idea “sold” to Planning Commission. Property rights to look at, if it helps 
them, do it. 

 Pipersky saw it as either a home owner or a business. Time limit is not necessary. Not help people fill 
up excess capacity. No proof need more beds in June Lake or Mammoth Lakes. Illegal usage is issue. 

 Bush thought if it’s done anyway, might as well collect tax. 
 Roberts noted in some neighborhoods, it’s not an issue. Could buy solely to rent out. 

 Criss contended time limit is impossible, but make legal ones without problems into problems. If want 

to limit something, maybe number of houses rather than time frames. Illegal rentals are lucrative. People 
can claim renters are just “friends.”  

 Lizza saw it as a risk property owner takes, could lose the right.  
 Roberts noted Ch. 26 requirement to report, pay tax.  

 Bush noted if limit number, code could enforce. Do not take away from people who have it. Need some 

rules that make sense. 
 Criss noted ski town study showed money’s there, people try to do it. Puts enforcement back to square 

one. Could book place solid in some areas.  
 Lizza noted people don’t rent every day of year. Deterrent to commercial property if limit is 120 days. 

 
 MOTION: PC approve R16-02, eliminating distinction of I vs II. Motion failed. 

 MOTION: PC approve R16-02, make sure BOS understands having only one type of rental. Motion 
failed. 
 Lizza found the draft too messy, old wording, typos. He did not want dissuasion of property investors 

for rentals. Sugimura explained outreach was under that language, so retain till adoption and change to 
short-term rentals. Burns explained staff recommendation that the term TROD has a negative cloud, hence 

new label STR. Make conforming changes for BOS. Roberts supported time limits.  

 
MOTION:  Recommend that BOS adopt General Plan Amendment 16-02 that revises General Plan 

Land Use Element Ch. 25 concerning transient rentals, rename Ch. 25 as “Short-Term Rentals,” accept 
addendum to General Plan EIR, find that proposed amendment is consistent with the county General 

Plan and applicable area plans, and exclude June Lake till its area plan revision is concluded. 

(Bush/Lagomarsini. Ayes: 3. Noes: 2.) 
 

6. WORKSHOP 
 A. JAIL NEEDS ASSESSMENT: Garrett Higerd noted various contributing factors. The 2009-10 

assessment thought running out of 48-bed capacity, projected significant increase. Since then, significant 
changes in whole corrections system in California. AB 109, realignment: State prisoners were put in county 

jails. Length of stay longer now, creating other needs of healthcare, dental care, etc. Sentencing on drug 

crimes not as severe or as long. Capacity now seems adequate, but programming needs exist. Availability 
of bond revenue program approve by CA Legislature tailored for small-, medium-, large-scale jails. Mono is 

small, so proposal for project due by end February. Will BOS be ready to submit. Consultant suggested 
feasible alternatives. 

 Bush, who works at the jail, stated everyone expected to outgrow Mono’s jail. Actually, State outgrew 

its prisons, gave prisoners to county jails. Could serve long-term stays, most about four years. Legalized 
weed will change jail to mini-prison, not as many, but there longer. 

 Higerd stated Mono is trying to comply with requirements. Most obvious way would be renovation, but 
revenue bonds require upgrading all that doesn’t meet current code. Off the table, not cost effective. New 

seismic calculations. Constructed in mid-1980s, but jails get lots of use 365 days/year. 
 Bush noted automatic functions wear out, can’t find parts. What to do with prisoners when renovating? 
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 Higerd stated Annex building to provide services makeshift now. Family visitation. Respiratory isolation 

room with special ventilation system so rest of population does not get sick. Mental health, telepsychiatry, 
released probationers. Mono does not own land, owned by Frontier utility. Other areas on same property 

not as preferable. Already disturbed, same land use designation (PF), has garage on it. Alt 2: New jail 
facility at site of Bridgeport hospital (not since 1980s). Now used as cold storage. Demolish, larger square 

footage but not beds. Holistic design not add-on. Also PF. Both locations are already impacted with 

buildings; consistent with PF designation.  
Input on alternatives… 

 Bush thought money from State. Higerd cited revenue bonds, $150 million for small counties, maximum 
$25 million per. Do budget analysis on issues. Operational costs: 911 dispatch in same area, with staffing 

efficiency. Jails are not “essential facilities.” Construct as such to keep 911 dispatch. 
Mono and Inyo not house juvies; they go north somewhere. 

 Grand Jury involved? Bush recalled two needs assessments done. Grand Jury understands needs for 

future.  
 Higerd stated proposals are due by end of February, with package of material to be included. Need 

BOS resolution of support on other resources, complete CEQA process (PF is good fit, already disturbed) 
with addendum to General Plan EIR. 

 Bush stated all Mammoth Lakes offenders go to Bridgeport. 

 Higerd noted needs assessment looked at smaller jail at Mammoth, but two separate facilities are cost-
prohibitive for staffing. Make sure new facility is near existing facility. Use old jail for storage of stuff from 

hospital.  
 Bush indicated could have medical staff for community as well as jail. Higerd suggested hiring outside 

providers instead of transporting out.  
 Bush stated law requires female corrections officers for female inmates. Every corrections officer is 

cross trained in dispatch, so have two skills. Personnel is most expensive, especially 24/7, so dual purpose 

works well.  
 

7. REPORTS      
A.  DIRECTOR: 1) Jail: PF (Public Facility) designation usually requires conditional use permit, but BOS 

can go forward without Planning Commission input. 2) Building codes: January meeting BOS. 3) January 

meeting: Will have items. 4) Tioga Inn: Staff & consultant have met with proponent. 5) Weed 
moratorium: Task force will be comprised of all departments involved. 45-day. 6) Sage grouse: Wendy 

and Jake are developing new webpage; 7) Compliance Appeal: Lizza presided as hearing officer. 8) 
Staff: Planning Analyst Michael Draper came from Inyo County; 9) Info item: Mono intervening in action 

against Center for Biological Diversity. Sugimura noted lawsuit not to list grouse. Intervention brief on 

behalf of USFWS; if settlement agreement is reached, need Mono at table. Local jurisdiction is involved in 
regulating private property, Nevada is doing scientific. 10) GPAs: Under 90-day tribal consultation. 

  
 B.  COMMISSIONERS: Bush: Met with Supervisor-elect John Peters, who does not intend to reinvent 

wheel, will reappoint Bush. Lizza: Is County clerk an appointed position? Burns indicated looking at interim. 
     
8. INFORMATIONAL 

 A.  REQUEST FOR NOTICE REGARDING CONWAY RANCH ACTIONS. Center for Biological Diversity 
 

9. ADJOURN to January 19, 2017. Lagomarsini and Lizza will miss meeting.  

Prepared by CD Ritter, commission secretary 
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 Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546 
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Planning / Building / Code Compliance / Environmental / Collaborative Planning Team (CPT) 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) / Local Transportation Commission (LTC) / Regional Planning Advisory Committees (RPACs) 

 
February 16, 2017 
 
To: Mono County Planning Commission 
 
From: Gerry Le Francois, Principal Planner 
 
Re: Use Permit 16-00023 / Carmichael 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended the Planning Commission take the following actions: 

1. Find that the project qualifies as a Categorical Exemption under CEQA guideline 15303 and file a 
Notice of Exemption;  

2. Make the required findings as contained in the project staff report; and  

3. Approve Use Permit 16-00023 subject to Conditions of Approval.  

 
PROJECT  

The project is at 2587 Highway 158 in June Lake, site of the former Chevron gas station. The proposal 
would remodel the former gas station portion of the building (APN 015-086-001) for a coffee shop and 
restaurant (The Lift) with seating proposed for up to 50 patrons. The existing residential unit above the 
prior gas station will remain. An interior footprint of 1,400 sq. ft. would be remodeled to include indoor 
seating, kitchen, work area, and two bathrooms; approximately half of the proposed seating could be 
outdoors. 

The proposed operating hours 
extend from 5:30am to 2:00am with 
occasional live music Thursday to 
Sunday. Two new signs are 
proposed – one on the building and 
one (3.5’x4.5’) on an existing metal 
pole at the northern corner of the 
property. The project is located 
within the June Lake Central 
Business Parking District, and 
proponents have submitted a 
Parking Management Plan 
accounting for 10 on-site spaces, a 
bike rack for four bikes, and two 
potential off-site spaces to be 
developed. 

Figure 1 is a site plan of the project, 
Figure 2 is a floor plan, and Figure 
3 is the elevation of the building.  
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5 
Use Permit 16-00023/Carmichael 

February 16, 2017 

PROJECT SETTING 
The existing building is located at 2587 Highway 158 and Lakeview Drive in June Lake with a 
Commercial (C) land use designation. The prior use was the Chevron gas station and residential unit 
above. The project area is part of the commercial core for June Lake. The area has a mix of developed 
commercial uses along State Route 158. Adjacent to the proposed project is Rainbow Ridge Realty and 
across Lakeview Drive is Dream Mountain Studio.  
 
Photo 1: Across the street from project  

 
 
Photo 2: Front of building 
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6 
Use Permit 16-00023/Carmichael 

February 16, 2017 

 
Photos 3 & 4: Along and across Lakeview Drive 
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Use Permit 16-00023/Carmichael 

February 16, 2017 

 
 
FIGURE 4: LAND USE DESIGNATION MAP 

 
 
 
 
SIGNAGE 
Chapter 7 of the Mono County General Plan (MCGP) regulates current and proposed signs. Two signs are 
proposed for the project. The freestanding sign is located on Hwy 158 and one sign is attached to the front 
of the building.  
 
MCGP section 07.030 Signs, allows attached and freestanding signs subject to Director Review. The sign 
approvals are a part of this Use Permit. 

 Attached signs are mounted flush and affixed securely to a building wall that projects no more 
than six inches from the face of a building wall, and does not extend vertically or horizontally 
beyond the building.  

 One freestanding or monument sign permitted for parcels with a minimum of 100 feet of street 
frontage and anchored directly to the ground or primarily supported from the ground rather than a 
building.  

 
MCGP section 07.030 A1 provides the following square footage for both attached and freestanding signs: 
Attached and freestanding signs may occupy one sq. ft. for each three lineal feet of business frontage 
upon which the sign is located. In intensive commercial and industrial areas (e.g., C, IP and I), the 
maximum area of any attached sign shall not exceed 100 sq. ft., but need not be less than 25 sq. ft. 
Freestanding signs shall be set back a minimum of five feet from the property line. Additional square 
footage may be awarded as specified in Section 7.050, Design Excellence. 
 
