






TWO NEW BOLTED STEEL
WATER STORAGE TANKS -
SIZE TO BE DETERMINED.
fIRST TANK TO BE BUILT IN
PHASE I.  SECOND TANK TO
BE BUILT IN PHASE 5.
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INYO COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

I. AESTHETICS: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

Discussion:

a) The proposed project could have a substantial effect on the nature and quality of scenic views in Round Valley. The proposed
residential development would more than double the number of residences in Rovana, and would provide related infrastructure such as
additional paved roads. The use of mechanical equipment, outdoor storage during construction and earth moving activities could have
a temporary effect on the quality of scenic views in Round Valley. These man-made temporary or permanent features would affect
foreground views within the valley and be slightly visible from locations at higher elevations in Mono County, such as Swall
Meadows, Paradise Estates, and Sherwin Grade on Highway 395. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further
analysis will be provided in the EIR.

b) Highway 395 in Inyo County in the project vicinity has been nominated by the U.S. Forest Service as a scenic byway and is a State
eligible “Scenic Highway1,” and is designated a “Scenic Highway” in Mono County in the project vicinity. A substantial number of
Round Valley residents, as well as other non-resident viewers, could see changes while traveling along Highway 395, Pine Creek
Road, and Vanadium Ranch Road. Topography and vegetation would screen portions of the project site from view. However, for
those segments visible to viewers, the change may be noticeable because a portion of the landscape will be altered from undeveloped
area to a developed setting with housing, roads and related infrastructure. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further
analysis will be provided in the EIR.

c) While new development associated with the proposed project would be similar in scale, density, and appearance to existing
development located in the village of Rovana, the increase in the number of residences and related infrastructure such as paved roads
will change the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. This impact is considered potentially significant,
and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

d) The proposed project would create new sources of light, including building exterior and interior night lighting, parking lot and
walkway lighting, and vehicle headlights entering and exiting the site. Daytime glare would also increase above existing levels due to
reflective building and hardscape surfaces. However, the new buildings would be a relatively small element within the visual
environment and would not be visually prominent. Glare impacts would be less than significant. The introduction of new sources of
light on the project site is considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

1 County of Inyo, Pine Creek Communities Development Project Revised Draft EIR, March 2004.
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: In
determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest
land, including the Forest and Range Assessment project and the
Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California
Air Resources Board. Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown
on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use??

Discussion:

a) The project site is not mapped as Farmland (Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance) by the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Agricultural uses, if any, on the site are limited. Based on these factors, no impact would
occur, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.

b) There is no Williamson Act contract applicable to the project site. Changes proposed to the zoning will not preclude agricultural
uses. Elimination of the potential for agricultural uses on the site is relatively minor. No significant impact would occur, and no further
analysis is required in the EIR.

c) No forest land or timberland exists on the project site. The proposed project therefore would not conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. No impact would occur, and no further
analysis is required in the EIR.

d) No forest land or timberland exists on the project site. The proposed project therefore would not result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact would occur, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.

e) Agricultural uses in the surrounding area are mixed with undeveloped lands. The project proposes infill and adjacent development
to an existing community, and will not isolate agricultural lands. The proposed project does not involve other changes in the existing
environment that could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. No significant impact is expected, and no further
analysis is required in the EIR.
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III. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

Discussion:

a) Future development resulting from the proposed project would entail earth movement and construction activities. In addition, future
development associated with the proposed project would result in increased vehicular trips in the area and could increase the use of
wood-burning stoves. Dust generated during constructions and emissions associated with the vehicle trips and other on-site emissions
could potentially conflict with air quality plans prepared by the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District. This impact is
considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

b, c) Refer to the discussion under item III (a), above. The Owens Valley Planning Area, which includes Rovana, is currently
classified as nonattainment for fine particulate matter (PM10). Construction associated with the proposed project would require soil
grading and other construction activities that could result in significant temporary, short-term impacts to air quality emissions in the
form of fugitive dust. In addition, wood-burning stoves and traffic generated by long-term operation of the proposed project would
result in hydrocarbon emissions, which contain PM10 precursors. Therefore, construction-related activities and traffic generated by
long-term operation of the proposed project could contribute to the existing PM10 violation. This impact is considered potentially
significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

d) There are two mines within a 40-mile radius of the proposed project that have the potential to release substantial pollutant
concentrations.2 However, due to the distance from these mines, the potential for pollutant concentrations on the site exceeding
applicable standards is minimal. Compliance with the many federal, state, and local regulations regarding mining operations will
ensure less than significant impacts, and no further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

e) The operation of the wastewater treatment plant could create objectionable odors that are detectable off site. This impact is
considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

