APPENDIX A
INITIAL STUDY AND NOTICE OF PREPARATION




Notice of Preparation

To:

(Agency)

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental Impact Report

Lead Agency: Mono County Planning Department  Consulting Firm:

Agency Name Planning Department Firm Name None at this time
Street Address P.O. Box 347 Street Address
City/State/Zip Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 City/State/Zip

Contact Gerry LeFrancois

email: monocounty@qnet.com

The Mono County Planning Department will be the Lead Agency and will prepare a combined Specific
Plan and Environmental Impact Report for the project identified below. We need to know the views of
your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information which is germane to your
agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use
the EIR prepared by our agency when considering your permit or other approval for the project.

The project description, location, and the potential environmental effects are contained in the attached
materials.

Due to the time limits mandated by State Law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date
but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice (comments will be due by June 25, 1999).

Please send your response to Gerry lLeFrancois, Senior Planner at the address
shown above. We will need the name for a contact person in your agency.

Project Title: Morgan Industrial Park Specific Plan / EIR

x,

Project Location: Mammoth Lakes (3 miles south of the intersection of US 395 and SR 203)

City (nearest)

Mono
County

Project Description: (brief)

The Morgan Industrial Park is proposed on a 35.9 acre parcel located on the west side of U.S. 395
approximately three miles south of the Mammoth Lakes turnoff (Highway 203). The Plan calls for
subdividing the property into approximately 37 lots which will be used for industrial type purposes. The
Jots may range in size from 1/2 acre to 2 acres. The project may be phased with Phase I consisting of lots
1-24and Phase Il consisting of lots 25-37. Proposed improvements include a community water system,
individual septic systemsdrainage, utility, and street improvements. A Specific Plan will be prepared for

the project to establish development standards and future uses for the property. See attached for
additional information.

Date 5/ 25/949 Signature <:7j€¢"4
/ [ 5 nggob‘ Francois ~
Title Sénior/Planner

Telephone (760) 924-5450

Reference: California Administrative Code, Title 14, (CEQA Guidelines) Sections 15082(a), 15103, 15375.



PROJECT IMPACTS

The Draft EIR will consider, at a minimum, the following potential environmental impacts:

1)
2)
3)
4)

S)

Adverse impacts on wildlife species by introducing additional human presence into the
area

Air quality impacts by generating additional dust and air emissions from heavy equipment.
Visual impacts created by new development. The project may result in the construction of
new structures in the existing gravel pit area which may impact views from U.S. 395, a
State recognized scenic highway corridor.

An increase in vehicular traffic to and from Highway 395 and the level of human activity in
the area which will cause a corresponding increase in the ambient noise level.

Potential impacts caused by ground water usage and the contamination of groundwater.

Additional Project Information:

The project is being proposed as a Specific Plan,

A General Plan Amendment to the Mono County General Plan will be required,

A Tract Map is required for the subdivision of the 35 lots,

A Reclamation Plan is required as the site is an old borrow pit (formerly Sierra Materials)
and was never reclaimed by the former property owner, and

The project is within the planning area of the Mammoth Lakes Airport Land Use Plan.

The current uses on the site include a concrete batch plant and a dog kennel. Two power lines
traverse the project site. The majority of the site is excavate to a depth of 10 to 15 feet below

grade. The project proposes to excavate and remove an additional 150,000 cubic yards of
material from the northwestern portion of the site.

A scoping meeting open to the public has been tentatively scheduled for 1:30 p.m.,
June 11, 1999, at Mono County Offices, 437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite P, Mammoth

Lakes, CA 93546. To verify the date and time, please contact Gerry LeFrancois, project
planner at (760) 924-5450 ext. 232.
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APPENDIX B

WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE INITIAL STUDY
AND NOTICE OF PREPARATION




Qi California Reflonal Water Quality C@ntrol Board

Lahontan Region

Winston H. Hickox Internet Address: http://www.mscomm.com/~rwqcb6
Secretary for 2501 Lake Tahoe Boulevard, South Lake Tahoe, California 96150 Governor
Environmental Phone (530) 542-5400 * FAX (530) 544-2271

Protection

June 24, 1999

RECEIVED
Gerry LeFrancois ‘
Mono County Planning Department JUN 28 1999
P.O. Box 347 MONO COUNTY PLANNING DEPT.
SOUTH COUNTY

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
Dear Mr. LeFrancois:

MORGAN INDUSTRIAL PARK PROJECT, COMMENTS ON NOTICE OF
PREPARATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, SCH# 97032100,
MONO COUNTY

Staff of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region
(RWQCB) have reviewed the Notice of Preparation for the above-referenced
environmental impact report (EIR). The Morgan Industrial Park is proposed on a 35.9-
acre parcel (APN 37-130-04) located on the west side of U.S. 395 approximately three
miles south of the Mammoth Lakes turnoff (Hwy. 203). The proposal includes
subdividing the property into approximately 37 lots (1/2 to 2 acres each) to be used for
“industrial type” purposes. The proposal also includes development of a community water
system, individual septic systems, drainage, utility, and roadway improvements.

State Jaw assigns responsibility for protection of water quality within the Lahontan
watershed basin to the RWQCB. The RWQCB implements and enforces the federal
Clean Water Act, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code
Section 13000 et seq.) and the Warer Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region
(“Basin Plan”). Activities that may be regulated as discharges by the RWQCB are not
limited to the pumping or pouring of effluent through a pipe, ditch, or other point source.
Deposits of material that may reach waters of the State via infiltration, erosion, and/or
surface runcff are alsc covered. We submit these comments as a responsible agency under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Your EIR should adequately address
the following issues:

1. The proposed construction and use of individual wastewater treatment systems
(“septic systems”’) may adversely affect water quality. The direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects of the proposed wastewater treatment systems must be thoroughly
evaluated. Cumulative effects are a significant concem in this case because down-
gradient water bodies (e.g., Crowley Reservoir) are listed under Section 303(d) of the
federal Clean Water Act as impaired due to accelerated eutrophication. Because of the
concerns regarding cumulative nutrient loads in this watershed, the EIR should
carefully evaluate the potential for connecting this development to a community
sewer system in lieu of using individual disposal systems.

California Environmental Protection Agency

-
oK) Recycled Paper
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2. The EIR should specify all information needed to evaluate the proposed wastewater
system according to the Basin Plan’s criteria for siting individual waste disposal
systems (e.g., wastewater flows, occupancy rates, distances to surface and ground
water, percolation rates, slope, presence/absence of impervious layers). It is important
to note that the RWQCB will prohibit the discharge of wastes from land
developments which will result in violation of water quality objectives, will impair
present or future beneficial uses of water, or will cause pollution, nuisance, or
contamination, or will unreasonably degrade the quality of any waters of the State. It
is not adequate in this case to simply demonstrate compliance with the minimum
siting criteria. Our determination regarding the proposed discharge from septic
systems by this new development will be based largely on the EIR’s response to
concerns regarding cumulative effects stated in comment #1 above.

3. The EIR should specify the types of wastes to be generated and disposed of on site.
Because the proposed use of the subdivided lots is “industrial type” use, wastes other
than domestic wastes will likely be generated. The EIR should specify the types of
wastes that may be generated (including, but not limited to, paints, solvents, metals,
petroleum products, etc.) and discuss the fate of all such wastes. The project
description should contain clear and enforceable mitigation measures regarding the
fate of wastes that may pose a threat to water quality.

4. The EIR should contain, within the project description, a clear and enforceable plan
for disposal of septic tank sludge, adequate for disposal of sludge at complete build-
out of the development.

5. Significant impacts to water quality can result from failure to implement adequate
measures to control storm drainage and erosion. The EIR should contain, within the
project description, clear and enforceable plans and measures for the control of storm
runoff, from initial construction up to the complete build-out of the proposed
development. (See the Basin Plan’s “Land Development” section for more
information.) Please note that as the project site is greater than five acres in area, it
will likely be subject to the provisions of the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) General Storm Water Permit for Construction
Activities. In addition, the site may be subject to the provisions of the NPDES
General Storm Water Permit for Industrial Activities.

6. Significant impacts to water quality can result from the disposal of solid waste. The
EIR should include a plan which conforms to the regional or county master plan and
contains adequate provisions for solid waste disposal at complete build-out of the
proposed development.

Please incorporate these comments into your EIR, and provide a copy to me at the
letterhead address. We look forward to working with you as you plan your project to



Mr. LeFrancois -3- ’ June 24, 1999

protect water quality. Please call Diana Henrioulle-Henry at (530) 542-5437 if you have
any questions regarding this letter.

13 9{//

Ranjit G11] Ph
Chief, Southern Watersheds Unit

Sincerely,

cc: State Clearinghouse

DHH/sht:morgan.doc
[26/Morgan Industrial Park Project)



STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY . GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
801 K Street, MS 24-02

Sacramento, CA 95814 F? E C E l V E D
(916) 445-8733 Phone
(916) 324-0948 Fax JUN 2 8 fjggg
(916) 324-2555 TDD
MONO COUNTY PLANNING DEPT
SOUTH COUNTY

June 21, 1999

Mr. Gerry LeFrancois
Planning Department

Mene County

Post Office Box 347
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Subject: Geology and Seismology Comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for
the Morgan Industrial Park Specific Plan Update

Dear Mr. LeFrancaois:

The California Department of Conservation’s Division of Mines and Geology
(Division) has reviewed the geologic setting and hazards section of the NOP,
referenced above. The Division is responsible for mapping, analyzing and distributing
information to local government agencies and the general public on geologic hazards.
A senior engineering geologist within the Division has prepared the following comments
for your consideration.

The Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR) should include a full
consideration of the site’s geologic hazards. There are known active faults on three
sides of this site. (Movement of these faults resulted in ground rupture in 1980.) The
closest active fault is about one-half mile distant. The attached fault map was extracted
from Alquist-Priolo fauit maps that were previousiy sent to the County, and shows that
the ciosest of these faults is located only about one-half mile distant. Therefore, we
recommend that the Specific Plan consider the implications of the high potential for
earthquake ground motion at this site with respect to the proposed project. Specifically,
the projected ground motion for this site, underlain by soft alluvium, should be
calculated by a consulting engineering geologist and included in the DEIR. Similarly,
the potential for seismically induced liquefaction should be addressed in the DEIR.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the NOP. If you have
questions on our comments please, or require technical assistance or information,



Mr. Gerry LeFrancois .
June 21, 1999
Page 2

contact Division Senior Engineering Geologist Robert H. Sydnor at 916-323-4399. You
may also e-mail him at RSydnor@consrv.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Jason Marshall
Assistant Director

Enclosure

cC. Robert H. Sydnor, Senior Geologist
Division of Mines and Geology



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY I GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
500 SOUTH MAIN STREET
BISHOP, CALIFORNIA 93514

PHONE '(760) 872-0690 RECEIVED

FAX (760) 872-0678

JUN 2 3 1999
June 20, 1999
s #ONO COUNTY PLAN
SOUTH C()UN"‘l"(mG =L
Gerry Le Francois
Mono County Planning Department
P.O. Box 347

Mammoth Lakes , CA 93546

NOP Morgan Industrial Park Specific Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of Preparation for the Morgan
Industrial Park Specific Plan. We have the following comments to offer at this time;

An encroachment permit will be required for any work with in the State highway right of way.

The plan shows some intersection widening. A minimum design will be the standard public road
intersection as shown in the Highway Design Manual.

Traffic data should be provided to evaluate the potential need for turn lanes as well as acceleration
/deceleration lanes.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (760) 872-0690 or e-mail me at tom_dayak@dot.ca.gov

Sincerely,

y o

THOMAS B. DAYAK
IGR/CEQA Reviews

TD/typist/M395-22.5



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

P. O. Box 1609 Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
(760) 934-8989 Ext. 225 Fax (760) 934-8608

June 22, 1999 RECEIVED
Gerry LeFrancois JUN 23 1999
Mono County Planning Department MONO COUNTY PLANNING DEPT.
P. O. Box 347 SOUTH COUNTY

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
Subject: Morgan Industrial Park

Dear Mr. LeFrancois,

Thank you for considering comments from the Town of Mammoth Lakes on the subject
environmental review.

The Town of Mammoth Lakes completed a Supplemental EIR on the development at the
Mammoth Airport two years ago. This environmental process identified environmental
effects of that project and forms, in part, the basis for these comments.

Issues of concern include:

1. Water usage and possible impacts on other ground water users, especially, the Hot
Creek Fish Hatchery springs.

2. Threatened and endangered species — At least one rare plant is found in the general
vicinity and is known to colonize disturbed sites. A botanical study should be
conducted.

3. Air quality — Fugitive dust could be a problem. Mitigation to assure that dust is
controlled is needed.

4. Removal and disposal of 150,000 cu. yd. of gravel, dirt, and rock needs to be
addressed.

5. Water Quality — The project is in a hole and discharges to surface waters seem
virtually impossible. However, the project proposes using septic systems for sewage
treatment and disposal and drywells for stormwater treatment and disposal. Because
of the shallow depth of the water table and the proximity of the potable water well,
the design and possible interaction of these two disposal systems needs to be
evaluated in detail. The stormwater system should include o1l and grease separators.

6. Traffic — The concem here is with the type(s) of vehicles using the property and
possible conflicts with traffic on 395 and the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery Rd. A
cumulative analysis is needed to look at current and projected traffic levels with the
airport development at full build out.

7. Noise — The possible uses and their noise levels should be identified and evaluated.



8. Visual quality — This is the most serious concern of the Town. The Development at
the airport was determined to have a significant impact that could not be mitigated to
a level of insignificance. Overriding considerations were required. The visual
impacts of the project will be in addition to those of the airport and appear to be
cumulatively significant. This needs to be evaluated.

The graphics presented at the meeting were most valuable and showed clearly a
strategy which could reduce the visual impact of the project. There were some issues
which were not clearly shown, however. As you approach the park from the west, the
road is elevated relative to the berm allowing travelers to see into the floor of the pit.
Immediately adjacent to the project, the roadway is elevated above the natural grade.
This reduces the effectiveness of the berm as a screening device. Cross sections need
to include surveyed elevations for the road and the berm. Plans should also include
approximate finished grades after the 150,000 cu. yd. of dirt has been removed. All
visual simulations should be based upon this information.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to reviewing the
Draft EIR when it is circulated.

Sincerely,

8%7%

William T. Taylor
Senior Planner
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

EDISON

An EDISON INTERNATIONAIZ Company

County of Mono June 22, 1999
Planning Department

P.O. Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Attention: Gerry LeFrancois, Senior Planner

Subject: Morgan Industrial Park/Tent. Tr. 36-159
Across From Mammoth Lakes Airport

Our review of the subject subdivision map reveals that the proposed development will
mterfere with easement rights held by Southem California Edison within the subdivision
boundaries.

Until such time as arrangements have been made with the developer to eliminate this
mierference, the development of the subdivision will unreasonably interfere with the
complete and free exercise of Edison’s rights and facilities.

If you have any questions or require additional information in connection with the subject
subdivision, please call me at (760) 951-3270.