 

Project Location 
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PARKING REQUIREMENTS 
Chapter 6 of the MCGP provides the parking requirements for various projects. June Lake village has 
been designated as Central Business Parking District. The purpose of these districts is to balance off-street 
parking requirements with existing community context and character, and provide flexibility in allowing 
alternative means of addressing parking demand to encourage more economically productive land uses.  

 Within the June Lake central business parking district, 60% of minimum off-street parking 
requirements for non-overnight commercial uses shall be required.  
 

The Planning Commission may approve a parking management plan when the plan incorporates any one 
or more of the following alternative parking measures:    

 Off-site parking in compliance with section 060.060 exceeding 300 feet from project location but 
no farther than 1,320 feet;    

 Alternative parking space dimensions (not less than 8’ x 16’ or angled equivalent) allowed for up 
to 40% of required spaces;   

 Tandem parking utilized for employee or longer-term parking requirements;   
 Off-site joint use (shared) parking with any other parcel within 300 feet of the central business 

parking district when in conformance to sections 06.060 and 06.070; and   
 A maximum of one required off-street parking space may be substituted for four bicycle parking 

spaces, employee shower facilities, or other equivalent alternative transportation measure or other 
measure that reduces district-wide parking demand as approved by the Director or Commission.  

 
Table 2: Required parking spaces per # of seats in June Lake Central Business District 

Use Chapter 6 required Central Business District / Parking 
Management Plan reductions 

Restaurants, 
Bars & Food 
Carts 

 One space for each 
three seats plus one 
space for each 
employee on largest 
shift.  

 Central Business 
Districts 

 

20 seats and 2 
employees or 
3.9 spaces 
 
2 spaces for 
employees 

 60% of required # of spaces for central 
business districts (20 seats/3 seats for each 
parking space = 6.66 spaces x .6 of 
required = 3.9 parking spaces).  Three 
spaces are provided.   

 The bike rack provision allows for a 
reduction in one additional space  

Other    other measure that reduces district-wide parking 
demand as approved by the Director or 
Commission 

Single- 
Family Home 

 2 spaces per unit 2 
 

2 spaces 

  Total spaces 
needed

8 spaces for all uses and a 20-seat cafe 

 
Parking Limitation 
Based on the limited number of on-site parking spaces for required for the employees (2), the 
residential unit (2), and a 20-seat café (4), the seating capacity of The Lift is limited to 20 seats versus 
the proposed 50 seats the applicant has requested.   
 
In addition, California Building Code may also restrict the number of seats in a restaurant due to lack of 
restroom facilities for each sex.   
 
SNOW STORAGE 
Snow-storage areas shall be provided for all new commercial, industrial and multifamily (three or more 
units) developments, including condominiums. Snow-storage area(s) shall be equal to a required 
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percentage of the area from which the snow is to be removed (i.e., parking and access/roads areas). 
Snow storage shall be provided on site, but may be allowed off site through the use permit process. 
 
Table 3 shows the required snow storage as required by Chapter 4 of the MCGP. Project does provide 
snow storage but is short of required on-site storage requirements. As allowed by Chapter 4 of the MCGP, 
a condition has been added to provide for off-site snow storage.  
 
Table 3: Chapter 04.300 snow storage requirements for The Lift 
Chapter requires snow storage at 65% 
of plowed areas 

Area to be plowed At 65% Area 
provided 

complies

95+ psf (June Lake is 119 psf) =  65%  Approximately 
2,700 sq. ft. 

1,755 sq. ft.  620 sq. 
ft.  

no 

     
 
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY 
As noted above, the General Plan Land Use Designation for this property is Commercial (C). According 
to the Mono County General Plan, “the ‘C’ designation is intended to provide for a wide range of uses 
and service for the resident and visitor including retail, business and professional uses and services in 
community areas….” Permitted uses subject to a use permit under the Commercial land use designation 
include retail trade, services, and business services.  
 
In addition, the project is consistent with Countywide and June Lake Area Plan policies as listed below.  

MONO COUNTY LAND USE ELEMENT, Countywide Land Use Policies 
Objective 1.E. Provide for commercial development to serve both residents and visitors.  
Policy 1.E.1. Concentrate commercial development within existing communities.  

Action 1.E.1.a. Designate a sufficient amount of commercial land within communities to serve the needs of 
residents and visitors. 

 
Policy 1.E.2. Commercial uses should be developed in a compact manner; commercial core areas should be 
established/retained in each community area, and revitalized where applicable.  

Action 1.E.2.a. Orient new commercial development in a manner that promotes pedestrian use. Avoid strip 
commercial development. 

 
MONO COUNTY LAND USE ELEMENT, June Lake Area Plan 
Objective 13.E. Utilize land use designations to stimulate revitalization in depressed areas, to limit and phase out 
incompatible uses, and to guide June Lake’s future. 
Policy 13.E.1. Encourage infilling and/or revitalization in areas designated for development in the Area Plan.  
Objective 13.I. Maintain the June Lake Village as the Loop's commercial core by providing a wide range of 
commercial and residential uses in a pedestrian-oriented atmosphere. 
 
MONO COUNTY CODE – Chapter 10.16 Noise Regulations, 10.16.060 - Noise level limitations. 
Exterior Noise Levels are limited to a maximum allowable exterior noise level in residential / lodging 
areas of 65 dBA for daytime residential uses or 55 dBA for night time residential uses.  In addition, 
project is subject to MCC 10.16.060B: 

No person shall cause, operate, allow, or permit the operation of any sound source on a particular 
category of property or any public space or right-of-way in such a manner as to create a sound level 
that exceeds the background sound level by at least ten dBA during daytime (seven a.m. to ten p.m.) 
hours and by at least 5 dBA during nighttime (ten p.m. to seven a.m.) hours when measured at or 
within the real property line of the receiving property. Such a sound source would constitute a noise 
disturbance. 
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Table 10.16.060 of MCC 

Land Use Noise Level (CNEL) 

Residential: Low Density Single-Family, Duplex, Transient 
Lodging 

Daytime (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) >55 dBA  
Nighttime (10 p.m.to 7 a.m.) >50 dBA 

Commercial Uses, Offices, Retail All Times — 65 dBA 

 
LAND DEVELOPMENT TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
The LDTAC considered the project on Oct. 17, 2016, and Feb. 6, 2017, and accepted the application for 
processing.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The project qualifies for a categorical exemption from the provisions of CEQA as the project is 
considered a Class 3 (CEQA Guidelines, 15303). CEQA identifies this as a Class 3 – Conversion of Small 
Structure exemption. A Class 3 exemption consists of construction and location of limited number of 
new, small facilities or structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures; 
and the conversion of existing small structures from one use to another where only minor modifications 
are made in the exterior of the structure.  
 
USE PERMIT FINDINGS  
In accordance with Mono County General Plan, Chapter 32, Processing-Use Permits, the Planning 
Commission may issue a Use Permit after making certain findings. 

Section 32.010, Required Findings: 

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

a) Retail trade and services are listed as a Permitted Use, subject to Use Permit within the 
Commercial designation.  

b) Adequate site area exists for the proposed uses and remodeling of former gas station 
building.  

c) Parking is sufficient for the 20-seat coffee/restaurant and residential unit 

d) The location of the proposed project is consistent with the June Lake Area Plan’s intent for 
concentrating resident- and visitor-oriented services in commercial core.  

e) With conditions, the parking plan, snow storage, and sign plan conform to all requirements 
of the General Plan.  

f) Additional signage and/or lighting is required to comply with Chapter 7 (see Table 1).  

g) A basic landscaping plan is provided on sheet 1 of 2 (Figure 1).  

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

a) The parcel is accessed by Hwy. 158 and Lakeview Drive. Parking is sufficient for 
employees, customers, and deliveries (see Table 2).  
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b) The proposed uses are not expected to generate significant amounts of traffic to alter 
existing circulation patterns, and the location of the project along 158 and Lakeview Drive.  
The project location in the commercial core, and a bicycle rack should encourage 
pedestrian/bicycle use for visitors already in town.  
 

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

a) The proposed uses are not expected to cause significant environmental impacts. The 
modifications are to existing building and developed site. The property has a commercial 
designation appropriate for theses uses. 

b) The applicant shall comply with all June Lake PUD requirements. Support (will-serve) 
from the PUD is pending. 

c) The proposed project is a conforming use according to the Mono County General Plan’s 
Land Use Element. The use permit process provides the public opportunity to comment on 
the proposal and the project has been modified to conform limited on-site parking.   

d) Project is subject to Mono County Code 10.16 Noise Regulations.   
 

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

a) The commercial land use designation provides for commercial uses such as retail trade, 
services, and business services. 
 

b) The project is located within the June Lake commercial area. The June Lake Area Plan 
encourages providing a wide range of commercial uses and services for residents and 
tourists. The project provides for additional food services and encourages well-rounded 
economy by providing additional commercial options within June Lake. 
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MONO COUNTY 
Planning Division 

DRAFT NOTICE OF DECISION & USE PERMIT 
 

USE PERMIT: UP 16-00023 APPLICANT: David Carmichael 
 

015-102-001 
 

PROJECT TITLE: The Lift - a 20-seat cafe with a residential unit above the café.   
 
PROJECT LOCATION: The project is located at 2587 Highway 158, June Lake, CA 

 
On February 16, 2017, a duly advertised and noticed public hearing was held and the necessary findings, pursuant to 
Chapter 32.010, Land Development Regulations, of the Mono County General Plan Land Use Element, were made 
by the Mono County Planning Commission. In accordance with those findings, a Notice of Decision is hereby 
rendered for Use Permit 16-00023, Carmichael, subject to the following conditions, at the conclusion of the appeal 
period. 
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
See attached Conditions of Approval 

 
ANY AFFECTED PERSON, INCLUDING THE APPLICANT, NOT SATISFIED WITH THE DECISION OF 
THE COMMISSION, MAY WITHIN TEN (10) DAYS OF THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE DECISION, 
SUBMIT AN APPEAL IN WRITING TO THE MONO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS. 
 
THE APPEAL SHALL INCLUDE THE APPELLANT'S INTEREST IN THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, THE 
DECISION OR ACTION APPEALED, SPECIFIC REASONS WHY THE APPELLANT BELIEVES THE 
DECISION APPEALED SHOULD NOT BE UPHELD AND SHALL BE ACCOMPANIED BY THE 
APPROPRIATE FILING FEE. 
 
