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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Sierra Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR
SCH #1997032100

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

In keeping with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this Final Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Sierra Business Park Project consists of (1) the
Draft EIR, (2) written comments received on the Draft EIR, (3) responses to the comments
received, and (4) the final Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Program. This
document also incorporates the text of the final Sierra Business Park Specific Plan. The
Draft EIR (which is bound separately, but must be considered as an integral element of
this Final EIR) was distributed on 21 July 2000 for review by various agencies, groups and
the general public. The review period for the Draft EIR initially closed on 8 September
2000, but was subsequently extended to 21 September 2000 in response to requests
received in the EIR comment letters.

By the close of the extended review period, formal comment letters had been received
from 42 agencies and individuals. Table 1 below provides a summary overview of the
written comments received.

Table 1
SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

NO. SOURCE KEY POINTS
1 Catherine Smith Urges County to deny project application.
2 Gregory Reis 1. Concerned about leapfrog development & sprawl.

2. Believes proximity to airport poses unacceptable risk.

3. Requests analysis of environmental impacts associated
with water production, filtration, bottling, distribution.

4. Concerned about impacts on nearby Sage Grouse leks.

3 Jim Parker, Eastern Sierra Urges County to deny project application.
Audubon Society
4 Phyllis Benham 1. Questions whether the following issues have been fully

evaluated: (a) Impacts on wildlife, (b) Impacts of sign lighting,
(c) Impact of color selection on views, (d) safety of site
ingress and egress.

5 Sherryl Taylor 1. Requests extension of DEIR comment period.
2. Concerned about visual impacts; recommends
that lighting be prohibited on project ID signs.

3. Urges County to prohibit retail uses on site.




10

11

Andy Selters (also see
Letter #32)

E. Tenney, P.E.S.T.E.R.
(Preserving the Eastern
Sierra Tradition of Environ-
mental Responsibility);
(also see Letter #30)

Randy Witters, Mono Sierra
Lodge

Julie Yost (also see
Letter #36)

Long Valley Fire Protect. Dist.

Long Valley Fire Protection
District

1. Urges County to deny application.

1. Considers project definition to be substantially changed
since the scoping meeting, particularly in terms of retail uses.
2. Notes that some oral comments made during scoping
were not addressed in the Draft EIR; requests Supplemental
EIR be prepared.

3. Considers visual impact assessment to lack analysis of
impact on air passengers and hikers.

4. Notes lack of regional planning body for project area.

5. Concerned that project would set a precedent for
development of other lands around the airport.

6. Considers assessment of traffic to be incomplete.

7. Considers EIR to lack assessment of traffic-related energy
and air quality impacts.

8. Concerned project would jeopardize scenic highway
designation.

9. Urges County to deny project application.

10.Requests more aggressive mitigation measures to screen
project from visibility, and to screen internal clutter from view.
11. Requests higher, fully contoured PMZ berm on inner
western boundary; suggests heavy landscaping with

trees and shrubs for visual screening.

12. Concurs with staff recommendation that lighting be
prohibited on project ID signs.

1. Considers project definition to be substantially changed
since the scoping meeting, particularly in terms of retail uses.
2. Considers project to create dangerous traffic conditions.

3. Considers project incompatible with wilderness and scenic
highway designation, particularly if sign lighting allowed;
recommends total screening.

4. Requests extension of Draft EIR review period.

5. Urges County.to deny project application.

1. Requests extension of Draft EIR review period.

2. Recommends that berm height be increased and sign

lighting prohibited.

3. Considers project definition to be substantially changed

since the scoping meeting, particularly in terms of retail uses.

4. Concerned project would set growth precedent in airport area.

1. Requests notification during grading.

1. Requests water system flow test before construction.
2. Requests that future project businesses provide a
list of reportable hazardous materials.




12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

State Clearinghouse (SCH)

Jack and Marilyn Ferrell

Catherine Rose

Ronald Keil, U.S. Forest
Service

Emilie Strauss

Rick Jali (also see
Letter #34)

Town of Mammoth Lakes

Robert Atlee (also
see Letter #41)

Sandy Hesnard, CalTrans-
Aeronautics Division

1. Confirms close of public review for state agencies.
2. Forwards state agency comments received by SCH.

1. Request extension of Draft EIR review period.
2. Recommend denial of General Plan amendment.

1. Urges County to deny project application.

1. Asks that all construction avoid USFS lands, except

for correction and revegetation of past encroachments.

2. Recommends (a) Locally collected seed mix with specified
plants; (b) Integration of berm with surrounding lands; (c) fencing
on outer berm edge; (d) Compatibility of urban, native vegetation.

1. Indicates that EIR lacks cumulative assessment of impacts
on sage grouse, migratory deer and viewshed.

2. Notes that EIR did not evaluate arsenic in well water.

3. Concerned about safety aspects of additional traffic.

4. Considers biological survey date to be too early.

5. Seeks analysis of sage grouse impacts; notes potential
listing of this species.

1. Considers project definition to be substantially changed
since the scoping meeting, particularly in terms of retail uses.
2. Requests extension of Draft EIR review period.

Questions adequacy of proposed storm retention.

Suggests additional lighting standards.

Questions potential water quality impacts on Airport wells.
Seeks analysis of traffic turning movements at Hot Creek Rd.
Notes that airport apron lighting will soon be replaced

wath shielded fixtures per Town standards.

6. Clarifies airport color themes; notes that old hangar colors
are non-conforming.

7. Requests assessment of impacts on affordable housing.

8. Seeks cumulative airport/project visual impact analysis.

RO =

1. Urges project visibility to be reduced to maximum extent.
2. Requests ample entry and exit lanes.

1. Provides form for FAA notification prior to construction.
2. Concurs with Planning Director review for population densities.




21 Mary Pipersky

22  Cindi Mitton, Lahontan
Regional Water Quality
Control Board

23 Darrell M. Wong, California
Department of Fish & Game

24  Janet Carle

1. Requests extension of Draft EIR review period.

1. Notes that monitoring may be inadequate to mitigate water
quality impacts; sand box filters could be considered mitigation.

2. Notes that monitoring wells not generally used for water supply.
3. Requests description of probable stormwater BMPs.

4. Requests description of measures for hazardous waste disposal.
5. Requests mitigation to prevent impairment of surface waters.
6. Seeks clarification of toxic material use in septic systems.