2 County of Inyo, Pine Creek Communities Development Project Revised Draft EIR, March 2004.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and
Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Discussion:

a) There are several special-status plant and animal species known to occur near the project site. Implementation of the proposed
project could result in direct impacts to some or all of the special-status plant and animal species or in the disturbance of habitats that
support these species. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

b) Riparian habitat exists on the project site along Mill Creek and Arcularius Creek. Project construction and subsequent occupancy
may impact riparian habitat and natural drainage areas and watercourses that exist on the site. This impact is considered potentially
significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

c) Wetlands are located on the project site along Mill Creek and Arcularius Creek. Project construction and subsequent occupancy
may impact wetlands that exist on the site. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in
the EIR.

d) The project site is located in an area where movement of migratory fish and wildlife species occurs. In addition, riparian and
woodland areas on the project site are used as migratory corridors and may provide native wildlife nursery sites. It is possible that the
project could create a physical barrier to migratory corridors. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further analysis
will be provided in the EIR.
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e) While the proposed project is not expected to include the removal of mature trees that could provide nesting habitat for native bird
species, construction activities would take place in close proximity to mature trees. Active nests of native bird species are protected by
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 704) and the California Fish and Game Code (Section 3503). The potential disturbance of
active nests is considered a potentially significant impact, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

f) There is no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other applicable habitat conservation
plan for the project site. No impact would occur, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

Discussion:

a) The 85 single-family homes that comprise the core of Rovana are all 50 years old or older. Although the individual structures
within Rovana are not important in terms of the history of architecture or engineering, when considered as a coherent whole, Rovana
is important as an example of a company town that would have had a unique group of residents and a unique community history. The
village of Rovana is therefore considered an important archaeological (historic) resource according to CEQA.3 Implementation of the
project would result in the rehabilitation of the 85 single-family homes. In addition, construction of Elderberry Road would remove a
historic refuse deposit that includes portions of a Model T, cans, fragments of ceramics, basins, and other objects.4 Disturbance of
these resources is considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

b) The region was inhabited in the past by Native American peoples and lies within the ethnographic territory of the Owens Valley
Paiute tribal group. A sparse lithic scatter is located on the project site.5 Installation of infrastructure and other site preparation
activities could potentially disturb this site, and it is likely that increased residential use of the area could also impact the site. Given
the presence of previously documented archaeological resources, it is also likely that previously undocumented archaeological
resources may be encountered during construction activities. Disturbance of both documented and undocumented archaeological
resources is considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

c) There are no known paleontological resources or unique geologic features on site. The project site is underlain entirely by alluvial
deposits. Such materials are considered to have a very low likelihood of containing significant geologic or paleontological features.
Impacts related to this issue would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.

d) See the response to V (b) above. Because the project site is located in an area with the potential for undocumented archaeological
resources, it is possible that human remains are present in the areas that would be affected by excavation. If remains are discovered
during project construction, the impact would be potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

3 County of Inyo, Pine Creek Communities Development Project Revised Draft EIR, March 2004.
4 County of Inyo, Pine Creek Communities Development Project Revised Draft EIR, March 2004.
5 County of Inyo, Pine Creek Communities Development Project Revised Draft EIR, March 2004.
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

Discussion:

a)(i) The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone as defined in the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act,
which is designed to prohibit the construction of structures for human occupancy across active faults. No active or potentially active
faults with the potential for surface fault rupture are known to pass directly beneath the site. Based on these factors, no impact would
occur, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.

a)(ii) The project site is within a seismically active region and numerous active faults are located in the vicinity of the project site. An
active fault, as defined by the State of California, is one that has had surface displacement within Holocene time (within 11,000 years).
The principal faults with a potential to affect the project site by ground shaking include the White Mountain fault zone, the Owens
Valley fault, the Wheeler Crest-Round Valley fault, the Hilton Creek faults, numerous faults associated with the Round Valley
caldera, numerous faults of the Chalfant Valley, and the Volcanic Tablelands of Mono and Inyo Counties.6 Consequently, the
proposed project may expose future residents, visitors, and on-site structures to significant seismic hazards (e.g., shaking) if an
earthquake occurs along these faults. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the
EIR.