DATE OF DECISION/USE PERMIT APPROVAL: 
EFFECTIVE DATE USE PERMIT  

February 16, 2017 
February 27, 2017 

  
 
This Use Permit shall become null and void in the event of failure to exercise the rights of the permit within one (1) 
year from the date of approval unless an extension is applied for at least 60 days prior to the expiration date. 
 
Ongoing compliance with the above conditions is mandatory. Failure to comply constitutes grounds for revocation 
and the institution of proceedings to enjoin the subject use.  
 

MONO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

DATED:   
 cc: X Applicant 
  X Public Works 
  X Building  
  X Compliance 

 
 
 

 
 

ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS: 
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Conditions of Approval: Use Permit 16-00023/Carmichael 
 

1) Future development shall meet requirements of the Mono County General Plan, Mono County Code, 
and project conditions. 

2) The project shall be in substantial compliance with the site plan as shown on Figure 1 (sheet 1 of 3 
dated 10-19-16) as modified by staff and presented to the Planning Commission on 02-16-17. 

3) Project shall include eight parking spaces (Chapter 6, Parking Standards or amended by the Planning 
Commission) as discussed in this staff report that would allow for seating up to 20 patrons. If 
additional parking can be provided according to Chapter 6, the applicant may increase seating 
(seasonally) not to exceed 50 seats.  

4) The applicant is required to provide on-site snow storage. Off-site show storage is permitted provided 
applicant contracts with a snow removal provider for off-site storage.  

5) The applicant shall obtain and/or update encroachment permit as may be required from Caltrans and 
or from Mono County for access.  

6) All signs shall be in conformance with the Chapter 07 Signs of the Mono County General Plan.  

7) Landscaping Plan, Figure 1, will include future annuals and/or perennials and maintain the existing 
trees along Lakeview Drive. 

8) All exterior lighting shall be shielded and directed downward to comply with Chapter 23, Dark Sky 
Regulations  

9) Project is required to comply with any requirements of the June Lake Fire Protection District (FPD). 
The applicant shall provide a “will-serve” letter from the indicating the FPD will provide service to 
the project. 

10) Project is required to comply with any requirements of the June Lake Public Utility District (PUD). 
The applicant shall provide a “will-serve” letter from the PUD.  

11) Project shall comply with all Mono County Building Division requirements.   

12)  Project shall comply with all Environmental Health requirements. 

13) Applicant shall obtain necessary business licenses. 

14) Any music and/or special events shall comply with, Mono County Code (MCC), Chapter 10.16 Noise 
Regulations, Chapter 5.41 Amplified Public Entertainment, and/or Chapter 5.50 Special Events.  

15) If any of these conditions are violated, this permit and all rights hereunder may be revoked in 
accordance with Section 32.080 of the Mono County General Plan, Land Development Regulations. 
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1/17/2017 

 

Mono County Planning Commission 

Board of Supervisors 

Mono County Planning 

Gerry Le Francois, Project Planner 

 

Re: 16‐00023/Carmichael 

Conversion of June Lake Chevron Building @ 2587 Hwy 158 (APN 015‐086‐001)  

 

I object to the proposed restaurant at this location for the following: 

 

1) Parking is not sufficient to meet the necessary requirements. Proposed restaurant must provide a 

minimum of 21 spaces 

a) California law requires, for a 50 seat restaurant, 

i) 1 parking space per every 3 seats 

ii) 1 parking space for each employee working. (a minimum of 3 parking places must be 

provided as you cannot operate a 50 seat restaurant with less than 3 employees. I have 

worked 50 years in the restaurant business (as owner and manager), and know you cannot 

operate a restaurant business with less than three workers. 

b) The apartment above the proposed restaurant requires a minimum of 2 parking spaces. There  is 

no existing room for their tenants to park. 

c) Mono County has parking restrictions on using street parking. Street parking may not be 

factored in as part of proposed restaurants parking requirements. 

2) I own the property across the street on Lakeview Blvd. and am concerned there will be an ongoing 

problem of restaurant patrons parking on my property. My property is for the sole use of my 

tenants at 45 Lakeview. I will tow unauthorized vehicles which will lead to unhappy people. The 

business may not use other people’s property.   

i) A couple years back, the county denied the June Burg for lack of required parking. So they 

purchased the property across the street and the county still would not grant approval for  

“across the street” parking. 

ii) For the Tiger Bar to have enough parking,  it was necessary for the Tiger to purchase the 

property behind the Tiger to meet parking requirements, including ADA Van parking. It was 

approved only because it was adjacent. 

3) Noise.  

a) With residential housing behind the proposed restaurant, as well as a hotel, all within 200 feet, 

noise is a very big problem. 

b) I own the units located at 45 Lakeview. My tenants need quiet in order to be able to get up in 

the morning to go to work. 

c) Mono Co. has a noise ordinance which requires all outside music must END before 10:00 p.m.  I 

petition that you do not breach or amend this ordinance to appease the new proposed business. 
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Tenants have a right to quiet. A 2:00 a.m. close time, with music/noise on the streets, or even 

inside, is a flagrant violation of the tenants rights. 

4) A restaurant serving beer and wine is required by the ABC to have 2 bathrooms. The bathrooms 

must be ADA compliant. 

5) Where is the grease trap located? It should be outdoors. Where is the trash and grease receptor 

located? Cars cannot block access to these removal sites. 

6) I believe Mono County only allows so many square feet for signs. 

7) The Fire Dept. has several requirements for restaurants with housing located above  

a) Suppression system 

b) Two layers of 5/8 sheet rock on ceilings. I believe it's a two hour firewall. 

c) Several other requirements 

 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Rodger Guffey 

Owner, 45 Lakeview 

760‐709‐1403 
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Good afternoon Gerry, 
  
I have other problems with the Lift Café: 
  

 The only access to the 2 employee parking spaces is through Rainbow Realty’s property. 
They cannot use other people’s property for access. 

 There is no snow storage. Go take a look a the lot with snow on it. 

 The handicap parking space must be a Van handicap space. That space must be a min. of 
8 feet wide with an additional 8 foot wide stripped access area to the right  the length of 
the space.  

 Street parking is not allowed for the required parking for a business. 

 They have only 5 parking spaces and 2 are for employees. This means the restaurant can 
only have 15 seats. 

            They do have 2 extra parking spaces for the apartment upstairs. 
  
Thank you for your consideration, 
Rodger Guffey  ( owner of the apartments across the street on Lakeview ) 
760‐709‐1403 
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Mono County 

Community Development Department 
            P.O. Box 347 
 Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546 
(760) 924-1800, fax 924-1801 
    commdev@mono.ca.gov 

    Planning Division   
 

                     P.O. Box 8 
         Bridgeport, CA  93517 

(760) 932-5420, fax 932-5431 
  www.monocounty.ca.gov 

STAFF REPORT 
 
Date: February 16, 2017 
 
To: Mono County Planning Commission 
 
From: Gerry Le Francois, Principal Planner 
 
Re: Third and final one year extension of Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) 31-86 / Graves 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the Mono County Planning Commission take the following actions: 
 
A. Find that the project was processed in accordance with Section 15183 of the CEQA 

Guidelines for a project consistent with the General Plan. No substantial changes have been 
proposed in the project or the circumstances under which the project will be undertaken, and 
no new information of substantial importance has been received to warrant further 
environmental analysis. 

 
B. Approve the final one-year extension of Tentative Parcel Map 31-86/Graves to November 

11, 2017, subject to the prior Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Monitoring Program as 
contained herein.  

 
BACKGROUND 

The proposed project is located along US 395 at the southern end of Antelope Valley (east of the 
Mountain Gate Parkway). The project calls for the subdivision of a 111-acre parcel into four lots and 
a remainder (APN 002-490-012 was formally 02-140-38). The subject property has a General Plan 
Land Use designation of Rural Residential with a 10-acre minimum lot size (RR 10).   
 
Telephone and electrical services do not extend to the project. The surrounding lands are a 
combination of private and public lands. The lands to the east and south are Humboldt-Toiyabe 
National Forest lands, with those to the west owned by Mono County and Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM).   
 
The Planning Commission approved the tentative parcel map on November 10, 2005. The Planning 
Commission approved a one year extension in November of 2008 and numerous extensions by the 
State Legislature extended this parcel map to November 10, 2015.  The second one-year extension 
continued TPM approval until November 10, 2016.  This is the final one-year extension if approved 
by your commission.   
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LDTAC Review 

The Land Development Technical Advisory Committee has reviewed this map extension and 
recommended the approval of a one-year map extension. 
 

Attachments: 

Map Extension Application 
CEQA 15183 Analysis 
Planning Commission Minutes for Public Hearing, November 10, 2005  
Planning Commission Staff Report and Conditions of Approval & 
Mitigation Monitoring Program, November 10, 2005 
Notice of Tentative Parcel Map 35-03 Approval, November 10, 2005 
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PART I: ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
CEQA Section 15183 

 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public agencies to consider the 

effects that development projects will have on the environment. California Public Resources 

Section 21083.3 and Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines mandate that projects that are 

consistent with the development density of existing zoning, community plan or general plan 

policies for which an EIR was certified shall not require additional environmental review, 

except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project-specific significant 

effects that are peculiar to the project or site.  

 

Mono County has existing zoning, community plan and general plan policies for which an 

EIR was certified; i.e., 

 

Mono County General Plan, EIR certified in 1993 (SCH # 91032012)  general plan 

policies for all required general plan elements. 

Mono County Land Use Element Update, EIR certified in 2000 (SCH # 98122016)   

zoning, land use policies, community plan policies. 

 

The Mono County Planning Division has prepared an Initial Study checklist to determine 

whether there are project-specific significant effects that are peculiar to the project or to the 

site. As mandated by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, this checklist identifies whether 

environmental effects of the project: 

 

1. Are peculiar to the project or the parcel on which the project would be located; 

2. Were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on the zoning action, general 

plan, or community plan, with which the project is consistent; 

3. If environmental effects are identified as peculiar to the project and were not 

analyzed in a prior EIR, are there uniformly applied development policies or 

standards that would mitigate the environmental effects; 

4. Are potentially significant off-site impacts and cumulative impacts which were not 

discussed in the prior EIR prepared for the General Plan, community plan, or zoning 

action; or 

5. Are previously that identified significant effects which, as a result of substantial new 

information that was not known at the time the EIR was certified, are determined to 

have a more severe adverse impact than discussed in the prior EIR. 