Dale L. Reed
Right of Way Agent

cc:  Lisa Salinas-SCE JU)V 5.
R Ziegler MO-‘JO% :

12353 Hesperia Road
Viciorviile, CA 92392
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Preserving the Eastern Sierra Tradition of Environmental Respo%b%l; Ky

Working to preserve the spectycular natural beauty of the Eastern Sierra Nevada S lte,
and to keep HWY 395 in Mono County 3 scenic cottidor now and in the @#ufgcagigk%
i q

Post Office Box 2428
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
PHONE: 924-8475 / FAX: 924-8475 / E-MAIL:

ADVISORY BOARD: Phyllis Benham Janet Carle  John Dittli  COORDINATOR: ElizabethTenney
Claude Fiddler ~ Gregory Reis  Gail Lonne

June 24, 1999

Gerry LeFrancois, Senior Planner
Mono County Planning Department
P.O. Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Dear Mr. LeFrancois:

This letter replaces our letter of June 9, 1999 commenting on the “Morgan Industrial
Park Specific Plan / EIR". Information presented regarding Mr. Morgan’s proposal at
the June 11, 1999 Draft EIR Scoping Meeting caused significant changes in our position,
thus, a new letter.

The following comments represent the collective concems of the 230 active members
of Preserving the Eastem Sierra Tradition of Environmental Responsibility. P.E.S.T.E.R.
is a local organization whose members are dedicated to preserving the 395 Scenic
Corridor. We believe it is Mono County’s obligation to future generations as well as in
the County’s long-term economic interest to preserve the scenic values of this corridor.
Any development that detracts from the spectacular unspoiled viewsheds of the Eastern
Sierra should be discouraged. We consider an industrial park an example of such an
inappropriate development. While we are not opposed to industrial parks, a necessity
of modern life, we think a better location should be found for this project. For Mono
County to amend its General Plan to permit an industrial park on the Marzano gravel pit
site is a very distant third choice, and then only with major substantial mitigation.

To preserve the 395 scenic corridor we see only three acceptable alternatives:
1) Find a buyer for Mr. Morgan’s property, either a private entity or Mono County using
grant money, and tum the property into wetlands/open space.
2) Negotiate an expeditious land exchange with the Forest Service or DWP for a
more suitable parcel so that Mr. Morgan’s property can then revert to open space.
3) Mitigate the visual impact of the proposed project to the point of near-invisibility.

BUYING THE PROPERTY
With the threat to the 395 Scenic Corridor publicized, a private entity might
come forward and offer to buy out Mr. Morgan, or if the County were to acquire
the parcel with grant funding, it could be reclaimed to make an ideal natural park.
Such a park could also provide more wetlands. We understand Laurel Pond, used for
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reclaimed water from Mammoth'’s sewage treatment plant, is leaking. If that treated
water were diverted to the existing gravel pit (after sealing the bottom) and the area
landscaped, it would be a wonderful park for area residents and welcome picnic stop
for travellers as well as provide much-needed wetlands mitigation in Mono County.
The Trust for Public Land (415-495-5660), American Land Conservancy (Minden office,
775-782-6608), the Land Trust Alliance in Washington, D.C. ( , or The Nature
Conservancy in Arlington, VA ( may all be sources of funding

The Trust for Public Land’s Environmental Enhancement Mitigation Grants through
Caltrans, which are used to preserve scenic viewsheds, have amounted to $500,000
per grant recently, according to Richard Kizer, Caltrans Landscape Architect--Bishop
Office. If the County wants to pursue this option, it would have to move quickly,
because the deadline for the current grant cycle falls in July. If an EEMG application
is approved, we understand funding disbursement occurs one year after application.

LAND EXCHANGE
We of P.E.S.T.E.R. think it's not too late to vigorously pursue a land exchange. If all
of us who have a stake in preserving the scenic gateway to Mammoth were to meet
with Inyo National Forest Supervisor Jeff Bailey and strongly urge him to consider an
expeditious land exchange, a proposal consistent with one of the current objectives
of the Forest Service (preserving open space), we might be able to come up with an
acceptable alternative location for an industrial park. Since the June 11, 1999 EIR
scoping meeting P.E.S.T.E.R. has been working hard to facilitate such a meeting.
Our mission statement explains why we have taken the initiative in attempting
to resolve this problem. However, preserving the 395 Scenic Corridor and thus the
Eastern Sierra’s spectacular natural beauty is also the key to Mammoth and
Mono County’s long-term economic prosperity.

VISUAL IMPACT: THE IMPORTANCE OF MITIGATING THE PROPOSED PROJECT
TO THE POINT OF NEAR-INVISIBILITY
Scenic Highway Status

The Marzano gravel pit and batch plant is in the foreground of one of the most
spectacular views in the Eastern Sierra: the panoramic vista of Mammoth Mountain and
the Minarets, the gateway to Mammoth Lakes. It is also located on the only stretch of
HWY 395 designated in 1971 as “Official State Scenic Highway”. The Board of
Supervisors has applied for official state scenic highway status for most of the rest of
395 in Mono County, and that application is currently being processed. HWY 395 is also
an identified CURES “Scenic Byway” in Mono County. An industrial park is not consistent
with these designations and could jeopardize them.

Loss of Federal Highway Funding

Mono County might stand to lose Federal highway funding if an industrial park were
to intrude in the 395 Scenic Corridor. In 1998 Congress passed TEA 21, a transportation
bill, that replaces ISTEA money and adds more funds, we have learned from Richard
Kizer of Caltrans. There are special funds designated in this bill to be used only on
official scenic highways. The section of U. S. 395 from Milepost 18 at Long Valley Resort
to 1.1 miles north of HWY 203 at Milepost 26.9 was designated an Official State Scenic
Highway on November 9, 1971. This designation is renewed every five years and is
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current. Development along an Official State Scenic Highway is permitted so long as it
doesn't conflict with scenic values. Caltrans conducts reviews in the field every two
years to certify designated sections still meet Scenic Highway requirements. If
inappropriate development or development not adequately mitigated were to occur, the
designated section would be removed from official scenic highway status, thereby
jeopardizing the earmarked TEA 21 funding.

Economic Impact of Degradation of the Scenic Corridor

Scenic Highways and Byways are so indicated on maps and tourist literature. If
those designations are removed because of intrusive and inappropriate development,
Mono County could anticipate a significant loss of revenue from potential tourists not
already familiar with the area.

Measuring Economic Impact

Except for the affluent segment of our visitor base who will be able to afford airfare,
it takes considerable effort to reach Mono County and Mammoth Lakes. Why will visitors
make the effort to come if the spectacular natural beauty they now enjoy is gone? In
our travels, we have found no recreation area with the uniquely unspoiled vistas we
enjoy in Mono County. What will happen to Mono County’s competitive advantage if
those vistas are destroyed one by one? Other recreation areas with which we in Mono
County are competing for the visitor's dollar (for example, Squaw Valley at Tahoe,
Breckenridge and Steamboat Springs in Colorado, Park City and Deer Valley in Utah and
even Whistler in British Columbia) don’t welcome their visitors with industrial facilities.

It would be highly instructive to survey a cross-section of similar recreation areas
with respect to their population base within a radius of 300 miles and annual TOT for
the last five years, then compare that to the “tone” conveyed by the gateway/entrance
to each community in the survey.

SCOPE OF THE DRAFT EIR FOR THE MORGAN INDUSTRIAL PARK

1. AESTHETICS

In our experience, industrial parks, other than high-tech ones in Silicon Valley, are by
their very nature cluttered and messy. Office, shop and warehouse buildings, numerous
vehicles, large and noisy heavy equipment, concrete trucks, stockpiled inventory, piles of
lumber and other materials, hoppers, dumpsters, freight trucks making deliveries, etc.
are all an essential part of what it takes to support the construction business. While an
industrial park is a necessary part of growth and development, such a facility doesn't
belong at the gateway to Mammoth Lakes or Mono County, whose economies rely
almost exclusively on tourist-based income, any more than an also-necessary-but-not-
attractive sanitary landfill facility or sewage treatment plant does. The spectacular
scenery of Mammoth Lakes and its surroundings is a non-renewable resource. If we
allow that resource, by permitting inappropriate development, to be destroyed,
it's gone forever.

If, because no other solution can be worked out, this industrial park goes forward,
we believe it is essential its visual impact be mitigated to such an extent that it is

sible from Highway 395 as well as hiking trails in thegJohn Muir Wildermness>
and ski runs on Mammoth Mountain) It should not intrude in the Scenic Corridor.

‘



-4-

Buildings in the park should not be visible from the highway. At the June 11 scoping
meeting Consultant Jane Escoto said the planned park would only be visible for 39
seconds from the highway going in one direction and 37 seconds in the other. That’s
nearly 34 of a mile at 65mph and is an unacceptable detraction from the Scenic Corridor.
We have re-studied the site and question the assumptions in her elevation illustrations
of how much of the park would be visible from the highway. The pavement is about
three feet above the grade to which, we understand, she was referring in her
illustrations. On one section coming from the west on 395, it is possible to see over the
existing berm to the bottom of the pit.

Rather than try to conjecture what the proposed industrial park may look like from
blueprints and elevations, we of P.E.S.T.E.R. would like the County to avail itself of
the computer technology expertise companies such as EDAW in Sacramento have to
produce visual simulations of various project alternatives. These simulations, against
the backdrop of the Sierra Nevada, would give a far more accurate assessment of the
visual impact of completed project alternatives on the Scenic Corridor and the viewshed
than blueprints and artist’s renderings.

Structures and Equipment

Surrounding the park with a contoured landscaped berm is not enough. We would
suggest the buildings be situated, if feasible with the water table, completely below
grade. (See "WATER QUALITY” for comments on the multiple septic tanks proposal.)
They should be low-profile and of an attractive unified design, not the typical metal
storage units/mini-warehouse construction. They should be constructed of non-reflective
materials and painted in natural colors that blend in with the surroundings. Roofing
materials should be non-reflective and blend in with surroundings. Signs should be
small and of consistent design and placement. There should be no signs except for a
Caltrans sign on 395 pointing to the park. The sign/directory listing the businesses in
the park should be at the entrance but inside the berm. All equipment including heavy
trucks and construction vehicles and materials should be enclosed in buildings or
thoroughly screened.

Berm

The berm around the park, unlike the ramped earth mound that exists currently on
the perimeter, should be undulating, multiple level and contoured so that it has a
natural appearance for passers-by on the highway. Consultant Escoto said that “when
you stand on the shoulder of the road, you can see the contours.” We believe that
misses the point. If a natural contoured appearance is not perceived by passing
motorists, then it's not “contoured”.

The berm should be high enough to completely screen the park. It should be land-
scaped with large boulders, tall native trees such as Jeffrey pine as accents, red-twig
(Redosier) dogwood, Artemesia, willow, abundant wildflowers, and bunch grasses such
as fescues. The landscaping should be attractive on its own and not simply a “green
screen” of plants that are non-native to Long Valley such as Arizona cypress or pinon
pine. The landscaping should be in randomly placed groves at different levels on the
berm to draw attention away from the geometric space the berm is screening. An
electric fence should be run at the base of the berm to keep livestock and deer off.
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Light pollution

A significant viewshed in the Eastern Sierra often overlooked is the spectacular night-
time sky. P.E.S.T.E.R. regrets that sources of light pollution are steadily increasing in
Mono County preventing amateur stargazers and visitors from appreciating the awesome
celestial vistas above the Sierra peaks. The diffuse and non-down-directed lights at
Mammoth Lakes Industrial Park and Mammoth Lakes Airport are tuming our night-time
Sierra skies into Riverside North.

Security lighting, which this project would require, does not have to preclude being
able to see the stars. Anyone who has driven past the Lancaster Auto Mall after dark
has noted that the light from halogen down-directed lights reflecting off the shiny cars
is bright to the point of glare, yet the stars above are visible (at least in that immediate
area--other businesses in Lancaster are not $0 enlightened).The lighting for this project
should be down-directed, no higher than 10 feet off the ground (otherwise the down-
directed requirement is defeated) and the very minimum required.

II1 AIR QUALITY
Air pollution

The dust and exhaust emissions from equipment operation and vehicles at the project
site and increased traffic will substantially degrade our clean air in the Eastern Sierra.
The proposed project’s impact on air quality should be assessed.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Wildlife disturbance

Deer migration, nesting sites and small mammals may be adversely affected by the
noise, light, human and equipment activity this project will generate. The potential
impact on wildlife needs to be studied

V. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The project’s location is a very seismically active area that poses many soil
contamination hazards because of the storage and transportation of industrial
chemicals and fuel. This impact needs to be assessed.

VII HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
The project’s location is a very seismically active area that poses many
contamination hazards because of the storage and transportation of industrial
chemicals, fuel and other hazardous materials This impact needs to be assessed.
Its proximity to the airport may present a safety hazard because of the stored
chemicals..

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

We question that the construction of 37 separate septic tanks and leach fields will
not have a negative impact on groundwater quality with the water table at 20 feet,
particularly in such a seismically active area.

Also, because of the necessity for mitigating the visual impact in the scenic corridor by
situating the buildings as low as possible as well as increasing the height of the berm,
further excavation of the existing pit would be necessary. Leach field depth
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requirements should not be the overriding consideration here in deciding how low the
grade for construction should be to offset visual impact
A better solution for preserving water quality, in our view, is to link all units to the
Mammoth Lakes Wastewater Treatment facility.

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING

We are troubled by apparent cross-purposes in that this parcel, while zoned
“industrial”, is only designated for “mining--resource extraction” and that it will take an
amendment to the County General Plan to permit an industrial park use instead. At the
same time this site is within the General Plan’s recognized “Scenic Corridor” and along
side an “Official State Scenic Highway” segment. Prior to the second submission of the
industrial park proposal the Board of Supervisors applied for “Official State Scenic
Highway” status for most of U.S.395 in Mono County. These are major inconsistencies,
that should be examined closely. Prior recognition of the “Scenic Corridor” and “Official
State Scenic Highway” status since 1971 should hold sway in our opinion.

X. NOISE
The potential impact of the noise this facility would generate on wildlife and
John Muir Wildemess users should be assessed.

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES
Fire Protection Impact

The impact on the manpower needs and water requirements of the volunteer fire
department of Mammoth Lakes for this somewhat distant facility using muitiple types
of hazardous equipment and chemicals should be assessed.

XIV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Safety concerns

The traffic safety hazard of heavy-laden trucks pulling slowly across the southbound
lanes to reach the center divider in order to turn north for Mammoth Lakes is consider-
able especially under winter conditions of ice, fog and blowing snow. Trucks slowing
to make the turn into the proposed project also present a hazard. Since HWY 395 is
a controlied access highway in that section, we question whether requiring additional
turning lane distance would be adequate for the traffic this facility would generate. An
interchange with on and off ramps may be required to insure safe travel. This should be
assessed.

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
The water use, sewage treatment plant use and solid waste/hazardous waste disposal
requirements this project would entail need to be assessed.

