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County of San Bernardino—Moon Camp
Final Environmental Impact Report Introduction

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Section 15088 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the
County of San Bernardino (County), as the lead agency, has evaluated comments on environmental
issues raised by persons and organizations who have reviewed the 2005 Final Environmental Impact
Report (2005 Final EIR), 2010 Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR (RRDEIR No. 1), and the 2011
Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 (RRDEIR No. 2). The County has prepared written responses
to all such comments received during the notice and comment period. The 2005 Final EIR, 2010
RRDEIR No. 1, and 2011 RRDEIR No. 2 are located within Appendix A of this Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR) document.

The 2005 Final EIR concluded that the Original Proposed Project analyzed therein would not result in
any potentially significant impacts with regard to Recreation, Cultural Resources, and Geology and
Soils. Considering the revised Project represents a development that is less intense compared to the
Original Proposed Project analyzed in the 2005 Final EIR, the findings on Recreation, Cultural
Resources, and Geology and Soils made in that document are adequate and show that the revised
Project would have similar or less impact. Therefore, this FEIR document will not provide responses
with regard to Recreation, Cultural Resources, and/or Geology and Soils.

This FEIR document is part of the 2020 Final EIR, which includes the 2005 Final EIR, 2010 RRDEIR No. 1,
2011 RRDEIR No. 2, and all associated technical appendices. These documents, and other information
contained in the environmental record, constitute the 2020 Final EIR for the Moon Camp project.

This Final EIR document is organized as follows:

¢ Section 1: Introduction. This section discusses the relationship of this document to the Draft
EIR. It also discusses the structure of this document.

e Section 2: Responses to Comments on 2010 Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1. This
section includes a copy of all of the letters received during the 2010 RRDEIR No. 1, 45-day
public review period, and provides responses to comments included in the letters on
environmental issues describing the disposition of the issues, explaining the EIR analysis,
supporting the EIR conclusions, and/or providing information or corrections as appropriate.
Recirculated sections include Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Hydrology and
Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Public Services and Utilities, Traffic and
Circulation, Cumulative Impacts, and Alternatives. The Biological Resources section was
recirculated in 2011. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological
resource comments provided on the 2010 RRDEIR No. 1. This section is organized with a copy
of the comment letter followed with the corresponding responses.

e Section 3: Responses to Comments on 2011 Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2. This
section includes a copy of all of the letters received during the 2011 RRDEIR No. 2, 45-day public
review period, and provides responses to comments included in the letters on environmental
issues describing the disposition of the issues, explaining the EIR analysis, supporting the EIR
conclusions, and/or providing information or corrections as appropriate. Recirculated sections

FirstCarbon Solutions 1-1
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include the Executive Summary and Biological Resources only. This section is organized with a
copy of the comment letter followed with the corresponding responses.

e Section 4: Errata. This section summarizes changes or additions to the Draft EIR described in
Section 3, as well as minor corrections.

Three separate public circulations of the Draft EIR for this project have occurred since 2005. In order
to provide context for this current recirculation of limited portions of the EIR, a description of project
evolution and environmental review process is provided below.

1.1 - Background and History

1.1.1 - Original Project EIR—2005

In 2005, the County circulated a Draft EIR evaluating the Original Project—a 92-lot residential
subdivision on 62.43 acres with a minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet. Significant adverse and
unavoidable impacts resulting from development of the Original Project—2005 included Aesthetics
(loss of views of the lake and surrounding mountains due to the development of the 31 lakefront
lots), Air Quality (short-term during construction and long-term), Biological Resources (noise and
perch tree impacts on the bald eagle), and Water Supply (inconclusive groundwater supply). Partially
in response to public comments received on the Original Project—2005 and accompanying Draft EIR,
the Applicant revised the tentative tract map (see discussion of 2010 Project, below) to avoid or
substantially reduce the identified significant impacts. The 2005 Final EIR, located within Appendix A
of this 2020 Final EIR provides responses to all comments received on the 2005 Draft EIR; however,
the 2005 Final EIR was not considered for approval at a public hearing.

1.1.2 - 2010 Revised and Recirculated Project EIR No. 1

Partially in response to comments received on the 2005 Draft EIR, the Applicant proposed an
alternative to the Original Project—2005 that substantially reduced and in some cases completely
avoided the significant environmental impacts that were identified in the 2005 Draft EIR. The revised
project design/description (2010 Project) reduced the number of residential lots from 92 to 50 and
seven lettered lots. The residential lots would have a minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet and be
sold individually and developed into individual custom homes. In addition, the 2010 Project eliminated
the realignment of State Route 38 (SR-38) and eliminated all lakefront residential lots. All 50 residential
lots would be located to the north of SR-38. Of the seven lettered lots, one would be designated Open
Space/Conservation (4.91 acres), one would be designated as Open Space/Neighborhood Lake Access
(0.82 acre with 891 lineal feet of lakefront access), one would be developed as the marina parking lot
for a 55-slip private boat marina (2.90 acres), three include the existing well sites, and the final lettered
lot is a potential reservoir site. The marina parking lot is designed for the preservation of existing trees
and eagle perch trees; however, because of the development of the parking lot, the lot would not be
considered Open Space. A 10-acre off-site pebble plain habitat will also be purchased and preserved in
perpetuity through a Conservation Easement.

1-2 FirstCarbon Solutions
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In response to the development of the 2010 Project, the County prepared revisions to the 2005 EIR
(RRDEIR No. 1). The following sections were revised:

1. Aesthetics: impacts to views of the site from adjacent residential uses and the state highway,
and from the lake.

2. Air Quality: update air quality analysis to include consistency with 2007 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) and to address global climate change.

3. Biological Resources: conduct new surveys for sensitive species and to assess the pebble
plain habitat on-site.

4. Hydrology and Water Quality: address potential water quality impacts to Big Bear Lake from
runoff from the site.

5. Land Use and Planning: evaluate the 2010 Project using the 2007 General Plan and
Development Code.

6. Noise: address construction noise and long-term residential noise from the 2010 Project site.

7. Public Services and Utilities: address emergency evacuation of the site; provide an analysis
of water supply and wastewater treatment.

8. Traffic and Circulation: update the traffic study to address revisions to the 2010 Project’s
circulation plan and to capture the most recent cumulative projects in the vicinity.

9. Cumulative Impacts: evaluate potential environmental effects of the 2010 Project, in
conjunction with other proposed or recently approved projects in the vicinity that together
could result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts.

10. Alternatives: evaluate the 2010 Project, comparing the potential environmental effects to
the Original Project—2005 and other alternatives identified in the 2005 Final EIR.

The RRDEIR No. 1 also included certain updated technical reports analyzing the impacts of the 2010
Project. These reports included an updated Traffic analysis, Biological Resources analysis, Hydrology
and Water Supply analysis and Noise analysis. The RRDEIR No. 1 was circulated for public review
from April 5, 2010, to June 3, 2010. The County received 109 comments on the RRDEIR No. 1.

The RRDEIR No. 1 concluded that the 2010 Project would have significant and unavoidable impacts
related to Biological Resources. The unavoidable impacts were to the bald eagle. No additional
significant impacts related to the 2010 Project were identified following implementation of
mitigation measures and/or compliance with applicable standards, requirements, and/or policies by
the County of San Bernardino. See Table ES-4 within the RRDEIR No. 1 for the 2010 Project mitigation
measures and impacts.

1.1.3 - 2011 Revised and Recirculated Project EIR No. 2

Based on concerns raised in comments received on the RRDEIR No. 1, a Supplemental Focused
Special Status Plant Species Survey, dated August 2010, was conducted to confirm the conclusion in
the RRDEIR No. 1 that impacts to the ashy-gray Indian paintbrush (a Federally Listed Threatened

FirstCarbon Solutions 1-3
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Species) would be less than significant. The survey analyzed the density of ashy-gray Indian
paintbrush within the Project site and whether Project implementation would result in potential off-
site impacts to the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) pebble plain habitat near the northeast portion of the
Project site. The Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (dated August 29, 2010)
showed the presence of high densities of ashy-gray Indian paintbrush plants on the westernmost
Lots (Lots 1, 2 and 3) in the area west of “Street A”—the public roadway through the Project site.

In addition, the Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (dated August 29, 2010)
determined that the area thought to be pebble plain habitat located within Lot A (as identified
within the Supplemental Special Status Plant Species Survey, 2008), is not a true pebble plain habitat
due to the lack of two key indicator species (Arenaria ursina and Eriogonum kennedyi
austromontanum). The Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (2010) findings
augment the Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey conducted by Dr. Krantz,
dated June 29, 2008, providing an above-average precipitation year for observation.

Based on the new finding regarding the presence of high densities of ashy-gray Indian paintbrush in
areas occupied by significant ashy-gray Indian paintbrush occurrences, the Project Applicant
redesigned the subdivision layout to minimize impacts to this species. The redesigned subdivision,
which is depicted in Exhibit 1-4 (see Section 1, Project Description, for Exhibit 1-4) creates a new Lot
“H” Open Space Conservation Easement over the area with the highest concentration of plants (Lots
1-3), with three replacement residential lots proposed to be created along the south side of Street
“A,” an area with significantly lower concentrations of ashy-gray Indian paintbrush.

The redesign of the subdivision and the conclusions of the Supplemental Focused Special Status
Plant Species Survey (2010) revealing the presence of high densities of ashy-gray Indian paintbrush
on Lots 1-3 of the Project site constitutes “significant new information” as defined by Section
15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, and therefore required a partial recirculation of the RRDEIR No. 1 to
fully disclose and analyze the potential impacts of the redesigned subdivision. See Table 1-1 for a
comparison of the changes in project design between the three iterations of the Draft EIR.

Table 1-1: Comparison between the Original Project—2005, 2010 Project, and 2011 Project

Project Design Original Project—2005 2010 Project 2011 Project
Circulated for Draft EIR—March 30, 2004, Revised and Recirculated Revised and Recirculated Draft
Public Review to May 13, 2004 (2005 Draft EIR No. 1—April 5, EIR No. 2—December 12, 2011,

Draft EIR) 2010, to June 3, 2010 to February 7, 2012 (RRDEIR
(RRDEIR No. 1) No. 2)
Site Size 62.43 acres 62.43 acres 62.43 acres
Proposed BV/RS-1 (residential— BV/RS-20M (residential— | BV/RS-20M (residential—
General Plan minimum 7,200 sf lots) minimum 20,000 sf lots) minimum 20,000 sf lots)

Designation*
Number of Lots 95 57 58
Residential Lots 92 50 50

1-4 FirstCarbon Solutions
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Table 1-1 (cont.): Comparison between the Original Project—2005, 2010 Project, and 2011

Project Design

Lettered Lots

Common Areas

Marina/Boat
Dock

Lakefront Lots

State Route 38

Original Project—2005
3

Lot A—proposed private
street designed to provide
access to the
southernmost lots
(lakefront sites)

Lot B—a 1.4-acre strip of
land between SR-38 and
the private street south of
the highway

Lot C—a gated entrance,
south of SR-38, a parking
lot and access to the
marina

Common areas within
lettered lots would be
maintained by a
homeowner’s association

103 boat slips on the west
side of the site

31 lakefront lots

Realignment of SR-38 to
provide a straighter
alignment and to provided
lakefront residential lots

Project

2010 Project
7

Lot A—a 4.91-acre Open
Space/Conservation (0S/C)
easement to preserve
pebble plain habitat and
eagle perch trees

Lot B—a 0.82-acre/891
lineal feet strip of land to
remain OS/C between SR-
38 and the lakefront for
open space and
Neighborhood Lake Access

Lot C—a 2.90-acre strip of
land to be used as a parking
lot and boat launch and
open space

Lots D, E and F—well sites

Lot G—reservoir site

Conservation Easements
would be maintained by a
Conservation Group and
common areas within
lettered lots would be
maintained by a
homeowner’s association

55 boat slips on the east
side of the site

No lakefront lots

No change in the alignment
of SR-38

2011 Project

8

Lot A—a 3.4-acre Open
Space/Conservation (0S/C)
easement to preserve ashy-
gray Indian paintbrush, pebble
plain soil conditions, and eagle
perch trees

Lot B—a 0.82-acre/891 lineal
feet strip of land to remain
0S/C between SR-38 and the
lakefront for open space and
Neighborhood Lake Access

Lot C—a 2.90-acre strip of land
to be used as a parking lot and
boat launch and open space

Lots D, E and F—well sites
Lot G—reservoir site

Lot H—a 1.9-acre Open Space
Conservation Easement over
the area with the highest
concentration of ashy-gray
Indian paintbrush

Conservation Easements would
be maintained by a
Conservation Group and
common areas within lettered
lots would be maintained by a
homeowner’s association

55 boat slips on the east side of
the site

No lakefront lots

No change in the alignment of
SR-38

FirstCarbon Solutions
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Table 1-1 (cont.): Comparison between the Original Project—2005, 2010 Project, and 2011

Project
Project Design Original Project—2005 2010 Project 2011 Project
Development Lots would be sold Lots would be sold Lots would be sold individually
Scenario individually and custom individually and custom and custom homes would be
homes would be homes would be constructed by the individual
constructed by the constructed by the property owners

individual property owners | individual property owners

Note:
* Current General Plan Designation is BV/RL-40—Bear Valley Community Plan, Rural Living, minimum 40-acre residential
lot size.

1.1.4 - 2020 Final EIR
For transparency purposes and to provide the most up-to-date information on site conditions and
the Proposed Project, the 2020 Final EIR includes the following appendices, which are referred to as
part of the Reponses to Comments:

e Appendix A: 2005 FEIR, 2010 RRDEIR No. 1 and 2011 RRDEIR No. 2

e Appendix B: Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP Letter Exhibits

e Appendix C: Sierra Club Letter Exhibit

e Appendix D: Friends of Fawnskin (2) Letter Exhibits

e Appendix E: Jurisdictional Determination Update Memo

¢ Appendix F: Thomas Harder Groundwater Consulting Letter

¢ Appendix G: Proof of Water Service
- G.1—LAFCO Water Service Approval
- G.2—Bear Lake Department of Water—Service Letter

¢ Appendix H: CalEEMod Modeling
- H.1—Memorandum
- H.2—Data

e Appendix I: ELMNT Biological Database Technical Review

¢ Appendix J: Habitat Assessment

e Appendix K: 2016 Ashy-grey Indian Paintbrush Survey Update

e Appendix L: 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment Response to Comments
¢ Appendix M: Revised 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment

e Appendix N: Revised Tentative Tract Map

e Appendix O: Cultural Resources Study

1-6 FirstCarbon Solutions
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SECTION 2: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE REVISED AND

RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR NO. 1

2.1 - List of Authors

During the 45-day public review period for the Revised and Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact
Report No. 1 (RRDEIR No. 1) from April 5, 2010, through June 3, 2010, 109 comment letters were
received. A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments on the
RRDEIR No. 1 is presented below. Each comment has been assigned a code. Individual comments
within each communication have been numbered so comments can be cross-referenced with
responses. Following this list, the text of the communication is reprinted and followed by the
corresponding response.