6 County of Inyo, Pine Creek Communities Development Project Revised Draft EIR, March 2004.
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a)(iii) Portions of the project site have the potential to experience liquefaction.7 Therefore, the proposed project may expose future
residents, visitors, and on-site structures to seismic-related ground failure. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further
analysis will be provided in the EIR.

a)(iv) Due to the gently sloping nature of the site, there is limited potential for hazards due to landsliding. Therefore, the potential for
seismically induced slope instability is considered relatively low. No significant impact would occur, and no further analysis is
required in the EIR.

b) Construction of the proposed project would require earth moving activities such as excavation and grading. Grading and excavation
at the site would expose soil to erosional processes during construction. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further
analysis will be provided in the EIR.

c) Soil data show that the soils underlying the project area and surrounding area are highly variable, containing only limited silts and
clays. Accordingly, the potential for differential compaction/seismic settlement is low.8 In addition, no gas, oil or geothermal wells are
known to exist within or adjacent to the project site. Extraction of groundwater has been known to cause land subsidence within
alluvial environments; however, due to the depth of groundwater in the area, such subsidence is unlikely. Based on these factors, this
impact is considered less than significant, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.

d) Available soil data indicate no evidence of compressible or expansive soil.9 No impact would occur, and no further analysis is
required in the EIR.

e) While a majority of the proposed project would be served by a community wastewater treatment facility, each 10-acre lot would be
served by an on-site septic tank and subsurface disposal system. Depending on the location within the site, soils may not be suitable
for septic tanks or septic systems may have special design requirements. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further
analysis will be provided in the EIR.

7 County of Inyo, Pine Creek Communities Development Project Revised Draft EIR, March 2004.
8 County of Inyo, Pine Creek Communities Development Project Revised Draft EIR, March 2004.
9 County of Inyo, Pine Creek Communities Development Project Revised Draft EIR, March 2004.
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Discussion:

a) The proposed project would generate a small amount of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. However, as the Great Basin Unified Air
Pollution Control District has not prepared numerical significance thresholds to determine the significance of project-level GHG
emissions within the Owens Valley Planning Area, GHG emissions generated by the proposed project are considered potentially
significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

b) In December 2008, California Air Resources Board adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan, which details strategies to meet the
State’s goal of reducing statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. In addition, other state offices, such as California Office of
the Attorney General, have provided recommended measures that would assist lead agencies in determining a project’s consistency
with the state’s GHG reduction goals. The proposed project may conflict with strategies listed in the Scoping Plan and recommended
measures provided by state offices. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Discussion:

a) Operation of the wastewater treatment plant and water treatment system on the project site may involve the use and storage of
hazardous materials or substances. Any business or agency that uses or stores hazardous materials is subject to regulation by the Inyo
County Environmental Health Department, which has been appointed a Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control. A CUPA may oversee all local aspects of hazardous materials and waste. Any business or
agency that stores or uses hazardous materials is required to file a business plan with CUPA and may also be required to file a Risk
Management Plan (RMP) related to spill prevention measures. With these measures in place, operation of the wastewater treatment
plant and water treatment would likely not create a significant hazard to the environment. However, in order to fully examine the
potential risk to humans and the environment, further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

Future residential development permitted under the proposed project would not include the use of large quantities of hazardous
materials, and any typical household hazardous materials would be required to be used and stored in accordance with applicable
regulations. Long-term operation of the proposed uses would not involve handling of hazardous materials quantities that would pose a
significant hazard to the public or the environment under reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions. This impact is
considered less than significant, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.
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b) Structures constructed or remodeled between 1930 and 1981, such as the existing on-site structures, have the potential to contain
Asbestos Containing Materials (ACMs). Lead-based paints (LBP) may also be present. Inappropriate demolition, remodeling, or
construction techniques during the remodel of the existing units on the project site could release hazardous levels of ACM and/or LBP
into the environment and adversely affect the health of construction workers and members of the public. Because there is potential for
adverse impacts related to ACMs or LBP on site, this impact is considered potentially significant and further analysis will be provided
in the EIR.