 

Further examination of environmental effects related to the project is limited to those items 

identified in the checklist as meeting one of the above criteria. 

 

II. PROJECT INFORMATION 
 

1.  Project Title: Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 

 

2.  Lead Agency Name and Address: 

Mono County Community Development Department 

Planning Division 

P.O. Box 8 

Bridgeport, CA 93517 
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3.  Contact Persons and Phone Numbers: Keith Hartstrom at (760) 932-5425, or Gwen 

Plummer at (760) 924-1802. 

 

4.  Project Location: The property is located along U.S. Highway 395 and the West Walker 

River, southeast of the community of Walker, Antelope Valley. 

 

5.  Project Sponsor's Name and Address: 

Olive Graves 

1650 Burcham Flat Road 

Coleville, CA  96107 

 

6.  General Plan Land Use Designation/ Zoning: Rural Residential 10-acre minimum (RR 

10) 

 

7. Description of Project: The proposed project is located along U.S. Highway 395 and the 

West Walker River just southeast of the community of Walker. The project calls for the 

subdivision of a 136-acre parcel into 4 lots and a remainder (APN 02-140-38) see Tentative 

Parcel Map and Exhibit 1). The subject property would permit a maximum project density 

of 13 units. The project will use individual water and sewer.  

 

8.  Surrounding Land Uses 

The property is located just southeast of the community of Walker. The adjacent 

development along U.S. 395 was destroyed by the 1997 Walker flood. The surrounding 

lands are a combination of private and public lands: 

 

West:  Bureau of Land Management, designated Resource Management. 

South: Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest, designated Resource Management  

East: Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest, designated Resource Management   

North: Largely undeveloped private property and designated Rural Residential with a 5-acre 

minimum (RR 5). 

 

Physical Characteristics of the Property 

The site is impacted by topographic features rising up from both sides of the Walker River to 

the east and west. The site is a combination of tree cover and open area with minimal 

vegetation on most of the site with nearly all of the site burned in the 2002 Cannon fires. 

Aspen and willows exist along the along the West Walker River. Parcel 3 contains a residence, 

an accessory structure and well. A number of drainage ways exist on each proposed parcel. 

The entire site enjoys vast vistas of the Antelope Valley and the Sierra Nevada range to the 

west. 

 

 

Access 

Although the parcels front onto U.S. Highway 395, all the parcels would gain access from 

Burcham Flat Road. Parcels 2 and 3 are accessed from a USFS access road from Burcham Flat 

Road (see Figure 2, Tentative Parcel Map 31-86). 

 

Utilities 

Because telephone and electric services do not extend to the property, future homeowners 

will provide necessary services and facilities such as alternative energy sources as a 

condition of approval for proposed projects (Land Use Element Countywide Land Use 

Policies Objective A, Action 2.1). Any new utilities extensions will be installed underground. 

In compliance with the requirement of the Mono Count General Plan, Conservation/Open 

Space Element, page V-57 Action 3.2 and Section 04.070 and Chapter 11 Utility 

Development Standards for the Land Use Element requires the applicants to place all new 
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utilities underground. Adequate public services (e.g., fire protection) and infrastructure 

(e.g., water supply, sewage treatment, utilities) are available for the area. Utilities will be 

provided as follows: 

 

 Water Supply: Individual Well 

Sewage Disposal: Individual Septic Systems 

Electricity: None 

Telephone: None 

Fire Protection: Antelope Valley Fire Protection District 

 

III. PROJECT COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 15183 
 

Compliance with General Plan, Area Plan, and Land Use Designation (Zoning) 

The project site is designated Rural Residential 10 acres minimum (RR-10) in the 2000 Mono 

County General Plan Land Use Update. The project calls for the subdivision of a 136-acre 

parcel into four lots of 11.4, 10.4 51.9 and 20.3 acres and a remainder of 42 acres. Tentative 

Parcel Map 31-86 would allow a maximum project density of one single-family residence and 

one secondary housing unit per parcel. 

 

The proposed development is also consistent with Antelope Valley Area Plan policies contained 

in the Mono County General Plan Land Use Element; i.e., 

 

Mono County Land Use Element Antelope-Valley Area Plan Policies 

ANTELOPE VALLEY 

Provide for orderly growth in the Antelope Valley in a manner that retains the rural 

environment, and protects the area's scenic, recreational, agricultural, and natural resources.  

 

Action 1.2:  Maintain large minimum parcel sizes outside of community areas and the 

Highway 395 corridor. 

 

Action 1.3:  Limit the type and intensity of development in flood plain areas. 

 

Action 3.3:  Maintain the large lot residential nature of the Hwy. 395 corridor. 

 

Action 4.1:  Support a policy of no net loss of private land in the Antelope Valley. 

 

OBJECTIVE B  

Action 1.4:  Conserve scenic highway corridors by maintaining and expanding large lot 

land use designations in areas within view of scenic highways. 

 

Action 2.4:  Inform owners of critical wildlife habitat areas of the potential for open 

space easements to protect such areas and of the potential for property tax 

adjustments. 

 

Action 3.2:  Work with the Lahontan RWQCB and other appropriate agencies to require 

appropriate actions to ensure that future development does not degrade water quality in 

the area. 

 

Action 4.1:  As a condition of approval, require development projects to demonstrate 

that sufficient water exists to serve both domestic and fireflow needs of the development 

and that use of the water will not deplete or degrade water supplies in the surrounding 

area. 
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COUNTYWIDE LAND USE POLICIES 

 

OBJECTIVE A 

Accommodate future growth in a manner that preserves and protects the area's scenic, 

agricultural, natural, cultural and recreational resources and that is consistent with the 

capacities of public facilities and services. 

 

Policy 2:  Assure that adequate public services and infrastructure are available to serve 

planned development. 

 

Action 2.1:  Require that necessary services and facilities, including utility lines, are 

available or will be provided as a condition of approval for proposed projects. 

 

Action 2.2  Require that new development projects adjacent to existing communities be 

annexed into existing service districts, where feasible.  

 

Action 2.3:  Through permit conditions and mitigation measures, require development 

projects to fund the public services and infrastructure costs of the development. In 

accordance with state law (Government Code § 53077), such exactions shall not exceed 

the benefits derived from the project.  

 

Policy 5:  Regulate future development in a manner that minimizes visual impacts to 

the natural environment, to community areas, and to cultural resources and 

recreational areas. 

 

Action 5.1:  Implement the Visual Resource policies in the Conservation/Open Space 

Element. 

 

Determination 

The project is consistent with the General Plan land use designation for the parcel; EIRs were 

certified by Mono County for the adoption of the Mono County General Plan in 1993 and the 

General Plan Update in 2000. The project meets the conditions set forth in Public Resources 

Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183. The proposed project is a 

residential development project that is consistent with a community plan and zoning; the use 

of an environmental analysis in conformance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 is 

appropriate. 
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Figure 1: Location Map 

Graves 
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Figure 2: Site Map 
 

Subject Property 
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Figure 3: Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 
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IV.  IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 

The following environmental analysis is based on Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 

and Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines. The checklist assesses potential environmental 

impacts to determine whether they meet requirements for assessment under Section 

15183; i.e., 

 

1. Are potential impacts peculiar to the project or parcel? 

2. Were the impacts addressed in a previously certified EIR? 

3. If an impact is peculiar to the project and was not addressed in a prior EIR, are there 

uniformly applied development policies or standards that would mitigate the impact? 

4. Are there potentially significant cumulative or offsite impacts that were not discussed in 

the prior EIR? 

5. Is there substantial new information to show that a potential impact would be more 

significant than previously described? 

 

   

 

Issues & Supporting Information Sources 

 
 

Impact  
poten-

tially 
peculiar to 
the project 

or parcel? 

 
 

Was the 
impact 

addressed in 
the 

prior EIR? 

If peculiar 
and not 

addressed, 
are there 

uniformly 
applied 

development 

policies or 
standard 

that would 
mitigate?  

 
Potentially 

significant 
cumulative 

or off-site 
impacts 

not 

discussed 
in the prior 

EIR?  

 
Substantial 

new 
information 

showing 
impact 
more 

significant 
than 

previously 
described?  

 

I. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  

 a) Conflict with general plan designation or 

zoning?  

No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Conflict with applicable environmental plans 

or policies adopted by agencies with 

jurisdiction over the project? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 c) Be incompatible with existing land use in the 

vicinity?  

No Yes N/A No No 

 d) Affect agricultural resources or operations 

(e.g., impacts to soils or farmlands, or 

impacts from incompatible land uses)?  

No Yes N/A No No 

 e) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement 

of an established community (including a 

low-income or minority community)?  

No Yes N/A No No 

 

II. POPULATION AND HOUSING. 

 a) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local 

population projections? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Induce substantial growth in an area either 

directly or indirectly (e.g., through projects 

in an undeveloped area or extension of major 

infrastructure)?  

No Yes N/A No No 

 c) Displace existing housing, especially 

affordable housing? 

No Yes N/A No No 
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Issues & Supporting Information Sources 

 

 
Impact 

poten-
tially 

peculiar to 
the project 

or parcel? 

 

 
Was the 

impact 
addressed in 

the EIR? 

If peculiar 

and not 
addressed, 

are there 
uniformly 

applied 
development 

policies or 
standard 

that would 
mitigate?  

 

Potentially 
significant 

cumulative 
or off-site 

impacts 
not 

discussed 
in the prior 

EIR?  

 

Substantial 
new 

information 
shows 

impact 
more 

significant 
than 

previously 
described?  

 

III. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  

 a) Fault rupture?  No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Seismic ground shaking?  No Yes N/A No No 

 c) Seismic ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 d) Seiche, tsunami, or volcanic hazard?  No Yes N/A No No 

 e) Landslides or mudflows? No Yes N/A No No 

 f) Erosion, changes in topography or unstable 

soil conditions from excavation, grading, or 

fill? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 g) Subsidence of the land? No Yes N/A No No 

 h) Expansive soils? No Yes N/A No No 

 i) Unique geologic or physical features? No Yes N/A No No 

 

IV. WATER RESOURCES.  

 a) Changes in absorption rates, drainage 

patterns, or the rate and amount of surface 

runoff? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Exposure of people or property to water 

related hazards such as flooding?  