Author Author Code
Federal Agencies

U.S. Forest Service (Betty Hartenstein) (June 4, 2010)......ccoccieieeiiieeeeiiiee e USFS

State Agencies

California Department of Fish and Game (May 4, 2010).......cccouiiiieeeiiiieeeciiee e e e CDFG
Department of Toxic Substance Control (May 19, 2010)......cc.ueieeiiieeeeiiiee e et DTSC
California Department of Transportation, District #8 (May 11 2010) ......cccccveeevirvieeecreeeeennnenn. CALTRANS
California Department of Transportation, District #8 (July 9, 2018) ......ccccvveeeevieeeeecrieeeennee. CALTRANS.2
Office of Planning and Research (May 18, 2010) ......cuueiiiiiiiieeiiiieeecieeeeeree e e sre e eerre e e are e e e sareeeeas OPR
State of California Regional Water Quality Control Board (May 20, 2010) ......cccoveeevrereeecnveeeenns RWQCB

Regional Agencies

Big Bear Municipal Water District (May 12, 2010) .....ccccuiieeiiiiieeeciee et eee e e BBMWD
Big Bear Watermaster (May 27, 2010) .....oooicieeeeeiiiee et e ettt e eeitee e e eeteeeeeeareeeeetaeeeeearaeeeeansaeeeennns BBW
County of San Bernardino, Special Districts Department (April 9, 2010).......ccccvveeevvrieeeiiieeeeieeenn, SDD
Organizations

Center for Biological Diversity (JUN@ 4, 2010).......coiiiiuiiie et e eeee e e e e et e e e erre e e e ae s CBD
Friends of Big Bear Valley (Dan Foulks) (JUN@ 1, 2010).....ccccucuiieeiiiieeeeiiieeecieeeceree e e FBBV
Friends of Fawnskin (May 5, 2000) .....cccciuuiiieiiiiee e et ettt e et e e et e e eree e e eareeeeeaaeeeeenreeseas FOF (a)
Friends of Fawnskin (Sandy Steers), (May 30, 2010) .....cc.ueeieiiiieeeiiiiee e e e e e FOF (b)
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (Drew Feldman) (June 4, 2010) .......cccccceveeviieeeecieeeeennee, SBVAS
Shute Mihaley & Weinberger, LLP (June 10, 2010)........ceeieiurieeeeieieeecreeeeeetreeeeectreeeeereeeeeeireee e SM&W
Sierra Club (Big Bear Group) (JUNE 3, 2010) ...cceccuiiieeeiieieeeecreee et e e e e e e avaee s SIERRA CLUB
Individuals

AlisON Bates (JUNE 4, 2010).....ceeeicuiieeeeiiiee ettt ettt e e et e e eette e e e eetbeeeeebaeeeeebaeeeeassaeeeenseeesannnreeeas ABATES
Bradley and Catherine Winch (April 16, 2010) ........ccoiiiiiiieiiiiieee ettt eeaee e WINCH (a)
FirstCarbon Solutions 2-1
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Bradley and Cathy Winch (May 28, 2010)......cccccuiiiieiiiiee et eeeee e e et eeree e e are e e e WINCH (b)
Carla and Roger Wilson (May 26, 2010)......ccccuueieeiiiieeeeieiiieeeciieeeeeireeeesreee e esareeesesareeeesnsaeaessnnes WILSON
Donald and Claudia Eads (JUNE 3, 2010) ......eeeieiuiieieeiiie ettt e ettee e e tee e e e e e eare e e e earaee s EADS
DOri MYErs (JUNE 3, 2010) . .uuiiieiiiieeeciieee e eitee e ettt et e e ette e e e ette e e eettaeeeseataeeessbaeesenbaseeeantasessassnsaeaeanns MYERS
Harold Allen (May 10, 2010) ...cccueieeeeieiee et ettt e ettt e e eeette e e e etaeeeeetreeeeeabaeeeebaeeeseabaeeesasreeeseesnes ALLEN
Helen and Charles Stearns (May 31, 2010) ......cccuiieeeiiiieeeeciiee e et e eecreeeeeeare e e eerre e e eeraeeeeennaeeeas STEARNS
James and Barbara Finlayson-Pitts (April 9, 2010)........ccciiiiiiiiiiieeeecieee et PITTS (a)
James and Barbara J. Finlayson-Pitts (May 29, 2010) .....ccccuveeeeiiriieeeiieee e eecireeeeerree e e PITTS (b)
James and Lola McGrew (May 27, 2010) .....oeeeeciiieieiieeeeecieee e ettt e eeive e e esrae e e esaae e e esavaeeesnanaea s MCGREW
Joseph and Barbara Francuz (JUNe 3, 2010)......ccccuieiieeecieeeiee e cteeeieeesveesreeeteeenvaeeseree e FRANCUZ
Karin POWEIl (JUNE 2, 2000) ....cciiiiiiiiiee ettt e et e e ettt e e e e e e e seatarereeeeeeaeeeens POWELL
Kim MacDonald (May 24, 2010).....c..ieiiieecieeeeeeeeiieeetteesteesseeeessseesseessesessseessseessesensseesssessnsees DONALD
Loretta L. Gardiner (May 24, 2010) .......ciiiiiieeeeiiieeeeccieeeeeeee e eette e e et e e e e sare e e eeareeeeeaaeeesanaee s GARDINER
M. Hill (Undated-Received JUNE 3, 2010)......cccueiiiiieiiieeeieesieesieeeieeesreesteesteeessseesveesseessasesssnaeans HILL
Marlene Thurston (May 24, 2010) ....c..ueieeiiieee et e e e e e e e e e e raree e s eabee e e e bteeeeennes THURSTON
Y N Tl (U Yo o1 =T ) USRS LILHAN
Mr. & Mrs. John DeLandtsheer (June 10, 2010).......ccooiiuirieiieeeeiiiiireeeeeeeeeerreeeeeeeeeeans DELANDTSHEER
Paul Lasky (May 30, 20710).....ccciiiieeieiieeeeeiiee et ee e eette e e e tte e e e e tae e e s eatae e e ssteeeseabaeeeeenbaeeesnseeseeeenres LASKY
Peter Medellin (May 29, 2010) ...cccceieiieeeiee e eseeeeteeesteesveeeteeessaeesbeessaeesaeessseesnseeeseeenes MEDELLIN
Peter Tennyson (JUNE 4, 2010) .....uiieiiuiieeeeiiee e ettt e e ettt e et e e et e e e e e e e e s abe e e s eabaee e eabaeeeenneeas TENNYSON
Raymond Shelden (JUNE 2, 2010)......ccccuiieiieeeieeeieeciteeeieeeteeesieeesiteesteeesseeessaeesteeesaeesnseesneeas SHELDEN
Richard Bates (JUNE 4, 2000) ....ccccuuureriiieeeeeiiieeeeee e eeeetre e e eeeeirae e e e e e eeesabbreeeeeeeeenssaaereeeeeseeeeenn RBATES
Robert SCOtt (JUNE 4, 2010).....cccuiieiieeeiie et siee e eteeerte e s teeetaeesateesstaessaeessseesasaesnsaeessaeesnseeaenns SCOTT (A)
RODErt SCOLL (JUNE 7, 2000) ....ciiiciiieiieeeeeeeciieeee e ettt e e eeeetttr e e e e eeaaraaeeeeeeeeeaaaereeeeeeeneeean SCOTT (B)
Robin and Scott Eliason (JUNE 3, 2010) ...ccueiiiieeeiieeeiieecieeeieeesite e ste et e e seve et eeraeeenaaeennee s ELIASON
F Yoo AV A LT (L= T A 0 K0 ) PP ELLIS
Sheree Coates (May 30, 2010) ....eecueeiieeeiieerieeeieeeereeesteeestteesteeeraeessaeessreesseeasseessseesseesnseaeaans COATES
Susan Piestrup (APril 16, 2010) . ..cccuiiieeiiiieeecieee et e et e e e e e e e s ar e e e e s rae e e e eabaeeeenaaee e ean PIESTRUP
TOmM Brown (JUNE 2, 2000) .eeeeeiieiiiieieee ettt eeeetttee e e e e e et etva e e e e e e eeeeaabtaaeeeeeseeessbareeeeeesaeeas BROWN
Victor ClOtts (MY 26, 2010) ..eccuveeecieeeiieeeiee et e stieesteesteeeteeesseeesbeesseeessaeessseessesansesessssesnsseens CLOTTS
W. M. Hazewinkel &Co. (APril 21, 2010) ....cceveeerieeiiieeniieesiee e esteesreesieeesereesneeens HAZEWINKEL &CO
Wendy Bates (JUNE 4, 2010)...c...uiiiieeeieeeiie et e eiee e eteeestteesteesstee e sseessaaesteeessseesnseeenseeesaeennsnnes W. BATES

Form Letters

Alan Sharp (April 12, 2010) John and Donna Ash (April 12, 2010)

Anton Nelsen (April 12, 2010) Karin Rau (April 12, 2010)

Arthur Voltz (April 12, 2010) Kent Besinque (April 12, 2010)

Bara and Joseph Francuz (April 15, 2010) Leonard Chaidez (April 6, 2010)

Barbara Lasky (April 12, 2010) Linda Stoll (April 23, 2010)

Betty Clark (April 6, 2010) Lorene Nelsen (April 12, 2010)

Beverly Ornelas (April 16, 2010) Lori Gardiner (April 12, 2010)

Bob Ybarra (April 6, 2010) MacDonald Family Trust (July 8, 2010)

Carolyn Robinson (April 6, 2010) Marlene Thurston (April 12, 2010)
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Responses to Comments on the RRDEIR No. 1

Charles Wolfe, (April 6, 2010)

Dan Fowlkes (April 6, 2010)

David Loltz (April 6, 2010)

David Stoll (April 23, 2010)

Dayton Gilleland (April 12, 2010)
Dean Strenger (April 17, 2010)
Deborah Smith, (April 6, 2010)
Dennis and Andrea Ruppert (April 12, 2010)
Diane Shattuck (April 19, 2010)
Donald L. Eads (April 17, 2010)
Elaine Lasnik-Broida (April 19, 2010)
Gary Rexroth (April 19, 2010)

Glynn A. Cornejo (April 6, 2010)
Golen Olson (April 6, 2010)

Guy Tardif Jr. (April 6, 2010)

Harold Allen (April 12, 2010)

J. Hough (April 12, 2010)

James C. McGrew (April 12, 2010)
Jill Helms (April 12, 2010)

JoAnn Mark (April 6, 2020)

2.2 - Responses to Comments

2.2.1 - Introduction

Martin Lypp (April 6, 2010)

Michael Karp (April 6, 2010)

Mr. and Mrs. Lorimor (April 12, 2010)
Pat Hughes (April 12, 2010)

Pat Meaglos (April 6, 2010)

Patricia Dills (April 12, 2010)

Paul Hasty (April 12, 2010)

Peter and Diance Boss (April 13, 2010)
Peter Medellin (May 29, 2010)

Peter Tennyson (April 25, 2010)

Rev. Elo Russell (April 6, 2010)
Richard Robinson (April 6, 2010)
Robert S. Drake (April 7, 2010)

Rod Mercer (April 16, 2010)

Roger Ronk (April 12, 2010)

Rousine Wolfe (April 6, 2010)

Sarah Curtis (April 12, 2010)

Susan Chaidez (April 6, 2010)
Thomas Brown (April 6, 2010)

Todd Murphy (April 12, 2010)

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the
County of San Bernardino, as the lead agency, evaluated the written comments received on the
RRDEIR No. 1 (State Clearinghouse No. 2002021105) for the Moon Camp 50-Lot Residential
Subdivision, TT No. 16136, and has prepared the following responses to the comments received. This
Response to Comments document becomes part of the 2020 Final EIR for the Project in accordance

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132.

2.2.2 - Comment Letters and Individual Responses

The comment letters reproduced in the following pages follow the same organization as is used in the

List of Authors. Responses to each of the comment letters are provided on the following pages. The

comment number (e.g., USFS-1) is provided in the upper right-hand corner of each comment letter,

and individual comment points within each letter are identified by index numbers located along the

right-hand margin of each letter. The County of San Bernardino’s responses immediately follow each

letter, with each individual response referenced by the index number of each individual comment.

FirstCarbon Solutions
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County of San Bernardino — Moon Camp
Final Environmental Impact Report Responses to Comments on the RRDEIR No. 1

2.2.3 - Federal Agencies

United States Forest Service (USFS)

Response to USFS-1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to preface the letter. No response is necessary.

Response to USFS-2
The commenter expresses concern regarding hazardous fuels and fire service.

See Response to WINCH (b)-5A for consistency with United States Forest Service (USFS)* fuel
modification requirements. The USFS comment letter mentions a possible 300-foot fuel modification
zone. Since the Proposed Alternative Project is located within an FS1-designated area, the Project is
required to comply with the FS1 100-foot fuel modification zone, which is required for any
development project that abuts USFS land. Ten of the residential lots are affected by this
requirement and must abide by the Fuel Modification Plan required to be prepared for the Proposed
Alternative Project.

In addition, see Response to SM&W-45 through 47 for water resource impacts.

Response to USFS-3 through 4
The USFS comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period.

However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within 2011 Revised
and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 (RRDEIR No.2). Consequently, no responses will be prepared
regarding biological resource comments provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource
comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response to Comment document.

Response to USFS-5
The commenter expresses concern regarding water supply and recommends additional mitigation to

preserve water use by the Project.

There are no indigenous riparian wetlands located on the Project site. Willows located along the lake
shoreline are ruderal lacustrine (lake-related) and are not associated with the groundwater system.
In addition, see Response to SM&W-45 through 47 for water resource impacts.

Response to USFS-6 and USFS-7
The USFS comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period.

However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within 2011 RRDEIR
No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments
provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of
this Response to Comment document.

Response to USFS-8
The commenter requests no trespassing onto USFS designated lands. This comment does not raise

an issue with the adequacy of the RRDEIR No. 1 and, therefore, no response is required.

1 An agency of the United States Department of Agriculture.
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Comment noted. There are no designated hiking/biking trails through the Project or on adjacent
USFS property. The perimeter of the Project will be posted indicating the boundary between private
and USFS property.

Response to USFS-9
The commenter requests a 100-foot setback for new development adjacent to USFS lands.

See Response to WINCH (b)-5A for consistency with the requested 100-foot setback requirements.

2-10 FirstCarbon Solutions
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County of San Bernardino — Moon Camp
Final Environmental Impact Report Responses to Comments on the RRDEIR No. 1

2.2.4 - State Agencies

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)?

Response to CDFG-1
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (formerly CDFG) comment letter was received

during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review. However, the Biological Resources Section of the 2010
Draft EIR was recirculated within the 2011 RRDEIR No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be
prepared regarding biological resource comments provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological
resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response to Comment document.

Response to CDFG-2 through -4
A Delineation of Jurisdictional Waters was prepared during the preparation of the 2005 Final EIR in

order to delineate U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and CDFW jurisdictional authority for
unnamed drainages located within the Project site. In addition, Exhibit 4.3.3, Jurisdictional Map, was
included within the RRDEIR No. 1.

Prior to visiting the site, a review of U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps was conducted
(Quadrangle Fawnskin, California, dated 1996) and aerial photographs to identify areas that may fall
under an agency’s jurisdiction. USACE jurisdictional wetlands are delineated using the methods
outlined in the USACE Wetland Delineation Manual (1987) based on hydrologic and edaphic features
of the site, and on the vegetation composition of the site. Non-wetland waters of the United States
(U.S.) are delineated based on the limits of the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) as determined by
erosion, the deposition of vegetation or debris, and changes in the vegetation. Generally, CDFW
takes jurisdiction to the bank of the stream/channels or to the limit of the adjacent riparian
vegetation, whichever is greater. Analysis of the Project site consists of field surveys and verification
of current conditions conducted in March 2002.

Vegetation within the drainages of the Project site consisted of upland habitat, dominated by Jeffrey
pines. Soils within the drainage were documented to be silty-sand (large grain). Soil samples taken on-
site were generally dry and lacked characteristics of hydric soils (e.g., odor, streaking, mottling). No
flow within the on-site drainages was observed during the March 15, 2002, field visit. However,
evidence of an OHWM was observed within the drainages, primarily indicated by sediment deposits. It
should also be noted that Big Bear Lake adjoins the Project site to the south. Based on discussions with
the Big Bear Municipal Water District, the current water level of Big Bear Lake (as of May 27, 2009) is
6,738.1-feet above mean sea level (msl). The OHWM is reported to be 6,743.2 feet above msl.

Based on the results of the field observations and data collection, 0.15 acre of USACE jurisdictional
waters of the U.S. were identified within the Project site. In addition to on-site ephemeral drainages,
USACE considers Big Bear Lake jurisdictional. USACE’s jurisdictional limits are delineated at the high
water line, which is reported to be at 6,743.2-foot elevation (and below).

Based on the results of the field observations and data collection, RBF identified 0.15 acre of USACE
jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.” within the Project site. The drainages are ephemeral; Big Bear

2 Note that the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is now known as the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW).
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\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec02-00 Responses RDEIR No 1.docx



County of San Bernardino — Moon Camp
Responses to Comments on the RRDEIR No. 1 Final Environmental Impact Report

Lake, although not included in the acreage calculation, is also considered jurisdictional by USACE.
Utilizing the most current development plans, it was determined that the proposed improvements
would impact up to 0.04 acre of waters of the U.S. under USACE jurisdiction. A boat launch ramp will
not be constructed on the existing land, therefore, would not impact waters of the U.S.

In addition, based on the results of the field observations and data collection, RBF identified 0.15
acre of CDFW jurisdictional streambed. Utilizing the most current development plans, it was
determined that the proposed improvements would impact up to 0.04 acre of CDFW jurisdiction
waters of the State.

Therefore, in accordance with the direction of the CDFW, all unavoidable impacts to State and
Federal jurisdictional lakes, streams, and associated habitat shall be compensated for with the
creation and/or restoration of in-kind habitat on-site and/or off-site at a minimum 3:1 replacement-
to-impact ratio. Additional requirements may be required through the permitting process depending
on the quality of habitat impacted, project design and other factors.

Additionally, to ensure the most recent information, FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS) Biologist Dennis
Peterson visited the site on May 18, 2018, to verify the jurisdictional delineation boundaries have
not changed. Please see his memorandum dated May 28, 2018 (Appendix E of this 2020 Final EIR),
which confirms that the jurisdictional delineation has not changed.

Response to CDFG-5 through -16
The CDFW comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period.

However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within the 2011
RRDEIR No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments
provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of
this FEIR document.