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
“"Cumulatively Considerable” Impact

We believe this project proposal, because of the precedent it would set for
inappropriate development in the HWY 395 Scenic Corridor, may cause considerable
cumulative impact.
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“Cumulatively Considerable” Impact (cont.)

The Town of Mammoth Lakes is undergoing a massive influx of development projects
that have driven property values beyond the reach of working families. A large resort
development has already been approved at the Airport. We predict there will be increas-
ing pressure to expand urban boundaries to accommodate the perceived needs of a
growing community rather than utilizing wise and creative planning for how to meet
those needs within the current boundaries. If inappropriate development were already
in existence or approved within the 395 Scenic Corridor, it would open the door to the
negotiation of land trades with the Forest Service and DWP for further development that
would sprawl all the way to the Airport and Crowley Lake.

We appreciate your consideration of our concerns. On behalf of Preserving the
Eastern Sierra Tradition of Environmental Responsibility, I remain

Very Fruly yours,
Windit ;. 1o

Elizabeth Tenney
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RECEIVED
Scott Burns, Planning Director Route 1, Box 88 JUN 17 1999
P. O. Box 347 Crowley Lake, CA. 93546 MONO COUNTY PLANNING DEP
Mammoth Lakes, CA. 93546 June 14, 1999 SOUTH COUNTY

Dear Scott:

1 am writing in reference to the Marzano and Sons proposed industrial park across from
the Mammoth Lakes Airport. I like most other residents of southern Mono County am
opposed to the development at this site. Because of the properties location within the
viewshed of escarpment of the eastern Sierra’s all efforts should be made to aid Mr.
Morgan in either finding an alternative site for his proposed industrial park, or in acquiring
the property outright by Mono County and/or the U. S. Forest Service.

I read where Mr. Morgan does not care to wait for five to seven years for a land trade to
be completed with the Forest Service. This is understandable. However, the Forest Service
could “fast track” a land exchange in less than two years if enough political pressure were
brought to bear. It may involve Mr. Morgan paying for the cost of appraisals and
environmental assessments exams for the properties being traded. However, it is possible.
I have seen it done.

An alternative solution would be to approach Harriet Burgess of the Land Trust Alliance,
as well as the Trust for Public Land. These organizations could work out an acquisition of
the 35.9 acres almost overnight. At that point they could complete the exchange with the
Forest Service, and at a later date sale the property they acquired from the Forest Service
to Marzano & Sons. Marzano and Sons would have been compensated, so that the
pressure would be off to immediately build another industrial park.

The Caltrans gravel pit on National Forest land just east of the airport along Highway 395,
or the gravel pit behind and just north of the airport would either be better locations for an
industrial park. However, the second gravel extraction site might be too close to the water
table to be considered.

Another possible way to raise acquisition money might be to approach the State. Caltrans
has money set aside to purchase scenic viewsheds. It is almost certain that the 35.9 acres
would qualify. There are other organizations that acquire private lands to foreclose
development on critical properties. In is unlikely though that the 35.9 acres would meet
the purchase guidelines of an organization such as the Nature Conservancy, since their
primary focus seems to be the protection of endangered plant and animal species.
However, each organization should be contacted for their thoughts on how best to protect
the viewshed.



Aside from my thoughts on how to acquire the 35.9 acres, the site bas some other serious
drawbacks that should preclude development. For instance, the tract is an old gravel pit,
whereby the surface level lies very close to the water table. Industrial spills of any sort,
including diesel fuel, or gasoline would quickly leach into the ground water.

Secondly, unless an overpass is built to accommodate the traffic a new industrial park
would generate traffic accidents and become a regular feature of the site. Caltrans
overview of what is needed to accommodate persons traveling Highway 395 should be
elicited.

Because of the strong winds that are a common occurrence across this flat, ample
measures should be taken to reduce air pollution from the businesses that would locate
here. However, probably more importantly is the problem caused by dust and larger
particulates that would be generated from winds that have been clocked at over 100 mph
at the airport. These strong winds are frequent here, and should be considered a major
pollution factor.

The damage to the viewshed has already been mentioned. The Highway 395 traveler will
get one aspect of the damage, while the travelers to the John Muir Wilderness, who are
looking for and expecting natural vistas, are another consideration. Light pollution should
also be addressed.

The cumulative affect of Mr. Morgan’s proposal, along with other projects planned or
under way along the east side are rapidly changing the rural quality of life and the
unparalleled beauty of the eastern Sierra’s. The reasons for visiting Mono County are
rapidly being lost.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,

Randy Witters
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SWI KFI PAGE @1
| JUN 25 1993
Maono County Planning Department LA pEPT
Re: Morgan Industrial Park ' “ouocg\g\‘;m COUNTY

Attn. Gerry Le Francols

|

1
Dear Mr. Le Francois,

| am writing in reference to the Morgan Industrial Park Specific Plan/EIR being
prepared by your office. As an officer of the Bristiecone Chapter of the Califomia Native
Plant Society, | am concerned about the potential use of non-native plants tor mitigation
and landscaping. Because the proposed location of this industrial Park is surrounded
by relatively undisturbed vegetation, | am concemed about the possibility of invasive
weeds escaping the site. Also, native plants that are used shouki be propagated from
local sources so that the lacal genetic poo! of native plants is not contaminated.

For both aesthetic and biological reasons, | urge you to require the use of local
native plant material in all landscaping plans. Seeds and cuttings shouki be collected
from the surrounding areas and grown out in a nursery before planting on site.

Thank you for your attention to the use of local native plants in this project and
others, '

June 25, 1989

Karen Ferell-ingram
140 Willow Road
Swall Meadows, CA 83514



Gerry LeFrancois

Mono County Planning
P.O. Box 3329

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

June 25, 1999

Dear Mr. LeFrancois:

P.O. Box 906
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

1 am writing in opposition to the proposed Morgan Industrial Park or any further industrial development
along U.S. 395 northwest of the Mammoth Lakes airport. Expanded industrialization of an area near the
entrance to Mammoth Lakes works at cross purposes with the area’s best tourist draw — its unique scenic

beauty.

Sincerely,
i

C.D. Ritter

c: Elizabeth Tenney
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SMono

From: JANWORK1@aol.com

To: somono@gnet.com

Subject: Industrial park comment- Gerry LeFrancois
Date: Thursday, June 24, 1999 8:52 PM

Dear Gerry, Mono Co Palnning Dept. Just another comment on the proposed 395
industrial park. Please do everything in the power of the county to minimize

the impact of an additional industrial park. It should be invisible from th

highway but you will never be able to shield it from the air. A relocation

to the geothermal site would be great but who can afford it??

Robert Atlee

Swall Meadows, CA

Page 1
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RECE)y ED
Bryce & Wilma Wheeler ) JUN 2 4 1999
PO Box 3802 Y LG .

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
(760) 934-3764

June 24, 1999

Gerry LeFrancois, Senior Planner
Mono County Planning Department
PO Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Re: Morgan Industrial Park Specific Plan/EIR

Dear Mr. LeFrancois:

We are concerned about this proposed development along the Scenic
Corridor of Highway 395. We think that such development could set a
precedent for more inappropriate development along the scenic corridor.
There are few, if any, other highways in the state that one can drive and
enjoy such spectacular scenery. We must not develop away our unique
environment.

Of course, economics always part an important part. We think it will not
be economically beneficial to the citizens of Mono County to have this
industrial park on this proposed site since tourist dollars are the main
source of income here. Our greatest asset here is our spectacular scenery
and healthy natural environment. Development on this site would be a
minus, not a plus.

From the planning prospective and to avoid sprawl, it is best to have new
development alongside other development rather than put it in an
undeveloped area. We ask the sprawl potential be considered. Keep
development in concentrated areas leaving most of the county undeveloped.
The proposed site of the Morgan industrial park is undeveloped. Itis in
the viewshed of the beautiful Sierra Nevada and the White Mountains. It is
visible from Highway 395 and to incoming aircraft.

Night time lighting at this site should be addressed. If not carefully
planned and executed, such lighting could be a substantial new source of
light and/or glare affecting the views from Highway 395 and more
importantly from other areas in and outside of town. Such lighting could
possible affect day and night views. Since this potential site is not currently



) .

Page 2, June 24, 1999, Morgan Industrial Park

zoned “industrial,” a change in zoning would have to occur. This proposed
development has a “potentially significant impact” affecting aesthetics and
land-use and planning.

A big concern with the proposed site that was not mentioned at the scoping
hearing is the safety and health of the tenants and workers at this site. The
industrial lots on the site which will be sold to individuals and businesses
are located below the ground level of the surrounding land. Essentially,
the lots are in a hole or pit. The potential for an explosion or a fire from a
spark or electrical ignition of heavy gases such as propane and gasoline,
which settle at lowest levels, is a continuous hazard. For example, after
many incidents of explosion and/or fires caused by water heaters, it has
been made mandatory that such water heaters located in a garage be placed
at least 18 inches above the floor of the garage to prevent or to reduce
hazards caused by ignition of volatile gases or substances. We do not know
just which hazardous materials might be at this site. However, the
proposed development could have a “potentially significant impact” with
respect to hazards and hazardous materials.

In addition, in this industrial park with motor vehicles and much other
industrial equipment in use, the air pollution which the occupants would be
exposed to would certainly be a health hazard. The pollutants would be
concentrated in a low level. Adequate ventilation to disperse pollutants
would be a problem. The vehicle exhaust from Highway 395 could pose
another source of pollutants. Both carbon dioxide and radon from natural
sources can displace oxygen and create hazards for the occupants of sites
below ground-level. This development could have a “potentially significant
impact” on air quality at this site.

We believe that the development of an industrial park at the proposed site

could have many “potentially significant impacts™ and request that these be
considered and, if at all possible, another site with less impact be selected.

Sincerely,

Guallf— L ko

L
B7ce Wheeler Wilma Wheeler



RECEIVED
Brian Knox May 21, 1999
P.0. Box 8751 JUN 251999
Mammoth, CA 93546 MONO COUNTY PLANNING DEPT.
760.935.4298 SOUTH COUNTY

Gerry LeFrancois, Senior Planner
Mono County Planning Department
P.O. Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

RE: Morgan Industrial Park Specific Plan/ EIR

Dear Mr. LeFrancios:

1 appreciate the opportunity to have my comments recorded, regarding the
proposed development to the west of Hwy. 395, just south of the Convict Lake Road.

As I stated at the June 11, 1999 Scoping meeting, 1 echo the sentiments expressed
by PESTER in their entirety. Very evidently, the light, air and water pollution, wildlife
disturbance, traffic safety concerns, and visual impacts alone are enough to warrant
serious review of the proposal, and real -not superficial- mitigation. 1 believe that the
most appropriate solution is a concerted effort by the developer and the Forest Service to
facilitate a land exchange for property near the existing development at the Geothermal
Plant site. As the developer, Mr. Morgan, stated, he too believes this to be a fair solution.

My more personal concern is the potential for a huge increase in commercial
signage along a beautiful stretch of 395 designated since 1971 as a State Scenic Highway.
Will we, as concerned citizens, be expected to fight the thirty-plus lot owners within the
Industrial Park individually when they determine their businesses will benefit by erecting
their own signs along the frontage to 3957

Moreover, 1 was concerned by the developer’s efforts to convince those of us in
attendance that mitigating the visual impacts alone would solve the problem. Far from it.
Major development is not like bad TV: we cannot just “turn it off” if we don’t like it. It
will be there every day for us to observe, for as long as we live here. (and longer) Also,
the precedent it sets for future development is undeniable. Any urbanization of that area is
dubious in terms of being genuinely necessary, and unwarranted in light of what it will
clearly lead to. 1 agree with design consultant Jane Escoto: “What you know is there will
bother you more than what you see.”

Please, Mr. LeFrancois, give sincere consideration to the concerns expressed by

those of us who truly care about the long-term character of the place we have chosen to
live.

Thank You,
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T"?. 395 Industrial Park - mailbox:/C%7C/Program%?20Files/Netscape/U...%24a1d6d200%2401e4ffd0@garywalk&number=1

® ®

Subject: U.S. 395 Industrial Park REe £
Date: Wed, 23 Jun 1999 20:56:27 -0700 / VE D
From: "Gary Walker" <walkerco@gte.net> JU” 24
To: <monocounty@gnet.com> MONOCOUNT,, * ’-999
&ngﬁmMan
Attention: Gerry LeFrancois Nry

I read with great interest the proposal by Rob Morgan to develop a new
Industrial Park along Hwy. 395.

From the article in the Mammoth Times I wasn't sure if light pollution
is being addressed. Night light pollution is a real concern along &
“"Scenic Byway". Also, address the increased traffic from that side of
Hwy. 395.

I would 1ike more information on where the 1and exchange "behind" the
geothermal plant would be. Could you please send me township, range and
section(s).

I agree we need to be mindful of our urban sprawl and would 1ike to see
Mr. Morgan pursue a land exchange either behind the geothermal plant or
possibly at the Forest Service gravel pit behind the airport.

If we allow Mr. Morgan to develop on the private land that he owns we
will ruin forever the scenic beauty of Eastern Sierra Escarpment.

Please put development with development. Please pursue the land
exchange at either location I mentioned above.

Sincerely,

/s/ Tamara Walker
Tamara walker

1of1 6/24/99 10:24 AM



rnt By: MONO COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS;. 760 932 7607; Jun-22-99 1:20PM; Page 1/1
co

: S0 At: 99245 .

Date: June 22, 1999
To: Gerry Le Francois ﬂ&
From: John Beck

Subject: Morgan Industrial Park

The Public Works Deparunent has concerns about the location of storm water retention basins
under the roadways. A drainage study and proposed drainage improvement plan is required.
The drainage study and improvement plans are to be prepared and signed by a State of
California, Registered Civil Engineer. The grades shown on the "Preliminary Road
Improvement Plan” shall be a minimum of 1%.



SMono

From: Carle <carle@qnet.com>

To: somono@gnet.com

Subject: Industrial Park comments to G. LaFrancois
Date: Wednesday, June 23, 1999 10:36 AM

Additional thoughts for EIR scoping: Please consider not only the
visual impacts from Hwy. 395, but also from all the surrounding peaks
and hills where hikers and mountain bikers will be enjoying the views
that include the industrial park.

Noise, light and dust pollution are major concerns.

Also safety issues: it seems like an interchange exit ramp might be
necessary to control traffic flow in and out of the industrial park.

Thank you,

Janet Carle
Mono City/Mammoth

Page 1



1 would encourage Mono County to give plenty of attention to the possibility of a land trade as advocated
by PESTER on June 15. This would relocate the industrial park to a more appropriate location.

Mono County is entrusted with protecting the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of Mono County.
Approving projects that aid sprawl and don't cluster development in appropriate areas does not promote our
welfare. 1 am sure you will work to avoid such inappropriate development.

The developer must move quickly because he is a speculator--trying to make money off undeveloped Jand.
Property is owned "at risk", and his development is subject to his responsibility to society--Mono County
residents--and that responsibility may require him to wait longer for a land trade that results in a project
benefiting our welfare, than he would wait if he were only to maximize his profit. He is not entitled to
anything more--he will make the money, while Mono County will be left with the impacts. We are
depending upon the County to look after our welfare in the face of poor proposals, and do what is best for
its citizens.