Activities at the nearest mine, located 7 miles to the west of the project site at the end of Pine Creek Road, could result in transport of
hazardous materials along Pine Creek Road. Compliance with the extensive federal, state, and local regulations regarding such
activities and transport will ensure less than significant impacts, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.

c) The closest school to the proposed project is Round Valley Joint Elementary School, located approximately 1 mile east of the
project site. The project site is not within 0.25 mile of a school. No impact would occur, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.

d) The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites subject to corrective action compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5. No other sites with known or potential contamination, hazardous materials use, hazardous waste generation, or
other hazardous-materials-related conditions were identified within 1 mile. There are no known site contamination conditions that
would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. No impact would occur, and no further analysis is required in the
EIR.

e) The closest airport to the proposed project is Eastern Sierra Regional Airport, a general aviation airport located 14 miles east of the
project site. The proposed project would not place persons within an airport hazard zone. No impact would occur, and no further
analysis is required in the EIR.

f) The project site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact would occur, and no further analysis is required in the
EIR.

g) The proposed project would not interfere with the County’s Multi-Hazard Functional Plan or Emergency Response Plan. No impact
would occur, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.

h) The project site is located in an area designated by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection as a “high fire hazard”
area. The site includes riparian vegetation with high fuel load, which increases potential for wildfires. As proposed project will
introduce additional population and development in an area prone to wildfires, this impact is considered potentially significant and
further analysis will be provided in the EIR.
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY:
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Discussion:

a) Runoff from the project site during construction and operation may cause degradation of water quality and violate water quality
objectives. Grading activities associated with construction will temporarily increase the amount of suspended solids from surface
flows derived from the project site during a concurrent storm event. During operation, runoff may contain contaminants from vehicle
use areas, pesticides from home gardening application, and nutrients from landscaping. This impact is considered potentially
significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.
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b) Currently, Rovana relies on groundwater to meet potable water demand. The proposed project would increase the number of
dwelling units on the project site over existing conditions by approximately 122 percent (and over previous conditions by
approximately 50 percent), thus placing increased demand on local groundwater supplies. This impact is considered potentially
significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

c) The proposed project would not substantially alter the drainage pattern of the project site and surroundings. All site runoff within
the existing footprint of the village would continue to be directed to existing outlets, primarily to BLM land south of the project site.
However, the increase in impervious areas has the potential to cause increased erosion or siltation. Potential drainage impacts will be
analyzed in the EIR.

d) As described above, the proposed project would not substantially alter the drainage pattern of the site and surroundings. All site
runoff within the existing footprint of the village would continue to be directed to existing outlets, primarily to BLM land south of the
project site. Potential drainage impacts will be analyzed in the EIR.

e) Additional development associated with the proposed project would increase the amount of impervious surfaces on the project site,
and thus increase the amount of stormwater generated on the project site. This increase in stormwater has the potential to exceed the
capacity of existing stormwater drainage system in the village. In addition, the increase in impervious surfaces on the project site
could also increase the amount of polluted runoff due to contaminants collected on these surfaces. This impact is considered
potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

f) See responses IX (a) through (d) above. No other potential project impacts to water quality were identified.

g, h) The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has not established a 100-year flood plain for Mill Creek and Arcularius
Creek south of Pine Creek Road, and the project area therefore does not have a delineated flood boundary. However, while the
proposed project is not located within a FEMA-designated flood hazard zone, it still could be subject to flooding from waterways
traversing the project site. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

i) See response IX (h) above. The project site is not within an area protected by levees and is not in an area that could be affected by
dam failure. No impact would occur, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.

j) Seiches are waves in an enclosed body of water. The project site is not near any large enclosed bodies of water. The project site is in
an inland area and is essentially flat. It would therefore not be subject to tsunami or mudflow. No impact would occur, and no further
analysis is required in the EIR.
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Physically divide an established community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural community conservation plan?