Response to CDFG-17 through -19
There are no streams or other water or wetland resources on the Moon Camp property, but for the

ruderal wetlands along the lakeshore. Any work between the highway and the lakeshore shall
require both federal and state discharge permits.

Response to CDFG-20
Specific mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project design and mitigation

program. Based on the results of the field observations and data collection, there was 0.15 acres of
CDFW jurisdictional streambed identified. Utilizing the most current development plans, it was
determined that the proposed improvements would impact up to 0.04 acre of CDFW jurisdiction
waters of the State. Consistent with Mitigation Measure BR-13 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-61), prior to
issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall obtain all required authorization from
agencies with jurisdiction over all unavoidable impacts to State and federal jurisdictional lakes,
streams, and associated habitat within the Project site. Impacted features, if any, will be offset
through on-site restoration, off-site restoration, or purchase of credits at an agency-approved
mitigation bank in the region at no less than a 3:1 for direct impacts and 1:1 for indirect impacts if
impacts cannot be avoided.

2-18 FirstCarbon Solutions
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec02-00 Responses RDEIR No 1.docx



DTSC




DTS







THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



County of San Bernardino — Moon Camp
Final Environmental Impact Report Responses to Comments on the RRDEIR No. 1

California Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC)

Response to DTSC-1
The author provided introductory remarks to preface the letter. No response is necessary.

Response to DTSC-2
As previously stated in the 2005 Final EIR, the Initial Study prepared for the Project in February 2002

addressed the potential impacts associated with Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The Initial Study
concluded that the Project would include hazardous materials that are typical of residential
developments (household chemicals, pesticides, etc.). It is also stated that the Project would include
the storage of fuels associated with the marina facility. All hazardous materials would be subject to
all local, state and federal regulations pertaining to the transport, use and storage of such material,
which would ensure that any potentially significant impact regarding hazardous materials would be
reduced to less than significant levels (please refer to Response VII (a-c) in the Initial Study).

Response to DTSC-3
Comment noted. Comment does not raise an issue regarding the EIR and, therefore, no further

response is necessary.

Response to DTSC-4
Comment does not raise an issue regarding the EIR and, therefore, no further response is necessary.
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County of San Bernardino — Moon Camp
Final Environmental Impact Report Responses to Comments on the RRDEIR No. 1

California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS)

This letter is specific to the 2007 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment and the 2010 Revised and
Recirculated Draft EIR. Appendix L of the 2020 Final EIR provides the Response to Comments on the
2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment, summarized in this section. Appendix M of this 2020 Final
EIR provides the Revised 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment.

Response to CALTRANS-1
The commenter expresses their appreciation for the opportunity to review the Traffic Impact

Analysis for the Moon Camp Project. County of San Bernardino acknowledges the commenter’s
comment and will forward it to the decision-makers prior to consideration of the Project. The
Revised 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment was prepared to evaluate whether the increased
traffic volumes at the intersection of Stanfield Cutoff and North Shore Drive for Sunday (mid-day)
peak hour would alter any of the previous findings as reported in the 2007 Traffic Impact
Assessment. In addition, the fair share costs presented in the 2007 Traffic Impact Assessment have
been updated and sight distance evaluation at the proposed Project driveways on North Shore drive
has been included.

Response to CALTRANS-2
The commenter asserts that only one driveway should be allowed on State Route 38 (SR-38). The site

plan for the Project proposes two points of access from SR-38; driveway number one, toward the
western portion of Tentative Tract No. 16136, with another driveway providing access to the Project
from SR-38 further to the east. San Bernardino County Municipal Code § 87.06.030(c)(2)(E) states
that: “The subdivision in each of its phases shall have two points of vehicular ingress and egress from
existing surrounding streets, one of which may be used for emergency use only.” Particularly in the
mountain communities that are prone to fire events, two points of access from SR-38 are required
by the County of San Bernardino for emergency purposes and to facilitate evacuation should that
become necessary.

Response to CALTRANS-3
The commenter is concerned that because of the curvature of SR-38 and the location of the

driveways accessing the Project site, drivers may not have adequate line-of-sight to safely perform
turning movements from and onto SR-38. As indicated on page 4.8-38, line-of-sight at the project
access roadways will be reviewed for compliance with Caltrans/County of San Bernardino Sight
Distance Standards at the time of approval of final grading and street improvement plans.

Response to CALTRANS-4
The commenter requests that the Traffic Impact Analysis consider the intersection of Canyon Road

and SR-38. However, the 55-slip private marina will only be available to the homeowners within the
tract. No launch ramp is included in the Project’s design. Homeowners wishing to launch boats for
use on Big Bear Lake, or to access the private marina via water will need to use public launch ramps.
An increase in traffic trips to the private marina by the general public or the homeowners during the
summer months is not anticipated. No additional impacts are anticipated.

FirstCarbon Solutions 2-27
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Response to CALTRANS-5
The commenter notes that driveway number two on Exhibit 4.8-11 appears to be the northern leg of

a four-way intersection with SR-38. The commenter requests that all turning movements be
reflected in the Traffic Impact Analysis for the Project at this intersection. However, based upon the
existing curve radius of the State Highway (which is required to remain as a part of the Project) the
design provides proper sight distance for the Project. Consequently, Caltrans comments are
incorporated into this response to comment, and as outlined within the RRDEIR No. 1, Caltrans will
issue a permit to construct the road improvements, which will include the design of the two
intersections, turning movements, signage and striping.

Response to CALTRANS-6
The commenter notes the lead agency’s responsibility under CEQA for quantifying the environmental

impacts of the Project and monitoring all appropriate mitigation measures. County of San
Bernardino acknowledges its obligation under CEQA. County will adopt a Mitigation Monitoring
Reporting Program that will provide enforcement mechanisms to ensure all applicable mitigation
measures are implemented and monitored as part of project development.

Response to CALTRANS-7
County of San Bernardino acknowledges that Caltrans may provide additional comments prior to
project approval.

2-28 FirstCarbon Solutions
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California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS.2)

This letter is specific to the 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment; however, for transparency
purposes, it is included in this FEIR document. Appendix L of the 2020 Final EIR provides the
Response to Comments on the 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment, summarized in this section.

Appendix M of this 2020 Final EIR provides the Revised 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment.

Response to CALTRANS.2-1
The commenter reiterates the Project and outlines the mission of Caltrans. County of San Bernardino

acknowledges the commenter’s comment and will forward it to the decision-makers prior to
consideration of the Project.

Response to CALTRANS.2-2
The commenter asserts that a left-turn pocket on State Route 38 (SR-38) is needed for each

proposed full-access driveway or street and that the traffic study should include a discussion on left-
turn and right-turn pockets.

Sight distance and site access evaluations have been included in the updated Focused Traffic Impact
Analysis. A 7.5-second criterion has been applied to the outside travel lanes in either direction to
provide the most conservative sight distance in accordance with Caltrans Highway Design Manual
Section 405.1 ‘Sight Distance’. Left-turn pockets have been added to driveways along North Shore
Drive (SR-38) where ingress to residential homes and the marina are provided. As indicated in
Highway Design Manual Section 405.3, for right-turning traffic, delays are less critical and conflicts
less severe than for left-turning traffic. Right-turn pockets are not proposed on SR-38 at Driveway 1
and Driveway 2 because of the nominal right-turning volume (less than 20 peak hour trips) at both
the driveways.

Response to CALTRANS.2-3
The commenter expresses that need to show types of access for each proposed driveway or street

access from SR-38 in Exhibits 6 and 7.

The type of access to each proposed driveway is included in Exhibits 8, 9, and 10 of the revised
traffic impact assessment (2020 Final EIR Appendix M).

Response to CALTRANS.2-4
The commenter requests justification for Sunday midday and Friday PM peak volume counts.

Appendix M of the 2020 FEIR—Count Data includes both Friday 09/09/2016 from 4:00pm to 6:00pm
and Sunday 09/11/2016 from 12:00pm to 2:00pm counts.

Response to CALTRANS.2-5
The commenter requests the exhibits show the existing (2016) Traffic Volumes in PCE and project

trip distribution.
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Existing (2016) Sunday (midday) peak volumes in PCE has been added as Exhibit 1 and the project trip
distribution has been added as Exhibit 2 in the focused traffic impact assessment (2020 Final EIR
Appendix M).

Response to CALTRANS.2-6
The commenter asserts that the project should include pedestrian access from the residential

community to the marina.

Review of aerial images shows that there is no uncontrolled pedestrian crossing on SR-38 for several
miles east and west of the Project site. As such, providing an uncontrolled pedestrian crossing would
be inconsistent with the current conditions and driver expectation and has not been recommended.

Response to CALTRANS.2-7
The commenter explains that the Project should include Class Il Bicycle Lanes on SR-38.

A Class Il Bicycle Lane has been included in the revised Tentative Tract Map in addition to the left-
turn pockets at project entrances on SR-38 (2020 Final EIR Appendix M).

Response to CALTRANS.2-8
The commenter requests that the Project should include Class Il Bicycle Lanes on SR-38.

A Class Il Bicycle Lane has been included in the revised Tentative Tract Map in addition to the left-
turn pockets at project entrances on SR-38 (2020 Final EIR Appendix M).

Response to CALTRANS.2-9
The commenter requests that where an entrance gate is used at the marina, the site plan should

address non-resident vehicles that accidentally turn in.

The revised Tentative Tract Map/site plan shows the public turn-around area just inside the marina
parking lot entry and the gate location.

Response to CALTRANS.2-10
The commenter thanks the applicant for providing the opportunity to review the Focused Traffic

Impact Assessment and notes that all comments should be addressed and the Focused Traffic Impact
Assessment should be resubmitted if revised.

These responses serve to address comments and the Focused Traffic Impact Assessment shall be
resubmitted, as-needed.
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Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)

Response to OPR-1

The commenter confirms the County of San Bernardino’s extension to close the public review period
from May 19, 2010, to June 3, 2010, for the RRDEIR No. 1. The Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research is noted. No additional response is necessary.
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)

Response to RWQCB-1
Comment noted. No response is necessary. The RWQCB comments will be considered for

incorporation into the RRDEIR No. 1.

Response to RWQCB-2
We are pleased that the RWCQB staff commends the extensive reduction of the Project from the

2005 proposal. The Project will meet the requirements of any adopted management plan, which
covers the Project’s area.

Response to RWQCB-3
The 55-slip marina will accommodate boats up to 20 feet in length. Pumpout facilities are not

anticipated for the marina. As previously stated in the 2005 Final EIR, the Initial Study prepared for
the Project in February 2002 addressed the potential impacts associated with hazards and hazardous
materials. The Initial Study concluded that the Project would include hazardous materials that are
typical of residential developments (household chemicals, pesticides, etc.). It is also stated that the
Project would include the storage of fuels associated with the marina facility. All hazardous materials
would be subject to all local, State, and federal regulations pertaining to the transport, use and
storage of such material, which would ensure that any potentially significant impact regarding
hazardous materials would be reduced to less than significant levels (please refer to Response VIl (a,
c) in the Initial Study).

Response to RWQCB-4
The Project will comply with all water quality standards, including all anti-degradation policies.

Cumulative impacts to water quality standards were considered. Post-project runoff flows will
generally follow existing drainage patterns with culverts crossings at low points along the highway
conveying water ultimately into Big Bear Lake. The Project will incorporate Best Management
Practices (BMPs) to ensure no degradation of water quality and compliance with water quality
standards. The Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) prepared by CASC Engineering
includes all the BMPs that are proposed to be incorporated during the construction of the Project.

Response to RWQCB-5
Comment noted. To avoid impeding wildlife movement, roadways and pipeline will be carried over

drainages by bridges or wide “soft-bottomed” arched culvert systems.

Response to RWQCB-6
The portion of the drainages that are impacted versus not impacted are now indicated on Exhibit

4.3-4 with measured linear distances of the impacted segments. No launch ramp is proposed to be
constructed as a part of the Alternative Project.

Response to RWQCB-7
Comment noted. Consultation with the Regional Board Staff concerning any potential Section 401

Certification issues will occur.
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Response to RWQCB-8
Comment noted. The comment does not raise any issue regarding the EIR and, therefore, no further

response is required.

Response to RWQCB-9
Comment noted. The comment does not raise any issue regarding the EIR and, therefore, no further

response is required.

Response to RWQCB-10
A discussion of Regional Board Order No. R8-2010-0036 has replaced the discussion of Regional

Board No. R8-2002-0012 and all text and appendices have been updated.

Response to RWQCB-11
Comment noted. This comment does not raise any issue with the EIR and, therefore, no response is

necessary.

Response to RWQCB-12
Comment noted. The EIR has been revised to note these goals in the Project’s low impact
development standards.

Response to RWQCB-13
Comment noted. This comment does not raise any issue with the EIR and, therefore, no response is
necessary.

Response to RWQCB-14
We are pleased that the RWQCB encourages the use of the off-line natural treatment system (NTS),
which will be monitored for treatment efficacy.

Response to RWQCB-15
Comment noted. This comment does not raise any issue with the EIR and, therefore, no response is
necessary.

Response to RWQCB-16
Comment noted. This comment does not raise any issue with the EIR and, therefore, no response is
necessary.
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2.2.5 - Regional

Big Bear Municipal Water District (BBMWD)

Response to BBMWD-1 through -3
The commenter describes the regulations regarding launching from marinas in Big Bear Lake and

suggests that the marina be removed. The developer has withdrawn his proposal to construct a
launch ramp; therefore, the Project will not include any launch ramps. The Project proposes to
construct a 55-slip private marina that will only be available to the homeowners within the tract. No
launch ramp is included in the Project’s design. Homeowners wishing to launch boats for use on Big
Bear Lake, or to access the private marina via water will need to use public launch ramps. This
condition precludes the possibility of illegal and/or unsupervised launching of boats that could
introduce invasive species to the lake.
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Big Bear Watermaster (BBW)

Response to BBW-1
The potential impact of pumping Well FP-2 on the surface water in Big Bear Lake would be minimal.

Well FP-2 produces groundwater from an aquifer system that is deeper than the bottom of Big Bear
Lake and is separated from the lake bottom by multiple silt and clay layers. The top of perforations for
Well FP-2 occur approximately 60 feet below ground surface (bgs) at an elevation of approximately
6,686 feet above msl. The high surface water elevation in the lake is 6,743 feet above msl and the
average depth of the lake is 30 feet (Big Bear Municipal Water District Website, 2012). Thus, the
elevation of the bottom of Big Bear Lake is approximately 27 feet above the top of perforations for Well
FP-2. The geologic log for Well FP-2 shows multiple silt and clay layers between the land surface and
top of perforations (see 2020 Final EIR Appendix F). If the silt and clay layers extend beneath the lake,
they would provide some hydraulic separation between the lake water and aquifer system. While it is
possible that some vertical leakage could occur from the lake into the aquifer system of FP-2, the
majority of groundwater produced by FP-2 would be from the aquifer underlying Subarea A.

Response to BBW-2
As with Well FP-2, the aquifer system in which Well FP-4 is perforated is not in direct hydraulic

communication with Big Bear Lake. This well is further from the lake than FP-2 (approximately 600
feet), with perforations that begin approximately 100 feet bgs. Pumping test data for Well FP-4
shows that pumping this well at a sustained rate of 3.5 gallons per minute (gpm) results in
approximately 2 feet of drawdown in the nearest private well, which is approximately 250 feet away.
Thus, drawdown in the aquifer system beneath the lake would be significantly less than 2 feet and
any induced vertical leakage of surface water from the lake into the aquifer, as a result of pumping
FP-4, would be negligible.

Additionally, the May 1, 2009, letter report from Thomas Harder Groundwater Consulting, page 3 of
11, describes his findings and concludes that: “The potential impact of pumping well FP-2 on the
surface water in Big Bear Lake would be minimal.”

The analysis of pumping impacts is included in RRDEIR No. 1, Section 4.9, Utilities.

Response to BBW-3
It is not possible, based on existing data and analyses, to estimate, with any certainty, the amount of

water from the Lake that would ultimately be produced by FP-2 and FP-4. Given the available
information, it is expected to be less than 50 percent of the total produced from Well FP-2 and
significantly less, if any, from Well FP-4. For comparison, the total volume of Big Bear Lake during high
water conditions is 73,370 acre-feet (BBMWD 2010). Thus, assuming 50 percent of water supplied to
the development was a result of induced leakage into the wells from surface water in the lake (50
percent of 14 acre-feet/year or 7 acre-feet/year), the percent reduction in lake volume would be
approximately 0.0095 percent (less than 1/1000 of a percent). The assumed leakage into wells from Big
Bear Lake would be approximately 0.05 percent (5/100 of a percent) of average annual lake inflow of
14,700 acre-feet/year. For further comparison, the lake loses approximately 10,600 acre-feet/year to
evaporation, which is approximately 1,500 times more than is estimated to be lost as a result of
induced flow into the Moon Camp Development wells. Thus, the impact of groundwater pumping for
the development on surface water resources in Big Bear Lake would be negligible.
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Additionally, the May 1, 2009, letter report from Thomas Harder Groundwater Consulting, page 3 of
11, describes his findings and concludes that: “The potential impact of pumping well FP-2 on the
surface water in Big Bear Lake would be minimal” (Appendix F of this 2020 Final EIR).