7. Asks about responsibility for slope maintenance program.

8. Nutrients and sediment contribute to area water quality
problems. Arsenic derived from natural sources; nutrient sources
unknown. Narrative objectives have been set for groundwater.

9. Requests description of groundwater impact remediation.

10. Recommends additional information to be provided

to lot purchasers, and asks who will prepare handbook.

11. County Health Dept. has jurisdiction over septic systems.

12. Notes that EIR assumptions may be too conservative.

1. Requests substantiation of conclusion that project impact
on sage grouse would be less than significant.

2. Requests cumulative assessment of impacts on biological
resources of project area.

3. Requests cumulative assessment of impacts on deer
migration corridor, including specified area projects.

4. Requests information regarding well capacity and use.

5. Questions impacts if stormwater capacity is exceeded.

6. Recommends invasive species be prohibited in landscaping.
7. Recommends EIR recirculation.

1. Requests extension of Draft EIR review period.

2. Indicates inadequate assessment of visual impacts on
non-motorized users in the area.

3. Requests more detailed study of traffic safety.

4. Opposes lighting of entry sign.

5. Urges project visibility be reduced to maximum extent.

6. Considers industrial use inappropriate along scenic highway.




25

26

27

28

29

John Dittli, Photographer

Jason Marshall, Dept. of
Conservation

Charles Steidtmann, Esq.

Sydney Quinn

Daniel Dawson

1. Considers project proposal to be substantially changed
since the scoping meeting, particularly in terms of retail uses.
2. Questions demand for proposed uses.

3. Considers proposed uses to be urban in nature.

4. Opposes proposed General Plan Amendment.

5. Indicates EIR lacks assessment of visual impact on hikers
and wilderness travelers.

6. Requests cumulative traffic assessment.

7. Seeks analysis of rented transport impact on surrounding lands.
8. Seeks analysis of traffic impacts on sage grouse, deer herd
9. Considers following impacts significant: (a) increased traffic,
(b) lack of affordable housing, (c) traffic impacts on deer herd,
(d) impacts on scenic highway, (e€) Urbanization of a rural area.
10. Requests extension of Draft EIR review period.

1. Suggests protection of PMZ berm from surface water flows.
2. Recommends grading conform to Uniform Building Code.
3. Recommends soil testing for plant nutrients.

4. Notes requirement that native topsoil be used in reclamation;
requests that such soils be mapped.

5. Stockpiled soils to be protected from wind and erosion,

and should be stored separately.

6. Recommends trials to optimize site revegetation.

7. Requests schedule for vegetation planting.

8. Requests that noxious weeds be identified.

9. Requests success criteria for species richness, specify
native perennial species for cover, density and richness.

10. Recommend use of worst case estimates when
developing costs for financial assurances.

1. Indicates opposition to project.

2. Indicates absence of need given available land in Town.
3. Considers traffic impacts to be dangerous.

4. Indicates that project would impact views and aesthetic
value of Highway 395.

1. Urges consideration of cumulative impacts on views,
traffic noise and employee requirements.

2. Considers project justification to be lacking.

3. Considers site inappropriate for proposed use.

4. Concerned for growth inducing impacts.

1. Encourages continued gravel extraction on the site.

2. Concerned about cumulative effects with airport.

3. Notes that EIR did not address employee housing.

4. Considers following impacts significant: (a) visual impacts,
(b) increased traffic, (c) urbanization of rural area.




30

31

32

33

34

35

36

Elizabeth Tenney,
P.E.S.T.E.R. (also see
Letter #7)

George Vest

Andy Selters (also see
Letter #6)

Karen Ferrell-lngram and
Stephen Ingram

Rick Jali (also see
Letter #17)

Heidi Hopkins

Julie Yost (also see
Letter #9)

1. Asks how proposed uses are similar to | District zoning.
2. Opposes General Plan and Zoning Amendment

3. Requests substantiation for statement that project
responds to area demand for industry.

Considers visual impact significant.

Seeks assessment of impact on affordable housing.
Concerned about precedent for sprawl.

Questions statement re. compatibility with adjacent uses.
Questions statements concerning groundwater depth.
Disagrees that project reflects intent of industrial zone.
10 Disagrees that project is adjacent to existing community.
11. Questions Specific Plan precedence over Zoning Code.

CoNOO A

1. Considers project proposal to be substantially changed
from that described at the scoping meeting.

2. Opposes General Plan Amendment

3. Concerned about visual impact of project.

4. Believes EIR does not address future traffic or impacts
of inclement weather.

5. Seeks assessment of impact on affordable housing.

6. Requests extension of public review period.

1. Questions project value with respect to the airport.
2. Indicates that traffic assessment is not adequate.
3. Urges that project be denied.

1. Considers project definition to be substantially changed
since the scoping meeting, particularly in terms of retail uses.
2. Concerned about project impacts on traffic, affordable
housing, air pollution, sprawl and scenic resources.

3. Question need for development.

4. Concerned about precedent for sprawl.

5. Requests that EIR be revised.

1. Concerned about traffic entering and leaving the site.
2. Concerned about employee housing.

1. Considers project definition to be substantially changed
since the scoping meeting, particularly in terms of retail uses.
2. Concerned about precedent for sprawl.

3. Requests new scoping and new environmental review.

1. Concerned about retail uses on the site.

2. Considers project definition to be substantially changed
since the scoping meeting, particularly in terms of retail uses.
3. Considers project inconsistent with General Plan.

4. Urges careful review of proposed uses.




37

38

39

40

41

42

Georgette Theotig

Nancy Fiddler

Sue Burak

Bryce and Wilma Wheeler

Robert Atlee (also
See Letter #19)

Gail Lonne

1. Opposes project proposal.

2. Considers project proposal to be substantially
changed from that described at the scoping meeting.
3. Urges that project be denied.

1. Opposes project.

2. Considers turn lanes insufficient; concerned about traffic safety.
3. Questions need for an industrial use on Highway 395.

4. Questions traffic impact on Sherwin deer herd.

5. Concerned about urban sprawl, visual impacts, highway safety.

1. Considers project definition to be substantially changed
since the scoping meeting, particularly in terms of retail uses.
2. Considers this a new project requiring new CEQA review.

1. Question need for project.

2. Considers project to be substantially changed since scoping,
particularly in terms of retail uses; requests new scoping.