No Yes N/A No No 

 c) Discharge into surface waters or other 

alteration of surface water quality (e.g., 

temperature, dissolved oxygen or turbidity)? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 d) Changes in the amount of surface water in 

any water body? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 e) Changes in currents, or the course or 

direction of water movements? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 f) Change in the quantity of groundwater, 

either through direct additions or 

withdrawals, or through interception of an 

aquifer by cuts or excavations or through 

substantial loss of groundwater recharge 

capability? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 g) Altered direction or rate of flow of 

groundwater? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 h) Impacts to groundwater quality? No Yes N/A No No 

 i) Substantial reduction in the amount of 

groundwater otherwise available for public 

water supplies? 

No Yes N/A No No 
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Issues & Supporting Information Sources 

 

 
Impact  

poten-
tially 

peculiar to 
the project 
or parcel?  

 

 
Was the 

impact 
addressed in 

the EIR? 

If peculiar 

and not 
addressed, 

are there 
uniformly 

applied 
development 
policies or 

standard 
that would 

mitigate?  

 

Potentially 
significant 

cumulative 
or off-site 

impacts not 
discussed 

in the prior 

EIR?  

 

Substantial 
new 

information 
shows 

impact 
more 

significant 

than 
previously 

described?  

 

V. AIR QUALITY.  

 a) Violate any air quality standard or 

contribute to an existing or projected air 

quality violation? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Expose sensitive receptors to pollutants? No Yes N/A No No 

 c) Alter air movement, moisture, or 

temperature, or cause any change in 

climate? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 d) Create objectionable odors? No Yes N/A No No 

 

VI. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION.  

 a) Increased vehicle trips or traffic congestion? No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Hazards to safety from design features (e.g., 

sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 

incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 c) Inadequate emergency access or access to 

nearby uses? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 d) Insufficient parking capacity on site or off 

site? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 e) Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or 

bicyclists? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 f) Conflicts with adopted policies supporting 

alternative transportation (e.g., bus 

turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 g) Rail, waterborne or air traffic impacts? No Yes N/A No No 

 

VII. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 

 a) Endangered, threatened or rare species or 

their habitats (including but not limited to 

plants, fish, insects, animals, and birds)?  

No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Locally designated species (e.g., heritage 

trees)? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 c) Locally designated natural communities 

(e.g., oak forest, coastal habitat, etc.)? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 d) Wetland habitat (e.g., marsh, riparian and 

vernal pool)?  

No Yes N/A No No 

 e) Wildlife dispersal or migration corridors?  No Yes N/A No No 
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Issues & Supporting Information Sources 

 

 
Impact 

poten-
tially 

peculiar to 
the project 

or parcel?  

 

 
Was the 

impact 
addressed in 

the EIR? 

If peculiar 

and not 
addressed, 

are there 
uniformly 

applied 
development 

policies or 
standard 

that would 
mitigate?  

 

Potentially 
significant 

cumulative 
or off-site 

impacts not 
discussed 

in the prior 
EIR?  

 

Substantial 
new 

information 
shows 

impact 
more 

significant 
than 

previously 
described?  

 

VIII. ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES. 

 a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation 

plans? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful 

and inefficient manner? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 c) Result in the loss of availability of a known 

mineral resource that would be of future 

value to the region and the residents of the 

state? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 

IX. HAZARDS.  

 a) A risk or accidental explosion or release of 

hazardous substances (including, but not 

limited to: oil, pesticides, chemicals or 

radiation)? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Possible interference with an emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation 

plan? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 c) The creation of any health hazard or 

potential health hazard? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 d) Exposure of people to existing sources for 

potential health hazards? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 e) Increased fire hazard in areas with 

flammable brush, grass or trees? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 

X. NOISE.  

 a) Increases in existing noise levels? No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Exposure of people to severe noise levels? No Yes N/A No No 

 

XI. PUBLIC SERVICES.  

 a) Fire protection?  No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Police protection? No Yes N/A No No 

 c) Schools? No Yes N/A No No 

 d) Parks or recreational facilities? No Yes N/A No No 

 e) Maintenance of public facilities, including 

roads? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 f) Other governmental services?  No Yes N/A No No 
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Issues & Supporting Information Sources 

 

 
Impact  

poten-
tially 

peculiar to 
the project 

or parcel?  

 

 
Was the 

impact 
addressed in 

the EIR? 

If peculiar 

and not 
addressed, 

are there 
uniformly 

applied 
development 

policies or 
standard 

that would 
mitigate?  

 

Potentially 
significant 

cumulative 
or off-site 

impacts not 
discussed 

in the prior 
EIR?  

 

Substantial 
new 

information 
shows 

impact 
more 

significant 
than 

previously 
described?  

 

XII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  

 a) Power or natural gas?  No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Communications systems? No Yes N/A No No 

 c) Local or regional water treatment or 

distribution facilities? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 d) Sewer or septic tanks? No Yes N/A No No 

 e) Storm water drainage?  No Yes N/A No No 

 f) Solid waste disposal? No Yes N/A No No 

 g) Local or regional water supplies? No Yes N/A No No 

 

XIII. AESTHETICS.  

 a) Affect a scenic vista or scenic highway?  No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Substantially degrade the existing visual 

character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings 

No Yes N/A No No 

 c) Create light or glare? No Yes N/A No No 

 

XIV. CULTURAL RESOURCES.  

 a) Disturb paleontological, archaeological or 

historical resources? 

No Yes Yes No No 

 b) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses 

within the potential impact area? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 

XV. RECREATION.  

 a) Increase the demand for neighborhood or 

regional parks or other recreational 

facilities? 

No Yes N/A No No 

 b) Affect existing recreational opportunities? No Yes N/A No No 
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V. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND  
 MITIGATION MEASURES 

 
INTRODUCTION 

Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 mandate that 

when a parcel has been zoned to accommodate a particular density of development and an 

environmental impact report was certified for that zoning or planning action, subsequent 

environmental review of a project consistent with that prior action shall be limited to those 

effects from the project that are peculiar to the parcel or the site unless substantial new 

information indicates that the effect will be more significant than previously described or there 

are potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts not discussed in the prior EIR.  

 

In determining whether an effect is peculiar to the project or the parcel, Public Resources Code 

Section 21083.3 and the CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 state that an effect shall not be 

considered peculiar to the project if it can be substantially mitigated by uniformly applied 

development policies or standards that have previously been adopted by the County with a 

finding that the policies or standards will substantially mitigate that environmental effect when 

applied to future projects (unless substantial new information shows that the policies or 

standards will not substantially mitigate the environmental effect). 

 

Most (if not all) of the effects of the project were identified in the EIRs certified by the County in 

conjunction with the adoption and update of the Mono County General Plan and are not 

unique or peculiar to the proposed project.  

 

The area is suitable for development, but because electrical and telephone services do not 

extend to the proposed parcels, future property owners will be responsible for providing their 

own telephone systems and alternative energy sources. The potential environmental effects of 

the project are in conformance with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.  

 

1) LAND USE AND PLANNING 

The project site is designated Rural Residential 10-acre minimum (RR 10) in the 2000 Mono 

County General Plan Land Use Update, and the project is consistent with surrounding land 

uses. The RR-10 designation in Antelope Valley has a minimum parcel size of 10 acres for rural 

residential uses. The RR designation is intended to permit larger-lot single-family dwelling 

units with ancillary rural uses in areas away from developed communities. Small-scale 

agriculture, including limited commercial agricultural activities, is permitted. 

 

Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 would subdivide the project site into four parcels and a remainder. 

The parcels would be four lots of 11.4, 10.4, 51.9 and 20.3 acres and a remainder of 42 acres. 

(see Figure 3, Tentative Parcel Map 31-86), and would allow a maximum project density of one 

single-family residence and one secondary housing unit per parcel. 
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DETERMINATION  

 The land use and planning impacts of the proposed density of development were analyzed 

in the prior EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the Mono 

County General Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that the land use and planning impacts 

of the project will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site land use and planning impacts from the proposed 

project that were not addressed in the prior EIRs.  

 

2)  POPULATION AND HOUSING  

The General Plan Land Use Element density for parcel AP 26-040-09, located in Antelope Valley 

is one dwelling unit per lot and a secondary unit (2001 Mono County General Plan, Page II-

111). The proposed project is adjacent to a developed community area with existing 

infrastructure, and will not induce substantial growth.  

 

DETERMINATION  

 The population and housing impacts of the proposed density of development were analyzed 

in the prior EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the Mono 

County General Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that the population and housing 

impacts of the project will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site population and housing impacts from the proposed 

project that were not addressed in the prior EIRs.  

 

3)  GEOLOGY 

The Mono County Master Environmental Assessment (MEA) shows that the project site is not 

in an Alquist-Priolo Fault Hazard Zone and there are no faults in the project vicinity (MEA 

Figure 34 A, Seismic Hazards). The project site is also neither in a High Risk Ground Failure 

Area (MEA Figure 34 A, Seismic Hazards. There are no unique geologic features on site. The 

project site is not at risk of volcanic hazards from the Long Valley Caldera (MEA Figure 22, 

Volcanic Hazards). 

 

The applicant will be required to submit a soils report or process a soils report waiver for 

expansive soils. Any such report or waiver will be reviewed and approved by the Director of 

Public Works, according to the provisions of Mono County Code (MCC) Section 17.36.090. 

Single-family-residential development is not expected to cause erosion and sedimentation 

impacts.  

 

MEA Figure 18 F, Soil Erosion, shows the project site not within an area subject to sheet or 

stream rill erosion, wind or urban road construction erosion. The Mono County General Plan 

and the Mono County Grading Ordinance (Mono County Code, Chapter 13.08) contain 

uniformly applied erosion control policies and standards designed to prevent erosion and 

sedimentation impacts from construction activities. The Conditions of Approval for Tentative 
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Parcel Map 31-86 incorporate measures to avoid potential erosion and sedimentation impacts, 

as required by Mono County General Plan policies; i.e., 

 

"Preserve, maintain, and enhance surface and groundwater resources to protect Mono 

County’s water quality and water-dependent resources from the adverse effects of 

development or degradation of water-dependent resources." 

(Mono County General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element, Goal II, Objective A) 

 

“Control erosion at construction projects.”  

(Mono County General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element, Goal II, Objective A, Policy 

2) 

 

"Ensure that Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWCQB) regulations for 

erosion control are met as a condition for County permit approvals." 