The analysis of pumping impacts is included in RRDEIR No. 1, Section 4.9, Utilities.
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County of San Bernardino Special Districts Department (SDD)

Response to SDD-1
Comment noted. This comment does not raise any issue with the EIR and, therefore, no substantive

response is necessary.

Response to SDD-2
Comment noted. Subsequent to the circulation of the RRDEIR No. 1, it was determined that it was

infeasible to have County Service Area (CSA) 53C as the water supplier to the Project, due to the lack
of water distribution facilities operated by CSA 53C in the area. This analysis of CSA 53C is provided
in Section 4.9, Utilities, of the RRDEIR No. 1. By way of an Outside Service Agreement for Potable
Water entered into between CSA 53C and the City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power,
the Department of Water and Power will be the water supplier to the Project.

Response to SDD-3
Comment noted. This comment does not raise any issue with the EIR and, therefore, no substantive

response is necessary.
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2.2.6 - Organizations

Center of Biological Diversity (CBD)

Response to CBD-1
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Friends of Fawnskin, below. No additional comment is

needed.
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Friends of Big Bear Valley (FBBV)

Response to FBBV-1 through -3
In responding to this comment, it is assumed that the writer intended to report annual average

precipitation in inches and not feet. It is further assumed that the precipitation record is from the Big
Bear Dam precipitation station. The average annual precipitation for the same periods were
independently confirmed using data from this precipitation station, compiled as calendar years. The
results of this compilation are as follows:

Table 2-1: Average Annual Precipitation

Average Annual Precipitation

Period Average Annual Precipitation (FOBBV) (This Study [inches])
125 year 39.00 36.78
60 year 36.60 35.34
50 year 36.84 35.29
40 year 37.68 35.70
30 year 35.76 34.49
20 year 24.72 34.54

These data do show that the last 30 years has been drier than the preceding approximately 100
years. The annual average over the last 10 years was not included because it is not a long enough
period to provide a meaningful average. Despite the apparent reduction in precipitation, the City of
Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power has been able to maintain a stable groundwater
supply through careful management of groundwater levels in the basin. The impacts of future
variations in available precipitation can be addressed through groundwater management practices
and conservation.

The City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power 2015 Urban Water Management Plan,
Volume 1—Main Report further confirms this conclusion. Table 3.1, Climate Characteristics, of the
report demonstrates monthly-average precipitation data for the entire service area from 1960 to
2015 as 35.0 inches.

Section 6.2.2, Groundwater Management, states that the Department is part of the California
Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring program and provides monthly monitoring data to the
State. The report states, “Based on the Department’s groundwater monitoring data, the Basin has
maintained steady depth.” Reports for the various hydrologic subunits as of March 31, 2016, are
attached to the report as Appendix E. The report is available at:
https://www.bbldwp.com/archive.aspx.

Response to FBBV-4 and -5
Treated sewage is not proposed as a source of water supply to the Project. The State of California

currently does not allow treated sewage to be recharged into the Big Bear Groundwater Basin, this
option therefore could not be considered as a possible source for domestic water supply. The City of
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Big Bear Lake Department of Water, and Big Bear Area Regional Wastewater Agency are studying the
possibility of future approvals of reusing treated sewage in Big Bear Valley. This information is
available in the Bear Valley Water Sustainability Study (December 2016, Water Systems Consulting,
Inc.) available at: https://www.bbldwp.com/archive.aspx.

Response to FBBV-6
The commenter provides a conclusive statement that does not raise an issue with the EIR. No further

response is necessary.
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Friends of Fawnskin (FOF (a))

Response to FOF (a)-1 and -2a

The commenter requests the County of San Bernardino to extend the close of the public review
period for adequate review. The County extended the public review period from May 19, 2010, to
June 3, 2010, for the RRDEIR No. 1. No additional response is necessary.

FirstCarbon Solutions 2-67
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec02-00 Responses RDEIR No 1.docx



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



FOF (b)




FOF

FOF




FOF




FOF

FOF

FOF

FOF




FOF




FOF

FOF







FOF

FOF




FOF




FOF




FOF




FOF




E)F b-65 |




FOF

FOF




FOF

FOF




FOF

FOF




FOF

FOF

FOF













FOF














































FOF
















FOF































FOF



























THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



County of San Bernardino — Moon Camp
Final Environmental Impact Report Responses to Comments on the RRDEIR No. 1

Friends of Fawnskin (FOF (b))

Response to FOF (b)-1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to preface the comment letter and does not raise any

issue with the EIR. No substantive response is necessary.

Response to FOF (b)-2
The RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes the Proposed Alternative Project’s environmental impacts against the

environmental baseline, not the impacts of the Original Proposed Project.

The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 1 improperly minimizes the actual impacts to the
proposed Project by comparing the impacts of the Proposed Alternative Project to those of the
Original Proposed Project, not the existing environment as required by CEQA. In determining
whether environmental impacts of a project are significant, an EIR is required to compare potential
impacts of the Project with pre-project environmental conditions, or the “environmental baseline”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)). The environmental baseline against which the Proposed
Alternative Project’s potential environmental impacts are determined is the current, vacant
condition of the property. Although the RRDEIR No. 1 does compare the identified impacts of the
Proposed Alternative Project analyzed therein to the characteristics and impacts of the Original
Proposed Project analyzed in the 2005 EIR, this comparison is in addition to the analysis included in
the document analyzing the potential impacts of the Proposed Alternative Project. The RRDEIR No. 1
generally focuses on those impact areas where the 2005 EIR concluded the original Project would
result in a significant impact (Biology, Aesthetics, Water Supply, Air Quality, Public Services and
Utilities), as well as areas such as, Land Use, Noise and Traffic. Where changes in the existing
environment (noise, traffic) or applicable law (land use) occurred since 2005, the County of San
Bernardino believed it was important to include a detailed analysis to confirm that the impacts of
the Proposed Alternative Project are still less than significant. Considering the Proposed Alternative
Project is a variation of the reduced intensity alternative analyzed in the 2005 EIR, and considering
the Proposed Alternative Project was specifically designed to reduce or eliminate specifically
identified significant impacts resulting from implementation of the Original Proposed Project,
County believed it was imperative that impacts to the Proposed Alternative Project be compared
with those identified in the 2005 EIR to inform the reviewing public of the impact of the Proposed
Alternative Project. The specific revisions to the Project design embodied in the Proposed
Alternative Project directly result in a finding less than significant impact for several of the impact
areas, including aesthetics, water supply, public utilities, and air quality. However, for each of those
impact areas the RRDEIR No. 1 expressly provides an analysis of the potential impacts of the
Proposed Alternative Project against the existing environmental baseline.

Response to FOF (b)-3
The RRDEIR No. 1 does relate impacts compared with the current site as well as compared with the

Original Proposed Project (92 lots). The findings of less than significant throughout the RRDEIR No. 1
are made related to the current status of the site. The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 1
improperly minimizes the actual impacts to the proposed Project by comparing the impacts of the
Proposed Alternative Project to those of the Original Proposed Project, not the existing environment
as required by CEQA. In determining whether environmental impacts of a project are significant, an
EIR is required to compare potential impacts of the Project with pre-project environmental
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conditions, or the “environmental baseline” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)). The environmental
baseline against which the Proposed Alternative Project’s potential environmental impacts are
determined is the current, vacant condition of the property. Although the RRDEIR No. 1 does
compare the identified impacts of the Proposed Alternative Project analyzed therein to the
characteristics and impacts of the Original Proposed Project analyzed in the 2005 EIR, this
comparison is in addition to the analysis included in the document analyzing the potential impacts of
the Proposed Alternative Project. The RRDEIR No. 1 generally focuses on those impact areas where
the 2005 EIR concluded the original Project would result in a significant impact (Biology, Aesthetics,
Water Supply, Air Quality, Public Services and Utilities), as well as areas such as, Land Use, Noise and
Traffic. Where changes in the existing environment (noise, traffic) or applicable law (land use)
occurred since 2005, the County of San Bernardino believed it was important to include a detailed
analysis to confirm that the impacts of the Proposed Alternative Project are still less than significant.
Considering the Proposed Alternative Project is a variation of the reduced intensity alternative
analyzed in the 2005 EIR, and considering the Proposed Alternative Project was specifically designed
to reduce or eliminate specifically identified significant impacts resulting from implementation of the
Original Proposed Project, County believed it was imperative that impacts to the Proposed
Alternative Project be compared with those identified in the 2005 EIR to inform the reviewing public
of the impact of the Proposed Alternative Project. The specific revisions to the Project design
embodied in the Proposed Alternative Project directly result in a finding less than significant impact
for several of the impact areas, including aesthetics, water supply, public utilities, and air quality.
However, for each of those impact areas the RRDEIR No. 1 expressly provides an analysis of the
potential impacts of the Proposed Alternative Project against the existing environmental baseline.

Further, according to subdivision (a) of Section 15125 of CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must include a
description of the existing physical environmental condition in the vicinity of the Project as they exist
at the time when the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published. This “environmental setting” will
normally constitute the “baseline condition” against which project-related impacts are compared.
Therefore, the baseline conditions for this EIR, is based on existing conditions. While the commenter
correctly notes that the Project is compared, at times, to the previously proposed project, the
purpose of that evaluation is to better inform the public and the reader of the extent of the revised
Project. It is simply inaccurate to conclude that environmental impacts were not evaluated against
the existing conditions at the time when the NOP was published. Each environmental impact area
was evaluated against the existing condition, not the previously proposed project. Notably, this
comment is not sufficiently specific so that the agency has the opportunity to evaluate and
adequately respond. The comment is of a global nature and no specific section or example if offered.
Nevertheless, the agency did evaluate whether the proper baseline was utilized and concluded it
was for all environmental impact areas

Response to FOF (b)-4
A public agency shall provide that measures to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the

environment are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures. All
mitigation measures for the project meet this standard. A broad statement that “mitigation
proposed throughout the RRDEIR No. 1 are ‘paper’ mitigations” is not sufficiently specific so that the
agency has the opportunity to evaluate and adequately respond. However, comments with specific
examples of concern are provided below.
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The Eagle Point Estates was a different developer, same landowner. In addition, the Eagle Point
Tennis Courts were designed between perch trees and no trees were lost. The City approved the
design and construction and was the responsible agency for the Eagle Point EIR and mitigation
measures. All the perch trees that existed before the tennis courts are still alive and well. The
“replacement perches” were artificial perches and were voluntarily installed to prove the concept.
They were not required mitigations by the EIR/Tract approval. Unlike the vast majority of Conditions,
Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&Rs), the mandated CC&Rs are fully enforceable by several entities,
including San Bernardino County. Given that the CC&Rs are a mitigation measure, they cannot simply
expire or be canceled. Moreover, the restrictions to be included in the CC&Rs are not the sole
mechanism to mitigate impacts. While the comment generally discusses the efficacy of CC&Rs, no
specific comment is made with regard to any specific mitigation measure or how the CC&Rs will be
ineffective. Instead, a general comment is made that enforcement of other CC&Rs have been
problematic. Such a comment is not sufficiently specific so that the agency has the opportunity to
evaluate and adequately respond.

Response to FOF (b)-5
The FOF comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period.

However, the RRDEIR No. 1 Biological Resources Section was recirculated in the 2011 RRDEIR No. 2.
Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments provided on
the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response
to Comment document (which includes Sierra Club comments 1 through 23).

Response to FOF (b)-6
An active HOA will assure that all new homeowners/resale homeowners receive all the flyers and

copies of the Mitigation Measures they are required to adhere to. These are mitigation measures
that are used in connection with various other CEQA documents across the mountain and county.

Response to FOF (b)-7
The commenter argues that the EIR makes comparisons with laws in effect for both previous and

current General Plan, whichever is in the best interest of the Developer. This comment misstates the
analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1. The RRDEIR No. 1 analyzed the revised Project’s consistency
with the 2007 General Plan and Development Code and not the General Plan and Development
Code in existence prior to 2007. The RRDEIR No. 1 acknowledges that pursuant to County
Development Code Section 81.01.090, Land Use Applications are to be processed pursuant to the
provisions of the General Plan and Development Code in effect at the time the application was
deemed complete (RRDEIR No. 1, at page 4.5-2). Because the County of San Bernardino accepted the
Moon Camp application as complete prior to April 12, 2007 (the date of the adoption of the current
General Plan), County Development Code Section 81.01.090 directs the County to consider the
application under the prior version of the General Plan and Development Code. However, the
RRDEIR No. 1 goes on to acknowledge that CEQA requires a lead agency to analyze whether a project
is consistent with existing zoning, plans, or other applicable land use controls (RRDEIR No. 1, at page
4.5-2). Accordingly, the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes whether the proposed Project is consistent with the
existing General Plan and Development Code, not the prior version of the General Plan and
Development Code in existence at the time the application was submitted. Therefore, the RRDEIR
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No. 1 does not improperly analyze the Project’s consistency with the County General Plan and
Development Code.

Response to FOF (b)-8
As noted in RRDEIR No. 1, Section 1.3.3 (pages 1 through 4), the comments provided during the

public scoping process going as far back as 2002 were addressed. As such, the RRDEIR No. 1
adequately addresses all the issues that were presented in the public scoping sessions.

Response to FOF (b)-9 and -10
A slope density legend is provided below, showing a 0 percent to 40 percent slope and the Project’s

compliance with USFS slope density requirements for total area, percentage of total area, maximum
allowed density and total units allowed on-site.

SLOPE DENSITY LEGEND
PERCENT OF UNITS

SLOPE CATEGORY AREA TOTAL AREA | MAXIMUM ALLOWED DENSITY | ALLOWED

B | 0% - Less THAN 15% 860,520 SF. | 19.75 AC.| 31.62% 4.0 DWELLING UNITS/ACRE 79 UNITS

15% — LESS THAN 30% 1,325,708 SF. 30.43 AC. 48.72% 2.0 DWELLING UNITS/ACRE 60 UNITS

P | 30% - LESs THAN 40% 441,509 SF. | 1014 AC.| 16.23% | 1.0 DWELLING UNITS/3 ACRES | 3 UNITS

e 40% OR GREATER 93,143 SF. 214 AC.|  3.43% | 1.0 DWELLING UNITS/10 ACRES | 0 UNITS
[ TOTAL SITE AREA [ 2,720,880 SF. | 62.46 AC.| 100.00% [TOTAL DWELLING UNITS ALLOWED: 142 UNITS |

Response to FOF (b)-11
The FOF comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period.

However, the RRDEIR No. 1 Biological Resources Section was recirculated in the 2011 RRDEIR No. 2.
Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments provided on
the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response
to Comment document.

Response to FOF (b)-12
Surrounding property land use percentages include the following: 42 percent residential, 26 percent

lakefront, and 32 percent USFS lands. In addition, the Tentative Tract Map has been designed as an
extension of the existing land use pattern (i.e., neighboring single-family residential uses), but with
much less density (minimum 7,200 square feet for neighboring lots and minimum 20,000 square feet
for the Project). The Project offers a cohesively planned development, which would be subject to
compliance with the County of San Bernardino’s administrative design guidelines and development
standards specific to the BV/RS-20M District. The minimum lot size in the Project is 20,000 square
feet; however, all of the proposed residential lots are at least 0.5 acre in size, with the average lot
size of 0.90 acre, and 12 lots are over 1 acre in size.

Response to FOF (b)-13
The small, westernmost drainage is an on-site drainage area and was determined not to meet

jurisdictional requirements (see Appendix C of the RRDEIR No. 1). FCS biologist Dennis Peterson
visited the site on May 18, 2018, to verify and confirm that the jurisdictional delineation boundaries
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have not changed. Please see Appendix E of this 2020 Final EIR for the memorandum dated May 28,
2018, describing the site conditions during the jurisdictional delineation confirmation visit.

Response to FOF (b)-14
The proposed launch ramp has been removed from the Project by the developer. No additional

response is necessary.

Response to FOF (b)-15
Installation of off-site water lines will be located within existing public streets and will be constructed

in accordance with County of San Bernardino Code requirements. All referenced impacts are
temporary and considered less than significant upon consistency with County Code requirements. In
addition, the RRDEIR No. 1 provides mitigation measures (A-1a, A-1b, AQ-1, AQ-2, and NOI-1
through NOI-4) to further reduce referenced temporary impacts to a level of less than significant.

Response to FOF (b)-16
The commenter notes a typographical error in RRDEIR No. 1 regarding project commencement date.

This comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR and, therefore, no
substantive response is necessary.

Response to FOF (b)-17 and -18
As outlined within Section 2, Project Description, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project will have a

minimum lot size of 0.5 acre and an average lot size is 0.9 acre. Ultimately, as previously stated, the
Tentative Tract Map has been designed as an extension of the existing land use pattern (i.e.,
neighboring single-family residential uses), but with much less density (minimum 7,200 square feet
for neighboring lots and minimum 20,000 square feet for the Project). The Project offers a cohesively
planned development, which would be subject to compliance with the County of San Bernardino’s
administrative design guidelines and development standards specific to the BV/RS-20M District. The
minimum lot size in the Project is 20,000 square feet; however, all of the proposed residential lots
are at least 0.5 acre in size, with the average lot size of 0.90 acre, and 12 lots are over 1 acre in size.

In addition, the views in the Original Proposed Project (2005 EIR) were significantly disrupted by the
introduction of 31 residences to the lakefront and along the highway. These residences were highly
visible from the lake, from the road, and in the viewshed of existing residences situated above. In
contrast, the revised Project has eliminated the lakeshore residences and a number of lots on the
north side of the highway by the introduction of 6.2 acres of open space conservation easements
and a minimum lot size of 0.5 acre. Another major difference between the Original Proposed Project
and the revised Project is the removal of the highway realignment segment of the Original Proposed
Project. The realignment would have dramatically affected the aesthetics, both by destroying the
rural, undulating character of the scenic highway and by removal of significantly more trees to
achieve the objective. Over 600 trees were spared with the elimination of the realignment feature.

Further, Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the RRDEIR No. 1, provides mitigation measures for short-term and
long-term impacts upon development of the Project (i.e., A-1a, A-1b, A2a through A-2e, A-3a, A-3b and
A-4a through A-4f [page 4.1-8 through 4.1-10]). Although the Project will permanently alter the
aesthetics of the area near the Lake and the scenic highway from natural open space to low-density
residential use. While some impact is unavoidable, implementation of mitigation measures along with
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standard conditions and CC&Rs will assist in blending this new neighborhood into the overall general
character of the Fawnskin Community and reduce overall impacts to less than significant.

Response to FOF (b)-19
The commenter states a quick survey was conducted regarding proposed homes disturbing the lake

view; however, no such survey was provided as part of the comment letter. Without reviewing the
referenced survey, it is not possible to provide a constructive response to the comment provided.
However, as outlined within Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the revised Project differs
substantially from the Original Proposed Project (2005 EIR) in the way it affects both the short range
views and the long range views. The views in the Original Proposed Project were significantly
disrupted by the introduction of 31 residences to the lakefront and along the highway. These
residences were highly visible from the Lake, from the road, and in the viewshed of existing
residences situated above. In contrast, the 2010-revised Project has eliminated the lakeshore
residences and a number of lots on the north side of the highway by the introduction of almost 6
acres of open space conservation easements and a minimum lot size of 0.5 acre. Another major
difference between the Original Proposed Project and the Proposed Alternative Project is the
removal of the highway realignment segment of the Original Proposed Project. The realignment
would have dramatically affected the aesthetics, both by destroying the rural, undulating character
of the scenic highway and by removal of significantly more trees to achieve the objective. Over 600
trees were spared with the elimination of the realignment feature.

Further, Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the RRDEIR No. 1, provides mitigation measures for short-term
and long-term impacts upon development of the Project (Mitigation Measures A-1a, A-1b, A2a
through A-2e, A-3a, A-3b, and A-4a through A-4f [page 4.1-8 through 4.1-10]). The Project will alter
the views of the Project site from the Lake and Highway. While some impact is unavoidable,
implementation of mitigation measures along with standard conditions and CC&Rs will assist in
blending this new neighborhood into the overall general character of the Fawnskin Community and
reduce overall impacts to less than significant.

Response to FOF (b)-20
The commenter re-emphasizes the revised Project’s potential impacts on scenic views.

Please see Response to FOF (b) 17 and 18.

Response to FOF (b)-21
The commenter re-emphasizes the revised Project’s potential impacts on scenic views and absence
of building size and height regulation.

Please see Response to FOF (b)-17 and -18. In addition, the County of San Bernardino Municipal
Code provides maximum height and floor area ratio for buildings located within the BV/RS-20M
District. The Proposed Alternative Project offers a cohesively planned development, which would be
subject to compliance with the County’s administrative design guidelines and development
standards specific to the BV/RS-20M District.

2-134 FirstCarbon Solutions
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec02-00 Responses RDEIR No 1.docx



County of San Bernardino — Moon Camp
Final Environmental Impact Report Responses to Comments on the RRDEIR No. 1

Response to FOF (b)-22
The Big Bear Municipal Water District regulates Big Bear Lake and its docks. The District allows docks

to be “wintered” in sheltered coves pursuant to existing regulations.

Response to FOF (b)-23
The commenter states that there is no enforcement procedures regarding long-term light and glare.

Long-term light and glare enforcement procedures are included within the below mitigation
measures, located within Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light and Glare of the RRDEIR No. 1, which include
stricter control of light sources than provided by County of San Bernardino ordinances. To minimize
light pollution, lighting in the project area will be directed downward, be fully shielded and will be
the minimum amount necessary for safe operations. The following mitigation measures were
developed in the December 2005 Final EIR and are included and modified as a result of the reduced
density and redesign of the Proposed Alternative Project:

Long-Term Aesthetic Impact Mitigation
e A-2a: All homes shall provide a two-car garage with automatic garage doors.

A-2b: New development shall be subordinate to the natural setting and minimize reflective
surfaces. Building materials including siding and roof materials shall be selected to blend in hue
and brightness with the surroundings. Colors shall be earth tones: shades of grays, tans, browns,
greens, and pale yellows; and shall be consistent with the mountain character of the area.

A-2c: Outside parking/storage areas associated with the boat dock activities shall be screened
from view by the placement of landscaping and plantings which are compatible with the local

environment and, where practicable, are capable of surviving with a minimum of maintenance
and supplemental water.

e A-2d: Construction plans for each individual lot shall include the identification and placement
of vegetation with the mature height of trees listed. Landscaping and plantings should not
obstruct significant views, within or outside of the project, either when installed or when they
reach maturity. The removal of existing vegetation shall not be required to create views.

A-2e: A Note shall be placed on the Composite Development Plan stating that during
construction plans review and prior to issuance of building permits for each lot, the building
inspector shall refer to the Mitigation Monitoring and Compliance Program regarding these
aesthetic impact mitigation measures. The building inspector shall coordinate with the
Advance Planning Division the review and approval of building plans in relation to these
aesthetic impact mitigation measures, prior to approval and issuance of building permits.

Long-Term Scenic Highway Impact Mitigation

e A-3a: Any entry sign for the development shall be a monument style sign compatible with the
mountain character, preferably, rock or rock appearance.

e A-3b: Prior to recordation of the tract map (and/or any ground disturbance, whichever occurs
first), landscaping or revegetation plans for lettered lots shall be submitted to and approved
by the San Bernardino County Planning Department.
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Long-Term Light and Glare Impacts
e A-4a: All exterior lighting shall be designed and located as to avoid intrusive effects on
adjacent residential properties and undeveloped areas adjacent to the Project site. Low-
intensity street lighting and low-intensity exterior lighting shall be used throughout the
development to the extent feasible. Lighting fixtures shall use shielding, if necessary to
prevent spill lighting on adjacent off-site uses.

e A-4b: Lighting used for various components of the development plan shall be reviewed for
light intensity levels, fixture height, fixture location and design by an independent engineer,
and reviewed and approved by the County Building and Safety Division to ensure that light
emitted from the Project does not intrude onto adjacent residential properties.

e A-4c: The Project shall use minimally reflective glass. All other materials used on exterior
buildings and structures shall be selected with attention to minimizing reflective glare.

e A-4d: Vegetated buffers shall be used along SR-38 to reduce light intrusion on residential
development and on forested areas located adjacent to the Project site. The vegetation
buffers shall be reflected on the master landscape plan submitted to and approved by the
County Land Use Services Department prior to the issuance of the first grading permit.

e A-4e: All outdoor light fixtures shall be cutoff luminaries and only high- or low-pressure
sodium lamps shall be used.

e A-4f: Mitigation Measures A-4a thru 4e shall be included within the Conditions, Covenants,
and Restrictions (CC&Rs) of the Home Owner’s Association (HOA).

The County will adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program that will provide enforcement
mechanisms to ensure all applicable mitigation measures are implemented and monitored as part of
Project development. Therefore, implementation of the above mitigation measures, along with
standard conditions and CC&Rs, will assist in blending the Project into the overall general character
of the Fawnskin Community and reduce overall impacts to less than significant.

Response to FOF (b)-24
All utility lines developed and installed to serve the Project will be placed underground.

Response to FOF (b)-25
The commenter states Exhibit 4.1-4 and 4.1-6 underestimate the obstructed marina’s views due to

non-inclusion of boats, boat trailers, and cars. No launch ramp or boat trailer parking will occur at
the marina. In addition, the marina parking is for day use only and not for trailers. Further, Exhibits
4.1-4 and 4.1-6 are provided as visual resources for the natural and cultural features of the
environment that can be seen by the public, and influence the aesthetic appeal an area may have for
viewers. The overall objective of Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light and Glare, is to describe existing
landscape and visual resource conditions at the affected portions of the Project site and surrounding
vicinity and to identify the impacts that could result from the implementation of the Proposed
Alternative Project. Section 4.1 takes into consideration all potentially affected areas (including views
from the shoreline to the National Forest) and mitigates those potential impacts to a level of less
than significant.
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Response to FOF (b)-26
The commenter opines that the landscape buffer will take decades to grow and that the EIR does not

consider this impact. Implementation of the landscaping within the Project site will not take decades
to grow. As outlined within Section 4.1 of the RRDEIR No. 1, the intention of the landscape buffer is
to be minimally obtrusive even in the closer views. Landscaping and plantings will not obstruct
significant views, either when installed or when they reach maturity. The landscape buffer, coupled
with the reduction of the overall density of the lots, helps blend the sparse development into the
trees and natural landscape. In addition, the vegetation buffers shall be reflected on the master
landscape plan submitted to and approved by the County of San Bernardino Land Use Services
Department prior to the issuance of the first grading permit.

Response to FOF (b)-27
Please see Response to FOF (b)-25.

Response to FOF (b)-28
No streetlights are proposed or required. The only outdoor lighting is within the 50 lots, which are

spread out over 62 acres, 1.25 acres per lot. Significantly, these would be less dense than the
surrounding residential areas. Moreover, project development and design will have to comply with
County lighting requirements to minimize impacts to night skies and surrounding residential uses.
The Project will also be required to implement Mitigation Measures A-4a through A-4f (RRDEIR No.
1, page 4.1-9, and 4.1-10) to reduce light and glare impacts to less than significant levels.

Response to FOF (b)-29
No lakefront lots are included in the Project. This completely maintains the entire lake view and views

of the southerly ridgeline. The lake views are the most scenic views within the entire Project area.

Response to FOF (b)-30
Approximately 10.0 percent (6.4 acres) of the entire Project (62.43 acres) is natural open space that

is visible from the scenic highway.

Response to FOF (b)-31 and -32
The overall density of the Project is one lot per 1.25 acres. No lakefront homes are to be built. This is

much less dense than the entire Fawnskin area it adjoins and this low-density provides a natural,
open aesthetic for this area of the North Shore.

Response to FOF (b)-33 and -34
The commenter states implementation of the Project (new construction) will be a blight to the

marina and the scenic byway corridor. Please see Response to FOF (b)-15.

Response to FOF (b)-35
As part of the Standard Conditions and Uniform Code, as outlined within Section 4.1 of the RRDEIR

No. 1, the Project shall be designed to blend into the natural landscape and maximize visual
attributes of the natural vegetation and terrain. Project design should also provide for the
maintenance of a natural open space, which should be visible from the right-of-way. No additional
response is necessary.
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Response to FOF (b)-36
The commenter states the current zoning of the site is intended to preserve the aesthetic resources

of the area. Please see Response to SM&W-1.

Response to FOF (b)-37
No streetlights are proposed or required in connection with project development. No additional

response is necessary.

Response to FOF (b)-38
The marina parking is for day use only and the launch ramp has been eliminated as a project

component. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that there would be any trailer parking in the marina
parking lot. Determining where and how many boat trailers will park in and near the Project site is
speculative at this point.

Response to FOF (b)-39
There will be CC&Rs and deed restrictions prohibiting short term rentals. These provisions will be

enforced by the HOA.

Response to FOF (b)-40
There will be CC&Rs and deed restrictions prohibiting owners from cutting trees down that are

marked and designated as a preserved resource. These provisions will be enforced by the HOA.

Response to FOF (b)-41
The developer has withdrawn his proposal to construct a launch ramp. The Project will not include

any launch ramps.

Response to FOF (b)-42
The commenter states the Project is contrary to the General Plan’s Scenic Highway Overlay. As

outlined within Section 4.1 of the RRDEIR No. 1, the San Bernardino County General Plan lists several
Goals, Policies, and Actions related to the Aesthetics for this Project and they will be incorporated
into the development plan for this Project. The February 2007 Final Program EIR states that:

Many of the vistas that have been deemed as ‘scenic’ are located along roadways,
especially throughout the Mountain and Desert regions. To ensure the quality and
character of these locations are not compromised through obtrusive development,
improvements of any kind are subject to additional land use and aesthetic controls
outlined under the County’s Scenic Highway Overlay.

These controls include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Review of proposed development along scenic highways to ensure preservation of scenic
values for the traveling public and those seeking a recreational driving experience.

e Expanding the established right-of-way of a designated Scenic Corridor to extend 200 feet to
either side, measured from the outside edge of the right-of-way.

e Development along these corridors will be required to demonstrate through visual analysis
that proposed improvements are compatible with the scenic qualities present.
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e More restrictive sign ordinance standards regarding visual quality and size will be imposed.

¢ New development will be required to provide ample recreation and scenic opportunities along
Scenic Corridors.

e Development will be restricted along prominent ridgelines and hilltops.

¢ Site plans will be reviewed to determine that specific architectural design, landscaping and
grading are done to prevent obstruction of scenic views and to blend with surrounding
landscape.

e Off-site advertising signs (i.e., billboards) will be prohibited within and adjacent to all scenic
corridors.

Implementation of all recommended mitigation measures (A-1a, A-1b, A2a through A-2e, A-3a, A-3b,
and A-4a through A-4f [page 4.1-8 through 4.1-10]) will provide consistency with the County of San
Bernardino’s Scenic Highway Overlay.

Response to FOF (b)-43
The commenter states that there is no mitigation measure to enforce cars to park within the two-car

garage. The CC&Rs will include the requirement that cars park within the two-garage.

Response to FOF (b)-44 and b-45
The commenter states that Mitigation Measures A-2a, A-2c, A-2d, and A-2e have no practical way of

being enforceable. County of San Bernardino acknowledges its obligation under CEQA. County will
adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which will provide enforcement mechanisms
to ensure all applicable mitigation measures are implemented and monitored as part of Project
development.

Response to FOF (b)-46
The commenter states that open space/preserved lots A through D will be impacted from

implementation of landscape. The FOF comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day
public review period. However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated
within the 2011 RRDEIR No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological
resource comments provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed
within Section 3 of this Response to Comment document.

Notwithstanding, as indicated within the RRDEIR No. 2, the Mitigation Measures BR-1a through
BR-1d (page 2-57) are proposed to reduce impacts to open space/preserved lots A through H to a
level of less than significant. No addition response is necessary.

Please note, Mitigation Measures BR-1a through BR-1c will be modified to the following to further
clarify its intent using a strike-out/underline revision format. Please refer to the Errata section of this
FEIR document for more information:

MM BR-1a Prior to the initiation of clearing or grading activities on the Project site, a
conservation easement shall be placed upon the 10-acre Dixie Lee Lane property.
The conservation easement shall be in favor of a gualified California Department of
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MM BR-1b

Fish and Wildlife approved conservation entity and shall be recorded in the San
Bernardino County Recorder’s Office. The easement shall provide for the continued
protection and preservation of the property through development of a Long-Term
Management Plan (LTMP). The LTMP shall provide for the preservation, restoration,
and enforcement of the Conservation Areas so that each area is maintained, and
restored where needed, to its natural condition. The LTMP will also include
documentation of baseline conditions, any needed site preparation, anticipated
restoration/enhancement activities, a biological monitoring program, the creation of
a set of success criteria for managing the site, anticipated maintenance activities, an
annual reporting process, and a set of contingency or adaptive management
measures to be implemented in case success criteria are not being met; to ensure
that the implementation of the LTMP is fully funded, a Property Action Report (PAR)
will be prepared that will document costs for site security, maintenance activities,
site preparation, restoration/enhancements activities, biological monitoring,
contingency measure and annual reporting. The costs identified in the PAR will be
used to develop a non-wasting endowment that will ensure all costs will be available
to establish the site, conduct any needed restoration and enhancements, and to
fund reoccurring annual cost needed to manage the site in perpetuity. The
easement shall, at a minimum, restrict all use of the property that has the potential
to impact the quality of pebble plain soils and other valuable biological habitat,
including the occurrences of the Federally Threatened ashy-grey Indian paintbrush.
The property shall be fenced and signs shall be placed on the fencing indicating the
sensitive nature of the property habitat and warning that any entry would be

prosecuted as a trespass. Projectproponentshallalso-createa-perpetual-non-

7
------------ .' ..