There are three specific things that ] have time to mention that ] would like to make sure the EIR analyzes:
light pollution, volcanic hazard, and water use/drainage.

The Eastern Sierra has some of the best nighttime skies for stargazing anywhere. EVERY project that
includes nighttime lighting diminishes this important part of our heritage. Light pollution has been shown
to cause adverse impacts to certain plants, animals, insects, and birds. Down directed, low intensity lighting
should be the only lighting considered where lighting is absolutely necessary. Motion-sensing lights should
be used where vandalism is a concern.

Every new development between Long Valley and Mono Lake slightly diminishes our safety in the event
of a volcanic eruption. A small population is compatible with an area of high geologic hazard. More people
living here (indirectly encouraged by providing jobs at an industrial park) increases the amount of people
exposed to geologic hazards, and decreases the efficiency of evacuation in the event of an eruption. To
what extent will this project cumulatively contribute to this potential problem? Are other locations more
appropriate for efficient evacuation?

How much water will the project use? Will recycled wastewater be used in industrial processes, which will
require double plumbing of the development? If geothermal heat is used to save energy, especially if the
alternative site near the geothermal plant is chosen, will this require triple plumbing? It seems that despite
initially higher costs, triple plumbing in this manner would save money and energy and water in the long
run. Where will water come from, and where will the sewage go? What types of safeguards will be required
to isolate toxics that are used in industrial processes? How will drainage be handled? Will drainage
(potentially toxic from oil and other chemicals it flows through) be held onsite, or treated onsite before
being released to the ground or open water drainages?

Thank you for considering these issues and alternatives in the EIR.

Sincerely,

Greg Reis 9 6
P.O. Box 41

Lee Vining
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AECEIVED

JOHN AND PAT EATON JUN 2 3 1999
S L aeh, tn COUNTY PLANNING DEPT
CROWLEY LAKE, CA 93546 AONO ,
Fax: 760 935-4577 SOUTH COUNTY

June 21, 1999

Jerry leFrancois

Senior Planner, Mono County
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
Fax: 760 924-5458

Dear Jerry:

We have read Elizabeth Tenney’s letter to you in regard to Marzano & Sons’ industrial development of
their thirty eight acre parcel along US 395 near the Mammoth Airport. We generally support the concerns
that Elizabeth raises. However, we oppose the location that P.E.S.T.E.R. has selected. Further, this is a
highly inappropriate site for affordable housing. Actually, it may be possible to construct an industrial park
on the Marzano property. Certain uses in the present industrial park might have to be excluded, or at least
effectively screened.

Of the sites which Elizabeth suggests, we would support preliminary study of 1) the old elementary school
or 2) either of the sites north or east of the airport. Certainly, we are opposed to any site located within the
Town’s boundaries, or any site that is likely to be annexed by the Town in the future. Crowley Lake, in its
ongoing planning process, is trying to seftle on an industrial site. Although the Marzano property is not,
obviously, anyone’s choice, it would at least insure that the County receives tax revenues that it sorely
needs. And, there may be economic and social benefits to Crowley residents in having light
industrial/commercial sites in the Valley rather than up town.

This sounds like a substantial and generally useful project. If it can be shown that a trade would provide a .
better site, then all of us would need to apply all possible pressure to bring it about. An attractive and
harmoniously constructed outcome, wherever the location, will be of benefit for everyone including Mr.
Morgan.

Thank you for your consideration.

il Pt Gl

hn and Pat Eaton

Sincerel
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June 21, 1999

To: Jerry le Francois

From: Pat Eaton

Dear Jerry,

Here is our Jetter regarding the Marzano industrial park.

Do you think you could put the Marzano project on the RPAC agenda for discussion?
Perhaps you might know, in approximate terms, possible tax benefits to the County?

Also, safety and noise issues at the airport?

Many thanks.
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JOHN & PAT EATON “’5%
RT 1, BOX 189A 7
CROWLEY LAKE, CA 93546
Fax 760 935 4377

June 25, 1999

Jerry leFrancois

Senior Plaoner, Monot County

Fax 924-5458

Re: Marzano Industrial Park Project

Dear Jerry:

This ietter is an addendum to our letter to you of June 21 regarding the above project.
In general, we would like to see light industrial/commercial use in this project. For example, along with

operations such as cabinet making, welding, sign making, heat ducting, small auto repair, there might be
manufacture of various crafts and even artists’ studios. All of these uses could be contained dnside the unit.

Visual impact:

Project should, in our view, be constructed with an architectural theme — woodsy with wood (or masonite)
siding, log porticos. If Butler-type metal buildings are used, accents could be stone and/or logs. However,
a single theme should guijde all construction — and a single basic building material used.

Two or three colors to be selected by unit buyers should blend with colors of vegetation, mountains.

Differing heights should be preplanned and grouped in specific areas so that roof heights are not hit or
miss, scattered over the park.

Batch plant should not be visible from US395. Also, it should be screened from the rest of the park.

Ouside storage of equipment belonging to unit owner should be shedded, and if necessary to hide from
395, side screened. Operations that require outside storage might be located in a specific section and thus
more easily disguised.

Because of visual impact of certain operations, there are types of industrial and commercial uses which
should be excluded from the park. An example is firewood preparation/storage.

Plantings inside the park should resemble the natural vegetation outside the park.

Signing of this park should be within County guidelines.

At all points in the planning and construction of this project, proponent and County should share
respousibility to maintain highest visual standards. No eyesore feature is acceptable.
Hydrology

Green belt approach should be discouraged, not only from an aesthetic point of view, but to reduce draw
on water supply.

81
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Transportation/traffic
On US 395, there should be turn lanes north and south in order to assure safe ingress and egress.

Truck access 1o batch plant should be confined, once within park entrance, to the edges of the park.

Lighting

All lights should be shielded and directed downward.

Service systems

Would it be possible that, as part of the park’s sewage treatinent system, some enhancement could occur to
Laurel Ponds in order 1o replace the treated water now to be diveried to the Intrawest golf course?

Thaok you for your consideration.

)
hn and Pat Eaton %
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Mr. Gerry LeFrancois, Senior Planner tf
Mono County Planning Dept. N
POB 347 :

Mannoth Lakes, CA 93546
Re: Morgan Industrial Park Specific Plan/EIR
Dear Mr. LeFrancois:

As a fornmer Mono County resident, 1 an writing to express
opposition to the industrial park proposed for an area near the
Mammoth Airport. This project would destroy the pristine viewshed
frorx Hwy. 395, as well as potentially inpact the viewshed fron
other nearby sites such the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery. I strongly
urge the proponents to pursue a land exchange with the Forest
Service, or sell the parcel to an appropriate land trust agency.

In general, 1 an opposed to satellite developrent anywhere in Mono
County. Developnent should be centered near existing structures to
reduce inpacts to scenic values and wildlife. Clustered
developnent also reduces infrastructure costs. Therefore, the
project should not be relocated to the geothermal plant where
pristine lands would no doubt have to iapacted. The abandoned
sheriff's substation is an egually inappropriate site because it is
next to an extreanely sensitive riparian corridor. The most suitable
site for this type of project is near the town of Mamnmoth and west
of Highway 395. However, the Canp O' Neill or abandoned Hot Creek
graanar school sites nay be suitable, but it is difficult to
evaluate this proposal (by P.E.S.T.E.R.) without more informatiocon.

For the last ten years, I have spent most of my vacation time in
Mono County. My enthusiasn for naking the long drive from the Bay
Area is rapidly waning as the County becoies cluttered with
trapezes, large hotels and conference centers, and industrial
parks. Please preserve the phenomonal scenic values of the Eastern
Sierra.

Sjincerely,

Enilie StreEuss
1606 Hearst Ave.
Berkeley, CA 94703
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June 12; 1999

Gerry LeFrancois

Mono County Planning Department
Post Office Box 347

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Dear Mr. LeFrancois,

I want to express my grave concern and opposition to the coming development in the Hot Creek/Crowley
Lake area of Mono County. One of the things that makes this area so special is the isolation and
vast beauty of the sierras with the infinite undeveloped vistas stretching across the basin. The
proposed industrial park across from Mammoth airport will be an eyesore and a blight upon this
dramatic wilderness. In addition, the light pollution from the development will detract even further
from Mammoths already bright skies. As a professional astrophysicist I am VERY familiar with the
effects of light pollution.

Finally, I will predict that development of this sort will ultimately reduce tourism in the area. As a
former California resident and frequent visitor to the Eastern Sierras I would definitely be deterred
by any development that causes light, noise, and visual pollution in this area. I can recall many an
evening recently (January 1999) which I spent contemplating the beauty of the stars rising above
the silvery snow-capped sierras in the silent splendor of the Hot Creek area. Please do not permit
this construction! Many viable alternatives exist-such as obtaining a grant from the Trust for Public
Land or the Nature Conservacy to preserve this parcel. Please feel free to contact me at the address
below if you would like to discuss this matter further.

Sincerely,

Elisha Polomsk1 p Z ’

Astronomy Depa.rt.ment
University of Florida/NASA
Gainesville, FL 32611-2055
352-392-9540



June 16, 1999 )y

Mr. Gerry Le Francois, Senior Planner ggf",,]ym% @\9.9
Mono County Planning Dept. 0004,,),4&0&’
P.O Box 347 2
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Dear Mr. LeFrancois:

1 am concerned that the proposed industrial park to be built in the gravel pit along #395
across from the airport threatens the scemc quality of our region and sets a bad precedent
for development along the #395 Scenic Corridor. I strongly recommend an expeditious
property trade that would be both fair to the owner and protect our scenic resources. The
best trade would be for property adjacent to the geothermal piant near #203 and #395
which would be convenient to the town of Mammoth and if appropriately sited,
constructed and landscaped would not detract from the Long Valley views.

If the industrial park is built in the gravel pit as proposed, 1 would like special attention to
be paid to the lighting. Our dark skies are precious. Many visitors to our area enjoy the
night skies when they leave the metropolitan areas and come to the Eastern Sierra. Bright
lights keep us from seeing the mountains in moonlight and the stars. The proposed
industrial park should have minimal and down-directed lighting and the grading and
landscaping should shield the lights from the highway and from hikers in the John Muir
Wilderness.

Thank you for considering these thoughts.

Sincerely, _
‘)' £} . L 3 s & Loﬂ

Sherryl Taylor
P.O. Box 1638
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546



K. M. Mor

P.O. Box 3664

=1 Mammoth Lakes, 93546
T (760) 934-2890 voice god fax

: > A
-Mono County Planning Commission \ \gg% 11 June 1999
' Good aft Commissi yom ; aﬂ‘“‘“n‘ﬂ'
, Commissioners:
| 00 crnoon N m

Please ensure that Mr. Morgan finds a more suitable place for his proposed industrial park than the present location in
the 395 viewshed. I don’t just ask this; I beg it of you! Get with him, help him, work hard with him to find a land

. swap—because this development must not be in the scenic corridor.

Mr. Morgan is a businessman. He’s not running a charity. His project will benefit the community, but that’s secondary

_to the requirement that a successful business must show a proft. That’s perfectly legal and in many respects

>raiseworthy—it’s how our capitalistic system works.

It’s not, however, a good criterion for Mono County to use as a basis for a decision that will forever change the
andscape that belongs to all of us. Mono County wants what it hopes will be increased tax revenues from this project, and

. that’s legitimate, 0o, but don’t let that be your principal criterion. I accept that this project will go forward in some place at

some time soon. But Mr. Morgan and Mono County need to find a location where their goals can be realized without
iccelerating the destruction of the Eastern Sierra landscape that all of us treasure. Mr. Morgan may pledge to screen and
andscape the area on 395 in order to conceal his project, but we already see his version of “landscaping” at the present site:
a few dead junipers on an ungraded, uncontoured berm that make the area look all the more blighted.

Before you leave Mammoth today, please drive down Minaret Boulevard and check out our Commercial Park. It’s a
useful spot but hardly a beauty spot, and everyone I know is glad that visitors can’t see it. With all due respect, the industrial
sark is dreary and unsightly. Nobody meant for this to happen, but it did! While doing my bit for the Town Clean-up Day

i there in the industrial park, I was forcefully struck by how much this dreariest part of town looks like metropolitan

Southern California, like a patch of urban blight. Is this what we want in the 395 corridor?

1 was born and raised in Southern California, a place once heralded as a paradise. When I was a kid, there was still open
space and real countryside. By the time I had grown up, Southern California had, through one bad decision after another,
metamorphosed into a stewing hell of paved-over ugliness. We Southern Californians had destroyed our paradise through
greed and carelessness. We paved paradise and put in a parking lot, as the song says. The transformation was so rapid, so

" complete, and so ghastly that it spawned the term “to californicate,” which loosely means to screw up your own living space

. so badly that it’s unlivable. Thanks to our terrible example, the entire country is learning this lesson: don’t foul your own

nest, don’t “californicate.”

Please, please, don’t “californicate” the Eastern Sierra! If you have lived up here for a long time, you may not realize how
quickly one small bad decision can lead to or aggravate another /ittle bad decision, cascading to “californicate” an entire
rregion into a hellhole of ramshackle storefronts, dreary industrial parks, and sprawling housing projects. If you haven’t seen
“californication” lately, I suggest a visit 1o, say, Firestone Blvd. in Southgate or Lincoln Ave. in Anaheim. You won’t dare to
walk there! Drive across the Los Angeles Basin on Imperial or Artesia Blvd. and think as you go, This could be Mono
County—if I allow it. Southern Californians flee their alien, unlivable cities in increasing numbers. And where do they visit?
Places with light, space, quiet, clean air, and great natural landscapes—Ilike the Eastern Sierra. These people are your biggest

' source of visitors. They’re big contributors to the real-estate industry. They won come to see another Southern California.

Do you truly want in-your-face urban-type blight on the 395 scenic corridor? Do you really look forward to the day this

| awesome landscape is paved over? Do you genuinely wish that some day this area will have such a severe smog problem that

. it will be a novelty to see the mountains? Do you think it can’t happen here? Think again!

Thank you for your time and attention.

Very truly yours,

K. M. Morey
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Gerry LaFrancois 3\\\\ v\}““\‘ﬁ
Senior Planner

Mono County Planning Dept. W o™
June 11, 1999

re: Morgan Industrial Park Proposal/ EIR

1) The viewshed of the gateway to Mammoth Lakes area should not be negatively
affected by the visual impacts that an industrial park would create. Our viewshed is part
of our economic base , and once it is compromised , it is gone forever.

2) The people have already spoken in previous scoping meetings . The consensus was to
look for alternative sites for the industrial park in less visually sensitive areas. 1f the
timeframe is a problem for the owner, agencies should attempt to facilitate a land
exchange in a more timely manner. There are sites that are far more preferable for this

type of development.

3) Deer migration routes, air potlution , light pollution , noise pollution and safety issues
should be looked at in the EIR.

Please be responsible and consider alternatives to forever impairing the viewshed on a
scenic highway through one of the last remnants of a relatively wild Califomnia
landscape.

