








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

San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (SBVAS)

Response to SBVAS-1 and SBVAS-2
The commenter provides an introductory statement to preface the comment letter. No response is

necessary.

Response to SBVAS-3 through SBVAS-7
The commenter states the Project is inconsistent with current zoning and may have potential

impacts. In addition, the commenter expresses concern regarding wildfire hazards. Please see
Response to SM&W-1 for zoning consistency. In addition, see Response to WINCH (b)-5 regarding
wildfire hazards.

Response to SBVAS-8
SBVAS 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.

Response to SBVAS-9
The commenter remarks that the DEIR fails to acknowledge that the water purveyor cannot provide

water service. On November 17, 2015 CSA 53 C and the Big Bear Department of Water and Power
entered into an agreement whereby the Department of Water and Power will provide water service
to the Tract. The commenter also remarks that the cumulative impacts have not been adequately
addressed. As shown in the Errata, the updated Cumulative Impacts List shows 66 percent fewer
single family units being developed that was originally identified—due to the significant downturn in
the economy and development industry.

Response to SBVAS-10
The commenter expresses concern regarding wildfire hazards. Please see Response to WINCH (b)-5

regarding wildfire hazards.

Response to SBVAS-11
The commenter provides a conclusive statement. No 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

Shute Mihaly & Weinberger LLP (SM&W)

Response to SM&W-1
The Project is not inconsistent with County of San Bernardino General Plan provisions calling for the

preservation of Bear Valley’s community character (Shute Mihaly & Weinberger, page 7).

The commenter asserts that the Moon Camp Project would conflict with the County General Plan
and Bear Valley Community Plan’s vision of preserving the character of its unique mountain
community. Specifically, the commenter asserts that the County cannot approve new development
projects within the Bear Valley, unless they are consistent with the goals and policies of the 2007
Bear Valley Community Plan. The commenter asserts that the Moon Camp Project, by proposing
development of 50 custom home sites on minimum half-acre lots, is inconsistent with the existing
community character and, therefore, is inconsistent with the County’s General Plan. Initially, the
County General Plan, through the Bear Valley Community Plan, guides development of land within
the Bear Valley Community Plan area in a manner that preserves the character and independent
identity of individual communities within the area (BVCP, page 7). Land use goals and policies
applicable to the Bear Valley community are distinct from those applicable to development on a
countywide basis. The ultimate goal of the Bear Valley Community Plan is to regulate growth in a
manner that retains the community attributes that make Bear Valley unique. However, retention of
unique community character is not synonymous with preservation of the existing conditions in the
community. To the contrary, the Bear Valley Community Plan clearly contemplates additional
development and, in certain circumstances, development that is more intense than allowed under
existing land use designations. As discussed in the Bear Valley Community Plan, undeveloped private
property within the Bear Valley, suitable for future residential development, were assigned General
Plan Land Use designations allowing very low-density development with appropriate density of
future development to be considered at the time the specific development proposals were
submitted (BVCP, page 11). Individual projects are required to address the availability of adequate
water supplies, water and wastewater facilities, traffic circulation, and other infrastructure in
support of an individual project’s proposed density of development (BVCP, page 11). This concept,
known as the “Holding Zone” approach, has traditionally been applied by the County transitioning
individual parcels of property from low-density land use designations to higher density land use
designations in the Bear Valley Community. The County General Plan clearly contemplates and sets
out very specific requirements for increasing the allowable density of development through General
Plan amendments. As indicated in the RRDEIR No. 1, the proposed Project will provide adequate
water, wastewater, utility, and roadway infrastructure to support the proposed Project consistent
with the mandates of the Bear Valley Community Plan.

The Bear Valley Community Plan acknowledges that Bear Valley will continue to experience growth
in residential population and merely acknowledges that new development must be consistent with
the rural-mountain character of the community (BVCP, page 13). The Moon Camp Project is
consistent with the existing Bear Valley community character. Although the proposed Project will
convert currently vacant, unoccupied land to residential uses, as indicated above, a mere increase in
development density does not make the Project inconsistent with the surrounding community
character. The Project site is bordered to the west/northwest by the community of Fawnskin, which
is comprised mainly of a mix of commercial uses and single-family residences with minimum lot size
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of 7,200 square feet. The Project site is bordered to the north and east by property under the
jurisdiction of the USFS with a few parcels under private ownership.

Despite requesting a General Plan amendment changing the land use designation from BV/RL-40 to
RS-20000, the average lot size is 0.90 acre with 12 lots over 1 acre in size. The development
proposed by the Moon Camp Project is significantly less intense than the existing development
within the community of Fawnskin and is a logical transition of land use from higher density
residential uses to open space represented by undeveloped property in the jurisdiction of the USFS.
The Project has been designed to be compatible with surrounding uses and provide a logical
transition in the area’s development. The design of the Project was specifically tailored to preserve
quality of visual resources as experienced by travelers along SR-38 and recreational visitors
observing the area from the lake. The Project will set aside approximately 9.1 acres of the site for
open space/conservation, as well as avoid development along the lake’s edge, south of SR-38. The
location of the open space/conservation easements limits the number of residential lots bordering
SR-38, including no lots south of SR-38 bordering Big Bear Lake. This limitation of residential lots
abutting SR-38 will preserve scenic views along SR-38, including unobstructed views of Big Bear Lake.
As reflected in the aesthetics discussion in Section 4.1 of the RRDEIR No. 1 and supported by the
visual simulations included therein, the Project will be designed to reduce visual impacts to less than
significant levels. Section 4.1.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1 lists numerous mitigation measures that will
ensure that the Project is developed in a manner which maintains its compatibility with community
character and surrounding environment. Moreover, the Project is required to leave trees and
downed logs in place to the extent that clearing is not required by the development process to
maintain the existing visual character of the Project site. The Project is also required to avoid impacts
to trees that are larger than 24 inches in diameter and if such trees are required to be removed, a
replacement ratio of 2:1 is required to mitigate any such impacts. Finally, development standards will
be incorporated into the Conditions of Approval which will result in the custom homes being
developed in a manner which complements the surrounding environment and natural setting,
including requiring the use of building materials that will be complimentary to the surrounding
community and environment.

The Proposed Alternative Project is also consistent with the San Bernardino National Forest Land Use
Management Plan to the extent applicable. The San Bernardino National Forest Land Use
Management Plan is a land use plan that directs management of lands under the jurisdiction of the
United States Forest Service. The Plan in and of itself does not regulate development of privately-
owned parcels of property. The San Bernardino National Forest Service Land Use Management Plan
does identify high-scenic integrity objectives for the areas surrounding the Project site managed by
the Forest Service. However, as designed, the Proposed Alternative Project will not impact any
recognized scenic vistas or other areas designated for high-scenic value in the area. The Project is
designed so that lots that abut the National Forest have adequate depth between the developed
area of the site and the National Forest boundary. As required by the Forest Plan and County Fire
Marshal, lots abutting the forest will maintain a 100-foot fuel modification zone, which precludes
development within 100 feet of the lot boundary abutting the National Forest. The Project is
designed so that the 10 lots adjacent to the forest range from 0.56 acre to 2.7 acres with an average
lot size of 1.4 acres, which significantly exceeds the minimum density permitted under the RS-20000
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land use designation. Lot depths for the 10 lots range from 206 feet to 474 feet with an average of
271 feet deep. Additionally, no direct access between the residential lots and the National Forest is
proposed; no trails between the site and forest are proposed as part of the Proposed Alternative
Project. Moreover, mitigation measures identified in the RRDEIR No. 1 require the Project to be
designed to avoid removal of trees and downed logs to the extent feasible and to replace large trees
that unavoidably need to be removed on a 2-to-1 basis, thereby increasing tree density on-site.
These mitigation measures will ensure that the Project is designed in a manner to complement the
existing natural environment and preserve scenic integrity of the surrounding area consistent with
the San Bernardino National Forest Land Use Management Plan.

Response to SM&W-2
The commenter provides an introductory statement to preface potential deficiencies the EIR may

have regarding sufficient information to make an informed decision by the County of San Bernardino
decision making authorities. No response is necessary

Response to SM&W-3
The commenter alleges that the Project Description is inadequate and fails to comply with the

mandates of CEQA. Section 2.3 of the RRDEIR No. 1 includes comprehensive description of the
proposed Project, which includes the location of the Project, the density of the Project, public
infrastructure necessary to accommodate development of the Project, and potential features of the
Project, such as the marina, open space areas, and list of discretionary entitlements necessary to
develop the Project. The commenter alleges that the Project Description is specifically inadequate
due to failure to adequately discuss proposed water service options and necessary facilities. At the
time the RRDEIR No. 1 was released for public review, there were a number of options for water
service proposed but no definite plan determined. The RRDEIR No. 1 provides a comprehensive
analysis of several water service options to apprise the reviewing public and decision-makers of all of
the potential water service options available to the Project. Lack of certainty about the exact method
of water service at the time the RRDEIR No. 1 was released for public review is not grounds for
concluding the Project Description is legally inadequate. The possible water service alternatives
known to the Project Applicant and the lead agency at the time the document was prepared were
discussed in detail.

Response to SM&W-4
Please see Response to SM&W-3.

The commenter asserts that due to a project’s inconsistency with the County of San Bernardino
General Plan and Development Code, approval of the Project will result in violation of the State of
California’s Planning and Zoning Laws. As discussed in Response to Comment SM&W-1, the Moon
Camp Project is not inconsistent with the County General Plan or Development Code and
accordingly, any approval of the Project will not result in the violation of the State’s Planning and
Zoning Laws.

Response to SM&W-5
Since circulation of the RRDEIR No. 1, a definitive source of water service has been secured.

Currently, CSA 53C does not own or operate any potable water facilities in the Project area.
Therefore, it would be inefficient to have CSA 53B take ownership of the Project’s water facilities and
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be the water purveyor. Accordingly, on November 17, 2015, the County of San Bernardino and Big
Bear Lake Department of Water and Power entered into an Outside Service Agreement for Potable
Water Service, whereby the Department of Water and Power will be the water purveyor to the
Project site. The Project Applicant will construct the necessary transmission facilities that, along with
the wells, will be transferred to the Department of Water and Power for incorporation into its
facilities in the area.