(Mono County General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element, Goal II, Objective A) Policy 

2, Action 2.1) 

 

DETERMINATION 

 The geologic impacts of the proposed density of development were analyzed in the prior 

EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the Mono County 

General Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that geologic impacts of the project will 

be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site geologic impacts from the proposed project that were not 

addressed in the prior EIRs.  

` 

4)  WATER RESOURCES 

The project site is within a 100-year flood zone (MEA Figure 38K, Flood Hazards). Water for the 

project's domestic and fire-flow needs will be supplied by individual wells on each lot. The 

project is not anticipated to create a substantial reduction in the amount of groundwater 

available for public water supplies or to affect groundwater quality or the direction or rate of 

flow of groundwater.  

 

Conditions of Approval for Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 require the following: 

 

 Adherence to the Mono County General Plan Floodplain Combining , which contain 

methods of reducing flood losses (Chapter 19.25). A development permit shall be 

obtained from the floodplain administrator before construction or development begins 

within any are of special flood hazard. The director of Public Works is the appointed 

floodplain administrator and is authorized to administer and implant this chapter. 

 

 Well construction must conform to California state requirements and water well permit 

requirements; the applicant must obtain well permits from Mono County Environmental 

Health prior to any on-site water development; water supply and distribution systems 

must be designed by a California Registered Civil Engineer and approved by Public 

Works; the location of the wells must comply with minimum distances established by 

the Regional Water Quality Control Board; and the applicant must provide assurance at 

the time of Final Map recording that the well water is adequate for domestic use in both 

quality and amount. 
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 As discussed in the previous section on geology, the Mono County General Plan and 

Grading Ordinance contain erosion control measures to sufficiently mitigate impacts. 

 

DETERMINATION  

 The water resources and floodplain impacts of the proposed density of development were 

analyzed in the prior EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the 

Mono County General Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that the impacts of the project on water 

resources will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site water resources impacts from the proposed project that 

were not addressed in the prior EIRs.  

 

5)  AIR QUALITY 

Mono County is a state designated non-attainment area for ozone and PM10 (State Air 

Resources Control Board, www.arb.ca.gov). The proposed project will incrementally increase 

traffic in the area, increasing air quality impacts resulting from auto emissions. That impact 

was previously addressed in the EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and 

amendment of the Mono County General Plan. In addition, the amount of traffic generated by 

the project will not be significant; therefore, potential emissions impacts from that traffic will 

not be significant. 

 

The proposed residential uses are not expected to expose sensitive receptors to pollutants or to 

create any objectionable odors other than wood smoke. Conditions of Approval for Tentative 

Parcel Map 31-86 require all new wood-burning devices to be Phase II EPA certified in 

compliance with policies in the Mono County General Plan that address the use of wood-

burning devices in new construction; These policies have been applied to the project; i.e., 

 

"Maintain a high level of air quality that protects human health and wildlife, and prevents 

the degradation of scenic views." (Mono County General Plan, Open Space and 

Conservation Element, Objective A) 

 

"Maintain air quality by complying with standards and regulations established by the Great 

Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD)." 

(Mono County General Plan, Open Space and Conservation Element, Objective A, Policy 1) 

 

"Reduce emissions from wood-burning appliances." 

(Mono County General Plan, Open Space and Conservation Element, Objective A, Policy 6) 

 

"Require that all new wood-burning appliances be Phase II EPA certified." 

(Mono County General Plan, Open Space and Conservation Element, Objective A, Action 6.1) 

 

DETERMINATION  

 The air quality impacts of the proposed density of development were analyzed in the prior 

EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the Mono County 

General Plan.  
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 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that the impacts of the project on air 

quality will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site impacts on air quality from the proposed project that 

were not addressed in the prior EIRs.  

 

6) TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Trips generated by the proposed four lots will not substantially increase vehicle trips or cause 

traffic congestion. Table 1 shows the projected average daily additional vehicle trips for four 

additional single-family units. The proposed project could generate approximately 38.2 daily 

vehicle trips. This assumes that trip generation figures accurately reflect trip generation rates in 

the Eastern Sierra. Most likely, the trip generation figure used exceeds the actual trip generation 

rates in the area and probably overestimates the number of vehicle trips potentially generated. 

The number of trips generated will not significantly impact the capacity of U.S. 6, pursuant to 

the guidance provided in the manual Trip Generation, 5th Edition, Institute of Transportation 

Engineers, 1991. 

 

The parcels will be accessed from Bircham Flat Road and the applicant will waive access rights to 

the proposed parcels from U.S. Highway 395. An encroachment permit shall be obtained from 

Mono County Department of Public Works for new access road(s) onto Burcham Flat Road. The 

applicant shall identify the provisional road easement alignments(s) for access to Parcels 1, 4 and 

the remainder and shall provide evidence of approved access through USFS lands for proposed 

Parcels 2 and 3 pursuant to Alaska National Interest Land Conservation Act and implementing 

regulations (Code of Federal regulations, 36 CFR 251.110-114 or other applicable provision for 

road development). Cost associated with acquiring USFS approval and road development is the 

responsibility of the applicant and/or future homeowners.  

 

The lots are of adequate size to accommodate all required parking on each parcel. The project will 

neither create barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists nor will it conflict with policies supporting 

alternative transportation. The project will also not have any rail, waterborne, or air traffic 

impacts. 

 

TABLE 1: Projected Additional Vehicle Trips for the Graves Property 

Proposed Uses No. of Units Trip Rate Per Use1 Total Trips Projected 

Single Family 4 units  9.55/unit 38.2 

 

Notes: Trip rates are from: Trip Generation, 5th Edition, Institute of Transportation 

Engineers, 1991. Pursuant to that manual, that level of additional traffic projected is not 

considered to be significant. 

 

The Mono County General Plan and Land Development Regulations and the Mono County 

Regional Transportation Plan contain policies and standards concerning transportation and 

circulation that have been applied to this project; i.e., 

 

"Require new development to comply with the County Road Improvement Standards as a 

condition of project approval." (Mono County General Plan, Circulation Element, Objective 

B, Policy 1) 
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Single-family dwellings are required to provide two on-site parking spaces per residence. 

(Mono County General Plan, Land Development Regulations, Chapter 06, Development 

Standards--Parking) 

 

DETERMINATION 

 The traffic and circulation impacts of the proposed density of development were analyzed in 

the prior EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the Mono 

County General Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that the traffic and circulation impacts 

of the project will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site traffic and circulation impacts from the proposed project 

that were not addressed in the prior EIRs.  

 

7)  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

There are no endangered, threatened or rare wildlife species known or expected to occur in the 

project area (Mono County MEA, Figure 28, Special Status Species, indicates there is no 

occurrence). There are no locally designated species or natural communities in Mono County. 

The project site is in an area identified as a Dispersed Use Area for mule deer (Mono County 

MEA, Figure 20, Deer Herd Use Areas). 

 

The Mono County General Plan and Land Development Regulations and the Mono County 

Regional Transportation Plan contain policies and standards concerning biological resources 

that have been applied to this project; i.e., 

 

 (Mono County General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element, Biological Resource 

policies, Objective A. Policy 2) 

 

DETERMINATION  

 The biological resources impacts of the proposed density of development were analyzed in 

the prior EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the Mono 

County General Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that the biological impacts of the project 

will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site biological impacts from the proposed project that were 

not addressed in the prior EIRs.  

 

8)  ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES 

All future construction will be required to meet the requirements of Title 24, Part 2, Chapter 2-

53 Energy Efficiency Standards according to Mono County Code 15.04.111. While an 

incremental demand upon existing energy service or resources is expected, it is not expected to 

be significant. No electrical service is available.  
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MEA Figure 17 A, Mineral Resources, indicates that the site is in an area containing mineral 

deposits whose significance cannot be evaluated from available data. The project area is listed 

as MRA 3. 

 

DETERMINATION 

 The energy and mineral resource impacts of the proposed density of development were 

analyzed in the prior EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the 

Mono County General Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that the energy and mineral resource 

impacts of the project will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site energy and mineral resource impacts from the proposed 

project that were not addressed in the prior EIRs.  

 

9) HAZARDS 

The project will utilize individual propane tanks that must be installed according to all 

applicable codes and Mono County Code 15.04.056. All future residential development will be 

required to comply with the Mono County Fire Safe Regulations (Mono County Land 

Development Regulations, Chapter 22). The development of single-family residences on the 

property will not interfere with Mono County's Standardized Emergency Management System 

(SEMS) Plan (1997). The proposed project will provide adequate access for emergency vehicles. 

The development of single-family residences is not expected to create health hazards. There are 

no known health hazards in the project area to which homeowners could be exposed. 

 

DETERMINATION   

 The hazards impacts of the proposed density of development were analyzed in the prior 

EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the Mono County 

General Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that the hazards impacts of the project 

will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site hazards impacts from the proposed project that were not 

addressed in the prior EIRs.  

 

10)  NOISE 

Construction-related noise impacts may cause some temporary disturbance. While future 

residential development will increase use of the project area and ambient noise levels, single-

family residential uses are not typically high noise-generating sources. No significant long-term 

noise impacts are anticipated from the single-family residential uses. Project conditions direct 

that noise levels during construction be kept to a minimum by equipping all on-site equipment 

with noise attenuation devices and by compliance with all requirements of the County's Noise 

Ordinance (Mono County Code, Chapter 10.16).  
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DETERMINATION  

 The noise impacts of the proposed density of development were analyzed in the prior EIRs 

certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the Mono County General 

Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that noise impacts of the project will be 

more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site noise impacts from the proposed project that were not 

addressed in the prior EIRs.  

 

11)  PUBLIC SERVICES 

The project is located within the Antelope Valley Fire Protection District and will be required to 

comply with FPD regulations and the County's Fire Safe Regulations (Mono County Land 

Development Regulations, Chapter 22). 

 

Police protection is provided by the Mono County Sheriff's Department. Existing personnel 

should be able to serve the minimal requirements of this parcel map 

 

The Eastern Sierra Unified School District collects impact fees at the time of building permit 

issuance to mitigate future impacts. 

 

The proposed development will be accessed by Bircham Flat Road, and future homeowners will 

be required to either improve the provisional access or obtain access from the USFS through 

implementing regulations. 