Thank you, i
ol Uw \,f(;'k_

Janet Carle

POBox 3234

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93541
924-8204
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1.0. REGIONAL AND SITE SPECIFIC GEOLOGY
1.1. REGIONAL GEOLOGIC SETTING

The project site is located on the boundary between the Sierra Nevada province and

the Basin and Range province (Figure 1). More specifically, the site is located at the
southwestern edge of the Long Valley caldera, which straddles the boundary coincident
with the eastern Sierra Nevada frontal fault system. Active faults along this system are
the Wheeler Crest (WCF), Hilton Creek (HCF), Laurel-Convict (LCF), Hartley Springs
(HSF), Mono Lake (MLF), and Silver Lake (SLF) faults, all with displacement down to
the east (Figure 2). Basement rock in the Mammoth Lakes area is predominantly
Mesozoic granitic rocks of the Sierra Nevada batholith and Paleozoic metasedimentary
and Mesozoic metavolcanic rocks of the Mount Morrison, Gull Lake, and Ritter Ridge
roof pendant formations. The Sierra Nevada batholith is a series of plutonic intrusions
that displaced overlying ancient sedimentary sea floor rocks (roof pendants) during the
Jurassic and Cretaceous Periods of the Mesozoic Era. A regional geologic map relative

to the proposed Sierra Business Park is provided as Figures 5a and 5b.

1.2. REGIONAL VOLCANISM

Volcanism associated with Mammoth Lakes area began approximately 3.6 million years
ago with the widespread eruption of low-viscosity (mafic) lavas, erosional remnants of
which are found over a 1,500-mi* area around the caldera (Bailey et al., 1976, Bailey
and Koeppen, 1977, Bailey, 1989). Slightly more viscous (silicic) lava flows erupted
approximately 3.0 to 2.5 million years ago near the northern rim of the caldera that
represented the initial onset of the large, shallow Long Valley magma chamber (Bailey,
1987). Between approximately 2.1 to 0.8 million years ago the first eruptions of more
silicic lavas from the new magma chamber formed Glass Mountain (Metz and Mahood,
1985). At 0.73 million years ago, a catastrophic rupturing of the magma chamber roof
triggered an expulsion of about 250 mi® of magma and ash fall that was deposited
downwind as far east as Kansas and Nebraska (Figure 3) known as the Bishop Tuff
(Gilbert, 1938; Dalrymple et al., 1965; Hildreth, 1979; Izett, 1982; Bailey, 1989). This
partial emptying of the magma chamber caused a collapse of its remnant roof material

resulting in the current 10-mile wide by 20-mile long by 2-mile deep oval depression
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known as the Long Valley caldera (Figure 4). A resurgent dome (Smith and Bailey,
1962, 1968) formed within 100,000 years after collapse of the magma chamber (Bailey
et al., 1976; Bailey, 1987and 1989). Rhyolite lavas later erupted along faults around
the periphery of the dome between approximately 500,000 and 100,000 years ago to
form some of the more notable volcanoes such as Mammoth Knolls and Doe Ridge.
Volcanic eruptions on the southwestern rim of the caldera associated with an
apparently different magma system occurred between 200,000 and 50,000 years ago
with at least 12 eruptions to build the volcano Mammoth Mountain (Bailey, 1989).
Mammoth Mountain is at the southernmost end of the Mono-Inyo Craters volcanic chain
and fracture zone that intersects the western rim of the Long Valley caldera and
extends northward to Mono Lake. The most recent volcanic eruptions and phreatic
explosions along this relatively young system occurred between 720 and 530 years ago
along the Inyo Craters fracture zone located just northwest of the Town of Mammoth
Lakes (Mayo et al., 1936; Rinehart and Huber, 1965; Wood, 1977; Miller, 1985; Sieh
and Bursik, 1986). Historic non-eruptive volcanic activity occurred during the 1980
Mammoth Lakes earthquake sequence (Sherburne, 1980) and during the 1989
Mammoth Mountain earthquake sequence (Sorey et al., 1999). Figures 5a and 5b

illustrate the geology of the area regional to the subject site.

The Mono Lake volcanoes (Black Point, Negit, and Paoha) are just 6 to 7 km northeast
of the Property. Black Point erupted nearly 13,000 years BP, Negit first erupted 1,600
years BP and flowed as recently as 270 years BP (Chesterman, 1971). Paoha, the
youngest, erupted only 300 years ago. The North Mono eruption event of Sieh and
Bursik (1986) is constrained to a period between A.D. 1325 and 1365, which resulted in
the formation of Panum Dome, Cratered Dome, Upper Dome and North Coulee. These

volcanoes are located between 15 to 23 miles northwest of the subject site.

1.3. REGIONAL FAULTING

Faults considered significant potential sources for major earthquakes that are likely to
seismically impact the subject Property are discussed in this section. Several Recent
faults (surface rupture less than 11,000 years ago) and historic faults (surface rupture
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less than 200 years ago) are located within the caldera and along the eastern Sierran
escarpment. The California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) have placed all of
the following faults within Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones. Upon review of the
latest known CDMG fault publications by Bryant (1984), Davis (1982), and Hart (1999),
there are no zoned faults located across the subject site. The nearest zoned fault is

located approximately 2.6 mi to the northeast (Figure 6).

At least four major active or potentially active faults are located within a 25-mile radius
of the subject site. The two closest of these are the Hilton Creek and Hartley Springs

faults. No known mapped faults traverse the subject Property.

1.3.1. Hilton Creek fault: The northernmost extent of the Hilton Creek fault is
located approximately 4.3 km northeast of the subject Property. The fault mostly lies to
the south of the southern rim of the Long Valley caldera, but projects into the caldera
along its northern reach, giving it a total length of about 22 to 29 km (dePolo et al.,
1993; CDMG, 1996). It is predominantly a right-lateral oblique with down-to-the-east
movement. Several investigators (Rinehart and Ross, 1964; Bailey et al., 1976; Clark
et al., 1984; and Berry, 1994) have calculated slip rates on the fault ranging between
0.6 to 2 mm/yr based on faulted Quaternary glacial deposits. The 1997 Uniform
Building Code™ (UBC) values for slip rate and maximum magnitude earthquake are 2.5

mm/yr and M,,.,, = 6.7, respectively, with a recurrence interval is estimated at 386 years.

1.3.2. Hartley Springs fault: The southernmost extent of the Hartley Springs
fault is located 12.5 km west of the subject Property. The zone is approximately 25 km
long, strikes N15°W to N60°E, and has normal, down-to-the-east displacement. Much
of the zone is distributive in nature with associated volcanic domes and graben
structures. Most of the fault zone is located north of the Long Valley caldera rim
boundary, however a continuation southward into the caldera is suggested by its
alignment with the Inyo Craters volcanic chain. Calculated Pleistocene slip rates on
various segments within the fault zone range between .15 mm/yr. (Clark, et al., 1984) to
.9 mm/yr (Bursik and Sieh, 1989). Holocene displacement is reported by Jennings

(1992, 1994). The slip rate is given by the UBC at .5 mm/yr with recurrence interval of
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1584 years. The expected maximum magnitude earthquake is M,,, = 6.6 (CDMG and
SEAQC, 1998).

1.3.-3. Silver Lake fault: The southernmost extent of the Silver Lake fault is
located approximately 24 km northwest of the subject Property. The zone extends 31
km north-northwest from the western rim boundary of the Long Valley caldera at
Deadman Creek up to Mount Warren in the Mono Basin. Although the Silver Lake fault
zone has significant overall offset, studies by Bryant (1984) and Bursik (1989) suggest
that it has had no Quaternary or Holocene movement. Jennings (1994), however,
suggests that there is evidence for Late Quaternary displacement. The slip rate
calculated for movement prior to the Quaternary is 2 mm/yr (Bursik and Sieh, 1989).
The Silver Lake fault zone is not quantified or listed in the 1997 UBC; however, BSK &
Associates (1994) estimates that the fault may be capable of generating a 7.5

magnitude earthquake.

1.3.4. Mono Lake or Lee Vining fault: The southernmost extent of the Mono
Lake fault is located about 33 km northwest of the subject site. Also known as the Lee
Vining fault (Bailey, 1989), the Mono Lake fault extends for 26 km at N60°E along the
west side of Mono Lake, directly underneath the community of Lee Vining. Review of
published geological maps of the regional geology (Bailey, 1989, Kistler, 1966, and
Rhinehart and Ross, 1964 ) suggests that the Mono Lake fauit may be the northern
extension of the Hartley Springs fault. The 1997 UBC reports that the fault has a slip

rate of 2.50 mm/yr, an M, of 6.6, and a recurrence interval of 305 years.

1.3.5. Laurel-Convict fault: The northernmost reach of the Laurel-Convict fault
is located approximately 5.3 km southwest of the subject Property. The fault lies
entirely south of the Long Valley caldera, however it may be the southern extension of
faulting that extends through the Casa Diablo geothermal area of the caldera’s
resurgent dome. The Casa Diablo faults were mapped by Bailey and Koeppen (1977),
by Taylor and Bryant (1982) following ground rupture produced by the May, 1980
Mammoth Lakes earthquake sequence, and again by Bailey (1989). The Safety

Element of the General Plan of the Town of Mammoth Lakes specifies the Laurel-
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Convict fault as one of six active faults that affect the area. However, Jennings (1994)
reports that this fault has evidence for pre-Quaternary displacement only, which
suggests that it is not an active fault. Upon review of the 1997 Uniform Building Code,
the Laurel-Convict fault is not listed, however, BSK & Associates (1994) report that fault

may be capable of a 6.8 magnitude earthquake.

1.3.6. Round Valley/Wheeler Crest fault: The northernmost reach of the
Round Valley/Wheeler Crest fault is located approximately 12.8 km southeast of the
subject Property. The fault is a major range front fault forming one of the largest abrupt
scarps (2 km high) along the eastern Sierra Nevada. It is about 42 km long striking
N15°W to N60°E with normal movement, east side down. Clark et al. (1984) has
calculated a slip rate of 1 mm/yr based on offset Tioga-age glacial deposits. The UBC
values for slip rate and maximum magnitude earthquake are 1 mm/yr and M,,,, = 6.8,

respectively. The recurrence interval is estimated at 941 years.

1.3.7. Owens Valley fault: Along the southwest edge of Owens Valley is the
Owens Valley fault zone, which includes the Owens Valley fault, extending nearly
continuously from Owens Lake to just north of Big Pine with an average strike of N. 20°
W. At its northernmost extent at Keough’s Hot Springs, the fault is about 60 km
southeast from the subject site. The most recent surface rupture event observed on the
Owens Valley fault zone occurred on March 26, 1872. This rupture accompanied one
of the three largest earthquakes in California's history, estimated at a Richter magnitude
of approximately M. = 8 (Oakeshott, et. al., 1972; Beanland and Clark, 1994). Surface
rupture resulting from that event was mapped at 100+£10 kilometers. Average right-
lateral offset is estimated at about 6 meters with a maximum of about 10 meters at
Lone Pine (Beanland and Clark, 1994). The earthquake generated a seiche on Owens
Lake, and it triggered massive avalanches and landslides throughout the Sierra

Nevada.

Beanland and Clark (1994) estimate the average net slip rate of the Owens Valley fault
zone at 2+1 mm/yr. Also, based on correlation with calculated recurrence dates on

other faults in the Owens Valley fault zone, such as the Lone Pine fault (Lubetkin and
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Clark, 1988) and the Fish Springs fault (Martel et al., 1987), Beanland and Clark
tentatively estimate a recurrence interval on the Owens Valley fault of 3,300 to 5,000
years. The 1997 UBC reports a slip rate of 1.50 mm/yr, an M,,, of 7.6, and a
recurrence interval of 4,000 years. The northern most extent of the Owens Valley fault
zone is located approximately just north of Big Pine, but appears to project northward
through the center of northern Owens Valley and be continuous with the Fish Slough

fault zone on the Bishop Tuff Volcanic Tableland.

1.3.8. Volcanic Tableland/Fish Slough faults: Faulting on the Volcanic
Tableland in northern Owens Valley presents a long-term record of surface rupture
along what is probably the northern extension of the Owens Valley fault zone (Pinter,
1992). Faulting is pervasive across the Volcanic Tableland with scarps up to tens of
meters high with predominant trends between N 10-20° W, and they are steep dipping
at 60+10° with normal offset. The tableland records at least 40 to 100 earthquake
events with magnitudes equal to the 1872 Lone Pine earthquake and a recurrence
interval of not more than 7,600 to 18,500 years, and it suggests that average magnitude
(M =T7.2) earthquakes have occurred at least 257 times since the last 764,000 years for
a recurrence interval of not more than 3,000 years (Pinter, 1995). The 3,000-year
earthquake recurrence interval estimate is consistent with faulting of a Holocene-age
Owens River terrace located just south of the Volcanic Tableland. The river terrace is
located immediately north of the subject site and demonstrates one or more surface-
rupturing events in the last 7,000 to 10,000 years. The largest continuous fault (18 to
30 km) trending north across the tableland is the Fish Slough fault, which forms the
east boundary of Fish Slough, a wetlands ecosystem. The slip rate for the Fish Slough
fault is estimated at .16 mm per year (de Polo et al., 1993). The 1997 UBC reports a
0.2-mmlyr-slip rate, a 6.6 M,,,, earthquake, and a 3809-year recurrence interval. At its

closest point, the Fish Slough fault is about 47 km southeast from the subject site.

1.3.9. White Mountain fault: Along the eastern boundary of the northern
Owens Valley is the central section of the active White Mountain fault, which extends
from the Milner Canyon alluvial fan southward to the Waucoba Embayment (de Polo,
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1987). The central section contains the ground fracturing associated with the Ms = 6.2
July 1986 Chalfant Valley earthquake (de Polo, 1987; Smith and Priestly, 1988).
Ground rupture demonstrated 4 inches of right lateral oblique offset over a length of 8
to 9.4 miles measured from Silver Canyon north to Sacramento Canyon (de Polo, 1987,
Lienkaemper et al., 1987). The fault zone is approximately 100-meters wide and trends
along and slightly west of the mountain front in alluvial fan deposits. At its closest point,
the White Mountain fault zone is located approximately 53 km east of the subject site.
According to the 1997 UBC, the fault is about 105 km in total length, has a slip rate of

1.00 mm/yr, has an M, of 7.1, and has a recurrence interval of about1224 years.

1.3.10. Long Valley caldera faults: Within the center of Long Valley caldera
are numerous active faults associated with the Quaternary activity of the resurgent
dome. Taylor and Bryant (1990) hypothesize that the Hilton Creek and the Silver Lake
faults are continuous through the caldera, and in effect are behaving as the Sierra
Nevada frontal fault system. The numerous faults within the caldera appear to have a
left-stepping en echelon pattern. The 1997 UBC does not list these faults, however,
BSK & Associates (1994) reports that that may be capable of producing a magnitude

7.0 earthquake. The closest caldera fault is about 2.0 km northeast of the subject site.