3. Questions visual impact for hikers in wilderness.

4. Concerned that project lighting would conflict with airport.
5. Questions merit of proposed zone change.

6. Concerned about traffic increases in stormy weather.

7. Notes that employee housing not addressed in EIR.

8. Indicates that EIR does not address impacts on sage
grouse and Sherwin deer herd.

9. Requests additional opportunity to comment.

1. Urges that visual impact be minimized.

1. Opposes project proposal.
2. Concerned about visual impact of structures and lighting.
3. Notes added project traffic.

As can be seen in reviewing Table 1, there were several key issues that were raised in
numerous comment letters. To facilitate reader review of the Final EIR, Table 2 identifies
the key topical issues and lists the comment letters in which each was raised.

Table 2

KEY COMMENT ISSUES RAISED

TOPICAL ISSUE

SEE COMMENT LETTERS

Visual impacts, scenic highway

4,5,7,8,18,19, 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 40,
41, 42




Proposed land uses, scoping prbcess
Traffic safety, traffic analysis

Development sprawl, growth

Housing for employees

Impacts on sage grouse, deer, wildlife
Signage and sign lighting

Airport, airport compatibility

PMZ berm treatment, plantings
Water production, water quality

5,7,8,9, 17, 24, 25, 30, 31, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38
39, 40

7, 8,16, 18, 19, 24, 25, 27, 29, 31, 32, 33, 34,
38, 40, 42

2,7,9, 25,28, 29, 30, 33, 35, 38

18, 25, 29, 30, 31, 33, 34, 40
2,4,16, 23, 25, 38, 40

4,7,8,9,18, 24, 40

2,18, 20, 28, 29, 30

7,9,15,22, 23, 26

2,16, 18, 22, 23, 30




CHANGES RESULTING FROM COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

As a result of comments received on the Draft EIR, new mitigation measures have been
incorporated into the Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Program, and other
mitigation measures have been amended. In whole, 38 mitigation measures are now
included. The final and complete Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Program is
provided as Appendix B to this Final EIR. Table 3 below briefly summarizes the focus of
the new and modified mitigation measures.

Table 3
SUMMARY OF NEW AND MODIFIED MITIGATION MEASURES

MEASURE # STATUS CHANGES AND ISSUES ADDRESSED _

GS-3 Amended PMZ berms to vary with undulating contours;
Measures to prevent sediment discharges
GS-4 New Fire District notification before grading
GS-5 New Retention of USFS boundary markers
GS-6 New No future encroachments onto USFS land
GS-7 New Protection of PMZ slope from runoff
GS-8 New Grading specification incorporation of UBC standards
WwQ-3 Amended Buyer Handbook to note deed restriction on disposal to septic &
drainage systems; association to distribute handbook to buyers
WwQ-4 Amended May need new monitoring well instead of converting existing well
WQ-5 New Water system flow test before use
WQ-6 New Sand-box filter on septic systems
waQ-7 New Production well housing structure to allow for disinfection
BR-1 Amended Planting seed mix recommendations; invasive species not allowed
HW-7 New Businesses to provide Fire District with list of hazardous Materials

CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

The findings contained in this Final EIR indicate that there are no significant, unavoidable,
adverse impacts that would result for project approval and implementation, provided that
all mitigation measures are implemented as described in the Comprehensive Mitigation
Implementation and Monitoring Program (see Appendix B). This finding indicates that
there is no need for the Mono County Board of Supervisors to adopt a Statement of
Overriding Considerations in order to approve any of the proposed Sierra Business Park
elements including (1) the Specific Plan, (2) the General Plan Amendment, (3) the District
Zoning Amendment, (4) the Tentative Tract Map, or (5) the Reclamation Plan.

APPENDICES

This document contains the following information for review by the Mono County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors:

Appendix A: Comments on the Draft EIR & Responses to each comment.
Appendix B: Comprehensive Mitigation Implementation & Monitoring Program



Appendix C:

Final Sierra Business Park Specific Plan

APPENDIX A

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT
SIERRA BUSINESS PARK EIR
AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS




#1

Response to correspondence received from Catherine Smith. Comment
letter dated 28 August 2000.

Ms. Smith’s comments are directed to the Mono County Planning Commission and Board
of Supervisors, for consideration in deliberating whether the project should be approved.
The comments are acknowledged herein; no response is requested.




#2

Response to correspondence received from Gregory Reis of Lee Vining.
Comment letter dated 1 September 2000; letter resubmitted on 18
September 2000.

1. Growth Inducement

The subject of potential growth inducement was evaluated in Draft EIR Section 6. The
assessment noted that “approval of the Sierra Business Park project would under most
circumstances have significant potential to induce growth” due to a number of factors
including (1) its location outside of town, (2) the fact that it is almost entirely surrounded
by undeveloped land, (3) the presence of an adjacent airport that has already
undergone expansion and is proposed for further improvements. The EIR conclusion
that the project would not have significant growth potential was based on the fact that
the surrounding lands are entirely within public ownership (including lands managed or
owned by LADWP, BLM and USFS). There are no other private parcels within several
miles of this site, and the USFS has indicated that it is not interested in obtaining the
project site through a land trade. The absence of developable property was key to this
determination.

The EIR characterization of alternative sites was based on information developed through
the two efforts conducted between 1997-1999 to identify suitable parcels for a land trade.
Although several sites were considered for the proposed uses, none of the sites was
available for the proposed land exchange. The lack of an available and suitable site (as
well as other factors) rendered the land trade infeasible.

2. Population Densities

Comments in the second paragraph, recommending that population densities be limited to
the guidelines in the Airport Land Use Handbook, are consistent with mitigation
recommendations contained in the EIR. The Handbook guidelines are advisory, and will
be considered during deliberations by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

3. Water Production, Filtration and Processing

The third paragraph recommends that water production, water filtration and water
processing be deleted from the list of permitted uses since the EIR did not evaluate the
potentially significant environmental impacts associated with these uses. Please note
that the referenced activities are all shown in the Specific Plan as Conditional Uses. By
law, a Conditional Use Permit is a discretionary action, and therefore subject to CEQA.
None of the proposed Conditional Use Permits can be approved on the Sierra Business
Project site without further review for CEQA compliance. This requirement would
include preparation of a Supplemental EIR if it were determined that a proposed
conditional use could have significant unavoidable adverse impacts on the environment.
No amendment to the specific plan is needed to enact this requirement.