Prior to the initiation of clearing or grading activities on the Project site, the 5:389.1-
acre on-site conservation easements {ineluding-tot-Aand-tot-Hjcovering Lots A, B, C,
D, and H shall be established. The conservation easement shall be in favor of a
California Department of Fish and Wildlife approved qualified conservation entity
and shall be recorded in the San Bernardino County Recorder’s Office. The easement
shall provide for the continued protection and preservation of the American Bald
Eagle and Rare Plant habitat through development of a Long-Term Management
Plan (LTMP). The LTMP shall provide for the preservation, restoration, and
enforcement of the Conservation Areas so that each area is maintained, and
restored where needed, to its natural condition. The LTMP will also include
documentation of baseline conditions, any needed site preparation, anticipated
restoration/enhancement activities, a biological monitoring program, the creation of
a set of success criteria for managing the site, anticipated maintenance activities, an
annual reporting process, and a set of contingency or adaptive management
measures to be implemented in case success criteria are not being met; to ensure
that the implementation of the LTMP is fully funded, a PAR will be prepared that will
document costs for site security, maintenance activities, site preparation,
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restoration/enhancements activities, biological monitoring, contingency measure
and annual reporting. The costs identified in the PAR will be used to develop a hon-
wasting endowment that will ensure all costs will be available to establish the site,

conduct any needed restoration and enhancements, and to fund reoccurring annual

cost needed to manage the site in perpetuity. The easement shall, at a minimum,
restrict all use of the property that has the potential to impact Bald Eagle perch
trees, the quality of pebbleplain-seilsand-ether valuable biological habitat,
including the occurrences of the Federally Threatened ashy-grey Indian paintbrush.
The property shall be fenced and signs shall be placed on the fencing indicating the
sensitive nature of the property habitat and warning that any entry would be
prosecuted as a tresp

ass. i i ;

MM BR-1c

The Project Applicant shall take the following actions to further ensure the
permanent preservation of the Conservation Areas-tet-A-and-totH}:

o Except for access by residents to Lot B & C between April 1 and December 1,
Rrestrict access by pedestrians and motor vehicles to the Conservation Areas. The
Conservation Areas shall be secured through installation of fencing or other
barriers to prevent access to Conservation Areas. Barriers shall be installed prior

to commencement of any construction activities on-site. The Project Applicant
shall also include provisions in the CC&Rs for the Project instituting penalties to
residents who violate the restrictions and cause any damage to the protected
plant habitat and Bald Eagle perch trees.

¢ Include enforcement provisions in the CCR’s allewing requiring the Homeowner’s
Association, individual resident within the Project, the Conservation Entity, and/or
County of San Bernardino to enforce any violation of the provisions intended for
the protection of sensitive plant species located within Lot A and Lot H.

¢ Install appropriate signage identifying Conservation Areas and the sensitive nature
of such areas on the Project site and that access is prohibited. The Conservation
Areas shall be monitored on a regular basis by the Conservation Entity.

e Prohibit use of invasive plant species in landscaping. Each lot owner shall be given
a list of prohibited invasive plant species upon purchase of lot with the parcel.
Landscape plans for individual parcels shall be approved by the County prior to
development to ensure no inappropriate plant material is incorporated into the
design of any individual lot or common area which may compromise the quality of
the Conservation Areas.

e Development may not change the natural hydrologic conditions of the Conservation
Areas. All grading plans shall be reviewed by the County to ensure hydrologic
conditions of the conservation lands are not adversely changed by development.

FirstCarbon Solutions
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e The Project Applicant or aAppointed eConservation eEntity shall monitor
Conservation Areas on a periodic basis to ensure invasive, non-native species are
not present. All non-nature invasive plant species shall be removed from
Conservation Areas.

¢ Fuel modification zones and programs shall not be implemented in Lots A and H.

e The Conservation Entity shall prepare an annual biological monitoring report
identifying the current status of the rare plant species and any necessary actions
to further enhance and protect the habitat.

e The Conservation Entity shall conduct routine monitoring of rare plant resources

on Lot A and H. The occurrence of non-native species outbreaks, or other

examples of ecological disturbance as a result of indirect impacts of development

in and around Lots A and H shall be reported in the annual biological monitoring

reports and remedial action shall be recommended and implemented by the

Conservation Entity.

MM BR-1d Construction to the rear portions of Lots 47, 48, 49, and 50 shall be restricted by
means of building envelopes or building setback lines to prevent construction in the
occupied ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat, wherever feasible.

Response to FOF (b)-47
The commenter states an analysis should be required for consistency with County of San Bernardino

dark sky ordinance. Please see Response to FOF (b)-23. In addition, the Project is conditioned to
comply with County Code Section 83.07.040, Glare and Outdoor Lighting—Mountain and Desert
Regions.

Response to FOF (b)-48
The commenter identifies a typo: this is intended to be “A 4f “ not “A 4r.” Please see Response to FOF

(b)-4.

Response to FOF (b)-49
The commenter provides a general statement that does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of
the EIR.

Response to FOF (b)-50
CSA 53C will not be the water supplier for the Project. As the commenter notes, CSA 53C does not

currently maintain and operate potable water facilities in the Fawnskin area. Because of the
impracticability of having CSA 53C provide water to the Project, CSA 53C and Big Bear Department of
Water and Power entered into an Outside Service Agreement for Potable Water Service dated
November 17, 2015, whereby the Department of Water and Power has agreed to provide water
service to the Project site.

Response to FOF (b)-51
The commenter questions the use of fireplaces within the Project. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR

No.1, page 4.2-38), in particular, prohibits open-hearth fireplaces and permits only EPA Phase |l
certified fireplaces and wood stoves, pellet stoves, and natural gas fireplaces. The use of certified
fireplaces and stoves will significantly increase the heating efficiency of fireplaces and reduce the
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amount of smoke particles and toxics emitted into the air compare to an ordinary open-hearth
fireplace present in many homes in the neighboring area. See Response to Pitts 12 for additional
related information.

Response to FOF (b)-52
The commenter questions enforcement measures on Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR No.1, page

4.2-38). Please see Response to Pitts 2.

Response to FOF (b)-53
The commenters question the use of flyers and enforcement. Please see Response to Pitts 14.

Response to FOF (b)-54
The commenter questions the baseline used within the air quality and related EIR analysis. Please

see Response to FOF (b)-2

Response to FOF (b)-55
The commenter states that mitigation measures within the Air Quality Section are essentially

toothless. Please see Response to Pitts 10.

Response to FOF (b)-56
The commenter questions the use of fireplaces within the Project. Please see Response to FOF (b)-51.

Response to FOF (b)-57
The generator mentioned on page ES 11 is not needed due to the construction of a natural gas

generating plant at Bear Valley Electric’s (BVE’s) Garstin Yard location. The generator mentioned on
page E 8 is not constructed as a part of the preferred Water Service Alternative #2. This generator is
only constructed if Water Service Alternative #3 is constructed. As a part of that Alternative, the
generator is only used when BVE’s power to the Project area is temporarily disrupted. Under those
conditions, impacts to Air Quality are not significant.

Response to FOF (b)-58 through -95
The FOF comment letter was received during RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. However,

the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within the 2011 RRDEIR No. 2.
Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments provided on
the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response
to Comment document.

Response to FOF (b)-96
Groundwater level declines referenced on Pg. 4.4-2 were measured in the City of Big Bear Lake

Department of Water and Power’s Division Well No. 6. The groundwater level decline observed in
these wells is a result of pumping the wells and may also reflect hydrologic (i.e., precipitation)
conditions, depending on the period of observation. These wells are on the eastern end of the North
Shore Hydrologic Subunit and are not in direct hydraulic connection with the aquifers beneath North
Shore Subarea A and Grout Creek Subarea D. Historical groundwater levels observed in Well FP-2 and
other wells in the Grout Creek Subunit are stable and have not varied significantly from historical
high levels.
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Response to FOF (b)-97
The drainage outlet structures would be monitored and maintained by the homeowners association

as part of its maintenance obligations under the CC&Rs.

Response to FOF (b)-98
The small, westernmost drainage is an on-site drainage area and was determined not to meet

jurisdictional requirements.

Response to FOF (b)-99
Bioretention basins will be constructed by the developer at each lot. Homeowners will be

responsible for the minimal maintenance that the basins require. These are design requirements
that will be enforced by the County of San Bernardino during the construction plan review process.

Response to FOF (b)-100
Contrary to commenter’s assertions, the Project is designed to preserve existing site drainage to the

extent possible. As discussed on page 4.4-7 of the RRDEIR No. 1, “Post-project runoff flows are
proposed to generally remain in the existing drainage pattern, with culverts crossings occurring at
low points along the highway....” The post-development drainage pattern will remain largely
unchanged in both location and quantity.

Response to FOF (b)-101
Seeding and planting for erosion control will not occur within sensitive plant areas. There are no

sensitive plants in the open space parcel below the highway.

Response to FOF (b)-102
The details of HYD-7 will be included in the Project CC&Rs and enforceable by the County.

Response to FOF (b)-103 through -105
This comment appears to address two separate issues: 1) comparison of the long-term average

annual recharge of the North Shore Subunit with annual groundwater discharge (i.e., pumping) from
the subunit and 2) short-term groundwater level trends in one portion of the North Shore Subunit.
Groundwater level trends are a function of both groundwater pumping and available recharge from
precipitation. The groundwater level trends described for the eastern portion of the subunit are
likely associated with pumping near the perennial yield for that area during a period of below
normal precipitation. In either case, the referenced area is not in direct hydraulic communication
with the aquifers associated with the Project. In addition, no significant groundwater level declines
have been observed in wells in the Grout Creek Hydrologic Subunit. Please see Thomas Harder
Groundwater Consulting response, pages 20 and 21, appended to Response to Comment SM&W 72
for additional related information.

Response to FOF (b)-106
The developer is subject to regulatory and statutory performance standards that protect water

quality during construction activities. The developer will be required to obtain coverage under the
Construction General NPDES permit, which requires implementation of a number of BMPs to protect
water quality.
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Response to FOF (b)-107 through FOF (b)-110
The commenter provides conclusive statement that does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy

of the EIR.

Response to FOF (b)-111 through -122
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1

house per 0.5 acre. The commenter requests a valid reason for changing the zoning, when there is
sufficient infrastructure and if the change is in the best interest of the public. No lakefront lots are
included in the Project. This completely maintains the entire lake view and views of the southerly
ridgeline. The views from the lake are the most scenic views within the entire Project area. The
minimum lot size is 0.5 acre. The average lot size is 0.9 acre. Fifty lots on 62 acres equates to 1.25
acres per lot. A total of 9.8 percent (6.12 acres) of the entire Project (62.43 acres), is natural open
space that is visible from the scenic highway. In addition, see Response to SM&W-1 and SM&W-4 for
a response regarding zoning consistency for the Project site.

Response to FOF (b)-123
The Geoscience report “Focused Geohydrologic Evaluation of the Maximum Perennial Yield of the

North Shore and Grout Creek Hydrologic Subunit Tributary Subareas” (Geoscience 2003a) was
prepared because previous estimates of the perennial yield of the North Shore Hydrologic Subunit
addressed the subunit in whole and did not account for the fact that the east side of this relatively
long subunit is hydrologically separated from the west side. This was significant because pumping on
the east side accounted for most of the perennial yield. Geoscience 2003a divided the North Shore
Hydrologic Subunit into six individual tributary subareas (A through F) and provided a basis for
evaluating groundwater pumping and recharge for smaller portions of the North Shore Subunit that
were not in direct hydraulic connection with the eastern portion (Subarea F) where most of the
pumping has historically occurred. The perennial yield of Tributary Subarea A has not been fully
utilized and the shallow groundwater levels in this portion of the North Shore Subunit indicate that
this area is not in overdraft. In addition to Geoscience 2003a, pumping tests have been conducted
since 2004 on Well FP-2 and FP-4 to provide an analysis of the hydrogeologic conditions in the area
and the potential impacts from pumping on existing wells and groundwater resources. These
analyses, based on available data, are sufficient to conclude that there are adequate groundwater
resources to support the Project.

In November 2015, the Local Agency Formation Commission Board (LAFCB) and the Board of
Supervisors approved domestic water service be provided to the Moon Camp Tract by the City of Big
Bear Lake, Department of Water and Power. On March 23, 2018, the Bear Lake Department of Water
sent a letter to the County of San Bernardino (Appendix G of this 2020 Final EIR) stating that: “Bear
Lake Department of Water has sufficient capacity within its existing Fawnskin Water System to
provide potable water service to the proposed Moon Camp Development.” As a result of the DWP
serving water to the Moon Camp Tract, Wells FP-2 and FP-4 will not be solely relied upon to provide
a water source to the Tract.”

Response to FOF (b)-124
See Response to FOF (b)-123.
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Response to FOF (b)-125
The commenter states the EIR does not provide a slope analysis in comparison to the Project’s

proposed uses. Please see Response to FOF (b)-9 and 10.

Response to FOF (b)-126
The adjoining lakeshore includes a Project provided 0.82-acre public access area with 891 lineal feet

of public lake access. The adjoining USFS land abuts 16 Moon Camp low-density parcels that are 0.6
acre up to 2.7 acres in size.

Response to FOF (b)-127
The commenter states Exhibit 2-4 incorrectly portrays the Project’s 100-foot fuel modification zone.

Descriptions within Section 4.5, Land Use, contains a typographical error stating Exhibit 2-4
incorrectly portrays the Project’s 100-foot fuel modification zone. Section 4, Errata of this response
to comment corrects the typographical error. The revision and minor modification to the document
do not result in any new significant environmental impacts of the Project or substantial increases in
the severity of any environmental impact identified in the Draft EIR. Further, the current version of
the revised Tract Map accurately designates the Fuel Modification Zone.

Response to FOF (b)-128
The fire flow storage is within the domestic reservoir(s). Such water is tested for bacteria and

required to meet all state water quality standards.

Response to FOF (b)-129
The FOF comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period.

However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within the 2011
RRDEIR No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments
provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of
this Response to Comment document. In addition, see Response to WINCH (b)-5 for wildfire hazards
and setbacks. Further, see Response to SM&W-1 for information on water supply and infrastructure.

Response to FOF (b)-130
See Response to FOF (b)-9 and -10.

Response to FOF (b)-131
See Response to SM&W-1 and SM&W-4 for a response regarding zoning consistency for the Project site.

Response to FOF (b)-132
See Response to FOF (b)-111 through 122.

Response to FOF (b)-133
See Response to SM&W-1 and SM&W-4 for a response regarding zoning consistency for the Project site.

Response to FOF (b)-134
The commenter questions the use of flyers and enforcement. Please see Response to Pitts 14.

Response to FOF (b)-135
See Response to WINCH (b)-5 for discussion of wildfire hazards and setbacks.
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Response to FOF (b)-136
The commenter provides a conclusive statement that does not raise any issue concerning the EIR’s

adequacy. No further response is necessary.

Response to FOF (b)-137
The comment states that the Section 4.6 of RRDEIR No. 1 focuses on changes from a previously project

to the revised project. No comment is necessary as the RRDEIR No. 1, in evaluating the environmental
impacts, addresses the existing conditions, not a previously project. The noise section evaluates the
“existing noise levels” against the project. Please refer to Appendix D of the RRDEIR No. 1.

Response to FOF (b)-138
Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1 contains a comprehensive analysis of noise impacts resulting from

the Project. The commenter correctly notes that part of the analysis includes a determination of
impacts from additions of project traffic along area roadways. The analysis concludes that impacts
related to traffic-related noise generated by the Project would be less than significant. The
commenter asserts that analysis of traffic-related noise impacts on roadways located farther from
the Project site and the community of Fawnskin are of little value. Comment noted. Roadways
located farther from the Project site, such as North Shore Drive at Stanfield Cutoff and Big Bear
Boulevard at Stanfield Cutoff, were analyzed because these roadways currently have higher existing
traffic trips.