1.4. REGIONAL GLACIATION

Glaciation occurred in the region prior to, during and after the Long Valley caldera event
with deposition of till deposits from the Sherwin sequence (600,000 years ago), the
Casa Diablo sequence (130,000 years ago), the Tahoe sequence (60,000 years ago),
the Tenaya sequence (45,000 years ago), and the Tioga sequence (up to 20,000 years
ago). The caldera had been filled by the large Pleistocene Long Valley Lake up until
about 50,000 years agb (Mayo, 1934). During this time, the resurgent dome stood as
an island that received iceberg-rafted erratic debris from glaciation in the adjacent
Sierra Nevada. Evidence of glaciation from these glacial sequences occurred in nearly
all the major canyons regionally, including Mammoth Creek, Sherwin Creek, Laurel
Canyon, Convict Creek, and McGee Creek (Kesselli, 1941; Rinehart and Ross, 1964;
Sharp and Birman, 1963; Curry, 1969, 1971; Sharp 1969; Lipshie, 1974, Gillespie,
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1982). The oldest currently recognized glacial deposit is the McGee Till dated at about
2 to 3 million years old exposed on the south rim of Long Valley caldera on west flank
of McGee Mountain (Blackwelder, 1931; Putnam, 1962).

1.5. REGIONAL SEISMICITY

Several moderate and major earthquakes have occurred within a north-trending seismic
belt known as the Central Nevada and Eastern California seismic belt (dePolo et al.,
1999). This belt is coincident with in part with the Mono Basin-Long Valley-Owens
Valley regions. All of the major earthquakes that have occurred in this belt have
produced surface ruptures that extend over tens of kilometers in length with ground
motions widely felt across the western United States. Within this belt, however is a gap,
termed the White Mountain Seismic Gap (WMSG), of relatively low seismicity during
historical time. The gap occurs between the 1872 Owens earthquake (M = 8.3) event
near Independence and the 1932 Cedar Mountain earthquake (M = 7.2) in western
Nevada. Even though seismicity within this gap has accelerated following the 1978
Swall Meadows earthquake (M = 5.7), it is likely that at least two earthquakes of
magnitudes greater than 7.0 will be required to bring the gap into equilibrium with the

remainder of the seismic belt (dePolo, 1993).

1.5.1. Historical Earthquakes: A list of earthquakes of Richter magnitude M. =
5.0 and greater that have occurred within the WMSG originating near the subject site

are listed below in Table 1:

TABLE 1 - Catalogue of Historical Earthquakes near Mammoth Lakes, CA

Date: Mag.: Location: Fauit:

*1. 3/26/1872 8.3 Independence/Lone Pine Owens Valley
2. 5/6/1910 5.6 Bishop Owens Valley
3. 9/30/1889 5.6 Sierra Nevada Round Valley
4.8/17/1896 5.9 Lone Pine/independence Owens Valley
5. 1/5/1912 5.5 Bishop Owens Valley
6. 9/18/1927 6.0 Hilton Creek Hilton Creek
7.11/28/1929 55 Independence Owens Valley
8. 2/3/1933 5.0 Sierra Nevada Round Valley
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9. 5/10/1936 5.0 Hammil/Chalfant Valleys White Mountain
10. 12/3/1938 5.7 Round Valley Wheeler Crest
11. 8/14/1941 6.0 Tom's Place Wheeler Crest
12. 12/28/1951 5.2 Casa Diablo Volcanic Tableland
13. 8/4/1959 5.2 Tungsten Hills, Bishop Coyote Warp
14. 6/5/1960 5.2 Hilton Creek Hilton Creek
15. 12/26/1961 52 Casa Diablo Volcanic Tableland
16. 2/2/1961 5.3 Pine Creek Wheeler Crest
17. 10/4/78 5.7 Swall Meadows Wheeler Crest
*18. 5-12/1980 6.1/6.1/5.1/6.2/5.2/5.3 Mammoth Lakes Hilton Creek
19. 9/30/1981 6.0 Mammoth Lakes Hilton Creek
20. 9/24/82 5.3/5.0 Mammoth Lakes Hilton Creek
21.1/7/1983 5.4 Mammoth Lakes Hilton Creek
22.6-11/1984 6.2/5.5 Round Valley Wheeler Crest
23.1-3/1985 5.6/5.0 Round Valley Wheeler Crest
*24.7/21-31/86 5.6/6.6/5.8 Chalfant Valley Fish Slough
25. 6/9/1998 5.2 Crowley Lake Hilton Creek
26. 7/15/1998 5.1 Crowley Lake Hilton Creek
27.5.15.1999 5.6 Crowley Lake Hilton Creek

Of the above earthquake events and sequences, the three historical earthquakes
nearest the subject site that caused surface rupture (Jennings, 1994) were the 1986
Chalfant Valley earthquakes, the 1980 Mammoth Lakes earthquakes, and the 1872

Lone Pine earthquakes. These events are designated with an asterisk on Table 1.

Figure 7 illustrates the epicenter locations for all earthquakes that occurred in the Long
Valley caldera region for the year 1998. Upon review of the literature, no seismically
induced landslides from the May 1980 Mammoth Lakes earthquake sequence were

mapped near or across the subject site (Harp et al., 1984).

2.0. SITE-SPECIFIC GEOLOGY
2.1. SITE SOILS

The subject Property is underlain by remnants of older Quaternary alluvium derived

principally from the Laurel Creek and Convict Creek glaciers that were active during the
Pleistocene Epoch (Blackwelder, 1931, in Bailey, 1989). The older alluvium is
extensively terraced with surfaces about ten to twenty feet above the base level of

surrounding younger alluvium (Lipshie, 1974). The alluvial deposits consist of poorly
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sorted gravel with abundant cobbles. These deposits are generally moderately dense
with very low cohesion. Review of soil profile logs prepared by Bear Engineering dated
April 21, 1997, indicated site soils that consist of a brown to gray silty sand and gravel
that grades coarser with depth with clasts of purple volcanic rock up to three feet in
diameter. Fractured purple volcanic bedrock was encountered at eight to ten feet from
the existing ground surface in three of the sixteen profile holes excavated across the
Property. Based on the soils encountered, the soil profile type for the site is an S¢
(Table J - 1997 UBC), a very dense soil and soft rock. A geologic map of the Property

is enclosed as Figure 5a.

No landslides, rock falls, or debris avalanches are known to exist or to have been

mapped on the subject site.

2.2. SITE BEDROCK

Located immediately to the west is an outcrop of 0.2 million-year-old trachybasalt,
which reportedly poured from eruptions on the Inyo Craters fissure system located at
the west rim of the caldera adjacent to Mammoth Mountain and flowed east around the
south flank of the resurgent dome (Bailey, 1987 and 1989). Older quaternary alluvium
now conceals the original areal limits of the basalt flow, however the profile holes by
Bear Engineering have confirmed the presence of presumably the same ‘purple
volcanic’ basalt at depth. Examination of the County of Mono Water Well Driller’s
Report completed by Kile's Well Drilling & Pump Service on 10/26/1979 for the only on-
site water well (USGS Monitoring Well No. SQ-3J; County Well No. 26-79-53) indicates
a soil profile that correlates nicely with the trench profiles. The driller’s report also notes

that ‘basalt’ was present down to the total well depth of 127 feet.

2.3. SITE HYDROGEOLOGY

The groundwater basin surrounding the subject site is geologically complex. Several
groundwater systems are presumed to exist in-and-between the numerous geologic
structures that comprise the Long Valley caldera. Considering the geology of the
subject site, the underlying groundwater is found in the mantle of alluvium that overlies

the layers of basalt at depth. Deeper confined to semi-confined aquifers are presumed
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to exist where basalt flows are interbedded with alluvium, glacial outwash debris, and

other basalt flows.

2.3;1. Aquifer Characteristics: Review of the regional geologic map by Bailey
(1989) indicates that the geology beneath the subject site and beneath Laurel Pond is
very similar. Review of the drilling log of the onsite water well SQ-3J compared to the
drilling logs of the four monitoring wells on Laurel Pond confirm that the subsurface
geology is also similar. The drilling logs indicate that the average upper 16 to 23 feet of
the aquifer is composed of sand, sandy gravel and cobbles, which is underlain by
layers of basalt flows down to the depths drilled. Drilling logs of Well SQ-3J and of the
four monitoring wells (MW-1 thru MW-4) on Laurel Pond are provided in Appendix B.

A thorough summary of the aquifer characteristics beneath Laurel Pond was prepared
by Kleinfelder (1981), which was later summarized by Schmidt (1996). Pump tests
were performed on the four monitoring wells in Laurel Pond, which yielded the
following: an estimated transmissivity between 1,000 gallons/day/ft (gpd/ft) and 35,000
(gpd/ft), an average hydraulic conductivity of 2,400 gallons/day/square-foot (gpd/ft?), an
average hydraulic gradient of 30 feet per mile, an estimated effective porosity of 0.30,
and an average groundwater flow of 2,200 feet per year. Although pump test data for
the existing onsite water well was not available at the time of preparation of this report,
it is presumed that the aquifer underlying Laurel Pond is the same one that underlies
the subiject site. This conclusion is based solely on the similarity of the lithologies
encountered during drilling of the wells and the continuity of surficial geology between

the two sites.

It is believed that the volcanic rock that underlies unconsolidated sediments at the site
may store substantial quantities of extractable water (Wildermuth, 1996; Chris Farrar,
USGS - personal communication). It is sufficiently documented that fractured volcanic
rock penetrated by several MCWD production wells yield substantial quantities of high
quality water (Schmidt, 1996; Wildermuth, 1996). The proposed production well will
likely draw from all aquifers that exist between 50 and 200 feet below the ground

surface. The well-drillers log for the existing onsite 125-foot deep water well (Appendix
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A) reported an estimated yield of 200 gpm from a screened interval between 27-125
feet. Aquifers within this range may be exhibiting a combination of unconfined, semi-

confined or confined characteristics (Wildermuth, 1996).

Overall, it is reasonable to assume that water quantities sufficient to supply the
proposed project can be obtained with a properly constructed well. Pump tests
performed on the monitoring wells near Laurel Pond only 2,000 feet away yielded
transmissivities between 1,000 and 35,000 (gpd/ft) and an average hydraulic
conductivity of 2,400 gpd/ft?. The transmissivity calculated from the pump test data on
the nearby airport well is approximately 66,000 gpd/ft. Therefore, considering the
abundant recharge to the aquifer coupled with the above-calculated transmissivities
nearby, it is conceivable that there is available water far exceeding the water demands

for the proposed business park.

2.3.2. Groundwater: Depth to groundwater beneath the project was first
recorded on upon completion of the existing on-site water well at 20 feet below ground
surface (bgs). Beginning on July of 1984 this well (USGS Well No. SQ-3J) has been
monitored by the USGS up to the present date for depth to water, with an average
depth measuring about 18 feet bgs (Howle, 2000). A copy of this data is provided in
Appendix A. Most of the water wells drilled outside project area were completed in the
unconfined aquifer in unconsolidated sediments underlying the area. Data collected
from these wells indicate that the direction of groundwater flow is northeast (Coe, 1973,;
Farrar et al., 1985). Schmidt (1996) interpolated the direction of groundwater flow in
the region based on depth to water measurements obtained by the MCWD on
September 1, 1996, erm four monitoring wells around Laurel Pond and from which
indicated a northeasterly flow of groundwater from near Laurel Pond directly towards
the proposed industrial park and on to Mammoth Airport. Of the water wells tested by
the MCWD, well SQ-3J on the proposed business park is the nearest well at about
2,000 feet to the northeast.

Four monitoring wells surrounding the fluctuating shoreline of Laurel Pond, indicate that

groundwater levels typically range between 5 and 25 feet below the ground surface.
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This indicates that factors other than pond water percolation also affect depth to water
in the area. Since groundwater levels are normally well below the pond levels, Laurel

Pond is considered to be a source of groundwater recharge.

Groundwater quality for the region was summarized by Schmidt (1996), who
determined that the analyte chloride is the best trace indicator to determine the impacts
of effluent percolation and the quality of groundwater for downgradient sites. Typical
chioride concentrations upgradient of Laurel Pond were at 2 to 4 mg/l, while typical
downgradient concentrations were between 6 and 23 mg/l. Other constituents including
nitrogen forms indicated little influence of effluent recharge on groundwater quality.
Review of groundwater quality data provided by the MCWD since the September 1,
1996 sampling and through to the present (Appendix C) are consistent with Schmidt’s
observation and show that chloride levels in the downgradient monitoring wells ranged
between 8 and 32 mg/l while levels in the upgradient wells ranged between 2 and 8
mg/l. All other constituents, including nitrogen forms and colliform, showed little, if any,
change between the downgradient and upgradient wells. Therefore, because of the
high quality of the effluent entering Laurel Pond and the small changes in groundwater
quality found in the monitoring wells immediately downgradient of pond, the percolation
of effluent should not cause a noticeable change in the groundwater quality at the
nearest points of groundwater use. This is a conclusion that is also supported by
Schmidt (1996). The nearest point of groundwater use in this scenario would be from

the proposed production well on the subject site.

Schmidt (1996) presented groundwater elevation data near Laurel Pond as calculated
from water level measurements made in the monitoring wells surrounding the pond in
1991 through 1996. Schmidt observed that “the water-level elevations indicate that
groundwater levels are normally well below the pond, and thus Laurel Pond is a
potential source of groundwater recharge most of the time.” It is therefore considered
that the effects of pumping of the proposed production well located directly down
gradient at about 2,000 feet from Laurel Pond will not impact water levels of the pond.

Wildermuth (1996) demonstrated that groundwater extraction of up to 2,385 acre-feet in
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1992 in the Mammoth basin area did not measurably impact flows in Hot Creek even
during the severe drought of the recent past. In addition, Wildermuth estimated the
potential impact of several phases of increased consumptive use of water, which was
conservatively assumed to be directly tributary to the Hot Creek headsprings. It was
determined that, with cumulative increased consumptive use of up to 1,395 cubic feet
per second (cfs), impact to headsprings flows would not be significant. In fact, it was
considered likely that no measurable impact to flow from the springs would be manifest.
It should be clear that if an estimation of impact similar to that of the Wildermuth study
were applied to groundwater extraction for the proposed project, the affect on Hot
Creek headspring flows, including those of the Hot Creek fish hatchery, would likewise
be insignificant. Overall it is our opinion, based on the scope of the project relative to
groundwater use and review of an available groundwater data, that the project will have
no significant impact to the sensitive environments in the Mammoth Creek/Hot Creek

watershed.

2.3.3. Groundwater Sampling: On May 16, 2000, fluid-level measurements
were made at seven sites surrounding the subject site. The sites sampled included Hot
Creek Fish Hatchery AB Supply, CD Supply, and Hot Il Head Springs, Airport Well No.
1, onsite water well SQ-3J, MCWD monitoring well MW-1 (LP), and Laurel Spring
(Figure 12). The first three sites are all potential down-gradient sites, and the latter two
are up-gradient sites. Samples were collected from each site using dedicated bailers
without filtration. The sample bottles contained appropriate preservative, as necessary,
which was added by the project analytical laboratory, BC Laboratories, Inc. No

duplicate samples were collected.