4, Sage Grouse

As noted in the DEIR, the project would be developed in the interior of a previously
excavated gravel mine, approximately 20 feet below the elevation of the surrounding
habitat. Construction of the proposed facilities would be restricted to the project
boundaries, and thus no sage grouse habitat would be directly impacted. Indirect
impacts from human activity at the site would be below the elevation of the surrounding
habitat, thus these activities are not expected to impact sage grouse using the habitat
bordering the site, nor would they be visible to the sage grouse. Vehicular access to the
site would be limited to a singie entry in the location of the entry to the existing batch
plant. Finally, the Bureau of Land Management has indicated that power lines create
perches for raptors, and there are two existing power lines with poles that traverse the
project site (note that no additional overhead utilities are proposed). The raptor perches
in turn tend to preclude sage grouse foraging in nearby areas. In whole, these existing
conditions render the project site unsuitable for sage grouse foraging and nesting
activities.

Sage grouse are active during the day (diurnal); all night lighting at the site would be
directed inward to avoid affecting day-night cycles of grouse and other wildlife. Light
from night traffic may affect sage grouse, but considering the extent of sage grouse
habitat in the area relative to the size of the area potentially influenced by light from
night traffic, the impact on sage grouse populations from light from night traffic is
expected to be less than significant.

The anticipated increase in traffic from the site (based on industrial park use) is
approximately 2,200 cars per day. Although this may result in an increase in sage
grouse mortality from traffic the mortality is not expected to significantly affect
populations of sage grouse in the region. The dog kennels currently exist on the site;
thus the proposed project is not expected to change current conditions.



#3

Response to correspondence received from Jim Parker, President, Eastern
Sierra Audubon Society. Comment letter dated 1 September 2000.

Mr. Parker's comments are directed to the Mono County Planning Commission and Board
of Supervisors, for consideration in deliberating whether the project should be approved.
The comments are acknowledged herein; no response is requested.




#4

Response to correspondence received from Phyllis Benham. Comment
letter dated 2 September 2000.

1. Wildlife Impacts

Wildlife impacts were analyzed in DEIR §5.3 and Appendix D, and additional analysis
has been conducted in response to comments received on the DEIR. Please refer to
the responses to Comment Letters 2, 15, 16, 23, 25 and 40 for further discussion.

2. Lighting Impacts

The effects of lighting are evaluated in Section 5.11 of the Draft EIR. Using the criteria
provided by CalTrans, it was found that the effect would be less than significant if the
lighting conformed to the recommended mitigation measures. This does not mean,
however, that the lighting would have no effect. The assessment recognized that lighting
would have a potentially adverse impact on the aesthetic values of the area, although the
impact could be reduced to less than significant. County staff has recommended that
lighting be prohibited on all project identification signs.

3. Color Selection

Color selection is an important factor in determining the extent to which a structure will
stand out, complement, or recede into the surrounding vista. Color selection in this case
was intended to recede into the surrounding vista. Ms. Benham’s comment regarding the
obligation to evaluate aesthetic effects of this project on its own merits is consistent with
the requirements and with the spirit of CEQA. The comments concerning
Mammoth/Yosemite Airport were directed only to baseline conditions, and not used with
reference to project impacts. Even so, the Town of Mammoth Lakes has pointed out that
the colors were selected to echo background colors and minimize the visual profile of
airport structures. The Town’s comments underscore the importance of the color palette
in determining overall impact. The colors selected for Sierra Business Park are listed in
the Specific Plan (see Appendix C, Section N), and include gray, tan, rust and taupe as
the dominant colors, with accents of wood, rock and metal.

4, Traffic Ingress and Egress

Both a northbound left-turn lane and southbound right-turn lane would be provided to
shelter incoming project traffic from the high speed through traffic on Highway 395.
Left-turn traffic exiting out of Hot Creek Fish Hatchery Road and the project site is now
and will continue to be required to stop on the median opening of Highway 395 before
completing the remaining half of the turning movement. This median opening can store
2 to 3 vehicles. Without the median refuge, drivers would be required to queue at the
stop sign and wait for safe traffic gaps from both northbound and southbound traffic on
Highway 395 before executing the left-turn movement. The median refuge reduces the




gap waiting time by half, and promotes traffic safety by allowing drivers to concentrate
for a safe traffic gap from only one conflicting traffic movement on Highway 395.



#5

Response to correspondence received from Sherryl Taylor. Comment
letter dated 2 September 2000.

1. Comment Period Extension

The County has responded to the request submitted by Ms. Taylor and many others for
an extension of the period for public review and comment on the Draft EIR. The review
period for the proposed Sierra Business Park Draft EIR, which began on 21 July, was
extended to 21 September 2000. The extension provided a full two months for public
review and comment on the Draft EIR and Specific Plan for this project.

2. Lighting and Aesthetics

Comments concerning the visual impact of Sierra Business Park for arriving and
departing aircraft passengers, particularly with regard to lighted signage, are
acknowledged. As noted in the comment letter, County staff has expressed similar
concerns and is recommending that lighting be prohibited on the project identification
signs. The EIR also concludes that sign lighting would have an adverse impact on
aesthetic values, but concludes that the effect would be less than significant provided
the County adopts and enforces the recommended mitigation measures (please see
Appendix B, Measures AE-2 and AE-3). The proposed lighting would not, however,
represent a hazard to aircraft. The overflight zone policies contained in the Airport Land
Use Policy Plan' indicates the following to be incompatible:?

“Any use which would direct a steady light or flashing light of red, white, green or
amber colors associated with airport operations toward an airport engaged in an
initial climb following take-off or toward a landing at any airport, unless the use is
an FAA approved navigational signal light or visual approach slope indicator.”

The Specific Plan requires that all lighting be concealed, of low intensity, and oriented to
preclude light from falling on any public street, highway, adjacent lot or land area,
sidewalk, or airspace above the Sierra Business Park site.

3. Proposed Land Uses

Concerns regarding the proposed inclusion of retail uses on the project site are
acknowledged. Please note that the proposed mix of uses is not forecast to have a
significant impact on traffic conditions. Traffic conditions along Highway 395 are
forecast to remain at the highest Level of Service (“A”), which indicates free and
unimpeded flow.