 

DETERMINATION 

 The public service impacts of the proposed density of development were analyzed in the 

prior EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the Mono County 

General Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that the public service impacts of the 

project will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site public service impacts from the proposed project that 

were not addressed in the prior EIRs.  
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12) UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

The project will utilize individual propane tanks that must be installed according to all applicable 

codes and Mono County Code 15.04.056. Future service extensions must be installed 

underground in compliance with Mono County General Plan policies. Water will be provided by 

individual wells and sewage disposal will be provided by individual septic systems on each 

property. There are no storm drainage systems in the area. Future residents will be responsible 

for their own solid waste disposal. Mono County landfill facilities are not expected to be impacted 

by the proposed project. Telephone and electrical service are not available on the property; costs 

associated with acquiring telephone and alternative energy sources is the responsibility of future 

homeowners. Future service extensions must be installed underground in compliance with Mono 

County General Plan policies. The Mono County General Plan includes policies regarding the use 

of alternative energy sources. 

 

Open Space Element/Energy Resources, Goal VIII Objective B; Allow the use of alternative 

energy sources, such as waste-to-energy or solar in the new construction of residential and 

commercial buildings. 

 

Policy 1:  Encourage the implementation of solar water and space heating systems. 

 

Action 1.1:  Provide for density bonuses for residential and commercial projects using 

passive or active solar heating. A 10 percent density bonus may be allowed for each 25 

percent reduction in space and water heating demand. 

 

DETERMINATION  

 The utilities and service systems impacts of the proposed density of development were 

analyzed in the prior EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the 

Mono County General Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that the utilities and service systems 

impacts of the project will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site utilities and service systems impacts from the proposed 

project that were not addressed in the prior EIRs.  

 

13) AESTHETICS 

The project site is located adjacent to a state scenic highway. It is in an undeveloped area. This 

parcel contributes to the area’s scenic appeal. The development of additional single-family 

residential housing will not substantially degrade the visual quality of the surrounding area. 

Utility line extensions will be installed underground in compliance with Mono County General 

Plan policies and the Land Development Regulations. The project will not create light and glare. 

Conditions of Approval for Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 limit outside lighting to that necessary 

for health and safety reasons and require it to be designed and maintained to minimize its 

effects on surrounding uses. 

 

The Mono County General Plan and Land Development Regulations contain policies and 

standards concerning visual resources/aesthetics that have been applied to this project; i.e., 

 

General Plan Policy/Standards 
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“Retain the rural character of areas outside existing communities by restricting development to 

low intensity uses…” (Mono County General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element, Visual 

Resource Policies, Objective A, Action 3.2) 

 

“Continue to use zoning and subdivision regulations to preserve open space for scenic 

purposes.”  Conservation/Open Space Element, Visual Resource Policies, Objective A, Action 

4.4) 

 

“Require the restoration of disturbed sites following construction, but prior to issuance of a 

Certificate of Occupancy.” Conservation/Open Space Element, Visual Resource Policies, 

Objective A, Action 5.5) 

 

 “Future development shall be sited and designed to be in scale and compatible with the 

surrounding community and/or natural environment.” (Mono County General Plan, 

Conservation/Open Space Element, Visual Resource Policies, Objective C, Policy 2, Action 2.1 – 

2.9) 

 

“Extension of power and telephone services shall be placed underground.”  

(Undergrounding of utilities complies with the requirements of the Mono County General Plan, 

Land Development Regulations, Chapter 04.070 and the Mono County General Plan, 

Conservation/Open Space Element, Visual Resource Policies, Objective C, Action 3.2) 

 

DETERMINATION  

 The aesthetic impacts of the proposed density of development were analyzed in the prior 

EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the Mono County 

General Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that the aesthetic impacts of the project 

will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site aesthetic impacts from the proposed project that were 

not addressed in the prior EIRs.  

 

14) CULTURAL RESOURCES 

No known paleontological, archaeological or historical resources exist on the project site. There 

are no existing religious or sacred uses within the project vicinity. Conditions of Approval for 

Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 require developers to stop work and notify appropriate agencies if 

archaeological evidence is encountered during earthwork activities. No disturbance of an 

archaeological site is permitted until the applicant hires a qualified consultant and an 

appropriate report which identifies acceptable site mitigation measures is filed with the County 

Planning Division. 

 

DETERMINATION  

 The cultural resource impacts of the proposed density of development were analyzed in the 

prior EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the Mono County 

General Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  
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 There is no new substantial information indicating that the impacts of the project on 

cultural resources will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site impacts from the proposed project on cultural resources 

that were not addressed in the prior EIRs.  

 

15) RECREATION 

The addition of four single-family residences will only minimally increase the demand for local 

and regional park facilities. The project will not affect existing recreational opportunities 

because most of the recreational opportunities in Mono County occur on public lands. 

 

DETERMINATION  

 The recreation impacts of the proposed density of development were analyzed in the prior 

EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the Mono County 

General Plan.  

 This parcel is no different than other parcels in the surrounding area; there is nothing 

unusual about the proposed project that would change or in any way affect the severity of 

these impacts. The impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project.  

 There is no new substantial information indicating that the impacts of the project on 

recreation will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs.  

 There are no cumulative or off-site impacts from the proposed project on recreation that 

were not addressed in the prior EIRs.  
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View of current single-family residence from the access road. 
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View from Burcham Flat Road looking west toward U.S. 395 and Walker River 

57



 

26 

 

View from Burcham Flat Road looking northwest over the Antelope Valley. 
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View from Burcham Flat Road looking southwest toward U.S. 395 
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Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 

VI. DETERMINATION 
 

On the basis of this initial evaluation:   

 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the  

environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.    

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 

environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the 

mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been added to the 

project and/or revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the 

project proponent. 

  

A NEGATIVE DECLARATION WILL BE PREPARED.    

 

I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,  

and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.   

 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the 

environmental, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an 

earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been 

addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on 

attached sheets, if the effect is a "potentially significant impact" or “potentially 

significant unless mitigated.”  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is  

  

required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.   
 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on 

the environment, there WILL NOT be a significant effect in this case 

because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed 

adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to 

applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to 

that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 

mitigation measures that are imposed 

  

upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.  X 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Keith Hartstrom 

 Date: November 10, 2005 

 

 

Printed Name  Signature  
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Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 

 PART II: REFERENCES 

 

 

REFERENCES CONSULTED 

 

California Air Resources Control Board 

www.arb.ca.gov -- non-attainment area information 

 

Institute of Transportation Engineers 

Trip Generation, 5th Edition. 1991. 

 

Mono County 

Mono County Code. Chapter 13.03. Land Clearing, Earthwork and Drainage Facilities. 

 

Mono County Local Transportation Commission 

Mono County Regional Transportation Plan. 2002. 

 

Mono County Planning Division. 

Mono County General Plan, including the Land Development Regulations. 2000. 

Mono County General Plan Environmental Impact Report. 1993. 

Mono County General Plan Environmental Impact Report. 2000. 

Mono County Master Environmental Assessment. 2000. 
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SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES 
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 10, 2005 

(Adopted December 8, 2005)  

 

D. PARCEL MAP 31-86/Graves. The proposed project would divide APN 02-140-38, totaling 136 acres, into four 

lots and a remainder. The property is located along U.S. 395 and the West Walker River, just south of the community of 

Walker. The General Plan designation is Rural Residential (RR 10) with a 10-acre minimum lot size. Staff: Gwen Plummer 

 
Gwen Plummer presented an overview of the project, and Evan Nikirk noted a pending grant for river 

access. The Walker River is designated a Wild and Scenic River. 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING: Surveyor Bruce Woodworth indicated that Graves has agreed to sell the northerly 
section of river land at fair market value for access. A single easement should suffice.   

  Evan Nikirk indicated the portion between U.S. 395 and the river is in a flood awareness area, which 

would prevent development. Public Works prefers no access off U.S. 395, but could allow access without 
development. Woodworth indicated the County would have approval authority on any construction. Nikirk 

requested the FEMA boundary be shown. CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING. 
 

 COMMISSION DISCUSSION: Are there any other users whose wells could be drawn down? Graves is the 
only private landowner south of Walker for many miles. Keith Hartstrom indicated it’s not likely a well would 

be drilled for each parcel, maybe just one or two.  

 
 MOTION: Approve Parcel Map 31-86, changing the following Conditions of Approval to read (Bush/Black. 

Ayes: 4. Absent: Shipley.): 

 Throughout: “Must be satisfied prior to recording approval of the final map.” 

 #23:   “The applicant will be required to shall submit...” 

#30a: Must be satisfied prior to recording of final map, but is generally “Associated with future residential 
development. Requires monitoring over a period of time.” 

#33: “Access rights to Lots Parcels 1, 4 and the remainder parcel shall be provided by obtained from the 
USFS…” 

#36: “The applicant shall waive access rights to the proposed Parcel 3 on the west side of U.S. Highway 

395.” Development on the east side of U.S. 395 is waived within the flood plain unless a waiver is 
obtained from the Department of Public Works. 

#43:  “Provided the County’s proposed Mountain Gate River Access Project is funded, applicant shall 
negotiate in good faith with the County for the sale at fair market value of a portion of Parcel 1 

necessary to complete the project. In the event applicant sells Parcel 1 prior to any such sale to the 
County occurring, applicant shall cause this Condition of Approval to be reflected as a restriction in the 

deed to the buyer so that the buyer acquires the property subject to, and must abide by, this 

condition.” A deed restriction for Parcel 1, running for one year after the recording of the final map, 
shall be provided in favor of Mono County for the sale of approximately two acres between U.S. 395 

and Walker River for the California River Parkways grant. 
 #44a: “Must be satisfied prior to future development.” 

#46: “A significant portion of the property has been identified by the Federal Emergency Management 

Agency as being in a 100-year flood hazard area zone. The final map shall display the boundaries of 
that area zone identified by FEMA as being subject to the 100-year event. Development within the 
floodplain is prohibited on any parcel unless approval is obtained from the Mono County 
Floodplain Administrator.” 