Response to SM&W-6
A Water Availability/Feasibility Study dated January 13, 2011, was prepared for the Project, which

presents the improvements necessary for the District to provide water service to the Moon Camp
Tract. The CSA 53C Feasibility Study uses the water demand projections and fire flow requirements
contained in the Department of Water and Power’s Water Feasibility Study dated March 6, 2007,
(ALDA) concluding that the Project will require 14 acre-feet of water per year and 1,750 gpm of fire
flow. The CSA 53C Feasibility Study storage requirements are 250,000 gallons for domestic and fire
flow. The Department of Water and Power (ALDA) Feasibility Study identified 238,600 gallons of
storage for domestic and fire flow. The CSA 53C Feasibility Study and the Department of Water and
Power (ALDA) Feasibility Study detail the requirements for (1) the on-site Tract water lines and (2)
the off-site water lines needed to interconnect the Tract’s water system to the Department of Water
and Power Fawnskin Water System and provide an estimated cost for the construction $1,030,000.
ALDA has verified the final alignment of the off-site pipelines in its February 7, 2011, letter to the
Department of Water and Power.

Response to SM&W-7
Please see Response to SM&W-6.

Response to SM&W-8
The Project is providing its secure water supply from two existing on-site wells as described in

Section 4.9.5 of the RRDEIR No. 1 and Appendices C.5, C.6, G.3 and G.4. Thomas Harder
Groundwater Consultant (formerly with Geoscience) has concurred that the two on-site wells
provide an adequate, reliable and secure water supply for the Project (Harder, November 22, 2010,
Response to Comments).

Response to SM&W-9
The commenter asserts that the Project Description is defective because it fails to identify a zone

change as a necessary discretionary approval. Unlike many other jurisdictions, San Bernardino
County of San Bernardino utilizes a “one map” system, whereby the General Plan Land Use
Designations and corresponding zoning designations are the same. Hence, approval of a General
Plan Land Use Designation from BV/RL-40 to RS-20000 automatically results in the revision of the
applicable zoning designation. The use of the one map system ensures continued zoning and General
Plan consistency.

Response to SM&W 10
Please see Response to SM&W-1. Please also see Response to FOF-b-1 through FOF-b-255. Section

4.5 of the RRDEIR No. 1 includes a comprehensive analysis of the Project consistency with various
applicable local plans, including the County of San Bernardino General Plan and associated Bear
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Valley Community Plan. As concluded in Section 4.5, the Project, upon receiving approval of the
requested General Plan Amendment and zone change, will be consistent with such local plans.

Response to SM&W 11
Please see Response to SM&W-1 and SM&W-10.

Response to SM&W-12, 13, 14, 15
See Response to SM&W-1 through SM&W-8.

Response to SM&W-16
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 1 incorrectly concludes that the Project is consistent

with the Bear Valley Community Plan. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the discussion in the
EIR supports the conclusion that the Project is consistent with the goals and policies of Bear Valley
Community Plan. Initially, the Bear Valley Community Plan itself recognizes that there are several
large parcels of undeveloped private property that are suitable for future residential development
(BV1.2.2) Moreover, the Bear Valley Community Plan acknowledges that development of these
privately owned parcels for residential development are appropriate where individual projects
adequately address the availability of water supplies, traffic circulation, and other infrastructure
necessary to support the individual projects. The Bear Valley Community Plan, BV2.2 Goals and
Policies, Policy BV/LU1.1 requires that any proposed changes to the Land Use Policy Map be
consistent with the community character. Elements of community character that the public have
identified as important include providing adequate infrastructure, promoting sustainable and
beneficial economy, balance between locals and tourists, and promoting both single-family
residential development and local level business. All of these factors are part of the ultimate
determination of whether the Project is consistent with the existing community character. The
Project actually represents development densities that are lower than existing residential uses on
the adjacent property to the northwest of the Project site. Property to the northwest of the Project
site is zoned to allow four dwelling units per acre, with minimum lot sizes of 7,200 square feet. Here
the Project is proposing a minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet, representing a 300 percent
reduction in allowable density. Moreover, the Project does not propose any lakefront development
which would otherwise inhibit views of the lake from the existing residential uses.

Response to SM&W-17
See Response to SM&W-16.

Response to SM&W-18
See Response to SM&W-16.

Response to SM&W-19
The commenter asserts the mere development of the Project site with residential uses would in and

of itself destroy the visual integrity of the forest setting and thereby lead to inconsistency with the
General Plan/Bear Valley Community Plan. As indicated throughout the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project
Applicant has designed the Project to minimize visual and aesthetic intrusions and to protect existing
views of the lake. The Project has been designed so that all residential lots are at least 0.5 acre in
size, with the average lot size of 0.9 acre and with 12 lots over 1 acre in size. This allows the
individual lot owner to develop their lots, while minimizing grading and preserving existing trees and
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other natural features on their lots. In addition, no residential development will occur along the
lakefront. This lack of development south of SR-38 will preserve lake views not only from existing
residents to the northwest of the Project site but also for motorists travelling along SR-38. The
County of San Bernardino respectfully disagrees with the commenter that the mere existence of
streetlights, roads and curbs, pedestrian walkways, and parking areas destroy the community
character. Additionally, development of Project will not adversely impact scenic views of motorists
traveling on SR-18. Initially, as mentioned above, there is no lakeside development on the south side
of SR-38, which would otherwise impede views from traveling motorists. Additionally, lots adjacent
to SR-38 on the westernmost portion of the Project site have been designated as open space,
thereby precluding development. Finally, there is already extensive residential development along
SR-38 both north and south of the highway, to the southeast of the Project site. As mentioned
above, this Project represents development which is consistent with development already in
existence in the Fawnskin area.

Response to SM&W-20
As discussed in detail in Sections 4.1 and 4.5 of the RRDEIR No. 1, development of the Project as

designed with incorporation of mitigation measures will not result in a significant environmental
impact pursuant to CEQA. The commenter identifies several of the Mitigation Measures, such as
including using earth-tone colors for the buildings and developing entry signs out of rock or rock
appearance, as being inadequate to mitigate aesthetic and land use impacts. However, taken as a
whole, implementation of the identified mitigation measures is sufficient to reduce any potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level.

Response to SM&W-21
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, there is substantial evidence included in the RRDEIR No. 1

to conclude that the Project’s visual impacts can be reduced to less than significant levels with
implementation of identified mitigation measures. Moreover, the Project is not inconsistent with nor
does it conflict with the General Plan, Community Plan, and the Forest Land Management Plan.

Response to SM&W-22
Please see Response to SM&W-1 and SM&W-10-11. Commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 1 failed

to adequately analyze impacts related to the Project’s consistency with certain policies and programs
of the County of San Bernardino General Plan. Specifically, the commenter asserts that the Project is
inconsistent with Policy D/LU 1.1. This policy encourages low-density development by retaining Rural
Living (RL) zoning in Community Plan areas that are outside of City’s spheres of influence and
removed from more urbanized community. This General Plan policy is only applicable to
development within the Desert Region. On the contrary, the Project is located within the Mountain
Region as defined by the County General Plan. Additionally, the commenter cites Policy Cl 11.10. This
policy does not apply to the Project, as Project site is not currently identified as a groundwater
recharge or storm flow retention area. Additionally, contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the
Project is consistent with General Plan Policy CI-11.12, which requires the County to ensure that
adequate and reliable water supplies and conveyance systems are available to support the
development prior to the approval of new development. As discussed in detail in the RRDEIR No. 1
and response to comments on the RRDEIR No. 1 and associated 2020 Final EIR, adequate water
supplies have been identified for this Project and the Project will be required to construct and install
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appropriate water conveyance systems as a condition of Project approval. Accordingly, the Project is
consistent with all applicable provisions of County General Plan and Bear Valley Community Plan.

Response to SM&W-23
Please see Response to SM&W-1, SM&W-10 and -11, and SM&W-22. The RRDEIR No. 1 includes a

comprehensive analysis of the Project’s consistency with applicable General Plan policies and
programs and concludes that the Project is consistent with County of San Bernardino General Plan.

Response to SM&W-24
Potential impacts associated with groundwater production for the Project have been evaluated in

the context of perennial yield estimates from Geoscience 2003a and pumping tests described in
Geoscience 2008. Groundwater supply for the project will be from Well FP-2, located within Subarea
A of the North Shore Subunit, and Well FP-4, located within Subarea D of the Grout Creek Subunit, as
defined in Geoscience 2003a. Annual groundwater production for the proposed Moon Camp
Development, in combination with estimates of existing private well production and production for
other planned developments, will not exceed the most conservative estimates of perennial yield for
the hydrologic subareas encompassing the supply wells. Further, pumping tests on Wells FP-2 and
FP-4 have shown that operation of these wells at the pumping rates necessary to supply water to the
development will result in minimal interference with existing wells in the area. The scope and
findings of these studies are adequate to demonstrate the proposed Project’s impact on the region’s
groundwater resources.

Response to SM&W-25
In calculating the amount Wells 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 SM&W-26
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. Well FP 4 draws from the North Shore Subarea A which has a Perennial Yield range of 14 44
acre-feet per year. The most conservative Annual Yield of 14 acre-feet per year was used for the
Tract’s water supply.

Response to SM&W-27
Potential impacts associated with groundwater production for the Project have been evaluated in

the context of perennial yield estimates from Geoscience 2003a and pumping tests described in
Geoscience 2008. Groundwater supply for the project will be from Well FP-2, located within Subarea
A of the North Shore Subunit, and Well FP-4, located within Subarea D of the Grout Creek Subunit, as
defined in Geoscience 2003a. Annual groundwater production for the proposed Moon Camp
Development, in combination with estimates of existing private well production and production for
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other planned developments, will not exceed the most conservative estimates of perennial yield for
the hydrologic subareas encompassing the supply wells. Further, pumping tests on Wells FP-2 and
FP-4 have shown that operation of these wells at the pumping rates necessary to supply water to the
development will result in minimal interference with existing wells in the area. The scope and
findings of these studies are adequate to demonstrate the proposed Project’s impact on the region’s
groundwater resources.

There are no other planned developments within Subarea A, which is the tributary subarea
encompassing Well FP-2 where the majority of groundwater production for the proposed Project will
occur. The combination of existing private groundwater production and planned production from
Well FP-2 is within the most conservative estimates of perennial yield for this subarea.