Response to FOF (b)-139
The commenter asserts that the noise analysis conducted for the Project fails to analyze noise

impacts on the Forest Service campgrounds. As noted by the commenter, the Forest Service
campgrounds are a significant distance from the Project site. Based on attenuation of sound when
receiver is farther away from the source of the noise, construction and operational impacts on the
Forest Service campgrounds will be negligible. As concluded in the RRDEIR No. 1, construction and
operational noise impacts of the Project will be less than significant.

Response to FOF (b)-140
The commenter asserts that the noise analysis was deficient because it fails to take into account

noise generated by boats using the marina. Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes potential noise
impacts from watercraft use, including boats and jet skis, that may be using the Project’s marina. The
analysis concluded that existing watercraft noise levels for a ski-boat were 46 to 59 A-weighted
decibel (dBA) at 100 feet and a jet-ski was 103 dBA at 80 feet with an outboard motor on a fishing
boat reaching noise levels of approximately 100 dBA. Big Bear Municipal Water District estimates
that daily use of boats on the lake is approximately 106 with peak day average use being 207 on the
weekends. The Project will result in the development of a 55-slip marina that could potentially add
additional watercraft in proximities to the existing Fawnskin community. Where the proposed marina
is located, there are no residential sensitive receptors within 300 feet of the marina. Therefore, even
assuming the sound levels of watercraft as stated above, the noise attenuation resulting from the
distance between the marina and residential uses would result in impacts being less than significant.

Response to FOF (b)-141
The commenter asserts the construction noise analysis is defective because the analysis only focuses

on roadway construction activities and not the construction of individual residential units. The
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RRDEIR No. 1 and associated Noise Impact analysis included in Appendix D, focus on maximum
potential impacts to the Project in determining whether there is a potentially significant impact
under CEQA. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the analysis looks at noise impacts from each
phase of the development, including the development of the individual residential units and
acknowledges that there would be short-term impacts to residential uses along Canyon Road and
southeast of the Project site across SR-38. However, the analysis concludes the impacts will be
temporary in nature and, with compliance with County of San Bernardino Codes regarding
construction activities and Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-4 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.6-16),
impacts can be reduced to less than significant levels.

Response to FOF (b)-142
At this time, ultimate buildout of the Project and exact construction schedule will be based on

market-driven factors unknown at this time. However, the noise analysis does analyze hypothetical
developments of the Project and reaches conclusions regarding potential impacts of developing
individual uses within the Project site.

Response to FOF (b)-143
The noise analysis does identify the location of sensitive receptors such as residential uses in the

Fawnskin community, residential uses southeast of the Project site across SR-38, as well as other
sensitive uses in the general project vicinity, as identified in Table 4.6-2 of the RRDEIR No. 1. The
Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated in 2011 and, therefore, any
comments regarding impacts to Biological Resources will not be responded to here.

Response to FOF (b)-144

The commenter recites and interprets the County of San Bernardino Code regarding noise impacts
this general statement does not raise any issue regarding the EIR’s adequacy and, therefore, no
further response is necessary.

Response to FOF (b)-145
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1 compares the

project and analyzes its impact with regard to the existing environmental baseline. The analysis does
not compare the proposed project with the Project as analyzed in the original EIR. Any discussion
and comparison between the two iterations of the Project are for informational purposes only and
are not the basis of any significance determinations.

Response to FOF (b)-146
The construction impact analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes potential impacts on

adjacent sensitive receptors, such as residents in the adjacent community of Fawnskin along Canyon
Drive and residential uses southeast of the Project site across SR-38. The analysis specifically focuses
on construction impacts at the sensitive receptors in determining the significance of the impact. The
season or time of year during which construction activity takes place is immaterial in that the
identified closest sensitive receptors to the Project site remain year-round and form the basis of the
analysis. The exact schedule of construction is speculative at this point and therefore has not been
specifically determined. The noise analysis analyzes the worst-case construction scenario, which
includes construction of those portions of the Project that are the closest to existing sensitive
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receptors. Any construction activity that is further away from the sensitive receptors, due to noise
attenuation, would be less intense than the impacts analyzed in the RRDEIR No. 1.

Response to FOF (b)-147
The commenter suggests analyzing additional equipment to be used in construction activity,

including saws and drills. Table 4.6-6 includes a list of typical construction equipment utilized in this
type of development and, the County of San Bernardino believes forms a reasonable basis for the
assumptions used in the construction portion of the noise analysis.

Response FOF (b)-148
The commenter asserts that the construction noise analysis should analyze potential impacts on the

recreational areas adjacent to the Lake, in addition to the residential sensitive receptors. The
analysis does indicate noise levels for various distances from the Project site. However, when, where,
and how many visitors are going to visit to use recreational areas adjacent to the Project site is
speculative. The analysis included in the EIR contains sufficient information regarding construction
noise impacts to the important decision-maker of the impacts to the Project pursuant to the
mandates of CEQA.

Response to FOF (b)-149
The CC&Rs for the Project will include a prohibition on rentals for less than 30 days.

Response FOF (b)-150
Please see Response to FOF (b)-140.

Response FOF (b)-151
Please see Response to FOF (b)-140.

Response FOF (b)-152
Please see Response to FOF (b)-140.

Response to FOF (b)-153
Please see Response to FOF (b)-140.

Response to FOF (b)-154
Please see Response to FOF (b)-140.

Response to FOF (b)-155
Please see Response to FOF (b)-140.

Response to FOF (b)-156
Please see Response to FOF (b)-140.

Response to FOF (b)-157
Please see Response to FOF (b)-141 through FOF (b)-148.

Response to FOF (b)-158
Please see Response to FOF (b)-140 through FOF (b)-148.
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Response to FOF (b)-159
Consistent with the commenter’s comment, the Project will be subject to a recorded set of CC&Rs

that will be enforceable by the Project’s HOA, the County of San Bernardino, and in some instances,
the Conservation Entity that holds the conservation easement for the conservation areas of the
Project.

Response to FOF (b)-160
As indicated in Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project will not result in a significant noise

impact due to construction activities. Therefore, a restriction on periods of construction activity is
not required to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. Compliance with existing County
regulations governing liable construction periods are adequate.

Response to FOF (b)-161
Please see Response to FOF (b)-149. The Project CC&Rs will include a provision prohibiting short-

term rental of residential units.

Response to FOF (b)-162
As indicated in Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1, the inclusion of the proposed marina and parking lot

will not result in noise impacts to sensitive receptors that exceed applicable thresholds of
significance and, therefore, no significant impact will result. Accordingly, removal of the parking lot
and marina are not warranted in this instance.

Response to FOF (b)-163
The commenter requests limiting the marina/parking lot hours of operation to 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. in

order to minimize impacts on neighboring properties. The nearest neighboring property is Lot 39
within the subdivision, which is over 100 feet from the parking lot and over 200 feet from the
marina. The nearest existing improved neighboring lot is over 200 feet from the marina and over 400
feet from the parking lot. Marinas on Big Bear Lake traditionally have two main types of users: (1)
fishermen who may use the parking lot and marina in the early morning and evening hours, and (2)
recreational boaters who mainly use the parking lot and marina during the daytime hours. There are
no hourly restrictions on any of the existing Big Bear Lake marinas. The CC&Rs will include a section
that discusses how the subdivision’s property owners can minimize the noise they create as they
leave and return to the marina.

Response to FOF (b)-164
The commenter questions why the noise analysis does not analyze impacts on residential uses and

recreational campground uses. Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1 does analyze potential impacts on
sensitive residential receptors, as well as recreational uses, such as the campgrounds.

Response to FOF (b)-165
The noise analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes potential noise impacts from additional

traffic generated by the project. The analysis analyzes additional traffic noise levels at Stanfield
Cutoff and along Big Bear Boulevard, primarily because these roadways currently exhibit the highest
number of daily trips and, therefore, the highest traffic noise levels in the Project area. Additional
traffic on these roadways is most likely to result in potentially significant increases in ambient noise
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level due to the relatively high ambient noise level in the area when compared with the roadways in
the vicinity of the Project site where ambient noise levels are relatively low.

Response to FOF (b)-166
Contrary to commenter’s assertions, the noise analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes

potential noise impacts on the closest sensitive receptors to the Project site, which include single-
family residential uses adjacent to the northwest boundary of the Project site, along Canyon Drive
and Flicker Drive.

Response to FOF (b)-167
Please see Response to FOF (b)-140 through FOF (b)-166.

Response to FOF (b)-168
The commenter questions the justification of including the marina as a project component. This

comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR and, therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to FOF (b)-169
The Project will be governed by CC&Rs that prohibit short-term rental of residential units.

Response to FOF (b)-170
The Biological Resource Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated in 2011, and, therefore,

comments regarding the adequacy of the Biological Resource section of the RRDEIR No. 1 will not be
responded to here.

Response to FOF (b)-171
Please see Response to FOF (b)-140 through FOF (b)-166.

Response to FOF (b)-172
Please see Response to FOF (b)-146.

Response to FOF (b)-173
With regard to construction noise levels, the analysis focuses on whether the Project would result in

an exceedance of an applicable threshold of significance; in this instance, the County of San
Bernardino standard for noise impacts at sensitive land uses, such as the adjacent residential uses.
This analysis does not focus on the existing ambient environment but merely whether the sound
introduced by the construction activities would reach levels that exceed applicable standards. With
regard to traffic noise generated by the project, the analysis does consider the ambient noise
environment in determining whether the addition of traffic would result in a temporary or
permanent increase in the ambient noise environment. The analysis included in Section 4.6 of the
RRDEIR No. 1 concluded that additional traffic noise impacts would be less than significant.

Response to FOF (b)-174
The Biological Resource Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated in 2011. Any comments

regarding the adequacy of the analysis included in the Biological Resource section will not be
responded to here.
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Response to FOF (b)-175
Please see Response to FOF (b)-160.

Response to FOF (b)-176
The commenter is incorrect in her interpretation of Table 4.6-3. Table 4.6-3 in the RRDEIR No. 1 looks

at traffic noise emanating from project-related traffic along Northshore Drive, west of Stanfield
Cutoff, which is where the Project site is located.

Response to FOF (b)-177
In comparing the noise analysis for this Project, the County of San Bernardino felt it was appropriate

to apply the general County noise standards as applicable to residential land uses anywhere in the
County. The County believes it is not appropriate to differentiate between types of residential uses,
thereby providing greater protection for some over others.

Response to FOF (b)-178
Please see Response to FOF (b)-178. Moreover, this requirement will be included in the Mitigation

Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted by the County of San Bernardino should the Project be
approved. Examples of ineffective enforcement of similar restrictions in CC&Rs for other projects is not
substantial evidence that such restriction cannot be validly and adequately enforced for this Project.

Response to FOF (b)-179
The commenter disagrees with the characterization of the marina as included in the RRDEIR No. 1.

Comment noted. This comment does not raise any issue with the adequacy of the EIR and,
therefore, no further response is required.

Response to FOF (b)-180
The commenter asserts that the cumulative noise impacts of the proposed marina was not

adequately addressed. No launch ramp or boat trailer parking will occur at the marina. In addition,
the marina parking is for day use only and not for trailers. Therefore, the only cumulative impact of
the Project with other proposed projects in the area would be related to vehicular traffic on local
roadways and operation of watercraft on the lake. Cumulative traffic noise impacts were analyzed in
the RRDEIR No.1 and were shown to result in a less than significant increase on local roadways under
cumulative year 2025 conditions. Noise impacts from project-related watercraft operations are
regulated by the Water District’s rules and regulations, and the Harbor and Navigational Code 654.
The analysis shows that even with the conservative analysis of assuming the weekend usage factor
of 9 percent, the Project would not result in a significant increase in the number of boats operating
at any time on the lake. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not result in the exceedance
of applicable standards, nor result in a significant permanent increase in ambient noise levels and
project-related cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088).
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Response to FOF (b)-181
Please see Response to FOF (b)-140. Moreover, Captain John’s Marina already exists to the west of

the Project site, with its associated auto traffic parking and boat noise.

Response to FOF (b)-182
Please see Response to FOF (b)-140 through FOF (b)-166.

Response to FOF (b)-183
The analysis in the RRDEIR No. 1 concluded that construction activities on-site would not result in a

significant impact to adjacent residential uses due to vibration. Because of the low likelihood of any
potential impacts from vibration emanating from project constructions activities, no mitigation
measures for vibration impacts are included or recommended to be included as part of the Project.

Response to FOF (b)-184
The commenter merely disagrees with the RRDEIR No. 1 conclusion regarding the significance of

potential noise impacts on adjacent sensitive receptors. Comment noted.

Response to FOF (b)-185
Please see Response to FOF (b)-150 through FOF (b)-158.

Response to FOF (b)-186
Mitigation measures will be included in a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted by

the County of San Bernardino if the Project is approved. The County will ensure that there are
mechanisms in place for enforcement and would be the enforcing agency should there be a breach
for failure to comply with any of the mitigation measures.

Response to FOF (b)-187
Construction of the off-site infrastructure necessary to support the Project was concluded in the

analysis of potential noise impacts in Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1. Please also see Response to
FOF (b)-173.

Response to FOF (b)-188
As indicated in page 4.6-12 of the RRDEIR No. 1, “As discussed in Section 4.6-1 above, even though

Proposed Alternative project grading activity would be limited to the construction of the interior
streets and infrastructure and no grading of individual lots is proposed, for the purposes of
determining the reasonably foreseeable impacts associated with full construction, this analysis
assumes the construction of the future homes.” Accordingly, construction of the homes was included
in the analysis.

Response to FOF (b)-189
The analysis included in Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1 related to project-related traffic noise

focuses on the increase in the ambient noise level as a result of the addition of project-related traffic
trips. The analysis shows that in the area of the Project site, the additional project-related traffic
trips would increase by 0.42 dBA, which is below the threshold of significance for project-related
noise impacts. Therefore, whether the average daily trips or weekend peak hour trips are utilized in
the analysis, the impact is less than significant.
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Response to FOF (b)-190
The commenter makes a summary comment questioning the noise analysis included in the EIR.

Comment is noted.

Response to FOF (b)-191 through FOF (b)-206
See Response to SM&W-1 and SM&W-4 for a response regarding zoning consistency for the Project

site. In addition, see Response to WINCH (b)-5 for wildfire hazards and setbacks. Further, see
Response to SM&W-1 for information on water supply and infrastructure.

Response to FOF (b)-207

As indicated within Section 4.7, Public Services, of the RRDEIR No. 1, anticipated police calls that may
occur include increased burglar alarm calls, general criminal investigations, missing or lost persons,
emergency medical calls, thefts of boats, and vandalism. Although there would be an incremental
need for increased police service, it is not anticipated that Proposed Alternative Project
implementation would require any new police facilities. Each homeowner will be required to pay
property taxes and development impact fees based on then-current rates. The Proposed Alternative
Project’s increase in demand for police services would be offset through project related fees and
taxes. The additional service calls required by the Project will not be substantial enough to require
the construction of new facilities that could cause a significant environmental impact. Therefore,
impacts to law enforcement services are expected to be less than significant, and no mitigation
measures are proposed.

Response to FOF (b)-208
As indicated within Section 4.9, Utilities, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project would result in an

increased demand for infrastructure service. However, the Project Applicant will construct and fund
all infrastructure related to the Proposed Alternative Project. In addition, the future residents of the
site will pay monthly user fees that offset the cost of service and maintenance. Therefore, the
impacts are considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Response to FOF (b)-209
No launch ramp is included in the Project; therefore, no boat trailer parking will exist at the marina.

Response to FOF (b)-210
Based upon the Traffic Impact Analysis conducted for the Project, the existing curve radius of the

State Highway (which is required to remain as a part of the Project) design provides proper sight
distance for the Project. In addition, Caltrans will issue a permit to construct the proposed road
improvements, which will include the design of the two intersections, turning movements, signage
and striping.

Response to FOF (b)-211
This comment states that the RRDEIR No. 1 uses traffic measurements for the entire valley as the

existing condition from which to calculate increases due to this project. This comment is not
sufficiently specific so that the agency has the opportunity to evaluate and adequately respond. The
traffic study properly uses the existing conditions in the localized study area to assess impacts. This
includes utilization of existing traffic along area roadways and the impact of the addition of
projected project related traffic trips.

2-154 FirstCarbon Solutions
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec02-00 Responses RDEIR No 1.docx



County of San Bernardino — Moon Camp
Final Environmental Impact Report Responses to Comments on the RRDEIR No. 1

Response to FOF (b)-212
The commenter states that Marina Point was omitted from the Cumulative Projects list and,

therefore, the Cumulative Impacts Analysis. Marina Point has been added to the updated Cumulative
Projects List as shown in the Errata.

Response to FOF (b)-213
The commenter states that the Big Bear Disposal Transfer Facility was not included in the Cumulative

Projects listing. The Transfer Facility is east of Division Drive, over 5 miles to the east of the Project
site and does not increase traffic in the vicinity of the Project. As shown in the Errata, the updated
Cumulative Projects List shows a 66 percent reduction in the amount of Cumulative Projects due to
the downturn in the economy since the original Cumulative Projects Analysis was performed. As a
result of the above facts, the Transfer Station will not increase the Cumulative Impacts.