The samples were stored in ice chests with ice until final delivery to the analytical lab.
The samples were shipped by Federal Express to BC Laboratories, Inc. in Bakersfield,

California. BC Laboratories, Inc. is certified to perform the necessary analyses.
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Analyte Requested Method
Calcium EPA 6010
Magnesium EPA 6010
Sodium EPA 6010
Potassium EPA 6010
Hydroxide EPA 310.1
Carbonate EPA 310.1
Bicarbonate EPA 310.1
Sulfate EPA 300.0
Chloride EPA 300.0
Nitrate/Nitrite as NO, EPA 353.2
pH EPA 9040
Electrical Conductivity EPA 9050
Total Dissolved Solids EPA 160.1
Ammonia as N EPA 350.1

The water samples were analyzed for the following:

The laboratory report from BC Laboratories, Inc. discusses in complete detail the
analysis of each sample and is attached herein in Appendix C. Plate 1 (Appendix C)
tabulates the results of the analyses, and Figure 12 shows the locations of each
sampling site with respect to the proposed business park. As expected, chloride levels
are relatively high from water in Laurel Pond monitoring well MW-1 and non-detect in

Laurel Spring. Chloride levels are at 2.6 mg/l at the subject site.

2.3.4. Impacts to Downgradient Sites: Wildermuth (1996) showed that the
average annual flow in Hot Creek since 1950 has been 14,720 acre-feet per year (afy)
with a minimum flow of 3,041 afy. We have argued above that the proposed industrial
park project will likely have no significant effect on the Hot Creek headspring flows.
However, even if the full projected water demand for the proposed industrial park of
0.0062 afy (511 gpm — Section 4.2.6) were extracted directly from the headsprings it
would only amount to less than 1/100,000™ of 2% (2.03 X 10°) of the minimum annual
flow in Hot Creek experienced over the last 50 years. Furthermore, the proposed
project is over 2 miles away from the headsprings of Hot Creek and 0.8 miles from the

headsprings of the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery. In addition, the unconfined aquifer will
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receive over 80% of that extracted water as recharge from the proposed on-site
sewage leach fields, stormwater infiltration, and landscape irrigation. We expect no
noticeable effect on Hot Creek or its associated downstream resources even in years of
below-average precipitation. The cumulative effect of the nearby Airport project on Hot
Creek spring flows should be much less than 10% of the annual flows (Airport EIR,
1999). We anticipate no contribution to that cumulative effect from this project. Given
the relatively low water supply requirements for this project, and the information
available regarding the aquifer, we are confident that the proposed system will provide

adequate supply.

3.0. POTENTIAL GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

3.1. Seismic Hazards

The site is located within 5.0 km of two known active faults according to the “Maps of
Known Active Fault Near-Source Zones in California and Adjacent Portions of Nevada”
used in conjunction with the 1997 Uniform Building Code™ (CDMG, 1999). The faults
are the Hilton Creek fault and the Hartley Springs fault, both Type “B” faults. The Hilton
Creek fault has a maximum magnitude earthquake M,,, =6.7 and a slip rate of 2.5

mm/yr, and the Hartley Springs fault has an M,,, =6.6 and a slip rate of 0.5 mm/yr.

3.1.1. Ground Shaking: The subject site, as with most of southern California,
has been subjected to earthquake-induced ground shaking in the past and can be
expected to experience it in the future. The degree to which the ground beneath the
subject site will shake depends on many factors, including the strain energy released
during a seismic event, the proximity of the site to earthquake fault rupture surface, and
the geologic conditions between the site and the earthquake focus. The strain energy
released is a function of an earthquake’s magnitude, which for the subject site is
estimated between M, =6.6 and M., =6.7 for the Hartley Springs and Hilton Creek
faults, respectively. The proximity of the site to the fault can be estimated by measuring
the site distance to the fault, which in this case is within 5 km for either fault. The
geologic conditions between the site and the earthquake focus are determined by field

investigations and geologic mapping. The geology, or soil profile type for the site is
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estimated to range between Soil Class C and Soil Class D based on the 1997 UBC.
These soil types are typical of the Mammoth Lakes area and characterize glacial till and
alluvium with interbedded basalt flow layers, however a site-specific investigation of the
site geology should be evaluated by geotechnical drilling and/or by a geophysical
seismic line study. Such investigations will provide more reliable data for use in a
probabilistic seismic hazard evaluation of ground motion as required by the 1997 UBC.
According to the 1997 UBC, any residential and commercial construction site must
conduct such an evaluation using a design-basis earthquake with a ground motion that
has a 10% chance of being exceeded in 50 years and a statistical return period of 475

years.

The Town of Mammoth Lakes in conjunction with the CDMG (Cramer and Sydnor,
1999) calculated peak ground accelerations of 0.42g (42% of the pull of earth’s gravity)
for a design-basis earthquake for the Mammoth Lakes area. Parameters similar to
those mentioned above for the subject site were utilized. It is anticipated that a similar
value of acceleration will be calculated for the site, but that should be determined at the
grading and structural design phase of the project. A probabilistic analysis was not
within the scope of this report herein. At that time, a detailed probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis should be performed in accordance with both the 1997 UBC and 1998
CBC.

3.1.2. Liquefaction: As a general rule, a site may be susceptible to

liqguefaction if the following four conditions occur:

1 A high potential for seismic activity;

2. Groundwater levels are within 50 feet of the ground surface;

3. Native soils are cohesionless with 20% or less clay material;

4. Relative densities of native soils are less than 70% of their maximum density.
The subject site meets conditions 1 and 2. Therefore, the liqguefaction potential in the
site soils is probably low. A liquefaction analysis for the site was not within the scope of

this report herein.
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3.2. Geothermal Hazards

An active geothermal environment has affected the geology immediately north of the
subject site. Hydrothermal alteration, weathering, and erosion have broken chemically
and mechanically broken down some of the volcanic rocks exposed along the faults
within and around the resurgent dome. By evidence of the Mammoth Lakes
earthquake sequence of 1980 (Sherburne, 1980) and responses to shallow changes in
the hydrothermal system at depth (Mortensen et al., 1985), the continued rising of the
dome has apparently deformed, tilted, and folded the young sediments that have

accumulated along its flanks.

Development of the geothermal resources at Casa Diablo involves the production of 40-
megawatt binary-electric generation by utilizing geothermal water temperatures at 170
degrees Celsius (Sorey et al., 1995). After 13 years of geothermal development at
Casa Diablo, topographic and hydrologic changes have been detected. While the
resurgent dome has risen 0.72 meters, the Casa Diablo area rose only 0.38 meters,
which suggests relative subsidence of 0.34 meters (Sorey and Farrar, 1998). Other
significant changes include declines in hot-springs discharge and increases in fumarolic

discharge.

Other related geothermal hazards include magmatic gas emissions, such as carbon
dioxide, helium, radon and other potentially dangerous gases from vents near
Mammoth Mountain and at Casa Diablo. Gas sampling at the former site has shown
that anomalously high CO, readings support the current tree-kill areas recently found at
the western rim of the caldera (Sorey et al., 1998). Later, Sorey and others (1999)
related the sudden onset of gas emissions to the Mammoth Lakes 1989 sequence of
earthquakes directly béneath Mammoth Mountain, which occurred during a new
injection of magma that reached to within 2 kilometers of the ground surface. They
postulate that a pressurized gas reservoir exists beneath Mammoth Mountain (Figure
9), and that ongoing volcanic unrest and seismic activity could suddenly trigger fatal

gravity-driven flows of denser-than-air CO, in to the Mammoth Lakes area.
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3.3. Volcanic Hazards

The Mammoth Lakes area is surrounded by territory having shown evidence of volcanic

activity during the Quaternary and Holocene epochs. At least nineteen episodes of

volcanism during the past 3,000 years have been determined by radiocarbon dating

methods (Kilbourne, Chesterman, and Wood, 1980). The most significant potential

sources of volcanic activity are the Mono-inyo Craters and the resurgent dome within

the Long Valley caldera. Basaltic, rhyolitic, and phreatic volcanism can be anticipated

throughout the region. Basaltic eruptions tend to be least violent while rhyolitic and

phreatic eruptions can be very explosive and associated with large volumes of ejecta

that can travel great distances.

The most common types of volcanic hazards that can be expected from a volcanically

active area include the following:

L

2

Debris avalanches: Flowing or sliding, wet, or dry mixture of soil and rock
debris that moves away from a volcano at high speeds;
Pyroclastic flows: Mass of hot, dry rock fragments mixed with hot gases that

move away from a volcano at high speeds;

Directed blasts: A hot, low density mixture of rock debris, ash, and gases that
move away from an exploding volcano at high speeds;

Pyroclastic surges: Turbulent, low-density cloud of hot rock debris and gases
that moves over the ground surface away from a volcano at high speeds
(also known as a nuee ardant);

Lava flows: Streams of molten rock that erupts relatively nonexplosively from
a volcano and moves slowly down slope;

Lava domes: A steep-sided mass of viscous lava that extrudes from a
volcanic vent at slow speeds;

Debris flows: A flowing mixture of water-saturated debris (often from melted
snow) that moves down slope at high speeds under the force of gravity;

. Tephra falls: Materials of all sizes and types that are erupted from a volcano

and deposited from the air; and
Poisonous gas emissions: Volcanic gases including radon and carbon dioxide
that escape from an opening in the ground called a fumarole.

According to Miller (1989), the subject Property, and for that matter the entire Town of

Mammoth Lakes, are located within volcanic-hazard zones for all the above hazards

(Figures 10a and 10b). Unlike earthquakes, most volcanoes provide various types of

warnings before eruptions begin. Phreatic or phreatomagmatic eruptions (steam-
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blasts), however, like those of the Inyo Crater chain, can occur with little or no warning
as superheated water flashes to steam when magma comes into contact with
groundwater. The most common precursors to eruptions come in the form of
earthquakes, steaming or fumarolic activity. The more subtle precursory changes are
monitored by geophysical and geodetic instruments to measure ground swelling,

changes in slope, and changes in elevation.

The Mono-Lake-Long Valley region is currently being monitored by several agencies
and institutions to detect signs of any magmatic unrest and approaching eruptions.
Future eruptions in the Mammoth Lakes area are certain to occur like those in the past,

but they can be neither reliably predicted nor prevented at this time.

4.0. REGIONAL AND SITE SPECIFIC HYDROLOGY

4.1. HYDROLOGIC SETTING

The proposed Sierra Business Park is located within the Mammoth Basin, a regional
hydrogeologic internal drainage area encompassing a total topographically defined area
of about 71 square miles (Figure 11). The Mammoth Basin straddles the southwestern
ring fracture boundary of the Long Valley caldera such that about 20 square miles of it
lay outside the caldera. Mammoth Creek, Sherwin Creek, Laurel Creek, and Hot Creek
are some of the major drainages within Mammoth Basin that flow adjacent to the

subject site.

4.1.1. Mammoth Creek: Mammoth Creek flows northeast approximately 6,000
feet to the northwest of the subject site. It drains the west-central part of the Mammoth
Basin and flows generally in an easterly direction. Mammoth Creek changes its name
to Hot Creek at the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery about 0.8 miles due north of the subject
site. Average flows in Mammoth Creek have been measured to be about 16,000 acre-
feet per year (afy) ranging between 3,000 afy to 40,000 afy since 1932 (Wildermuth,
1996).
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4.1.2. Sherwin Creek: Sherwin Creek flows due north and becomes tributary to
Mammoth Creek at a site approximately 3.8 miles west of the subject site. Sherwin
Creek contributes an estimated annual discharge of 2,900 afy to Mammoth Creek
(Wildermuth, 1996).

4.1.3. Laurel Creek and Laurel Pond: Laurel Creek has an annual discharge
estimated to be about 3,500 afy (DWR, 1973). Laurel Creek flows north across the
Long Valley caldera boundary and then east to terminate at Laurel Pond located
approximately 1,500 feet south of the subject site. Laurel Pond is situated in a shallow
depression along the southern ring fracture of the Long Valley caldera between a
surface basalt flow to the northwest and glacial moraines to the southeast. The
measured average depth Laurel Pond ranges between 3 to 6 feet deep and the
observed areal extent has ranged between 45 to 85 acres (Bauer, 1998). Laurel
Spring, located immediately southwest of Laurel Pond on the southern rim of Long
Valley caldera, is a cold water system that contributes a discharge of approximately

1.25 cubic feet per second to Laurel Pond.

Based on a water budget estimate was prepared for Laurel Pond by Schmidt (1996),
the average contribution to the Laurel Pond system, including reclaimed sewage
effluent, Laurel Springs, Laurel Creek, and precipitation, totals about 1,600 afy. Losses
due to infiltration and evaporation total about 1,400 afy, which yields a residual of 200

afy to support the pond storage volume.

4.1.4. Hot Creek: Hot Creek originates at the Hot Creek Fish Hatchery and
flows northeast to the eastern end of the Mammoth Basin to become tributary to the

Owens River. Average annual discharge for Hot Creek is about 4,720 afy (Wildermuth,
1996).

4.1.5. Precipitation: Precipitation studies published by the California
Department of Water Resources (Coe, 1973) indicated that the average annual
precipitation for the Mammoth Basin ranges between 60 inches in the western
mountainous area and about 10 inches in the extreme eastern margin in the basin. The

average annual precipitation at the subject site is interpolated to be about 12 inches per
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year from that same study. An average precipitation of 19 inches per year has been
determined based on records for the SNARL and Mammoth Ranger stations as
discussed-in Bauer (1998).

4.2. WATER DEMAND AND SUPPLY

4.2.1. Projected Sewage Flow Demand: Sewage flows generated by industrial
and commercial uses are usually proportional to water consumption, except where
irrigation is significant. Typically, commercial and industrial sewage flows are
approximately 70% of total domestic water consumption. It is anticipated that normal
design factors for industrial and commercial development sewage flows can be utilized
for the project. Therefore, the average estimated employee water usage for an office
employee was utilized. Estimated average daily sewage flows for the project, at

buildout, are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Estimate of Sewage Demand. Estimate is based on final buildout of the industrial park.

Population Category Estimated Incremental Average Daily Sewage Flow
Sewage Flow (Gallons per day, gpd)
Offices 37 1-acre parcels w/ 7,400
10 employees @ 20 gpd
Total Estimated Daily Sewage Flow 7,400

Sewage flows were estimated using Table K-3 of the 1997 UPC.

4.2.2. Projected Average Daily Water Demand:
The proper design and planning of water supply and distribution systems requires
careful consideration of water use conditions. In general, it is necessary to differentiate
between three separate water demand categories: average daily demand, maximum
daily demand, and peak hourly flow rate. Since all of the parcels will be used for
industrial/small non-retail business purposes, the expected water demands are similar.
Also, water demand will likely occur at the same time during the day creating hourly
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flows similar to the recommendations for sizing a building water supply system provided
in the 1997 Uniform Plumbing Code (UPC).