The cumulative impact of Well FP-4 on groundwater supply in the Grout Creek Subunit has to be
addressed in context of the entire subunit because all other potential future developments would be
connected to the City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power water system. Water
demand from private production in the Grout Creek Subunit is estimated to be 7 acre-feet/year
(CDM 2006). Based on its latest Water Master Plan, the Big Bear Lake Department of Water and
Power (BBLDWP) estimates that the ultimate water demand of the Grout Creek Subunit at buildout
will be 204 acre-feet/year (CDM 2006). Groundwater production from the Grout Creek Subunit for
the Project (Well FP-4) will be 5 acre-feet/year. Thus, the maximum cumulative groundwater
production from the Grout Creek Subunit is estimated to be 216 acre-feet/year. The estimated
perennial yield of the Grout Creek Subunit is 280 acre-feet/year (Geoscience 2003a; Geoscience
2006). The estimated perennial yield exceeds the anticipated water demand from the proposed
Mooncamp Development (groundwater production from FP-4), the existing private wells, and future
buildout of the area.

Response to SM&W-28 through -30
Water demand for the Tract is based upon the two Water Feasibility Studies conducted by

Department of Water and Power and CSA 53C. Both Studies agreed with the 250 gallons per day per
lot, which equates to 14 acre-feet per year. As Shute states at the bottom of page 12 of its June 10,
2010, letter, “The estimated water use for any project will vary depending on existing parcel
conditions.” The commenter cites a Napa County report which in no way represents existing water
demand/conservation conditions in Big Bear Valley. The Department of Water and Power and CSA
53C Reports reflect the existing conditions in Big Bear Valley and apply them to the water demand
for this Tract.

Response to SM&W-32
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. These subareas
encompass the proposed Mooncamp Development. Further information on the hydrogeological
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.
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Response to SM&W-33
See Response to SM&W-32. The complete version of the report entitled “Focused Geohydrologic

Evaluation of the Maximum Perennial Yield of the North Shore and Grout Creek Hydrologic Subunit
Tributary Subareas,” dated December 2, 2003, is provided in Appendix 15-11 of the 2005 Final EIR
(included as Appendix A-1 of the 2020 FEIR). 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 hydrogeological 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. See
Response to SM&W-32 for additional related information.

Response to SM&W-34 and 35

Watershed models are typically calibrated to measured stream flow data. The watershed model
described in the Geoscience 2003a report was not calibrated because there were no gaged streams
in the Grout Creek or North Shore Subunits with which to calibrate the model. The model is,
however, developed based on precipitation data and evapotranspiration data specific to the Big Bear
area and is a reliable tool for water resource planning.

Precipitation input data to the watershed model are based on daily precipitation measurements
from precipitation stations within the Big Bear Lake Watershed and are representative of local
conditions. Evaporation data is based on an evaporation pan located within Big Bear Valley and is
also representative of local conditions. These two input parameters are the two most important
factors for the recharge estimated by the model. As with any model, it was necessary to use
assumed values for many of the input parameters required to run the model. The modeling
approach incorporated a wide range for the assumed input parameters, resulting in a relatively wide
range of potential recharge for the area of the Moon Camp development. The low end of this range
of recharge, which is the estimate being relied upon for water resources planning for the
development, is only 2.5 percent of average annual precipitation for the area and is considered a
very conservative estimate of available water resources.

However, the low end of the perennial yield, which is the estimate being relied upon for water
resources planning for the development, is conservative and the actual perennial yield of Tributary
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Subarea A is more likely higher. Accordingly, significant declines in the groundwater table associated
with groundwater pumping for the development are not anticipated.

Response to SM&W-36
This would eventually happen in any well in any groundwater basin where production substantially

exceeds perennial yield. Since the proposed groundwater production necessary to support the
Project is at the low end of the range of estimated perennial yield for the area, significant declines in
the groundwater table are not anticipated. Substantial lowering of the groundwater table is not
anticipated because groundwater pumping for water supply will be maintained at the low end of the
range of estimated perennial yield of the subarea. Until additional data can be collected to refine the
perennial yield estimate of Subarea A, producing up to 14 acre-feet/year of groundwater from this
subarea for existing pumpers and the proposed Moon Camp development is a very conservative
approach to developing the groundwater resources of the area. Groundwater levels in the
production wells will be monitored over time to assess groundwater level trends, which can be used
to re-evaluate the perennial yield.

Given the potential uncertainty of the recharge estimates, total groundwater production for Subarea
A has been planned to remain within the low end of the recharge range (14 acre-feet/year). The low
end of the range of natural recharge estimates is a conservative estimate of the perennial yield
(available groundwater supply) for the subarea. This amount of recharge is only 2.5 percent of the
long-term average annual precipitation for the subarea, which is approximately 28 inches/year based
on the San Bernardino County Flood Control District isohyetal map for the area (see Geoscience
2003a; Figure 4). This amount of recharge is also below the range of accepted recharge estimates for
other groundwater basins in Southern California, which is generally 3 to 7 percent of precipitation
(Geoscience 2003a). In some areas of Southern California, groundwater recharge as a percent of
precipitation has been reported to be greater than 10 percent (Manghi et al. 2009).

It is not possible to establish the relationship between pumping and groundwater levels (sustainable
yield) without first pumping the basin. This has to be conducted over a long period of time (i.e.,
decades) and encompass multiple wet and dry precipitation cycles. Given that groundwater pumping
for the Project would be within the low end of the current estimate of recharge for the area, it is
anticipated that groundwater level monitoring will show that the perennial yield of the area is
higher, not lower.

Response to SM&W-37
The Geoscience 2003 report also recommends that “development planning for tributary subareas be

initially based on the maximum perennial yield estimates” described in that report. It goes on to say
that “as groundwater production is initiated in each subarea, it will be very important to monitor
groundwater levels . . ” Planned production for the Mooncamp Development is very conservatively
based on the best available data and uses the low end of the perennial yield.

Response to SM&W-38
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, there is no uncertainty with regard to adequacy of water

supply to serve the proposed Project. Section 4.9 of the RRDEIR No. 1 includes a comprehensive
analysis of proposed water consumption, of the Project, amount of water available to serve the
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Project and a method by which water service would be provided to the Project (RRDEIR No. 1, page
4.9-1 through 4.9-10). The proposed Project site lies primarily within a tributary aquifer of the
Northshore Sub-Unit designated in Sub-Area A. There are three groundwater wells within the Project
site which were constructed and are owned by the Project’s property owner and developer. The
Project will be served by groundwater extracted from the Northshore Sub-Unit through the
identified groundwater wells. Based on a significant amount of hydrogeologic modeling and analysis,
evidence shows that there is sufficient groundwater within the Northshore Sub-Unit Sub-Area A to
support Project development and its consumption needs which are conservatively projected to be
14-acre-feet per year. In addition, and to be conservative in the analysis, considering the existing
wells currently extracting water from the Northshore Sub-Unit, an additional well on-site will
produce water from the Grout Creek Sub-Unit which is a hydrologically distinct and separate aquifer.
Water service will be provided by Big Bear Department of Water and Power. Pursuant to the Outside
Service Agreement for Potable Water Service entered into by CSA 53C and the Department of Water
and Power dated November 17, 2015, the Department of Water and Power has agreed to be the
water service agency for the Project. The Department of Water and Power will own the on-site wells
and distribution infrastructure.

Response to SM&W-39
The Project provides its own, on-site secure water supply. The Department of Water and Power is no

longer under Emergency Water Restrictions. An additional well on-site will also provide additional
source of water to the Project.

Response to SM&W-40
Thomas Harder, Groundwater Consultant, has concurred that the two on-site wells provide an

adequate, reliable and secure water supply for the Project. A more detailed explanation is located in
Response to SM&W-72 of this document where the Harder, November 22, 2010, Response to
Comments has been appended. A new well, FP-4, will provide further water supply to the Project.

Response to SM&W-41 through -44
The commenter states that the RRDEIR No. 1 fails to analyze global warming’s effect on water supply

in determining the Project’s water supply impacts. Any potential change in available groundwater
supply associated with global warming is not quantifiable. While warming could result in increased
evapotranspiration, increased peak winter flows may result in increased groundwater recharge. Any
climate-related impacts will need to be addressed through prudent groundwater management
practices.

Response to SM&W-45 through -47
CSA 53C has provided a Water Availability/Feasibility Study dated January 13, 2011 which states that

the District has completed a Feasibility Study which presents the improvements necessary for the
District to provide water service to the Moon Camp Tract. The CSA 53C Feasibility Study uses the
water demand projections and fire flow requirements contained in the Department of Water and
Power’s Water Feasibility Study dated March 6, 2007, (ALDA) concluding that the Project will require
14 acre-feet of water per year and 1,750 gpm of fire flow. The CSA 53C Feasibility Study storage
requirements are 250,000 gallons for domestic and fire flow. The Department of Water and Power
(ALDA) Feasibility Study identified 238,600 gallons of storage for domestic and fire flow. The CSA 53C
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Feasibility Study and the Department of Water and Power (ALDA) Feasibility Study detail the
requirements for: (1) the on-site Tract water lines and (2) the off-site water lines needed to
interconnect the Tract’s water system to the Department of Water and Power Fawnskin Water
System and provide an estimated cost for the construction $1,030,000. ALDA has verified the final
alignment of the off-site pipelines in its February 7, 2011, letter to the Department of Water and
Power. Please see Response to SM&W-5 for further discussion.

Response to SM&W-48
Please see Response to SM&W-5. The Department of Water and Power is now going to serve as the

water purveyor for the project.

Response to SM&W-49
Any potential change in available groundwater supply associated with global warming is not

quantifiable. While warming could result in increased evapotranspiration, increased peak winter
flows may result in increased groundwater recharge. Any climate-related impacts will need to be
addressed through prudent groundwater management practices.

Response to SM&W-50 and 51
The extension of the water and sewer pipelines are only within the Tract and within the

interconnection to the Fawnskin Water System. These pipelines will not be available to serve any
other parcels of land. All other surrounding parcels are already served by water and sewer. There are
no growth inducing aspects to the water and sewer improvements.