Response to FOF (b)-214
CEQA requires consideration of all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the

cumulative impacts analysis. There are a number of existing undeveloped subdivided lots in the Big
Bear Valley area. However, the majority of these lots were created long ago and have yet to be
developed. Under the circumstances, it is not reasonable to assume these lots will all be developed
within the foreseeable future. Otherwise, the EIR would present an unreasonable view of the
projects cumulative impact.

Response to FOF (b)-215
Big Bear Valley’s occupancy rate is 33 percent permanent residents and 67 percent part-time

residents. Occupancy of the similar Eagle Point Estates Tract is 17 percent permanent occupancy and
83 percent part-time occupancy. Therefore, the total patrons to park within the local post office will
be minimal and impacts will remain less than significant.

Response to FOF (b)-216
The comment appears to suggest that the addition of 50 residences in Big Bear Valley will increase

the amount of supplies that retail establishments must obtain as inventory and, therefore, an
increase of truck traffic will result. The Project’s cumulative impact on traffic and circulation is less
than significant and will not result in a significant cumulative impact. There is no evidence to suggest
that any increase of truck trips will increase as the result of the proposed development.

Response to FOF (b)-217
Based upon the Traffic Impact Analysis conducted for the Project, the existing curve radius of the

State Highway (which is required to remain as a part of the Project) design provides proper sight
distance for the Project. In addition, Caltrans will issue a permit to construct the proposed road
improvements, which will include the design of the two intersections, turning movements, signage,
and striping.

Response to FOF (b)-218
The launch ramp has been eliminated from the project design and, therefore, no boat trailer parking

will occur at the marina.
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Response to FOF (b)-219
Signalized intersections currently exist within the Project area analyzed within the TIA.

Implementation of the proposed Traffic Signal would be consistent with Project area traffic signals
and would be constructed in accordance with County of San Bernardino Code. Therefore, aesthetic
impacts would remain less than significant.

Response to FOF (b)-220 and FOF (b)-221
The Project’s traffic volumes for all future conditions were estimated using the manual approach.

The trip generation calculation is based on the “Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation
Rates.” The project trip distribution was developed from a select zone run of the “San Bernardino
Mountain Model” and was reviewed by the County of San Bernardino staff. The project only traffic
forecasts have been generated by applying the trip generation, distribution and traffic assignment
calculations, consistent with County Congestion Management Plan guidelines.

In addition, the commenter does not provide evidence as to how the additional 16 percent trips
during summer traffic conditions is grossly underestimated. The TIA used the most conservative
summer traffic increase estimates, consistent with County Staff recommendations.

Response to FOF (b)-222
Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to include a description of the physical

environmental conditions in the area of a project that exist at the time that the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) is circulated. These environmental conditions normally constitute the baseline
physical conditions relative to which the CEQA lead agency evaluates the change in conditions that
would result from project implementation. The NOP for this Draft EIR was issued on February 27,
2002. Therefore, environmental conditions analyzed within the 2007 TIA represent a more current
baseline than required by Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Response to FOF (b)-223
Turning lanes currently exist within the Project area analyzed within the TIA. Implementation of the

proposed turning lanes would be consistent with Project area turning lanes and would be
constructed in accordance with County Code. Therefore, aesthetic or biological impacts would
remain less than significant.

Response to FOF (b)-224
The project is anticipated to address direct impacts through the construction of off-site

improvements as conditioned by the County of San Bernardino Impact Fee Program, and contribute
toward the funding and construction of transportation improvements necessary to address
cumulative traffic impacts through either the construction of off-site improvements, payment of
fees, or on a fair share basis as directed by the County of San Bernardino Impact Fee Program. As
such, payment of both direct or cumulative traffic impacts and associated mitigation measures are
consistent with the County of San Bernardino Impact Fee Program. Comment noted. The comment
does not refer to a topic that would affect the TIA analysis or results.

Response to FOF (b)-225
The author provides a conclusive statement that does not raise any issue regarding the EIR. No

further response is necessary.
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Response to FOF (b)-226
The author provides and introductory statement regarding utility services. No further response is

necessary.

Response to FOF (b)-227 and -228
BVE has constructed an 8-megawatt natural gas generating facility that eliminates any need for any

distributed (remote) generators.

Response to FOF (b)-229
The County of San Bernardino Special Districts Department has verified that their Sewer Will Serve

Letter is still valid and that CSA 53C has the capacity to serve and will provide sewer service to the
Moon Camp Tract.

Response to FOF (b)-230
The Big Bear Area Regional Wastewater Agency has adequate pipeline/pumping capacity in this area

and has installed odor control stations along their sewer interceptor line.

Response to FOF (b)-231
The commenter questions the assumptions used in the well pump and aquifer test included as

Appendix G3 to the RRDEIR No. 1. The referenced report was prepared by Geoscience Support
Services, Inc., and stamped and signed by registered Certified Hydrogeologists. The commenter’s
assertions appear to be her own personal opinion and not based on specific information tending to
call the report’s methodology into questions. Hydrogeological conditions, including estimates of the
perennial basin yield for Grout Creek Subarea D and North Shore Subarea A, are described in detail
in Geoscience 2003a (see attached). These subareas encompass the proposed Mooncamp
Development. Further information on the hydrogeologic conditions of the Mooncamp development,
based on pumping tests and monitoring of the wells on and in the immediate vicinity of the
Mooncamp Development, are provided in Appendix G.3 of the RRDEIR No. 1. These studies show
that the Project’s total anticipated water demand is within the Perennial Yield of the hydrologic
subareas that encompass the wells that will provide water supply to the Project.

The Geoscience report “Focused Geohydrologic Evaluation of the Maximum Perennial Yield of the
North Shore and Grout Creek Hydrologic Subunit Tributary Subareas” (Geoscience 2003a) was
prepared because previous estimates of the perennial yield of the North Shore Hydrologic Subunit
addressed the subunit in whole and did not account for the fact that the east side of this relatively
long subunit is hydrologically separated from the west side. This was significant because pumping on
the east side accounted for most of the perennial yield. Geoscience 2003a divided the North Shore
Hydrologic Subunit into six individual tributary subareas (A through F) and provided a basis for
evaluating groundwater pumping and recharge for smaller portions of the North Shore Subunit that
were not in direct hydraulic connection with the eastern portion (Subarea F) where most of the
pumping has historically occurred. The perennial yield of Tributary Subarea A has not been fully
utilized and the shallow groundwater levels in this portion of the North Shore Subunit indicate that
this area is not in overdraft. In addition to Geoscience 2003a, pumping tests have been conducted
since 2004 on Well FP-2 and FP-4 to provide an analysis of the hydrogeologic conditions in the area
and the potential impacts from pumping on existing wells and groundwater resources. These

FirstCarbon Solutions 2-157
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec02-00 Responses RDEIR No 1.docx



County of San Bernardino — Moon Camp
Responses to Comments on the RRDEIR No. 1 Final Environmental Impact Report

analyses, based on available data, are sufficient to conclude that there are adequate groundwater
resources to support the Project.

Additionally, in November of 2015, the LAFCO Board and the Board of Supervisors approved
domestic water service be provided to the Moon Camp Tract by the City of Big Bear Lake,
Department of Water and Power. On March 23, 2018, the Bear Lake Department of Water sent a
letter to the County of San Bernardino (Appendix G of this 2020 Final EIR) stating that: “Bear Lake
Department of Water has sufficient capacity within its existing Fawnskin Water System to provide
potable water service to the proposed Moon Camp Development.” As a result of the Bear Lake
Department of Water serving water to the Moon Camp Tract, Wells FP-2 and FP-4 will not be solely
relied upon to provide a water source to the Tract.”

Response to FOF (b)-232
The referenced assumption is one of several (others referenced below) that are necessary in order to

apply the standard equations for interpreting pumping test data. Although the assumptions do not
strictly apply to field conditions, they have been proven to be sufficiently representative to yield
results that are useful for groundwater planning (Roscoe Moss 1990; Maasland and Bittinger 1963).
Groundwater levels were monitored in the nearest private well during the 72-hour pumping test for
Well FP-2. Analysis of the data showed that less than 0.3 foot of drawdown is expected in the
nearest private well when Well FP-2 is continuously pumped at a rate of 35 gpm. In reality, Well FP-2
will be pumped at a lower pumping rate for shorter periods of time to meet the 9 acre-feet/year
demand for the development. At a pumping rate of 8 gpm, the well can be operated 70 percent of
the time to meet the 9 acre-feet/year water demand. Given the pumping test results at much higher
discharge rates, the long-term drawdown interference in existing private wells due to pumping to
meet water demand for the development is expected to be negligible. Groundwater generated
during the pumping test was discharged to the sanitary sewer system. No tests were conducted to
prevent recharge from the lake during the test.

Response to FOF (b)-233
While it is possible that some recharge from the lake occurred during the pumping test, the 2

paragraph on page 12 does not imply that the test duration was insufficient. The data points on
Figure 5 represent selected data points from Figure 3 (one for each step) and are not indicative of
the entire dataset. The potential for recharge during the test does not invalidate the test results, as
discussed in Response to Comment FOF (b)-232.

Response to FOF (b)-234
Please see Response to Comments FOF (b)-233.

Response to FOF (b)-235
Groundwater levels were monitored in a nearby private well during the 72-hour pumping test for

Well FP-2. Analysis of the data showed that less than 0.3 foot of drawdown is expected in the
nearest private well when Well FP-2 is continuously pumped at a rate of 35 gpm. In reality, Well FP-2
will be pumped at a lower pumping rate for shorter periods of time to meet the 9 acre-feet/year
demand for the development. At a pumping rate of 8 gpm, the well can be operated 70 percent of
the time to meet the 9 acre-feet/year water demand. Given the pumping test results at much higher
discharge rates, the long-term drawdown interference in existing private wells is expected to be
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negligible. While the molecules of groundwater do flow slowly through the aquifer materials, the
release of pressure associated with pumping results in a cone of depression that develops much
faster. A better evaluation of the equilibrium of the aquifer system during a pumping test is the
relative change in groundwater level towards the end of the test. Observation of groundwater levels
at the end of each step during the 72-hour test shows that groundwater levels in the observation
well stabilized, indicating equilibrium conditions. These data show that recharge had balanced
discharge and further drawdown would not be expected at that pumping rate.

Response to FOF (b)-236
Please see Response to Comments FOF (b)-235. On a regional scale, long-term groundwater level

declines occur when groundwater pumping exceeds the perennial basin yield of the area. Since
proposed groundwater pumping for the development is within the estimated perennial yield of the
area, groundwater level declines are not anticipated.

Response to FOF (b)-237
In responding to this comment, it is assumed that the writer intended to report annual average

precipitation in feet and not inches. It is further assumed that the precipitation record is from the Big
Bear Dam precipitation station. The average annual precipitation for the same periods were
independently confirmed using data from this precipitation station, compiled as calendar years. The
results of this compilation are available in Response to Comment FBBV 1-3, Table 2-1 of this document.

These data do show that the last 30 years has been drier than the preceding approximately 100
years. The annual average over the last 10 years was not included because it is not a long enough
period to provide a meaningful average. Despite the apparent reduction in precipitation, the City of
Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power has been able to maintain a stable groundwater
supply through careful management of groundwater levels in the basin. The impacts of future
variations in available precipitation can be addressed through groundwater management practices
and conservation.

Response to FOF (b)-238
The analysis is based on historical groundwater levels and average recharge.

Response to FOF (b)-239
Well FP 4 draws from Grout Creek Subarea D which has an annual Perennial Yield of 66 acre-feet per

year (Geoscience 2003). The only other groundwater production in this subarea is from 11 private
wells and is calculated to be 3 acre-feet per year (no Department of Water and Power wells in Fawnskin
are within this subarea). Combined with FP 4’s 5 acre-feet per year, this results in 8 acre-feet per year
of groundwater withdrawal which is well below the Perennial Yield of 66 acre-feet per year.

Since circulation of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project Applicant has finalized the source of potable water
for the Project. Because of the lack of potable water facilities owned and operated by CSA 53C, by
way of an Outside Service Agreement for Potable Water Service dated November 17, 2015, the
Department of Water and Power has agreed to provide potable water service to the Project site. The
Project will construct all necessary transmission facilities that will be transferred by deed along with
the production wells on-site to the Department of Water and Power subsequent to project approval.
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In calculating the amount FP 2 and FP 4 can provide to the Tract, the most conservative annual
groundwater yields have been used. In addition, the demand calculation is based upon 100 percent
occupancy of all 50 lots for 365 days per year. Big Bear Valley’s occupancy rate is 33 percent
permanent residents and 67 percent part-time residents. Occupancy of the similar Eagle Point
Estates Tract is 17 percent permanent occupancy and 83 percent part-time occupancy.

Response to FOF (b)-240
Well FP 2 is limited to 5.6 gpm, which equates to 9 acre-feet per year. Well FP 4 is limited to 3 gpm

which equates to 5 acre-feet per year. Together the two wells produce the maximum expected
demand of 14 acre-feet (50 lots occupied 100 percent, 365 days per year). The Department of Water
and Power will provide emergency backup water in case either of the wells needs to be taken out of
service for repairs.

Response to FOF (b)-241
The existing Department of Water and Power Fawnskin Water System reservoir storage is adequate

for all the lots within the Fawnskin service area as well as the 50 Moon Camp lots.

Response to FOF (b)-242 and -243
Testing to verify the presence of pine pollen in the discharge for Well FP-2 will be conducted prior to

putting the well into service. Groundwater levels were monitored in a nearby private well during the
72-hour pumping test for Well FP-2. Analysis of the data showed that less than 0.3 foot of drawdown
is expected in the nearest private well when Well FP-2 is continuously pumped at a rate of 35 gpm. In
reality, Well FP-2 will be pumped at a lower pumping rate for shorter periods of time to meet the

9 acre-feet/year demand for the development. At a pumping rate of 8 gpm, the well can be operated
70 percent of the time to meet the 9 acre-feet/year water demand. Given the pumping test results
at much higher discharge rates, the long-term drawdown interference in existing private wells is
expected to be negligible. While the molecules of groundwater do flow slowly through the aquifer
materials, the release of pressure associated with pumping results in a cone of depression that
develops much faster. A better evaluation of the equilibrium of the aquifer system during a pumping
test is the relative change in groundwater level towards the end of the test. Observation of
groundwater levels at the end of each step during the 72-hour test shows that groundwater levels in
the observation well stabilized, indicating equilibrium conditions. These data show that recharge had
balanced discharge and further drawdown would not be expected at that pumping rate.

Response to FOF (b)-244
The water lines will be constructed within the Fawnskin road rights of way.

Response to FOF (b)-245
The commenter makes a general statement that impacts to all utilities from project development

remain significant. This is a general statement without specific references to parts of the EIR. No
further response is necessary.

Response to FOF (b)-246
The commenter makes a general statement that impacts to all utilities from project development

remain significant. This is a general statement without specific references to parts of the EIR. No
further response is necessary.
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Response to FOF (b)-247
The Moon Camp Tract provides its own water supply from on-site wells in groundwater subareas

that have adequate unused capacity to serve the 50 lots at 100 percent occupancy, 365 days per
year. Wastewater facilities in Big Bear Valley are on private land, not National Forest land. Adequate
infrastructure exists to serve the 50 lots without affecting existing residents. The Moon Camp Tract
will not accelerate the conversion to a primary resident population. Just the opposite: the most
similar tract—Eagle Point Estates—has a 17 percent permanent resident population, compared with
the average in Big Bear Valley of 33 percent.

Response to FOF (b)-248
Each project listed is detailed by its legal number and name and its common, local designation, as well

as a location. This is adequate for information purposes and complies with the requirements of CEQA.

Response to FOF (b)-249
The Marina Point Project has been added to the updated Cumulative Projects list and Deer Trail

Project is not shown on the current County of San Bernardino Projects list.

Response to FOF (b)-250
See Response to FOF (b)-3. The purpose of several comparisons is to better inform the public and

reader of the changes in the Project and resulting change in the significance of a number of impacts
previously determined to be significant and unavoidable. However, these comparisons were not
used as the basis of the significance determinations. The RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes the impacts of the
Project against the environmental baseline which is vacant property.

Response to FOF (b)-251
The commenter provides a conclusory summary statement. No response is necessary.

Response to FOF (b)-252
The commenter provides a conclusory summary statement. No response is necessary.

Response to FOF (b)-253
The commenter provides a conclusory summary statement. No response is necessary.

Response to FOF (b)-254
The commenter provides a conclusory summary statement. No response is necessary.

Response to FOF (b)-255
Comment noted. No response is necessary.
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