Discussion:

a) The proposed project would increase the number of dwelling units on the project site over existing condition by approximately 122
percent (and over previous conditions by approximately 50 percent). All new development would occur contiguous to existing
development and would be relatively compact. As a result, the community of Rovana will not be divided or physically separated. This
impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.

b) The project site is presently designated by the County of Inyo General Plan Land Use Element as Open Space and Recreation
(OSR), Residential Ranch (RR), Residential Medium Density (RM), Heavy Commercial (HC), and Public Facilities (PF). The project
site is presently designated by the County of Inyo Zoning Code as Multiple Residential (R-3), Rural Residential, 10 acre Minimum
Parcel (RR-10), Open Space, 40 acre Minimum Parcel (OS-40), and Heavy Commercial (C-4), 10,000 square foot Minimum Parcel. A
Zoning Reclassification to Planned Unit Development (PUD) is proposed for portions of the project site. This change in zoning would
allow the project to be planned and designed as one unit instead of separate units based on zoning. Although part of the site is zoned
R-3, the General Plan land use designation for this area is inconsistent and does not permit multi-family uses, and is proposed to be
changed to Residential High Density (RH) accommodate the proposed patio homes. Potential land uses impacts associated with these
changes will be further addressed in the EIR. In addition, the EIR will analyze the consistency of the proposed project with the
policies contained in the County of Inyo General Plan.

c) There are no applicable habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans for the project site. No impact would
occur, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

Discussion:

a, b) No important mineral resources are known to exist on the project site.10 There has been no reported mining activity in recent
times in the immediate vicinity of the project site, and it is unlikely that any minerals of value exist within the varied floodplain and
alluvial fan deposits existing in the vicinity of the project site. No impact would occur, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.

10 County of Inyo, Pine Creek Communities Development Project Revised Draft EIR, March 2004.
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XII. NOISE: Would the project result in the:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without
the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

Discussion:

a) Over the long term, operation of the proposed project would increase noise levels in the area due to project traffic, on-site human
activity, and mechanical equipment operation. Sensitive receptors in the vicinity of Rovana include residential uses in the village and
Round Valley Joint Elementary School, located approximately 1 mile east of the project site. It is anticipated that the noise generated
by vehicles and human use associated with the project would be compatible with the existing land uses in the vicinity of the project
site and would not exceed noise thresholds established by Inyo County. Nevertheless, the EIR will include a noise analysis to
investigate and verify predicted operational and traffic noise generated by the proposed project.

Noise generated during construction of the project from heavy equipment could expose existing residences in Rovana to noise levels
in excess of County noise standards. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

b) The only existing source of groundborne vibration in the vicinity of the proposed project is heavy truck traffic traveling along Pine
Creek Road. However, the impact of vibration from truck traffic on proposed land uses is anticipated to be less than significant given
that the frequency of truck trips is limited. Long-term project operation would not include uses that would substantially elevate
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels above existing conditions. Potential short-term vibration impacts could occur
during certain project construction activities; however, such vibration would be temporary and intermittent. The impact is expected to
be less than significant, and no further analysis will be included in the EIR.

c) As stated above in the response to item XII (a), long-term project operation would contribute to increased traffic noise levels and
would cause additional noise from human activity and operation of mechanical equipment at the project site. Noise from the project’s
mechanical equipment is expected to be limited to heating, ventilation, and mechanical equipment common in residential
development, consistent with the manufacturers’ specifications. However, the noise generated by project traffic could substantially
increase ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further analysis
will be provided in the EIR.

d) See response to item XII (a) above regarding temporary and intermittent construction noise impacts associated with the project. The
impact with regard to construction noise is considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.
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e) The closest airport to the proposed project is Eastern Sierra Regional Airport, a general aviation airport located 14 miles east of the
project site. Therefore, the project site is not located within 2 miles of a public airport, public use airport, or private airstrip and the
proposed project would not expose people to excessive noise from airports. No impact would occur, and no further analysis of this
issue is required in the EIR.