Response to SM&W-52
The EIR’s growth inducing impact analysis is not deficient. The commenter asserts that the analysis is

deficient because the approval of a General Plan Amendment could set precedent for interpreting
the County of San Bernardino’s policies which could lead to further General Plan amendments,
leading to additional residential growth within the Bear Valley Community. CEQA requires that an EIR
consider all phases of the Project when evaluating its impacts on the environment. The
consideration and discussion in an EIR must include analysis of potential growth inducing impacts of
a project. The EIR must discuss the ways in which the Project could foster economic or population
growth, where the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding
environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(D)). Projects that result in significant growth-
induced impacts are typically those that remove obstacles to population growth. Section 6.3 of the
RRDEIR No. 1 discusses the growth inducing impacts of the proposed Project, implementation of the
proposed Project would result in the development of up to 50 residential lots. Using the City of Big
Bear Lake average household size multiplier of 2.31 persons per household, the proposed Project has
the potential to increase population by approximately 115 persons at buildout. The RRDEIR No. 1
analyzed potential for the increased population to result in physical changes to the environment
from such things as need for additional public facilities, infrastructure, such as roadway
improvements to accommodate additional traffic, and the need for new and expanded utilities
services, such as water distribution facilities and wastewater facilities. However, CEQA does not
require the lead agency to speculate or make unreasonable assumptions in its environmental impact
analysis. There are no facts in the record to support a conclusion that the mere approval of a General
Plan Land Use Designation amendment to facilitate development of the proposed Project would
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directly or indirectly lead to further growth in the Big Bear area due to changes in County policy
related to General Plan Amendments making it easier for future residential developments to exceed
stated land use intensities. Therefore, County respectfully declined to include such assumptions in
the RRDEIR No. 1 analysis.

Response to SM&W-53
The commenter recites statutory regulatory law relating to Cumulative Impacts analysis under CEQA.

This comment does not allege any substantive deficiency with the RRDEIR No. 1 and, therefore, no
further response is necessary.

Response to SM&W-54 through -56
The commenter asserts that the Cumulative Impacts analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1 was

inadequate. The RRDEIR No. 1 included an analysis of the Project’s potential to have a cumulatively
significant impact with regard to every impact area analyzed in the EIR. CEQA requires an EIR to
discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the Project’s incremental effect is cumulatively
considerable. The cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the
combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts.
An appropriate cumulative impact analysis looks at a project’s potential impacts in relation to past,
present and future probable projects within a cumulative impact area resulting in similar impacts.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, Section 5 of the RRDEIR No. 1, includes the Cumulative Impacts
discussion. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15130, the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzed the Project’s
potential to result in cumulatively considerable impacts in light of the past, present and future
probable projects within the Big Bear Valley, both within the jurisdiction of the County of San
Bernardino and the jurisdiction of the City of Big Bear Lake. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions,
sufficient information is provided regarding the identified cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1, to
provide meaningful information regarding potential cumulative impacts to the public and decision-
makers alike. First, the discussion of cumulative impacts need not be detailed or exhausted as the
discussion project-specific impacts in an EIR. Second, the specific location of the identified
cumulative projects does not impact the adequacy of the cumulative impact analysis. The impact
areas for which the Project could result in a cumulatively significant impact, such as traffic and air
quality, are regional in nature and not dependent upon specific location of a cumulative project.
With regard to water supply and project impacts on groundwater levels, the EIR contains an
exhaustive discussion of the issue in Section 5.3.9. As indicated in the EIR, water supply for the
Project will be comprised of 100 percent groundwater extracted from wells located on the Project
site; additionally, the DWP has agreed to serve the project, and the DWP’s Hydrogeologist, Thomas
Harder, has shown that there are adequate groundwater supplies to serve the buildout of the
Fawnskin area, including the Project (Appendix F). The RRDEIR No. 1 discusses the impact of the
Project in association with other existing wells producing water from the same groundwater basin in
concluding that the Project will not result in a cumulatively significant impact (RRDEIR No. 1, pages
5-10 and 5-11). Accordingly, the Cumulative Impact analysis is adequate.

Response to SM&W-57
CEQA requires an EIR to analyze the cumulative impacts of a project. However, CEQA Guidelines

Section 15130 makes it clear that an EIR shall discuss the cumulative impacts of a project only when
the project contributes to the impact. If a project does not have an “incremental effect” on a
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particular impact, no analysis is necessary. The commenter does not identify any specific impact that
it believes was inappropriately omitted from the cumulative impact analysis.

Response to SM&W-58
The RRDEIR No. 1 adequately analyzed the cumulative impact on water supply resulting from the

Project. As discussed, all potable water for the Project is from on-site wells carefully designed to
ensure that the amount of groundwater utilized for the Project did not exceed the minimum annual
recharge in the groundwater basin, even considering other existing groundwater extraction activity.
Accordingly, the RRDEIR No. 1 concluded there would be no cumulative impacts based on the
anticipated annual recharge of the groundwater basin. There are no new projects identified that
would increase pumping from the Northshore and Grout Creek Sub-Unit.

Response to SM&W-59
The Biological Resources section of the RRDEIR No. 1 has subsequently been recirculated and,

therefore, responses to comments on the Biological Resources section will not be responded to here.

Response to SM&W-60
The commenter generally states legal requirements for preparation of an EIR. No further response is

necessary.

Response to SM&W-61 through -65
The commenter asserts that the Alternatives analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1 is inadequate and

failed to comply with CEQA. CEQA requires a discussion of Alternatives to the Project that may avoid
or substantially lessen identified Project impacts to be included in an EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6, requires the EIR to describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, or to the
location of the Project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the Project. An EIR need not
consider every conceivable Alternative to a project, rather it must consider a reasonable range of
potential feasible Alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. The
2005 EIR prepared for this Project analyzed development of lots, hundred-slip marina, realignment
of SR-38 through the Project site, as well as substantial lakefront development. The 2005 EIR
concluded that the Project would have numerous significant unavoidable environmental impacts.
One of the Alternatives analyzed in the 2005 Draft EIR was a reduced intensity Alternative. After
considering the conclusions of the 2005 Draft EIR and evaluating input from the public and
governmental agencies, the Project Applicant chose to proceed with the reduced intensity
Alternative. Although the County of San Bernardino, as CEQA lead agency, has the power to approve
an Alternative to the proposed Project, the Project Applicant and County instead decided to
recirculate the Draft EIR to provide more detailed information regarding a reduced intensity
Alternative to both the reviewing public and decision-makers. Based on the findings of the RRDEIR
No. 1, the only significant unavoidable impact on both a project level and cumulatively is to the
American bald eagle. However, based on the County’s strict threshold of significance for impacts to
the bald eagle, essentially any development on the Project site would likely have triggered a
significance determination, thereby making any Project Alternative at eliminated or substantially less
than the impact to the bald eagle, infeasible. The RRDEIR No. 1 analyzed a number of Alternatives to
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the Project, thereby comparing the proposed impacts of the Project to the Alternatives in a manner
consistent with the mandates of CEQA.

Response to SM&W-66 and -67
CEQA requires that a Draft EIR be recirculated for public review where significant new information is

added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review but
before certification (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5). Significant new information requiring
recirculation includes new information identifying a new significant environmental impact, a
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, or a feasible project Alternative or
mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the
environmental impacts of the Project. The commenter asserts that the EIR needs to be recirculated
prior to consideration and certification by the County. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, there
is no evidence in the record consisting of new information that otherwise requires County to
recirculate the EIR.

Response to SM&W-68 through -71
The commenter asserts that the proposed Project is inconsistent with the County of San

Bernardino’s General Plan and Bear Valley Community Plan. As discussed in Responses to SM&W-16
through 21, the proposed Project is not inconsistent with the County General Plan or Bear Valley
Community Plan. The proposed Project is seeking a General Plan Amendment to revise the land use
and zoning designation of the site from BV/RL40 to RS-20000. Despite the increase in proposed
density of the Project, the Project is still consistent and compatible with the policies of the Bear
Valley Community Plan and portions of County General Plan as discussed in detail in Section 4.5 of
the RRDEIR No. 1.

Response to SM&W-72
The commenter asserts the EIR needs to be revised and recirculated for public comment. The

commenter also generally concludes that the proposed Project will conflict with the County of San
Bernardino General Plan and Bear Valley Community Plan. As discussed in Responses to SM&W-1
through 71, the proposed Project does not conflict with County General Plan and Bear Valley
Community Plan nor are there any legal deficiencies precluding the County from certifying the 2020
Final EIR.

Appended to SM&W Response below is Harder’s November 22, 2010, response to comments, which
also includes a detailed response to Perina and Ma.

Perina Report: Letter dated February 2, 2008
Page 1, 2™ paragraph, 1 sentence: The report presents minimum background information about the

purpose and context of the study performed.

RESPONSE: The background, purpose, and scope of the Geoscience (2003) report are provided on
pages 7 and 8 of that report.
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Page 1, 2" paragraph, 5% sentence: Groundwater production from the fractured bedrock will be
considerably more expensive because of the higher cost of well installation and likely lower well
capacity compared to wells screened in alluvium.

RESPONSE: None of the wells for the proposed Project are completed in the bedrock aquifer.

Page 1, 2™ paragraph, 6" and 7% sentence: The viability of groundwater production from bedrock
must be further questioned in the context of existing domestic well construction. If increased
production results in water table decline, the yield of existing domestic wells will drop and wells may
become dry.

RESPONSE: Groundwater production from the fractured bedrock will be considerably more
expensive because of the higher cost of well installation and likely lower well capacity compared to
wells screened in alluvium.

Page 2, 1*t paragraph, 4" sentence: The watershed yield calculations presented in this study are
rough estimates that can be useful for comparative ranking of watersheds or their subareas, but they
should not be depended on for quantitative determination of water availability.

RESPONSE: Perennial yield estimates will always be estimated because it is not possible to collect all
of the data necessary to determine with absolute certainty the available water resources of any
given area. Estimates of perennial yield for the tributary subarea encompassing the proposed Project
have been developed based on available data. As more data become available, primarily through
long-term production and monitoring of groundwater levels in the area, it will be possible to refine
the perennial yield. Regardless, the low end of the estimates of perennial yield is conservative and
can be relied upon for water resource planning.

Page 2, 2" paragraph: The estimate of the potential water yield is based on a model that uses 20
parameters. Of these, only two were site-specific and 18 were taken from the literature (i.e.,
nationwide studies by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency). For these 18 parameters, the
study used the means of ranges of “typical” and “possible” parameter values. The choice of
parameters should be location-appropriate (i.e., the elimination of values typical for other climatic
settings, etc.). It would be more appropriate to use, for the most sensitive parameters, the maximum
and minimum values instead of the mean, and to generate a range of model results.