' Mono County Airport Land Use Commission, Airport Land Use Policy Plan, July 1986 (document contained in
the 1997 Mammoth Lakes Airport Expansion EIR).

2 Other restrictions of note address reflected suniight from structural surfaces, electrical interference, smoke
and steam, and hazardous material storage, as well as the recommendations conceming population densities
and land uses as discussed in the Draft EIR.




The guidelines contained in the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook would allow up to
the 2,160 persons on the site at any given time. This is at the high end of the estimated
range of future employees (i.e., from 820 for light industrial uses to 2,293 for offices),
and could also allow for substantial patronage depending on the uses ultimately
approved. Thus, the EIR concludes that the proposed mix of land uses may conform to
guidelines for population density provided the County adopts and enforces the
recommended mitigation measure (see Appendix B, Measure TC-3). As discussed in
greater detail in response to Comment Letter #7, Item 4, both the project traffic volumes
and number of employees incorporated worst-case estimates; it is anticipated that
actual numbers would be well below the levels reviewed in the Draft EIR.




#6

Response to correspondence received from Andy Selters. Comment letter
dated 4 September 2000.

Mr. Selters’ comments are directed to the Mono County Planning Commission and Board
of Supervisors, for their consideration in deliberating whether the project should be
approved. The comments are acknowledged herein; no response is requested.




#7

Response to correspondence received from Elizabeth Tenney,
Spokesperson for Preserving the Eastern Sierra Tradition of Environmental
Responsibility. Comment letter dated 4 September 2000.

The County recognizes that the Long Valley area lacks a regional planning authority, and
understands that the public notification requirements under CEQA do not reach many of
the individuals and groups with an interest in the project. For this reason, the draft EIR
was distributed directly to every individual who submitted written comments on the Notice
of Preparation, including the copy sent to P.E.S.T.E.R, in addition to the public notification
given through the Mammoth Times. The goal of facilitating public involvement was at the
heart of the County’s decision to extend the Draft EIR review period to allow for public
review and comment over a 60-day period. The following specific responses are offered
within this context.




1. Scoping Consultation, Retail Use and Supplemental EIR

The project proposal evaluated in the Draft EIR is substantially the same as outlined in the
May 1999 Notice of Preparation and described at the June 1999 Scoping Meeting: the
project acreage (36 acres) is unchanged, the number of proposed lots (37) is unchanged,
and the required discretionary actions (including a zone change and general plan
amendment from industrial fo specific plan, plus approval of a tentative tract map and
reclamation plan) are unchanged.

The proposed industrial land use is also unchanged as the use category for this site. But it
now incorporates the detail that was made possible through preparation of the proposed
Specific Plan. The land uses permitted by the Specific Plan include 28 uses that are
industrial in character, plus 7 retail uses™ that would be permitted where incidental to the
primary non-retail use, and occupying no more than 500 square feet of floor area (or 2,000
sf if the applicant’s request is approved), and subject to review to ensure that the impacts
are no greater than the permitted use. These provisions echo the existing I-Industrial
zoning designation, which would also allow for some specified retail uses on the site.

The conditionally permitted land uses are also predominantly industrial in character, but
this category would also allow retail lumberyards, plumbing supplies and general home
improvement centers up to 10,000 sf (or 20,000 sf if the applicant’s request is approved),
provided the Planning Commission approves the proposed use. These uses would also
be conditionally permitted under the existing Industrial zoning on the site, but with no
upper limit on size or square footage. Taken in whole, a supplemental EIR would serve
no substantive purpose under CEQA, since the project proposal evaluated in the Draft EIR
is substantially the same as described in the NOP and allowed under existing zoning.

Because of the designation of Highway 395 as a Scenic Highway of statewide
significance, the assessment of visual impacts did focus on the visual perspective of the
motorist, but used assessment categories that apply to views from other perspectives as
well. To illustrate, the discussion of views for motorists southbound on Highway 395
addresses the impact of elevation on the visual scene, and concludes that (1) project
structures would be clearly visible, (2) the flat roof structures would have the most
pronounced visual effect, and (3) the lack of a strong backdrop along the southeast
horizon would serve to emphasize the visual focus on Sierra Business Park. Despite
these factors, the overall impact was judged less than significant because (1) the eye
would continue to be drawn toward the more dominant views of the Sierra Nevada, (2) the
project would not interfere with the integrity of geologic features or the overall panorama,
and (3) the berm modifications would soften the visual impact of the roofs and structural
elements, and would also soften the visual impact of the site perimeter in comparison with
the existing berm. Although described in terms of the experience for a motorist
southbound on Highway 395, these statements would generally apply to viewers from
many elevated positions, including hikers in the surrounding mountains. The effect would
be most pronounced for airline passengers who, in the vicinity of the airport, would have

® Including (1) sale of motorized and non-motorized transport vehicles, (2) sale of snow and yard equipment,
(3) sale of industrial and construction equipment, (4) nurseries and garden shops, (5) sales of appliances,
computers, and components, (6) ancillary food services, and (7) sales of building, construction and plumbing
parts and equipment.



both elevation and proximity and therefore a relatively direct view of the project interior.
Cluttered conditions in Sierra Business Park would also be most likely to impact view
quality for airline passengers, and less so for motorists (who views would not include the
site floor) or for mountain hikers (whose views would be relatively distant in comparison
with airline passengers).

With respect to clutter, the Specific Plan contains provisions intended to prevent a
cluttered appearance. These include specific requirements for outdoor storage, trash
storage, loading areas, antennas, electrical equipment, and parking areas, as well as the
requirement for establishment of an association to ensure compliance with all
maintenance and operational responsibilities. In light of the scenic highway designation
and the frequency with which views would be gained from automobiles (compared with
other viewpoints), most of the provisions are principally directed to lateral views. However,
a number of Specific Plan requirements would also benefit aerial views, including (1) the
requirement for coordinated exterior roofing materials and colors; (2) the height limit on
antennas; (3) the restrictions on acceptable signage and limits on lighting direction and
intensity; and (4) the provision for Planning Director review of screening elements for the
outdoor storage areas.

Although an effort has been made to address all comments made during scoping, some of
the oral comments made at the scoping meeting may have been missed. One goal of the
extended review period was to respond to requests that the community be given additional
time for such issues to be identified and addressed through this Final EIR.

2. Comment Period

The County extended the time for public review and comment on the Draft EIR to
encompass just over 60 days, from 21 July through 21 September 2000.