f) Refer to discussion for item XII (e) above. No impact would occur, and no further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR.
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion:

a) Under existing conditions, 89 housing units are located on the project site (a total of 136 units were previously located on site).
Based on an average household population of 2.0 persons per household for unincorporated Inyo County11, the project site currently
accommodates approximately 178 persons. The proposed project would result in a total of 198 dwelling units. Based on the average
household population for unincorporated Inyo County, about 396 persons would reside on the project site upon buildout, an increase
of 218 persons above existing conditions. This increase in population would more than double the site population. This impact is
considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

b, c) While lots with existing houses would be sold at below market rates, the conversion of this rental housing to home ownership
could result in the loss of housing for lower income households. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further analysis
will be provided in the EIR.

11 California State Department of Finance, E-4 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties, and State, 2001–2009, May 2009.
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks?

Other public facilities?

Discussion:

a) The CSD would provide fire protection service to the project site. To meet this need, the proposed project would convert a
maintenance shed on the project site to a fire station. Although the conversion is unlikely to cause significant environmental impacts,
in the absence of a site-specific analysis, this impact is considered potentially significant. Further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

The Inyo County Sheriff’s Department would provide law enforcement service to the project site. The proposed project would result
in an increased demand on law enforcement services in the area. This increase in demand could result in the need for new or
physically altered police facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, to house and support
additional staff and equipment required to serve the proposed project. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further
analysis will be provided in the EIR.

The project site is located within the Round Valley Joint Elementary School District and Bishop Joint Union High School Districts.
The proposed project would result in an increased demand on local schools in the area. This increase in demand could result in the
need for new or physically altered schools. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in
the EIR.

See Section XV Recreation, below, regarding parks.
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XV. RECREATION: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

Discussion:

a) The proposed project would increase population on the project site, thereby increasing demands upon existing parks and recreation
facilities. The existing parks and recreation facilities proposed for the project site would likely be adequate to meet the recreational
needs of the proposed project. However, this impact will be further examined in the EIR.

b) The proposed project would include open space and recreation facilities, and would not require the construction of other new parks
and recreation facilities off site. The impacts from the construction of recreational facilities will be included in the project analysis in
the EIR, and no off-site impact is likely to occur. However, this impact will be further examined in the EIR.
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?

Discussion:

a) Development of the proposed project would result in an increase in the volume of traffic on Pine Creek Road. In addition,
development of the proposed project would increase traffic along Highway 395. This increase in traffic could conflict with County
level of service standards for intersections and roadway segments. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further
analysis will be provided in the EIR.

b) Inyo County does not have a Congestion Management Plan. No impact would occur, and no further analysis of this issue is required
in the EIR.

c) The closest airport to the proposed project is Eastern Sierra Regional Airport, a general aviation airport located 14 miles east of the
project site. Therefore, the project would not result in any changes to air traffic patterns or substantial safety risk to the residents of the
project No impact would occur, and no further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR.

d) A majority of project streets would intersect directly with Pine Creek Road. Although the project site is located on a fairly straight
stretch of a rural road and good visibility exists at the intersection of the project streets with Pine Creek Road, conflicts between
turning vehicles and through traffic could still occur. Some existing streets do not provide adequate width to comply with County
standards, and the applicant proposes converting some of these streets to one-way. This impact is considered potentially significant,
and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.
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e) Primary access to the project site would be provided by Pine Creek Road with secondary access provided by Vanadium Ranch
Road. Emergency access to and within the project site would be designed to meet County of Inyo standards. This impact is considered
less than significant, and no further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR.