RESPONSE: The most sensitive model parameters are precipitation and evapotranspiration.
Measured values specific to the Big Bear area were used for the model. Short of measured data for
the remaining 18 parameters, the use of “typical” and “possible” parameters provides the range in
model results. The parameters used result in a low recharge estimate that is only 2.5 percent of
average precipitation for the area, which is approximately 28 inches/year based on the San
Bernardino County Flood Control District isohyetal map for the area (see Geoscience 2003a; Figure
4). This amount of recharge is also below the range of accepted recharge estimates for other
groundwater basins in Southern California, which is generally 3 to 7 percent of precipitation
(Geoscience 2003a). In some areas of Southern California, groundwater recharge as a percent of
precipitation has been reported to be greater than 10 percent (Manghi et al. 2009).
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Page 2, 3™ paragraph: Water management decisions should account for increased runoff and
reduced perennial watershed yield resulting from future development.

RESPONSE: Most of the groundwater recharge within Subareas A and D occurs at the
alluvium/bedrock interface at the base of the mountains to the north of the proposed development.
This area is outside the proposed development and will not be impacted. Soils beneath the Project
area have been mapped as containing a high percentage of clay and have slow infiltration rates.
Project design features are planned to limit runoff during storm events and maximize infiltration and
groundwater recharge.

Page 2, 4" paragraph: he calculation of outflow (Section 3.2, page 12) was based on aquifer
properties estimated from pumping tests and lithologic data. The transmissivity values given on page
27 and saturated thickness values (page 26) correspond to hydraulic conductivity between 0.5 and
2.5 feet per day, indicative of a relatively low permeability aquifer material. The aquifer test analysis
was not available for review. Review of these data and conducting aquifer tests to obtain
representative estimates of aquifer properties that would allow more accurate calculation of outflow
is recommended.

RESPONSE: A more detailed description of the underflow analysis for the Grout Creek Subunit is
provided in Geoscience 2001. There are no controlled pumping tests currently available from this
area to determine aquifer properties. Transmissivity and hydraulic conductivity data were estimated
base on specific capacity data and lithologic characteristics from interpretation of the driller’s logs
for the wells.

Ma Report: Report dated January 29, 2008

Page 1, 2" comment: The 3" paragraph on page 2 mentions the boundaries of surface water
drainage divides also represent groundwater flow divides. Are there physical evidences or data to
support this indecipherable statement?

RESPONSE: It is assumed that drainage divides also represent groundwater flow divides until data is
collected that shows otherwise.

Page 1, 3" comment: The first paragraph in page 3 mentions that the input parameters are either
estimated or assumed because measured field data are not available. Chapter 3.3.2.4 in page 18
further mentions that 18 of the 20 required model input parameters are estimated from EPA
published data. | do not see any discussion on the confidence of using these estimated data in the
report. In addition, how well these estimated data represent the local-scale spatial variability?

RESPONSE: In-lieu of site-specific data, the relative confidence of the parameter set used to obtain
the model results was evaluated in the context of general knowledge of the percent of precipitation
that is expected to result in groundwater recharge. The low end of the range of potential recharge is
only 2.5 percent of the long-term average annual precipitation for the subarea, which is
approximately 28 inches/year based on the San Bernardino County Flood Control District isohyetal
map for the area (see Geoscience 2003a; Figure 4). This amount of recharge is below the range of
accepted recharge estimates for other groundwater basins in Southern California, which is generally
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3 to 7 percent of precipitation (Geoscience 2003a). In some areas of Southern California,
groundwater recharge as a percent of precipitation has been reported to be greater than 10 percent
(Manghi et al. 2009). Thus, there is a relatively high degree of confidence that the actual average
annual recharge for the Project Area is greater than the low end of the range of recharge estimated
by the watershed model. Accordingly, the low end of the estimates of perennial yield is conservative
and can be relied upon for water resource planning. Given the lack of data, there was no basis to
vary estimated parameters spatially across the area.

Page 2, 4™ comment: This is related to comment 3. This report also mentions that Geoscience did a
similar study in 2001. There are some degrees of differences in estimated annual groundwater
recharge from both reports, mainly, due to different set of data used. Since many data are assumed
in the current report and there is no summary of the 2001 Geoscience report, which report is more
representative to the study area?

RESPONSE: The Geoscience 2003a study is considered the most updated and representative study
for the perennial yield estimates.

Page 2, 5™ comment: The last paragraph in page 6 mentions future groundwater production and
development in each tributary subunit should rely more on established groundwater thresholds due
to small storage capacity of the groundwater reservoir. Since there is no reference cited to support
this statement, are there hydrogeological data to support this statement?

RESPONSE: Reliance on groundwater level thresholds for decision making is an established
groundwater management philosophy that has been successfully applied to numerous groundwater
basins in California, including the Big Bear Valley (Geoscience 2003b). The small storage capacity of
the aquifer system is inferred based on relatively low transmissivity estimates from pumping test
data (such as that conducted at FP-2) and observations of groundwater level changes in other wells
in the Big Bear Valley.

Page 2, 6™ comment: Chapter 3.2 in page 12 describes the estimation of groundwater underflow for
an estimate of groundwater recharge. Is this calculation performed by a commercial program? An
appendix to detail the underflow calculation in the Grout Creek subunit will help to clarify any
guestion that may arise.

RESPONSE: Groundwater underflow was estimated by applying Darcy’s law to the flownet shown on
Figure 9 of Geoscience 2001. Details of the flownet calculation are provided in Table 6 of that
document.

Page 2, 7™ comment: would suggest adding a brief discussion on the calculation of annual
groundwater recharge using the HSPF model and a summary table of all annual budget terms for the
calculation of yields.

RESPONSE: The methodology used to estimate groundwater recharge using the HSPF model is
described on pages 13 through 20 of Geoscience 2003a. The results of the recharge estimates using
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the model are summarized on pages 23, 24 and 28 through 30 of that report. Annual budget terms
are not summarized in the report and the data is presumably with the author.

Page 2, 8" comment: Chapter 3.3.2.2, the 2nd paragraph in page 17 discusses the estimation of daily
precipitation and adjustment factor. How many precipitation stations and data records are available
in study area? In addition, the 3™ paragraph in the same page demonstrates the calculation of daily
precipitation in Grout Creek Tributary Subarea A. Does that imply a constant daily precipitation
applies to the whole Subarea A? In addition, a map showing all weather stations and a table listing
precipitation periods of all weather stations are strongly recommended.

RESPONSE: There are no precipitation stations within North Shore Subarea A and Grout Creek
Subarea D that have public records on file with the San Bernardino County Flood Control District.
Precipitation in the watershed model was varied daily as described on Page 17 of Geoscience 2003a.
A table summarizing precipitation stations within the Big Bear Lake Watershed is as follows:

Table 2-2: Precipitation Stations in the Big Bear Lake Watershed

Average Yearly
Precipitation

Coordinates

SBCFCD! Period of Latitude Longitude
Precipitation Station Number Latitude Longitude Record (inches/year)

Big Bear Lake Dam 6032 34.241274 -116.9752 1883-Present 36 inches/year
Fawnskin 6334 34.267063 -116.95282 1974-Present 19 inches/year
Big Bear Lake Fire 6090 34.244422 -116.91072 1950-1980 23 inches/year
Department
Big Bear Hospital 6363 34.246059 -116.88578 1980-2001 22 inches/year
Big Bear Ranger 6722 34.264030 -116.90075 1976-1983 22 inches/year
Station
Big Bear Community .

6091A 34.261343 -116.84403 1951-Present 14 inches/year

Services District

Note:

1 San Bernardino County Flood Control District Number

Page 2, 9" comment: Chapter 4.3 in page 23 mentions few pumping tests in production wells at
various places.

| would suggest add a summary table of these pumping tests and hydraulic properties derived from
these tests. By the way, a description of the spatial distribution of these hydraulic properties in the
study area is also needed.

No pumping tests have been conducted other than that reported in Appendix G.3 of the RRDEIR No.
1. A spatial distribution of hydraulic properties cannot be conducted until additional wells are drilled
and/or tested.
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Sierra Club (SIERRA CLUB)

Response to SIERRA CLUB-1
The Sierra Club 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.

Response to SIERRA CLUB-24
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the

Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the
percentage of full-time residents.

See Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin
system. No additional response is necessary.

Response to SIERRA CLUB-25
The commenter questions if wood-burning fireplaces were analyzed within the EIR.

This topic is discussed on page 4.2-37 of the RRDEIR No. 1. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR No. 1,
page 4.2-38), in particular, prohibits open-hearth fireplaces and permits only EPA Phase Il 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 amount of
smoke particles and toxics emitted into the air compared with an ordinary open-hearth fireplace
present in many homes in the neighboring area.

Response to SIERRA CLUB-26
As addressed within Section 4.1, Aesthetics, the 2011 Project would have substantially fewer

aesthetic impacts than the Original Proposed Project. 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 view
shed 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 due to 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 (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
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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.

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).

Response to SIERRA CLUB-27 and -28
The commenter expresses concern regarding wildfire hazards.

See Response to WINCH (b)-5.

Response to SIERRA CLUB-29
Descriptions within Table ES-3 contains a typographical error stating Chaffey Joint Union High School

versus the Moon Camp header. Section 4, Errata of this FEIR document 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 RRDEIR No. 1.

Response to SIERRA CLUB-30

The Sierra Club 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.
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2.2.7 - Individuals

Alison Bates (ABATES)

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

Response to ABATES-2
Please see Responses to SM&W 1-4 and SM&W 21 through 26. The Project does not violate the

County of San Bernardino’s Zoning Codes. County Code allows the Zone Change request when
sufficient infrastructure is available to serve the needs of the Project. The Moon Camp RRDEIR No. 1
has demonstrated that sufficient infrastructure is available to provide the necessary services to the
50 half-acre residential lots. The current RL-40 zoning classification is utilized in the Bear Valley
Community Plan as a “Holding Zone.” This designation was utilized by the County for larger parcels
of land that were intended to be further subdivided at a later date. By applying the RL Holding Zone
designation, the County allows the landowner to apply for a Zone Change at the time a specific
project is presented for County review and approval. Several RL to RS Zone Change applications have
been approved by the County in the Bear Valley Community Plan area over the last several years.
After examination of the potential impacts of the Project, the RRDEIR No. 1 concludes that the
Project is consistent with the Bear Valley Community Plan and the County General Plan and will not
have a significant impact on surrounding properties.