 #46b: Community Development Department/Planning Division, Department of Public Works 
#47: Because electrical and telephone services do not extend to the proposed parcels, the applicant has 

proposed alternative energy systems. “Future property owners shall be made aware by notation 
on the Parcel Map that utilities and snow removal services do not extend to the proposed 
parcels. Future property owners will be responsible for providing their own telephone systems and 

alternative energy sources of energy, and snow removal. Costs associated with acquiring telephone and 
alternative energy sources and/or providing said services are the responsibility of future 

homeowners.” 
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Mono County 

Community Development Department 
            P.O. Box 347 
 Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546 
(760) 924-1800, fax 924-1801 
    commdev@mono.ca.gov 

    Planning Division                               P.O. Box 8 
               Bridgeport, CA 93517 

(760) 932-5420, fax 932-5431 
               www.monocounty.ca.gov 

 
Date: November 10, 2005 
 
To: Mono County Planning Commission 

 
From: Keith R. Hartstrom, Principal Planner 

 Gwen Plummer, Associate Planner 
 
Re: Tentative Parcel Map 31-86/Graves 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the Planning Commission take the following actions: 

 
 A. In adopting the CEQA document:   

 

 1. Find that the proposed project is consistent with the Mono County 
General Plan;  

 
 2. Find that the Mono County General Plan EIR and the General Plan Land 

Use Element Update Environmental Impact Report analyzed the potential 

impacts of development provided for in the Antelope Valley Area Plan, 
including the development proposed for the subject parcel;  

 

 3. Find that the Environmental Analysis for Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 
need examine only those environmental effects that are peculiar to the 

project and which were not addressed as significant effects in the Mono 
County General Plan EIRs, unless substantial new information shows 
that those effects will be more significant than described in the prior 

Environmental Impact Reports (Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183);  

 

 4. Find that uniformly applied development policies or standards (i.e., 
General Plan/Area Plan policies or other development standards) have 

been applied to the project and that the policies or standards will 
substantially mitigate potential environmental effects that were not 
addressed as significant effects in the prior Environmental Impact 

Reports to a less-than-significant level;  
 

5. Adopt the Environmental Analysis for the Tentative Parcel Map 31-86, 
which was prepared in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 
21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183; and 

 
6. Find that the feasible mitigation measures identified in the Mono County 

General Plan will be applied to this project. 
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B. Adopt the Findings for the Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 as contained in the 

project staff report; and 
 

C. Approve Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 subject to the Conditions of Approval 
and Mitigation Monitoring Program as contained in the project staff report. 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION   
Project Setting   
The proposed project is located along U.S. Highway 395 at the southern mouth of 

Antelope Valley (near the site of the old Mountain Gate Lodge – see location map, 
Figure 1). The project calls for the subdivision of a 136-acre parcel into four lots 

and a remainder (APN 02-140-38) – see Tentative Parcel Map 31-86, Figure 2). The 
subject property would permit a maximum project density of 13 units, as the 
General Plan designation is Rural Residential (RR 10) with a 10-acre minimum lot 

size. The project will use individual water and sewer. Telephone and electrical 
services do not extend to the project. The surrounding lands are a combination of 

private and public lands. The lands to the east and south are Humboldt-Toiyabe 
National Forest lands, with those to the west owned by Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM). The lands to the north are private and largely undeveloped. 

The adjacent development along U.S.  
395 was destroyed by the 1997 Walker Flood.  
 
Physical Characteristics of the Property 
The property is impacted by topographic features rising up from both sides of the 
Walker River to the east and west. The site is a combination of tree cover and open 
area; minimal vegetation exists on most of the site as nearly all of the site was 
burned in the 2002 Cannon fires. Aspen and willows exist along the along the 
West Walker River. Parcel 3 contains a residence, an accessory structure and well. 
A number of drainage ways exist on each proposed parcel. The entire site enjoys 
vast vistas of the Antelope Valley and the Sierra Nevada range to the west. 
 
Access 

Although the parcels front onto U.S. Highway 395, all the parcels would gain 
access from Burcham Flat Road. Parcels 2 and 3 are accessed from a USFS access 

road from Burcham Flat Road (see Figure 2, Tentative Parcel Map 31-86). 
 

Utilities 

No utility extensions are available to the parcel. The applicant will obtain a "will 
serve" letter from the Antelope Valley Fire Protection District.  

 

Utilities will be provided as follows: 
Water Supply:  Individual well 

Sewage Disposal: Individual septic systems 
Electricity:  No service available  
Fire Protection: Antelope Valley Fire Protection District 

LPG:   Individual storage tank 
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GENERAL PLAN / ZONING CODE CONSISTENCY 

Compliance with Area Plan 
The project site is designated Rural Residential (RR 10) with a minimum 10-acre 

parcel size in the 2000 Mono County General Plan. The project calls for the 
subdivision of a 136-acre parcel into four lots and a remainder. The Antelope 

Valley goal is to “provide for orderly growth in the Antelope Valley in a manner 
that retains the rural environment, and protects the area’s scenic, recreational, 
agricultural, and natural resources.” 
 
Compliance with Land Use Designation 
The RR designation is intended to permit larger lot single-family dwelling units 
with ancillary rural uses in areas away from developed communities. Small scale 
agriculture, including limited commercial agricultural activities, is permitted, as 
well as, single-family dwellings, small scale agriculture for personal activities, 
accessory buildings and uses, animals and pets, home occupations, and mobile 
home used as a single-family dwelling. The subject property would permit a 
maximum project density of one single-family residence and one secondary 
housing unit per parcel. The project will use individual water and sewer. The 
proposed subdivision meets the 10-acre Land Use Designation minimum for these 
parcels. 
 
In addition, the proposed project is consistent with a number of Antelope Valley 
policies that encourage the maintenance of scenic, agricultural and natural 
resources values in the valley, including the following excerpts from the area plan: 
 
PLANNING AREA LAND USE POLICIES 
 
ANTELOPE VALLEY  

Provide for orderly growth in the Antelope Valley in a manner that retains the 
rural environment, and protects the area's scenic, recreational, agricultural and 

natural resources.  

 

OBJECTIVE A 

Guide future development to occur in and adjacent to Walker, Coleville and Topaz. 

 

Action 1.2:  Maintain large minimum parcel sizes outside of community 
areas and the Highway 395 corridor. 
 

Policy 2:  Provide for a mix of residential, commercial, recreational, 
institutional, and light industrial land uses within defined community 

areas, in a manner consistent with  
 
Action 3.3:  Maintain the large lot residential nature of the Hwy. 395 

corridor. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

An Environmental Analysis (EA) based upon the certified Mono County General 
Plan EIR has been prepared for the project. Public Resources Code Section 
21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 prohibit repetitive environmental 

analysis in cases where a development project is consistent with a Community 
Plan or land use designation, and an EIR analyzing those effects was certified for 
that zoning or planning action, unless there are effects that are peculiar to the 

65



 

parcel or there is substantial new information showing that the effects will be 
more significant than described in the prior EIR. Effects of a project on the 

environment are not considered to be peculiar if they are mitigated through the 
application of uniformly applied development policies or standards. The proposed 

project is consistent with the Mono County General Plan/Antelope Valley Area 
Plan, and, as discussed in detail in the environmental document, there are no 
effects that are peculiar to the project and which were not addressed in the EIRs 

certified in conjunction with the adoption of the Mono County General Plan (1993) 
and the General Plan Land Use Element Update (2000).  
 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, the 

project’s environmental analysis is limited to those significant environmental effects that are: 

 

   1)  Potentially peculiar to the project or the parcel on which the project would 
be located, and 

 
  2)  Were not analyzed as significant effects in the prior General Plan EIR with 

which the development project is consistent. 

 
The attached Environmental Analysis for Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 has 

determined that the impacts of the proposed density of development were analyzed 
in the prior EIRs certified in conjunction with the adoption and amendment of the 
Mono County General Plan. This parcel is no different than other parcels in the 

surrounding area, and there is nothing unusual about the proposed project itself 
that would change or in any way affect the severity of the impacts. In other words, 
the impacts are not peculiar to the parcel or the project. There is no substantial 

new information indicating that the land use and development impacts of the 
project will be more severe than described in the prior EIRs, and there are no 

cumulative or off-site land use and planning impacts from the proposed project 
that were not addressed in the prior EIRs.  
   

LDTAC REVIEW 
The Land Development Technical Advisory Committee met June 20, 2005, to 
consider the project application. The LDTAC recommendations have been 

incorporated into the Conditions of Approval. 
 

FINDINGS     
Tentative Map Findings 
If it is determined that Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 should be approved, then the Planning 

Commission should make the following findings: 

 

 1) The proposed tentative parcel map is consistent with the county General 

Plan because: 
 

(a) The division is consistent with the county General Plan Land Use 
Designation of Rural Residential (RR 10) with a 10-acre minimum lot 
size. 

 
 2) The design or improvements of the proposed tentative parcel map is 

consistent with the existing General Plan because: 
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(a) The Rural Residential (RR 10) land use designation allows lots with a 
minimum of 10 acres. The division proposes four lots meeting the 

minimum 10 acres established by the Antelope Valley Area Plan.  
 

 3) The site is physically suitable for the type of development because: 
 

(a) Each lot contains an area suitable for residential development. 

 
(b) The lots are of sufficient size to allow development (minimum 10 acres). 

 

 4) The site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development 
because: 

 
(a) The proposed lots have a suitable building site for the development of a 

single-family residence.  

 
 5) The design of the tentative parcel map or the proposed improvements is not 

likely to cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and 
unavoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat because: 

 

(a) The division is adjacent to an area presently developed with residential 
structures, and the 10-acre minimum lot size still provides for wildlife 
movement through the area.  

 
 6) The design of the proposed tentative parcel map or type of improvements is 

unlikely to cause serious public health problems: 
 

(a) Potential impacts related to public health have been analyzed, and mitigation measures 

have been proposed to reduce potential impacts to a level of insignificance and are 

required as conditions of project approval. 

(b) The parcel has an existing a single-family resident on site. 

 
 7) The design of the proposed tentative parcel map or type of improvements 

will not conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access 

through or use of property within the proposed subdivision because: 
 

(a) There was no evidence presented at the public hearing for this project 
indicating that the design of the division or any improvements proposed 
in conjunction with the approval of the division will have a substantial 

impact or conflict with easements acquired by the public, for access 
through or use of the property, within the proposed subdivision.  

 

(b) An existing road (Burcham Flat Road) runs through USFS land, and 
required easements on the project site provide access to the proposed 

lots.  
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8) Determine that the division and development of the property in the manner 
set forth on the approved or conditionally approved tentative map will not 

unreasonably interfere with the free and complete exercise of the public 
entity or public utility right of way or easement.  

 

  

 

Figure 1: Location Map 
 
 

Graves 
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Figure 2: Tentative Parcel Map 31-86 
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ATTACHMENTS 
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