f) The Inyo County General Plan contains goals, policies, and implementation measures regarding public transit, and bicycle and trails
facilities. The County has adopted a bicycle master plan to encourage biking. Transit service is provided to Rovana by the Eastern
Sierra Transit Authority, which has adopted short- and long-term transit plans. No conflicts with these plans or services is identified.
The project will comply with all standards related to alternative transportation, and further analysis will not be provided in the EIR.
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS --
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Discussion:

a) The disposal of treated wastewater though percolation ponds and septic systems has the potential to degrade groundwater water
quality, especially nitrate-nitrogen. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

b) Groundwater that would serve the proposed project may require treatment. A majority of the wastewater generated by the proposed
project would be treated by the existing wastewater treatment plant while the remainder of the wastewater would be treated by septic
systems. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

c) The proposed project would require the installation of storm drain inlets, pipe, outlets, dissipaters, and other facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further
analysis will be provided in the EIR.

d) The project site is supplied with water from on-site ground water wells. Based on a conservative estimate of 1.0 acre-feet per year
per household12, the 89 units present on the project site currently demand approximately 89 acre-feet of water per year. Based on the
same conservative estimate, the 198 units proposed by the proposed project would demand about 198 acre-feet per year, an increase of
109 acre-feet per year. (For comparison, the 136 units that previously existed on the project site demanded approximately 136 acre-
feet per year, and the proposed project would represent an increase of 62 acre-feet per year compared to past uses.) The adequacy and
safe yield of the water supply required to meet this demand is unknown. This impact is considered potentially significant, and further
analysis will be provided in the EIR.

12 County of Inyo, Pine Creek Communities Development Project Revised Draft EIR, March 2004
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e) Assuming wastewater generation is 90 percent of water demand, the 89 units present on the project site generate approximately
71,500 gallons of wastewater per day. Based on this same assumption, the 198 units proposed by the proposed project would generate
159,100 gallons per day, an increase of 87,600 gallons per day. (For comparison, the 136 units that previously existed on the project
site generated approximately 109,300 gallons per day, and the proposed project would represent an increase of 49,800 gallons per day
compared to past uses.) As discussed above in response to item XVII (b) above, a majority of the waste water generated by the
proposed project would be treated by the existing WWTP while the remainder of the wastewater would be treated by septic systems.
The existing WWTP has enough capacity serve the additional wastewater generated by the proposed project. However, in order to
provide a full analysis of utility demand, this issue will be further discussed in the EIR.

f) Based on an estimate of 0.44 tons per year of solid waste per person13, the approximately 178 current residents of the site generate
approximately 78 tons of solid waste per year. Based on the same estimate, the 396 persons that would reside on the project site would
generate about 175 tons per year, an increase of 97 tons per year. (For comparison, the 272 persons that previously lived on the project
site generated approximately 120 tons per year, and the project would represent an increase of 55 tons per year compared to past uses.)
The Bishop-Sunland Landfill serves the City of Bishop and outlying areas, including Rovana. As of 2009, the Bishop-Sunland
Landfill had 4.3 million cubic yards of capacity remaining. As a result, the proposed project would be served by a landfill that has
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs. This impact is considered less than significant,
and no further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR.

g) The proposed project would comply with all federal, state, and local regulations related to waste disposal. This impact is considered
less than significant, and no further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR.

13 County of Inyo, Pine Creek Communities Development Project Revised Draft EIR, March 2004.
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten
to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

Discussion:

a) As discussed above in section IV. Biological Resources, there are several special-status plant and animal species known to occur
near the project site. In addition, riparian habitat and wetlands exist on the project site, and it is likely that the riparian habitat provides
a wildlife movement corridor through the area. These impacts are considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be
provided in the EIR.

As discussed above in Section X, Cultural Resources, the village of Rovana is considered an important historic resource as defined
under CEQA. In addition, construction of a project roadway would remove a historic refuse deposit and could disturb a sparse lithic
scatter. Any disturbance or destruction of historical or archaeological resources would be a potentially significant impact, and further
analysis will be provided in the EIR.

b) Potential project impacts relating to aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use, noise, population and housing, public services, transportation/traffic, and
utilities and service systems could contribute to cumulative impacts to all resource areas in the EIR. These cumulative impacts are
considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be provided in the EIR.

c) Potential impacts to human beings could occur through the potential environmental impacts upon air quality, noise, and
transportation/traffic identified in this Initial Study. These impacts are considered potentially significant, and further analysis will be
provided in the EIR.