Response to ABATES-3
Bates 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 ABATES-4
Bates 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 ABATES-5
The Project identifies, evaluates, and protects the sensitive species and natural beauty of the Moon

Camp site. Two Conservation Open Space Lots (A and H) and lakefront open space lots (B and C)
create 9.1 acres of open space area within the Project. This equates to over 14.5 percent of the
Project being set aside as Conservation and Open Space. In addition to the 9.1 acres of
Conservation/Open Space, the average lot size is 0.9 acre (39,000 square feet), which is significantly
less densely developed than the surrounding developed lots, which have a zoning of 7,200 square
feet. Most significantly, no residential development occurs between the State Highway and Big Bear
Lake, thereby maintaining the beautiful, natural vistas as travelers and visitors traverse the site.
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Bradley and Cathy Winch (a) (WINCH (a))

Response to WINCH (a)-1

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

FirstCarbon Solutions 2-233
\\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



WINCH (b)






















THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



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

Bradley and Cathy Winch (b) (WINCH (b))

Response to WINCH (b)-1
The commenter provides preface to the letter. No response is necessary.

Response to WINCH (b)-2
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1

house per 0.5 acre. See Responses to SM&W-1 through -4 and SM&W-21 through -26 for a response
regarding zoning of the Project site. No additional response is necessary.

Response to WINCH (b)-3
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the

Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the
percentage of full-time residents. Please see Response to FOF-239 for response regarding
infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system. No additional response is necessary.

Response to WINCH (b)-4
The commenter expresses concern regarding infrastructure, roads/traffic, electricity, and police

protection. An updated Traffic Impact Analysis (2007) (Appendix E of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted
for the proposed Moon Camp Project, and a 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment was also
prepared (see Appendix M of this 2020 Final EIR). According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, no areas are
expected to have significant and unavoidable impacts for opening year and Horizon Year 2030 Traffic
Conditions nor cumulative traffic impacts with the implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2
(RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.8-51). The 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment also confirmed that no
additional improvmenets beyond those previously identified in the 2007 updated Traffic Impact
Analysis are required to achieve an acceptable level of service. In addition, 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. Therefore, impacts to law enforcement services
are expected to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are proposed.

Further, as indicated within Section 4.9, Utilities, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project would result in an
increased demand for electrical service. Based on a daily average of 16.66 kilowatts per unit, at
project buildout the Proposed Alternative Project would utilize 833 kilowatts per day. BVE recently
constructed a local power generating station to provide backup power and peak power to
supplement the two power lines that feed the valley. According to BVE, service is available and of
adequate supplies. The Project Applicant will also 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.
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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).

Response to WINCH (b)-5
The commenter expresses concern regarding wildfire hazards.

As outlined within Section 4.7, Public Services, of the RRDEIR No. 1, wildfire is the primary safety
issue in mountainous areas. Fire conditions in the San Bernardino National Forest are more
dangerous than ever, according to the USFS (2006). The recent Butler Il fire (September 2007)
required the evacuation of the Fawnskin community for a short period. Many decades of fire
suppression policy, which led to growth of the understory and bark beetle infestation, is partially to
blame for this unprecedented fire hazard. Implementation of the San Bernardino National Forest
Plan (2006) for mechanical thinning of under-story trees and provision of fire-flow would reduce fire
danger in the project area.

The Project site is located adjacent to the National Forest Service on the north and east. The USFS
requires a 100-foot firebreak for residential lots that are adjacent to USFS land. The Proposed
Alternative Project is designed to include this 100-foot fuel modification zone adjacent to USFS land.

The Project site is in a high fire hazard area and included in the County of San Bernardino’s Fire
Hazard Overlay District (FS1). The FS1 Area “includes areas within the mountains and valley foothills.
It includes all the land generally within the San Bernardino National Forest boundary and is
characterized by areas with moderate and steep terrain and moderate to heavy fuel loading
contributing to high fire hazard conditions.”

Since the Proposed Alternative Project is located within a FS1 designated area, it is subject to
compliance with various requirements relative to construction, building separations, project design,
and erosion and sediment control. The requirements applicable to each fire safety area are found in
the County’s Development Code in Section 82.13.050 (General Development Standards), Section
82.13.060 (FS1, FS2, and FS3 Development Standards), and 82.13.070 (FS1 Additional Development
Standards). The provisions for the FS1 District include, but are not limited to, fuel modification zones,
setbacks, emergency access, water supply (for fire flows), and apply to all phases of project
development. For a complete list of applicable codes, see Appendix F, San Bernardino County
Development Code, Fire Safety Overlay District.

Exhibit 2-5, in Section 2, Project Description, shows the required 100-foot fuel modification zone
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, because the proposed residential lots would be sold as
custom lots and would be developed as they are sold, fuel modification on individual lots may be
required if a lot being developed is adjacent to other lots that have not been sold or remain
undeveloped. Under this condition, Development Code Section 82.13.060(6) (B) would apply. This
provision states in part that “when a development project is phased, individual phases may be
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required to provide temporary fuel modification areas, where the development perimeter of a
phase is contiguous to a subsequent phase of a project, which in its undeveloped state is a
hazardous fire area...”

The fuel modification zone adjacent to the USFS boundary and areas within the site that would be
required to maintain temporary fuel modification areas will be maintained by the prospective
homeowners of these specific lots. Each homeowner will be required to pay property taxes and
development impact fees based on then-current rates. The Project’s increase in demand for fire
protection services would be offset through project-related fees and taxes.

Regular thinning of these buffer zones would lessen the fire hazard. A potential loss of habitat could
result from the removal of trees required for fire control. However, the County of San Bernardino
requires under Chapter 88.01, Plant Protection and Management of the Development Code that
development on all private and public lands within the unincorporated areas of San Bernardino
County is subject to specific requirements. Removal of any native plant from unincorporated areas of
San Bernardino requires the approval of a removal permit. The Proposed Alternative Project would
comply with this Plant Protection and Management Ordinance and the design standards specific for
high fire areas.

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).

Response to WINCH (b)-6
The commenter expresses concern regarding biological resources.

Based on concerns raised in comments received on the RRDEIR No. 1, Appendix K of this 2020 Final
EIR provides an updated analysis on impacts to the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush (a Federally-Listed
Threatened Species), which confirmed the findings of RRDEIR No. 1 that impacts are less than
significant. Consequently, a partial recirculation of the RRDEIR No. 1 for the 2011 Project will further
the basic purpose of CEQA to inform decision makers and the public about the potential significant
environmental effects of proposed activities. Responses to comments on biological resources made
during the review period for RRDEIR No. 1 are not provided in this FEIR document because the
County recirculated the Biological Resources Section in RRDEIR No. 2. Responses to all comments
received regarding biological resources during the review period for RRDEIR No.2 are addressed
within Section 3 of this FEIR document.

Response to WINCH (b)-7
The commenter expresses concern regarding aesthetics, light, and glare. Generally, the attributes of

the 2011 Project, including reduction in development intensity, elimination of the development of
lakefront lots, elimination of the realignment of SR-38, reduction and relocation of the proposed
marina, increase in permanently protected open space, and reduction in the number of trees
removed from the site, enhance the aesthetic values of the project to reduce aesthetic impacts. In
addition, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures A-1 through A-4 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.1-
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8 through 4.1-10), implementation of the 2011 Project would result in less than significant aesthetic,
light, and glare impacts.

Further, the Project is conditioned to comply with County of San Bernardino Code Section 83.07.040,
Glare and Outdoor Lighting—Mountain and Desert Regions to reduce impacts to the night sky.

RRDEIR No. 1 Mitigation Measures A-1 through A-4 with regard to aesthetics are as follows:

MM A-1a

MM A-1b

MM A-2a

MM A-2b

MM A-2c

MM A-2d

MM A-2e

Construction equipment staging areas shall be located away from existing residential
uses. Appropriate screening (i.e., temporary fencing with opaque material) shall be
used to buffer views of construction equipment and material, when feasible. Staging
locations shall be indicated on Project Grading Plans. (MM 5.4-1a)

All construction-related lighting associated with the construction of new roadways,
improvements to SR-38 and the installation of utilities shall be located and aimed
away from adjacent residential areas. Lighting shall use the minimum wattage
necessary to provide safety at the construction site. A construction safety lighting
plan shall be submitted to the County for review along with Grading Permit
applications for the subdivision of the lots. (MM 5.4-1b)

All homes shall provide a two-car garage with automatic garage doors. (MM 5.4-2a)

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. (MM 5.4-2b)

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. (MM 5.4-2c)

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. (MM 5.4-2d)

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 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. (MM 5.4-2¢)
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MM A-3a Any entry sign for the development shall be a monument style sign compatible with
the mountain character, preferably, rock or rock appearance. (MM 5.4-3a)

MM A-3b Prior to recordation of the tract map (and/or any ground disturbance, whichever
occurs first), landscaping or revegetation plans for lettered lots (A through D) shall
be submitted to and approved by the San Bernardino County Land Use Services
Department. (MM 5.4-3b)

MM 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. (MM 5.4 4a)

MM 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. (MM 5.4-4b)

MM 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. (MM 5.4-4c)

MM A-4d Vegetated buffers shall be used along State Route 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. (MM 5.4-4d)

MM A-4e All outdoor light fixtures shall be cutoff luminaries and only high- or low pressure
sodium lamps shall be used. (MM 5.4-4f)

MM A-4f Mitigation Measures A-4a through A-4e shall be included in the Conditions, Covenants
and Restrictions (CC&Rs) of the Homeowner’s Association (HOA). (MM 5.4-4e)

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).

Response to WINCH (b)-8
The commenter expresses concern regarding air quality, water quality and cumulative impacts. Air

quality, water quality and cumulative impacts were addressed within the RRDEIR No. 1. Mitigation
Measures were implemented where appropriate. Although the opinions of the commenter regarding
the merits of the Project expressed in this comment will be taken into consideration by County of
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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).

Response to WINCH (b)-9
The commenter provides a closing statement. No response is necessary.
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Carla and Roger Wilson (WILSON)

Response to WILSON-1
The commenter requests to be taken off the County of San Bernardino’s distribution list regarding

the Moon Camp Project. The County will take Carla and Roger Wilson off the distribution list and no
additional response is necessary.
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Donald and Claudia Eads (EADS)

Response to EADS-1 and 2
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1

house per 0.5 acre and sufficient infrastructure. Please see Response to SM&W-1 for a response
regarding zoning of the Project site. No additional response is necessary.

Response to EADS-3
The commenter expresses concern regarding aesthetics. Please see Response to WINCH (b)-7

Response to EADS-4 and 5
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the

Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the
percentage of full-time residents. Please see Response to FOF-239 for response regarding
infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system. No additional response is necessary.