3. Economic Impact and Assessment of Growth Inducing Effects

CEQA does not require or even encourage the assessment of economic effects
(including market demand analyses) except insofar as those effects may have physical
manifestations in the environment. On the other hand, CEQA does not prohibit
consideration of economic effects, and this topic is often included in an EIR for projects
that would involve public funds (for example, redevelopment projects, or improvements
funded through federal grants). The Sierra Business Park project is proposed to be
privately financed, and would be located on privately owned land. No public funds are
involved, and the document therefore did not incorporate evaluation of economic
impacts as part of the EIR.

The issue of potential growth inducement is important for the proposed project. As
stated in Section 6.3 of the Draft EIR, “approval of the Sierra Business Park project
would under most circumstances have significant potential to induce growth.”  This
statement recognized the presence of a number of growth-inducing factors including (1)
the project’s location outside of town, (2) the fact that the site is almost entirely
surrounded by undeveloped land, and (3) the presence of an adjacent airport that has
already undergone expansion and is proposed for further improvements. The EIR
conclusion that the project would not have significant growth potential was based on the
overriding fact that the surrounding lands are entirely within public ownership (including



lands managed or owned by LADWP, BLM and USFS); there are no other private
parcels within several miles of this site. The absence of developable property was key
to this determination. P.E.S.T.E.R.’s concern that USFS might enter into future land
trades that would open land for development is acknowledged, but appears speculative.
The effort made by the County between 1997-1999 to achieve a land exchange for this
parcel was largely directed to public lands managed by USFS. USFS ultimately
concluded that this project site did not meet the stringent federal criteria under which
public/private land exchanges are approved.

4. Traffic Movements

As noted in response to similar concerns raised by Phyllis Benham (see Comment
Letter #2, Item 4), left-turn traffic exiting out of Hot Creek Fish Hatchery Road or the
project site is required to stop on the median opening of Highway 395 before completing
the remaining half of the turning movement. This median opening area can store 2 to 3
vehicles. Without this median refuge, drivers would be required to wait for safe and
simultaneous traffic gaps in the northbound and southbound through traffic on Highway
395 before executing the left-turn movement in one stage. The median refuge reduces
the gap waiting time by half, and also promotes traffic safety by allowing drivers to
concentrate for a safe traffic gap from only one conflicting traffic movement at a time on
Highway 395. No traffic signal is proposed for the project.

The traffic study contained in the Draft EIR is based on very conservative traffic
generation factors. The results indicated that project trip generation would range from
2,187 daily trips (low end forecast) to 5,022 (high end forecast). Both of these
forecasts were based on standard traffic generation factors set by the Institute of Traffic
Engineers (ITE). ITE factors are given for low, average and high rates of trip
generation. The analyses contained in Appendix E of the Draft EIR were based on
average trip generation factors. Most important, ITE factors do not distinguish between
urban and rural traffic conditions, and are typically applied to urban traffic conditions.
The California Department of Finance estimated the population of Mammoth Lakes to
be 5,350 as of January 2000, and the population of Mono County as a whole to be
10,900." Within this context, it is more readily apparent why the forecast traffic volumes
(the equivalent of one half the population of Mammoth Lakes visiting the site on a daily
basis®) are considered to be worst case. In practice, it is unlikely that project traffic
volumes would approach even the lower end of the forecast range (2,187, the
equivalent of one-quarter of the Mammoth population visiting daily). Even with the
worst-case estimates, the traffic analysis found that impacts would be less than
significant.

The issues of energy and air pollution associated with project traffic (as well as activities

within the project site) are addressed in Section 5.7.3 of the Draft EIR. The assessment
concludes that project impacts would be less than significant.

5. Economic Values, Specific Plan, Private Property Rights

% Source: Califomia Department of Finance, E-1 City/County Populations Estimates with Annual Percent
Change, January 1999-January 2000.
¥ Note that a visit to the site involves 2 “trips” — the trip into the site, and the trip out.




P.E.S.T.E.R’s comments concerning the economic value of the Scenic Highway
designation, the proposed Specific Plan zoning designation, and private property rights
are acknowledged. No response is sought.

6. Visual Impacts

Using the criteria suggested by CalTrans for the evaluation of impacts to designated
scenic corridors, the EIR concluded that the impact would be less than significant
provided the County adopted and required implementation of the recommended
mitigation measures (limiting building heights and minimizing the signage on project
identification signs). These measures were developed through a detailed site study of
the relationship between the PMZ recontouring plan and individual lot elevations. The
intent of this effort was to minimize project visibility by specifying maximum building
heights for individual parcels. This approach resulted in the limits recommended in the
mitigation program (see Appendix B, Measure AE-1).

7. Berm Height, Contouring and Landscaping

The berm heights described in the EIR were used as the basis for assessing visual
impacts, and for identifying the building height limitations contained in AE-1 (i.e., no
more than 30’ high for lots 2-13, 15-23 and 37; and no more than 25’ high for lots 1, and
24-36). With respect to landscaping, it was concluded that visual impacts would be
most effectively minimized if the landscape plan reflected surrounding vegetation.
Native plant species are typical of big sage, a community in which trees have limited
presence. For this reason, trees are not featured on the landscape plan for the PMZ
berm.

As discussed in somewhat greater detail under the response to Comment Letter #9,
further excavation of the project basin would reduce the efficiency of the septic leach
fields and the three subsurface stormwater control facilities. This was considered
unacceptable in light of the already-limited 20-25’ separation between ground surface
and the water table.

P.E.S.T.E.R.’s comments regarding the PMZ berm design are acknowledged. Although
the original mitigation measure (GS-3) referred to varied slope contours, there was no
language to stipulate that the berms would have undulating contours or that those
contours would be designed to achieve a natural appearance. Measure GS-3 (see
Appendix B) is hereby amended to incorporate the following language (added text is

shown with a double underline):

“The applicant shall regrade and revegetate the PMZ in accordance with the approved
Grading Plan and Reclamation Plan. The regrading program shall provide for varied,

undulating PMZ slope contours developed to achieve a natural appearance that blends into

the surrounding landscape and minimizes the visibility of project boundaries from Highway
395.”

8. Lighting

P.E.S.T.E.R.’s support for the staff recommendation that lighting be prohibited on the
project identification signs is acknowledged herein, as are the closing remarks. The



County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider all of these
comments; no reply is requested.