The proposed business park is anticipated to have a cross section of businesses very
similar to those that exist at the Mammoth Gateway Business Park located in Mammoth
Lakes, particularly with the concrete batch plant operation. The Mammoth Gateway
Business Park is reported to have an average daily water demand of 257 gpd/acre with
a maximum daily demand of 659 gpd/acre (MCWD, personal communication).
Additionally, it is anticipated that normal design factors for industrial and commercial
development water consumption can be utilized for the project. Therefore, the average
estimated employee water usage for an office employee was utilized. Projected water

demands for the proposed development are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3. Estimated Water Demands.

Average Dai} MaxImmm Peak Hourl
Type of Occupancy Estimated Daily 9 y Daily y
. Demand Flow Rate
Water Requirements (gpd)? Demand (gpm)*
(gpd)’ P
Sewage demand' 7,400 14,800 100
Offices' N
Misc. irrigation and
concrete batch plant 6,100 12,200 100
demands
Totals 13,500 27,000 100

gpd = gallons per day
gpm = gallons per minute

' Table K-3, Estimated Waste/Sewage Flow Rates, of the 1997 Uniform Plumbing Code (UPC).
2 From Table 2 — Estimate of Sewage Demand of Section 4.2.1.

*The Maximum Daily Demand is typically 1.5 to 2.0 times higher than the average daily demand.
*Peak hourly flows estimated per the 1997 UPC, Appendix A — Chart A-2.

The maximum daily demand of 27,000 gpd is a conservative estimate when compared
to actual maximum daily demands for existing Mammoth Gateway Business Park,
which at 659 gpd/acre is the equivalent of 24,383 gpd for the proposed Sierra Business
Park.
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4.2.3. Projected Maximum Daily Water Demand: The maximum daily demand
reflects the peak water consumption anticipated throughout the year. In resort areas,
this demand usually occurs on a weekend day of peak population. With the exception
of basic employees, the maximum daily demand is usually at least twice the average
daily demand. The water system maximum daily demand, added to fire flow

requirements, determines the minimum flow capacity required for the development.

4.2.4. Projected Peak Hourly Water Demand: Typically, the hourly rate of
water usage during a day is not uniform. The nature of an industrial park/commercial
development use results in substantial hourly variations in flow rates throughout any
given day that must be delivered by the water system. The péak hourly flow rate is
based on the total number of fixture units at buildout and is used to determine the size
of the pressure tank for the water system. About 390 fixture units are estimated (10.5
fixture units/parcel multiplied by 37 parcels). Values for peak hourly flow rate were
estimated at approximately 10.7 times the average daily demand (per 1997 UPC
Appendix A — Chart A-2).

4.2.5. Required Fire Flow Demand: Fire protection requirements are the
dominant factor in the design of the proposed water supply and transmission facilities.
In discussions with the Long Valley Fire Protection District (LVFPD) it was indicated that
a standard fire flow expected from the department would be 1,000 gpm sustainable for
two hours. However, the LVFPD also indicated that if fire safety features were
employed in the development, specifically fire sprinklers installed in buildings, the
LVFPD Board of Directors would consider a reduction in the required fire flow of 1/2 half
or more. Fire sprinklers have been proposed, and it is expected that a fire flow demand
of 500 gpm is sufficient for the fire sprinkler system in the building involved with the fire,
sustainable for 2 hours at a minimum pressure of 20 psi, is acceptable to the LVFPD
Board of Directors. An alternate power source, such as a diesel generator, will be
required to safeguard against power failure when the water supply system is in

demand.

July 12, 2000
Sierra Business Park Geology and Hydrology

-24 -



4.2.6. Proposed Water Supply Facilities: The maximum daily demand of
27,000 gpd (20 gpm) must be added to the mandated fire flow demand (500 gpm) in
order to determine the minimum flow rate of the water supply system for the required 2-
hour demand period. Therefore, the system must be able to sustain a flow rate of

approximately 520 gpm for any given 2-hour period.

Additional research into aquifer properties in the region was conducted by contacting
the U.S. Geological Society (USGS), which monitors several water wells in the area.
USGS personnel observed a minimal drawdown tend (similar to the existing airport welil
located less than 2 miles to the northeast) in these other nearby wells, suggesting a
relatively large source of recharge available to the aquifer. Therefore, extraction of the
necessary water quantities estimated for the development at buildout should have no
significant impact on water levels in the area. It is expected that one 18-inch well,
completed to a depth of at least 200 feet, will satisfy the flow requirements for the
proposed development. Onsite water storage may be necessary if the proposed
production well cannot produce water at the required total flow demands. A pressure
tank system, sized in consideration of the peak hourly flow rate, may be installed with

the wells if well capacity cannot meet the required fire flow demands.

4.2.7. Proposed Water Distribution System: The basic components of the
system should consist of the proposed water well, distribution piping with the
appropriate valves, fittings and other appropriate appurtenances, fire hydrants, and
service connections. An approximate total of 2,200 feet of 6-inch diameter water line, 8
fire hydrants spaced every 300 feet, and 500 feet of 1-inch diameter service line will be
required throughout the proposed industrial park at buildout. A hydropneumatic
pressure tank may be added to the system if well capacity cannot meet the required fire
flow demands. The fire sprinkler systems will be designed on a building-by-building

basis per the requirements of the LVFPD.

4.2.8. Proposed Production Well: Because the existing water well is
substandard with respect to current County standards, a new production well is

proposed for the Sierra Business Park. The primary reason for a new well is to provide
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adequate fire flow as required by the Long Valley Fire Protection District. Methods for
handling and disposal of well drilling fluids and test water will be developed and
approved by the Mono County Environmental Health Department and the LRWQCB
prior to drilling or testing water wells on the site. The proposed production well should
be at least 200 feet deep, be perforated between depths of 50 and 200 feet, and yield
at least 520 gpm. Upon completion, a pump test will need to be performed on the well
in order to determine drawdown measurements, a pump rate, and transmissivity of the
aquifer. Since the storage capacity of an aquifer cannot be calculated from a single
well test, the existing onsite water well should be utilized as a monitoring well during the

pump test of the new well.

The existing onsite well is located on proposed Lot 20 in the southeast corner. The
new production well will be developed within the north central portion of Lot 15. When

completed, the two wells will be approximately 322 feet apart.

4.2.9. Proposed On-site Sewage Disposal: The proposed industrial park is
1.4 miles south of and approximately 35 feet up gradient from the Hot Creek
headsprings. It is possible that some amount of this water is derived from the
unconfined aquifer underlying the subject site, however it has been demonstrated by
Schmidt (1996) that the direction of groundwater flow is northeast from the subject site
and not north toward the Hot Creek fish hatcheries headsprings. The aquifer beneath
the subject site will receive an estimated 80% of the extracted water primarily as
recharge from the proposed on-site sewage leach fields, from stormdrain infiltration,

and from landscape irrigation.

The proposed on-site sewage systems for each parcel should be designed at the
grading plan phase of the project according to prevailing sewage treatment practices
and to the satisfaction of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
(LRWQCB). The LRWQCB has jurisdiction over the design and placement of the

sewage treatment system.
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A review of eighteen percolation tests performed by Bear Engineering was made in
order to determine the terminal percolation rates for the site. The rates ranged from
approximately 12 minutes/inch to 80 minutes/inch, with an average of 39 minutes/inch.
The average percolation rate equates to an application rate of 0.5 gal/sq.ft./day as

calculated using the U.S. Public Health Services Manual of Septic Tank Practice.

Given the average depth to water of approximately 20 feet from ground surface and the
percolation rates observed, it is recommended that onsite sewage disposal systems be
utilized for the development. Onsite sewage disposal systems consists of septic tanks
and leach trenches. This type of system utilizes the soil underneath the trenches for
treatment of the effluent. The soil type is a gravelly sand and cobble deposit. A
sewage load estimate of 127 gpd (7,400 gpd divided by 37 parcels) should be
considered to assess the type and size of an appropriate sewage disposal system for
each parcel. Location of each leach field shall be placed no closer than 100 feet from
the existing onsite water well on proposed Lot 20 and the proposed production well on
Lot 15.

4.2.10. Proposed Onsite Storm Water Retention: Three retention percolation
structures with oil and grease pretreatment separators are proposed to control storm
water runoff on the industrial park as required by the LRWQCB. Each structure will be
located within the proposed roadways at low points, and they are designed to meet the
twenty year, one inch per hour storm event, also required by the LRWQCB. Maximum

depth of retention structures is five feet below the ground surface.

Considering the average eighteen-foot depth to groundwater beneath the subject site,
at least 13 feet of additional percolation depth is available below the retention structure
before encountering the water table. It should be noted that groundwater levels
fluctuate seasonally, and that the highest recorded depth to water measured in the
onsite water well SG-3J was 10.43 feet on August 15, 1995. This is a season when
groundwater is relatively high, but also a season when runoff concerns due to

precipitation are relatively minor.
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The retention structure nearest the proposed production well is on the northern access
road at 141 feet away and downgradient hydrologically. The nearest upgradient
retention structures are 585 feet and 460 feet from the well. All these distances exceed

the LRWQCB wellhead protection setback requirements for drinking water wells.
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5.0. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The following is a summary of our conclusions, professional opinions and
recommendations based on the data reviewed:

1.

Based on review of available data and geologic analysis, it is our opinion that the
development of the proposed Sierra Business Park is suited and safe for the use
intended from a geologic and hydrologic standpoint standpoint, provided the

following are incorporated during planning and construction.

The site does not lie within a State of California Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault

Zone.

No mapped active or potentially active faults are known to exist or have been

mapped by others within the limits of the subject site.

Evidence of primary surface rupture was not observed on the subject site following

the 1980 Mammoth Lakes earthquake sequence.
Review of aerial photographs did not indicate faulting across the subject site.
No indication of faulting was observed during reconnaissance of the subject site.

The primary geologic hazard to the Property will be from severe ground shaking

originating from nearby faults zones.

. Vertical accelerations are estimated to be approximately 2/3 of the horizontal

acceleration for faults in the Basin and Range Province.

Based on review of the 1997 UBC, the site is located within 5.0 km of the Hilton
Creek and Hartley Springs fault zones. Both are classified as Type ‘B’ faults that
have been assigned a maximum magnitude earthquake of M,,,=6.7 and a slip rate

of 2.5 mm/yr and of M,,,=6.6 and a slip rate of 0.5 mm/yr, respectively.

10.The potential for all types of volcanic hazards on the subject site is considered very

high.

11.The soil profile type for the site is an S (Table J - 1997 UBC), a very dense soil and

soft rock.
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12. The potential for slope instability, landslides, liquefaction, are considered low to non-
existent due to the relatively flat ground surface on the subject site, its distant
proximity to a water source, its moderately dense and granular soils (estimated Soil

profile type S¢).

13. All proposed structures should be designed in accordance with at least minimum
building code standards for Seismic Zone 4 as described in the California Building
Code.

14.A performance of a probabilistic seismic hazard analysis for the subject site was not
within the scope of this report. In order to comply with both the 1997 UBC and 1998
CBC, it is recommended that a detailed probabilistic seismic hazard analysis be
performed based on site-specific criteria for the subject site for a design-basis
earthquake with a ground motion that has a 10% chance of being exceeded in 50

years and a statistical return period of 475 years.

15.The Town of Mammoth Lakes in conjunction with the CDMG calculated peak ground
accelerations of 0.42g for a design-basis earthquake for the Mammoth Lakes area

located just over 4 miles to the west of the subject site.

16. Vertical ground accelerations are estimated to be approximately 2/3 of the horizontal

acceleration during a seismic event.

17.Construction should allow for all plumbing and utility services to be extended to

buildings with flexible connections and convenient shutoffs.

18. Depth to groundwater beneath the project was first recorded on upon completion of
the existing on-site water well SQ-3J at 20 feet below ground surface. Average

depth to groundwater based on USGS monitoring of well SQ-3J is 18 feet.

19.The percolation of effluent in Laurel Pond should not cause a noticeable change in
the groundwater quality at the nearest points of groundwater use, which in this case

will be the Sierra Business Park.

20.The aquifer(s) underlying the subject site is estimated to have transmissivities
between 1,000 gallons/day/ft (gpd/ft) and 35,000 (gpd/ft) with an average hydraulic
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conductivity of 2,400 gallons/day/square-foot (gpd/ft®), an average hydraulic gradient
of 30 feet per mile, an estimated effective porosity of 0.30, and an average

groundwater flow rate of 2,200 feet per year.

21.Estimated average daily sewage flows for the project at buildout are at 7,400 gpd.
The estimated maximum daily sewage flows are 14,800 gpd. The peak hourly

sewage demand is 100 gpm.

22.Estimated total average water demands, including sewage flows, for the project at

buildout are 13,500 gpd. The estimated maximum daily water demands are 27,000

gpd.
23. The fire flow demand for subject site as determined by the LVFPD is 500 gpm for 2

hours, with a condition that fire sprinkler systems be installed in each building.

24.The proposed production well should be at least 18 inches in diameter, a minimum
of 200 feet deep, be perforated between depths of 50 and the bottom, and yield at

least 520 gpm to satisfy the estimated maximum water demands.

25.Onsite water storage may be necessary if the proposed production well cannot

produce water at the required maximum water demands.

26.1t is recommended that a pump test be performed on the proposed production well
in order to determine drawdown measurements, a pump rate, hydraulic conductivity,

storage capacity, and transmissivity of the aquifer.

27.Since the storage capacity of an aquifer cannot be calculated from a single well test,
the existing onsite water well SQ-3J should be utilized as a monitoring well during

the pump test of the new production well.

28.Given the average depth to water of approximately 18 feet from ground surface and
the observed average percolation rate of 39 minutes per inch, onsite sewage

disposal systems can be utilized for the proposed development.

29.The average percolation rate equates to an application rate of 0.5 gal/sq.ft./day as

calculated using the U.S. Public Health Services Manual of Septic Tank Practice.
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30.On-site sewage systems for each parcel should be designed at the building
construction plan phase of the project in accordance with prevailing sewage

treatment practices and to the satisfaction of the LRWQCB.

31.Considering the average eighteen-foot depth to groundwater beneath the subject
site, proposed storm water retention structures can be utilized for the proposed

development.

32.The minimum horizontal setback between the proposed production well and any

sewage disposal field and/or stormwater retention basin is 100 feet.
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Figure 1 - Map showing geomorphic provinces of California with major active and
potentially active faults (from Jennings, 1994; Blake, 1995; CDMG Note 36).
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Figure 3 — Map showing distribution of Bishop Tuff and ash beds (lzett et al, 1988).
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Figure 4 - Map showing topographic relief of the Long Valley caldera with the resurgent
dome (USGS website).
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Figure 5a - Geologic map of the Long Valley caldera region (Bailey, 1989).
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Figure 5b — Legend to Geologic Map (Figure 5a) of the Long Valley caldera region

(Bailey, 1989).
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Figure 7 — Map showing 1998 earthquake epicenters for Long Valley (USGS website).
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Figure 10a — Volcanic Hazard Zones (Miller, 1989).



VOLCANIC-HAZARD ZONES
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