Response to EADS-6
The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts to roads and traffic. Please see Response to

WINCH (b)-4.

Response to EADS-7
The commenter expresses concern regarding wildfire hazards. Please see Response to WINCH (b)-5.

Response to EADS-8
The commenter expresses concern regarding biological resources. Please see Response to WINCH

(b)-5 and 6.

Response to EADS-9
The commenter expresses concern regarding aesthetics and noise. Please see Response to WINCH

(b)-7 for responses regarding aesthetic impacts. In addition, a Noise Analysis (Appendix D of the
RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted for the proposed Moon Camp Project. According to the Noise Analysis,
no areas are expected to have significant and unavoidable impacts with the implementation of
Mitigation Measures NOI-1 and NOI-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.6-16).

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).

Response to EADS-10
The commenter expresses concern regarding the marina and potential health and view of the lake.

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
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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). In addition, see Response to
WINCH (b)-7 for responses regarding aesthetic impacts.
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Dori Myers (MYERS)

Response to MYERS-1
The commenter provides preface to the letter. No response is necessary.

Response to MYERS-2
The commenter expresses concern regarding biological resources.

See Responses to WINCH (b)-5 and -6.

Response to MYERS-3
The commenter expresses concern regarding traffic, water supply and aesthetics.

A Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted for the proposed Moon
Camp Project. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, no areas are expected to have significant and
unavoidable impacts for Horizon Year 2030 Traffic Conditions nor cumulative traffic impacts with the
implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.8-51). In addition, 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. Therefore, impacts to law enforcement services are expected to be less than significant, and
no mitigation measures are proposed.

See Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin
system. No additional response is necessary.

Generally, the attributes of the 2011 Project, including reduction in development intensity,
elimination of the development of lakefront lots, elimination of the realignment of SR-38, reduction
and relocation of the proposed marina, increase in permanently protected open space, and
reduction in the number of trees removed from the site, enhance the aesthetic values of the project
to reduce aesthetic impacts. In addition, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures A-1
through A-4 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.1-8 through 4.1-10), implementation of the 2011 Project would
result in less than significant aesthetic, light, and glare impacts.

Response to MYERS-4
The commenter provides a closing statement. No response is necessary.
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Harold Allen (ALLEN)

Response to ALLEN-1
The commenter expresses concern regarding increased traffic to SR-38 and requests widening of the

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, and 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.” Therefore, the Project’s vehicular ingress and egress design is consistent with
County Code. In addition, a Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted
for the proposed Moon Camp Project. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, no areas are
expected to have significant and unavoidable impacts for opening year and Horizon Year 2030 Traffic
Conditions nor cumulative traffic impacts to SR-38 or the surrounding area with the implementation
of Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.8-51). No additional response is necessary.
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Helen and Charles Stearns (STEARNS)

Response to STEARNS-1 through -3
The commenter expresses concern regarding additional fire and police as well as potential impacts

to water quality and noise. 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 regarding population, fire and
police protection, utilities or noise are identified in the comment, and no further response is
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088).

Project-related traffic noise and operational noise impacts are addressed beginning on page 4.6-18
of the RRDEIR No. 1. The traffic noise impact analysis on page 4.6-21 concluded that, “Based on the
information cited in Table 4.6-8, all roadway segments comparatively analyzed would experience a
noise increase of less than 1 dBA at 100 feet from the roadway centerline. Thus, noise impacts along
all the roadway segments would be less than significant based on the significance criteria in Section
4.6.6, Impacts and Mitigation Measures.” The noise section also analyzed noise impacts from
watercraft noise associated with implementation of the Project on page 4.6-23. The analysis
concluded that the Project would result in a nominal increase in daily boating numbers, and in
addition, adherence to the Water District’s rules and regulations, and the Harbor and Navigational
Code 654, would reduce noise impacts from watercrafts to a less than significant level.

Response to STEARNS-4
The commenter provides a closing statement. No response is necessary.
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James and Barbara Finlayson Pitts (PITTS (a))

Response to FINLAYSON-PITTS (a)-1

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

FirstCarbon Solutions 2-273
\\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



PITTS (b)
















PITTS


















THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



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

James and Barbara Finlayson Pitts (PITTS (b))

The comment letter provides two sets of comments, a general set of comments (General Comments)
that identify perceived flaws in the Revised and Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report
(identified as the 2010 RRDEIR No. 1), and a second set that provides detailed page-by-page comments
(Detailed Comments) from a comparison with the original Draft Environmental Impact Report
(identified as the 2005 Draft EIR). Each set of comments is addressed in the following responses.

General Comments

Response to PITTS (General Comments) (b)-1
See Response to SM&W-1 through 4 for a response regarding zoning of the Project site. No

additional response is necessary.

Response to PITTS (General Comments) (b)-2
This comment relates principally to the differences in assumptions related to the incorporation of

hearth uses in the calculation of operational emissions. The response to this comment is provided in
the discussion of Detailed Comment #12 below (PITTS). As described therein, the estimation of
operational emissions contained in the RRDEIR No. 1 results in lower emissions than those emission
levels contained in the 2005 Draft EIR. This is due to three factors: 1) the reduction in the project size
from 92 residential units in the 2005 Draft EIR to 50 units in the RRDEIR No. 1; 2) modification of the
distribution of hearth emission sources (wood burning stoves and fireplaces and natural gas
fireplaces) to provide a more realistic estimate of the extent of hearth appliances; and 3) the
inclusion of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-38) which prohibits the installation of
non-certified USEPA wood fireplaces and stoves. All of these factors result in lower estimates of
operational emissions in the RRDEIR No. 1 compared to the 2005 Draft EIR.

Response to PITTS (General Comments) (b)-3
The comment dealing with the need to perform air quality modeling is addressed in response to

Detailed Comment 7. Even though the project covers a total area of approximately 62 acres, the area
to be developed is actually about 18 acres. The URBEMIS land use emission model used to estimate
construction emissions assumes that a maximum of 25 percent of the area to be developed would
be disturbed in a single day. This amounts to an area of approximately 4.5 acres which therefore
allows the estimation of emissions to use the SCAQMD’s mass rate emission look-up tables and
obviates the need to do dispersion modeling. In addition, because of the relatively small amounts of
operational emissions from the Project as estimated in the RRDEIR No. 1, it is highly doubtful that
such emissions would have any measurable impact on ozone, particulates, or toxic secondary
pollutants in the region surrounding the Project. The current state of photochemical models are
neither spatially nor temporally finely resolved enough to identify potential photochemical impacts
from the Project’s emissions.

Response to PITTS (General Comments) (b)-4
A potential source of TACs associated with the operation of the Project is related to wood burning in

residential fireplaces. This topic is discussed on page 4.2-37 of the RRDEIR No. 1. In this discussion, it
is noted that wood burning smoke includes toxics and/or cancer causing substances such as
benzene, formaldehyde, benzo-a-pyrene, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. Mitigation Measure
AQ-3 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-38), in particular, prohibits open-hearth fireplaces and permits only
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EPA Phase Il 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 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.

Response to PITTS (General Comments) (b)-5
The Marina Point Project has been added to the updated Cumulative Projects List in the Errata for

this FEIR document, Section 5: Cumulative Impacts—Table 5-1: Cumulative Project List.

Response to PITTS (General Comments) (b)-6
This comment is addressed in the response to Detailed Comment 6.

Response to PITTS (General Comments) (b)-7
Visibility is an important intrinsic attribute that attracts people to mountain recreational areas.

However, an important source of impediments to local visibility come from the use of uncontrolled
PMs emissions from wood burning open-hearth fireplaces and stoves. A recent review of the
emissions inventory in the South Coast Air Basin estimates PM, s emissions to range from
approximately 10 to 20 tons per annual average day and up to 30 tons per day during periods with
greater wood burning (generally, November through February). PMys is a major contributor to
visibility reduction. Reference: SCAQMD 2007. Preliminary Draft Staff Report Proposed Rule 445—
Wood Burning Appliances. This visibility issue is discussed on pages 4.2-37 through 4.2-39 of the
RRDEIR No. 1. In particular, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-38) prohibits open-
hearth fireplaces and permits only EPA Phase Il 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 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.

Detailed Comments

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-1
The original Air Quality Report for the Moon Camp Project was prepared in July 2007. The federal

ozone standard became effective on May 27, 2008, while the federal 1-hour nitrogen dioxide
standard become effective on April 12, 2010, both standards well after the preparation of the
original Air Quality Report.

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-2
The commenter is correct in that at tropospheric conditions the main pathway for the formation of

nitrogen dioxide is via the photochemical reactions involving nitric oxide and VOC in the presence of
sunlight. However, in high temperature combustion processes such as in vehicle and equipment
engines, the combustion of a mixture of air and fuel produces combustion temperatures high
enough to drive endothermic reactions between atmospheric nitrogen and oxygen in the flame,
yielding various oxides of nitrogen, principally nitric oxide. In the presence of excess oxygen (0,),
nitric oxide (NO) will be converted to nitrogen dioxide (NO;), with the time required dependent on
the concentration in air.

The health effects of nitrogen dioxide were described in Section 4.2, Table 4.2-1 (page 4.2-13) of the
RRDEIR No. 1:
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(a) Potential to aggravate chronic respiratory disease and respiratory symptoms in
sensitive groups; (b) Risk to public health implied by pulmonary and extra-
pulmonary biochemical and cellular changes and pulmonary structural changes;

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-3
The California Air Resources Board describes particulate matter as follows:

Airborne particulate matter (PM) is not a single pollutant, but rather a mixture of
many chemical species. It is a complex mixture of solids and aerosols composed of
small droplets of liquid, dry solid fragments, and solid cores with liquid coatings.
Particles vary widely in size, shape and chemical composition, and may contain
inorganic ions, metallic compounds, elemental carbon, organic compounds, and
compounds from the earth’s crust. Particles are defined by their diameter for air
quality regulatory purposes. Those with a diameter of 10 microns or less (PMyo) are
inhalable into the lungs and can induce adverse health effects. Fine particulate
matter is defined as particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PMys).
Therefore, PM,s comprises a portion of PMjo.

PMjio and PM5 s often derive from different emissions sources, and also have
different chemical compositions. Emissions from combustion of gasoline, oil, diesel
fuel, or wood produce much of the PM, s pollution found in outdoor air, as well as a
significant proportion of PM1o. PM1g also includes dust from construction sites,
landfills and agriculture, wildfires and brush/waste burning, industrial sources, wind-
blown dust from open lands, pollen, and fragments of bacteria.