#8

Response to correspondence received from Randy Witters, Owner, Mono
Sierra Lodge. Comment letter dated 5 September 2000.

g Scoping Consultation and Current Proposal.

As indicated in the response to P.E.S.T.E.R.’'s comment letter (Item 1), the current project
is substantially the same as described in the May 1999 NOP and June 1999 Scoping
Meeting, including the number of proposed lots, project acreage, and required approvals.
Additionally, while the zoning and general plan designations would change from Industrial
to Specific Plan, the proposed land uses are still in the industrial use category. These
uses are as originally described, and are also consistent with the existing Industrial “I
district, which allows for some commercial development. This EIR and Specific Plan
provides a much higher level of detail than was possible in the NOP and Scoping Meeting,
and it is the details which bring to light the new information referred to in this comment.

2. Traffic, Retail Use, Signage, USFS, Berm Height, Zoning, and Airport.

Mr. Witter's comments and recommendations concerning traffic, retail use, signage, the
USFS land exchange, project berm height, zoning and airport development are
acknowledged herein and will be considered by the County Commissioners and
Supervisors. No reply is sought for these comments.




#9

Response to correspondence received from Julie Yost. Comment letter
dated 5 September 2000.

1. Comment Period

In response to the many requests for additional time to consider the Draft EIR, the
County has extended the period for document review and comment through 21
September 2000.

2. Berm Height and Lighting

The berm heights described in the EIR served as the basis for the visual impact
assessment, and also set the benchmark for identifying the building height limitations
contained in the Mitigation Program. As outlined in Appendix B, Mitigation Measure AE-
1, building heights would be limited to no more than 30’ high for lots 2-13, 15-23 and 37;
and no more than 25’ high for lots 1, and 24-36.

The project engineer has evaluated the suggestion that the site be excavated to a lower
floor elevation in order to achieve additional screening. He recommends that this not be
pursued on the project site. As now proposed, the separation between the ground
surface elevation and the groundwater table is about 20 feet. As indicated in the EIR,
the project is proposed to incorporate individual onsite septic systems for industrial lots.
Further excavation would reduce the efficiency of the leach fields for these systems.
Additionally, the project is proposed to incorporate three subsurface stormwater control
facilities that utilize the soil column for infiltration of storm flows. As with the leach fields,
the efficacy of these features would be lessened by a reduction in the separation
between ground surface and the water table.

3. Allowed Uses and Conditional Uses

As noted in response to the comment letter from P.E.S.T.E.R. (see Letter #7, ltem 1), the
Specific Plan restricts the permitted retail uses to seven categories of retail sales that
could be approved only where incidental to the primary non-retail use. These uses would
be limited to no more than 500 square feet of floor area (or 2,000 sf, if the applicant’s
request is approved). The Specific Plan also requires (see Appendix C, §N.1.29) that no
incidental use may be permitted which, in the judgment of the Planning Director, would
have environmental impacts greater than the permitted use.

The conditionally permitted land uses would also allow retail lumberyards, plumbing
supplies and general home improvement centers, all up to 10,000 sf in area, but only if the
Planning Commission approved the proposed use or uses (the applicant is requesting that
these uses be approved up to 20,000 sf). These requirements are intended to integrate
(and not bypass) public involvement and agency review as a key part of the approval
process for this site. Note that these use provisions are the same as would be provided
under the existing Industrial (1) zoning on the site.







4, Visual Effects and Growth Inducement

The EIR comments concerning Mammoth Lakes/Yosemite Airport are in the section
addressing baseline aesthetic and visual conditions, and do not appear in the visual
impact portion of the analysis. Furthermore, as discussed in greater detail in response
to letter #7, comment 3, the project was ultimately found not to pose a significant risk of
growth because of the public nature of the surrounding lands and the lack of
infrastructure to support substantial growth.



#10

Response to correspondence received from Fred Stump, Comment |etter
dated 6 September 2000.

1. Construction Notification

The request for earthwork notification has been incorporated as a requirement of the
Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Program (please see Appendix B, Measure
GS-4).




#11

Response to correspondence received from Fred Stump, Comment letter
dated 6 September 2000.

1. Water System Flow Testing

The request for water system flow testing is acknowledged, and has been incorporated
as a requirement of the Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Program (also see
Appendix B, Measure WQ-5):

2. Business Plan and Hazardous Materials Reporting

The request for submittal to the Fire Department of business plans listing the quantity
and location of reportable hazardous materials has been incorporated as a requirement
of the Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Program (please see Appendix B,
Measure HW-7).




#12

Response to correspondence received from the Terry Roberts, Senior
Planner, State Clearinghouse. Comment letter dated 11 September 2000.

The County acknowledges the first correspondence received from the State
Clearinghouse providing confirmation that the State Agency review period has closed
and that State Agency comments were submitted to the Clearinghouse concerning the
proposed project. The second correspondence from the State Clearinghouse, also dated
11 September 2000, indicated that two comment letters (from the Department of
Conservation and from the Department of Fish and Game) had been received after the
close of the state agency review period. The Draft EIR review period was subsequently
extended; both comment letters were received within the amended review period, and
both comments are included in the response to comments for this EIR.



#13

Response to correspondence received from Jack and Marilyn Ferrell.
Comment letter dated 6 September 2000.

The comment period was extended through 21 September to allow time for additional
public review and comment on the Draft EIR. The Ferrell’'s comments on the project
proposal are directed to the Board of Supervisors, for consideration in deliberating whether
the project should be approved. The comments are acknowledged herein; no response is
sought.




#14

Response to correspondence received from Catherine Rose. Comment
letter dated 6 September 2000.

Ms. Rose’s comments on the project proposal are directed to the Mono County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors, for consideration in deliberating whether the
project should be approved. The comments are acknowledged herein. No response is

sought.




#15

Response to correspondence received from Ronald Keil, Acting District
Ranger, United States Forest Service. Comment letter dated 6 September
2000.

1-3  Berm Recontouring and USFS Encroachments

In response to USFS’s comment concerning the protection of public lands, the Mitigation
Implementation and Monitoring Program (see Appendix B, Measure GS-5) has been
amended, as shown below, to require that National Forest boundary markers remain in
place. Past encroachments into USFS lands (all of which occurred under prior
ownership of the site) have been corrected by the project applicant.

The Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Program has also been amended to
incorporate the USFS request that all berm modifications and all site construction be
kept off of Forest Service lands (please see Appendix B, Measure GS-6):

4-5. PMZ Landscaping

The Draft EIR contained a mitigation measure requiring that all landscaping in the PMZ
consist of native plant materials typical of big sagebrush communities and adapted to
the region, and also requiring that where landscaping is derived from seedlings, the
seedlings shall be genetically compatible with local plant stock. In response to the
comment from USFS, this measure has been amended to recommend that seed mix be
locally collected to the extent possible, and to recommend that the mix include the
species cited by USFS. Please see Appendix B, Mitigation Measure BR-1.

“All landscaping within the PMZ shall consist of native plant materials typical of big
sagebrush communities and adapted to the region. Where landscaping is derived

Please also see Measure GS-3, which requires variations in PMZ contours as
recommended by the Forest Service.




6. Perimeter Fencing

Consistent with the Forest Service recommendations, the Specific Plan requires that
fencing around the site perimeter be placed on the exterior side of the PMZ, and
prohibits fencing in the ten-foot street landscaping zone.

7-8. Urban Vegetation and Materials

The Forest Service recommendations concerning compatible urban vegetation and
avoidance of invasive species have been incorporated into the Specific Plan, Section
N.4.3, as shown below:

“Landscaping of the street landscape zone and the lots is encouraged to include,
but is not limited to, a variety of native plants and plants that resemble native plants
in color, texture and form. Non-native plants that are water-intensive, maintenance-
intensive, or invasive may not be included in the lot plantings or street palette.”



#16

Response to correspondence received from Emilie Strauss. Comment
letter dated 6 September 2000.

1. Cumulative and Direct Impacts on Wildlife Species

The request for additional assessment of direct and cumulative impacts to wildlife and
plant species was also contained in the correspondence received from the Department
of Fish and Game (Comment Letter #23, ltems 1,2,3 and 6) and from John Dittli
(Comment Letter #25, Item 2). Please refer to these responses for more detailed
discussion of the issues raised in this comment.

2. Arsenic in Well Water

As indicated in the letter from Ms. Strauss, arsenic is present at toxic levels in many
eastern Sierra wells, and the comment letter from Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board notes that the element is derived from natural sources in the region. If the
project is approved and implemented, it will be necessary to determine whether arsenic
is present in the well supplies and, if so, whether treatment is required in order to
comply with relevant standards. The Maximum Contaminant Level for arsenic (as
established by the U.S. EPA and California Department of Health Services) is 0.05 parts
per million. All potable water supplies produced on this site would be required to
comply with this standard, as measured in the water quality monitoring and reporting
program requirement (see Mitigation Measure WQ4).

3. Traffic Safety

The concerns expressed by Ms. Strauss regarding traffic safety are acknowledged. The
analyses contained in the EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant,
provided that the recommended mitigation measures are incorporated as conditions of
project approval. This conclusion is strengthened by the fact that the study was based
on very conservative traffic generation factors. Please refer to Comment Letter #7, item
4 for further discussion of this issue.

4. Timing of Plant and Wildlife Surveys

It is true that under most circumstances in the eastern Sierra, the timing of the site
surveys would have been too early in spring to adequately determine the presence or
potential presence of many plant and animal species. However, the timing survey was
acceptable and appropriate in the case of the Sierra Business Park site because the
entire property is devoid of vegetation and has essentially no soil. The seasonal
constraints that would normally apply are therefore not relevant at this location.

5. Sage Grouse




Conclusions in the Draft EIR concerning the Sage Grouse reflected the unique physical
features that characterize the project site. As noted, the project site is unvegetated, is
traversed by two power lines that act as perch sites for raptors, does not contain sage
grouse nesting or feeding habitat, and is approximately 10-30 feet below the
surrounding land. For these reasons, the project location does not represent land
suitable as potential sage grouse habitat. Project development would not result in
modification of sage grouse habitat within 1.8 miles of a sage grouse lek, which is
consistent with the Western States Sage Grouse Committee recommendations. For
similar reasons, it was determined that supplemental surveys would not be of value in
analyzing potential project impacts on the sage grouse.

Because the site is below the surrounding land and habitat, human activity on the site is
not expected to impact sage grouse if the project is approved and implemented.
Activities within the Business Park would not be visible from the surrounding habitat;
noise from the site in the surrounding habitat is not expected to be significantly greater
than existing noise levels in the surrounding habitat; human activity would be wholly
confined within the project boundaries, and vehicular access to the site would be along a
single 300-foot entranceway that is at the same location as the entry to the now-
operating batch plant. Please note that the 1993 Record of Decision for the Bishop
Resource Management Plan referred to public lands. Because the project site is
privately owned, and because project activities would remain within the project
boundaries, this policy would not apply. To our knowledge, there is as yet no formal
petition to list the sage grouse as a sensitive species. If this does occur, the
construction timeline for the proposed project would likely be completed prior to final
approval of the listing.



#17 =

Response to correspondence received from Rick Jali Comment letter
dated 6 September 2000.

The comment period was extended through 21 September to allow time for additional
public review and comment. Mr. Jali’'s remaining comments are directed to the Mono
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, for consideration in deliberating
whether the project should be approved. The comments are acknowledged herein; no
response is requested.




#18

Response to correspondence received from Bill Taylor, Senior Planner,
Town of Mammoth Lakes. Comment letter dated 6 September 2000.

The County acknowledges the comments submitted by the Town of Mammoth Lakes, and
offers the following responses.

1. Storm Retention.

As described on page 57 of the Draft EIR, the project proposal calls for the three
infiltration structures to be designed to meet a 20-year, 1-inch in 1-hour storm event. This
standard was indicated to be the appropriate standard in communication between the
project engineer (John Langford of Bear Engineering) and staff of the Lahontan Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Chris Adair).” The Draft EIR comment letter submitted by
the Lahontan Regional Water Board included a request for additional detail about the
prevention of water quality contamination from stormwater runoff. Please see Letter #22,
Item 2,3 for additional discussion of the steps that would be taken to protect groundwater
quality from degradation due to the infiltration of contaminated stormwater flows.

2. Lighting Standards.

The suggested additional wording is appreciated and has been added to the Sierra
Business Park Specific Plan text. Please see the Final Sierra Business <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>