PM may be either directly emitted from sources (primary particles) or formed in the
atmosphere through chemical reactions of gases (secondary particles) such as sulfur
dioxide (SO,), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and certain organic compounds. These organic
compounds can be emitted by both natural sources, such as trees and vegetation, as
well as from man-made (anthropogenic) sources, such as industrial processes and
motor vehicle exhaust. Reference: California Air Resources Board 2018. Inhalable
Particulate Matter and Health (PM..s and PM1o). Webpage:
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aags/common-pollutants/pm/pm.htm

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-4
The commenter is correct in that the current background atmospheric level of CO; is around 390

ppm. The level of 370 ppm was taken from an earlier reference and is the approximate level in the
year 2000.

Regardless of the value of the global average CO,, no single project including the proposed project
will impact the global average CO; level. What is important is the requirement to meet the
regulatory requirements regarding the impacts of a proposed project on the environment. As
discussed on Page 4.2-49 of the RRDEIR No. 1, the potential of the Proposed Alternative Project to
create an impact on GHG is based on whether the Proposed Alternative Project would conflict with
the attainment of the state’s goals of reducing GHG emissions as dictated by AB 32. The Proposed
Alternative Project will not interfere with the state’s goals of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels
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by the year 2020 as stated and an 80-percent reduction in GHG emissions below 1990 levels to 2050.
As discussed herein, the Proposed Alternative Project will generate a limited amount of GHG
generation during construction, and it will lead to a low amount of on-going operational emissions
from the use of the 50 residential units. The Proposed Alternative Project would emit less than 50
percent of the SCAQMD’s draft numerical GHG threshold of significance (see Response to Comment
Pitts b-8, above), (currently proposed as 3,500 MTCO.e). Moreover, the Proposed Alternative Project
will utilize high-efficiency design features that will even further reduce consumption of electricity,
natural gas, and will result in a corresponding reduction in GHG emissions. Therefore, the Proposed
Alternative Project will not significantly hinder or delay California’s ability to meet the reduction
targets contained in AB 32.

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-5

As with all combustion engines, powered recreational boating is also an emitter of particulate matter
and NOx. The particulate and NOx emissions from personal water craft are accounted for in Table
4.2-9 of the RRDEIR No. 1 and discussed on page 4.2-34.

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-6
Black soot (also known as black carbon) and wood smoke is acknowledged as a primary source of

local air pollutants in winter and can contribute to global warming; see page 4.2-15 of the RRDEIR
No. 1. Black soot is within a group of constituents known as aerosols. Aerosols were not included in
the inventory of greenhouse gases for the following reasons:

1. AB 32 does not Define Black Carbon as a Greenhouse Gas
Black carbon is not identified as a greenhouse gas in AB 32. AB 32 states, “‘Greenhouse gas’
or ‘greenhouse gases’ includes all of the following gases: carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous
oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride.” The Project EIR
relies upon the threshold, “The Proposed Alternative Project will be deemed to have a less-
than-significant impact on global climate change on a cumulative basis if (1) it does not
result in GHG emissions that are considerable when compared to the existing
environmental setting, and (2) it is consistent with emissions reduction strategies included
in local, regional, or statewide planning documents and from reputable published sources
such as the California Climate Action Team’s (CAT’s) Report to the Governor, CARB Early
Action Measures, and OPR’s June 19, 2008 Technical Advisory Memorandum.” Since black
carbon is not one of the greenhouse gases as defined in AB 32, it would not hinder or delay
California’s ability to meet the reduction targets in AB 32.

2. Black Carbon is not included in California Air Resources Board Emission Inventory
Aerosols are not defined as greenhouse gases in AB 32; therefore, they are not contained in
the California Air Resources Board (ARB) inventories of greenhouse gas emissions, including
the Staff Report, California 1990 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Level and 2020 Emissions Limit.

The ARB Emissions Inventory Analysis Section Manager, Webster Tasai, is essentially
responsible for compiling the State’s greenhouse gas inventory. Mr. Tasai confirmed that
black carbon: 1) is not a greenhouse gas as defined in AB 32; 2) has considerable
uncertainty in its global warming potential; and 3) has a very short residence time in the
atmosphere (personal communication, August 8, 2008).
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3. Uncertainty of Black Carbon and Aerosol Global Warming Potentials
The global warming potential (GWP) of a gas is essentially a measurement of the radiative
forcing (RF) of a greenhouse gas as compared with the reference gas, carbon dioxide. The
uncertainty in establishing a GWP for black soot is examined in more detail below.

The Summary for Policymakers of the report, Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis,
Contribution of Working Group | to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change discusses the RF of aerosols.

RF is a measure of the influence that a factor has in altering the balance of incoming
and outgoing energy in the Earth-atmosphere system and is an index of the
importance of the factor as a potential climate change mechanism. Positive forcing
tends to warm the surface while negative forcing tends to cool it. In this report,
radiative forcing values are for 2005 relative to pre-industrial conditions defined at
1750 and are expressed in watts per square meter (W/m?).

Anthropogenic contributions to aerosols (primarily sulphate, organic carbon, black
carbon, nitrate and dust) together produce a cooling effect, with a total direct
radiative forcing of —0.5 [-0.9 to —=0.1] W/m? and an indirect cloud albedo forcing of
—0.7 [-1.8 to =0.3] W/m?....Changes in surface albedo, due to land cover changes
and deposition of black carbon aerosols on snow, exert respective forcings of 0.2 [—
0.4 to 0.0] and +0.1 [0.0 to +0.2] W/m? (IPCC 2007).

Chapter 2 of the IPCC report (www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wgl/ard-wgl-chapter2.pdf)
discusses the uncertainty of the RF of individual aerosol species:

The direct RF of the individual aerosol species is less certain than the total direct
aerosol RF. The estimates are: sulphate, —0.4 [+0.2] W/m?; fossil fuel organic carbon, —
0.05 [+0.05] W/m?; fossil fuel black carbon, +0.2 [+0.15] W/m?; biomass burning, +0.03
[+0.12] W/m?; nitrate, —0.1 [+0.1] W/m?; and mineral dust, —=0.1 [+0.2] W/m?. For
biomass burning, the estimate is strongly influenced by aerosol overlying clouds . . .

Black carbon aerosol deposited on snow has reduced the surface albedo, producing
an associated RF of +0.1 [+0.1] W/m?, with a low level of scientific understanding...
The spatial patterns of RFs for non-long-lived greenhouse gases (LLGHG) (include
ozone, aerosol direct and cloud albedo effects, and land use changes) have
considerable uncertainties, in contrast to the relatively high confidence in that of the
long-lived greenhouse gases. ..

In summary, the IPCC report indicates that total indirect and direct RF of aerosols
result in cooling effects of —1.2 W/m?. Changes in surface albedo from black carbon
deposited on snow produce warming effects of +0.1 W/m?, though the level of
scientific understanding of this phenomenon is low. The certainty of the individual
aerosols effects on direct RF is not as well understood as the total effect of aerosols.
Nevertheless, the IPCC report indicates that fossil fuel black carbon results in a
warming effect of +0.2 W/m?.
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The GWP for short-lived greenhouse gases, such as aerosols, are not included in the
IPCC report. The 2™ chapter of the 2007 IPCC report indicates that the GWPs of
long-lived GHG do not depend on location and time of the emissions. However, the
GWPs for short-lived GHG are regionally and temporally dependent. The IPCC report
suggests that, “the GWP concept may be too simplistic when applied to aerosols.” In
summary, the potential of black carbon to contribute to climate change is uncertain.

Diesel Exhaust Components
Diesel exhaust contains many different chemical species, such as elemental carbon
(black carbon), organic carbon, and sulfates. The IPCC report indicates RF values for
sulfates are —0.4 [+0.2] W/m?, fossil fuel black carbon are +0.2 [+0.15] W/m?, and
fossil fuel organic carbon are —0.05 [+0.05] W/m?. There is a low scientific
understanding regarding the net GWP for diesel exhaust, as some of the
components of diesel exhaust contribute to a cooling effect.

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-7
Even though the Project encompasses an area of approximately 62 acres, the actual construction

would be done on a much smaller area. The estimation of construction emissions contained in the
2005 Draft EIR the RRDEIR No. 1 assumed that the actual home construction would have a footprint of
approximately 18 acres. The URBEMIS land use model used to estimate emissions from various types
of development projects assumes that a maximum of 25 percent of the area to be developed would be
disturbed in a single day, or in the case of the Project, an area of 4.5 acres. Therefore, the SCAQMD LST
emission look-up tables were used to estimate construction emissions and dispersion modeling was
not required. As for the long-term localized operational impacts, the SCAQMD indicates that the LST
methodology would typically not apply to the operational phase of a project because emissions are
primarily generated by mobile sources traveling on local roadways over potentially large distances or
areas.? The Project would not be resolved within a photochemical model and would very likely not
affect ozone levels downwind of the Project. The SCAQMD significance thresholds apply emissions of
NOx and VOC as surrogates for potential impacts on ozone.

To ensure that the assumptions dealing with the estimation of construction emissions are adhered
to, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-31) will be amended to include the following as
underlined text:

AQ-1 Prior to construction of the Project, the project proponent will provide a Fugitive
Dust Control Plan that will describe the application of standard best management
practices (BMPs) to control dust during construction. The Fugitive Dust Control Plan
shall be submitted to the County and SCAQMD for approval and approved prior to
construction. Best management practices will include, but not be limited to:

e For any earth moving which is more than 100 feet from all property lines, conduct
watering as necessary to prevent visible dust emissions from exceeding 100 feet in
length in any direction.

3 SCAQMD 2005. Sample Construction Scenarios for Projects Less than Five Acres in Size.
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e For all disturbed surface areas (except completed grading areas), apply dust
suppression in a sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a stabilized surface;
any areas which cannot be stabilized, as evidenced by wind driven dust, must
have an application of water at least twice per day to at least 80 percent of the
unstabilized area.

e For all inactive disturbed surface areas, apply water to at least 80 percent of all
inactive disturbed surface areas on a daily basis when there is evidence of wind-
driven fugitive dust, excluding any areas that are inaccessible due to excessive
slope or other safety conditions.

e For all unpaved roads, water all roads used for any vehicular traffic once daily and
restrict vehicle speed to 15 mph.

e For all open storage piles, apply water to at least 80 percent of the surface areas
of all open storage piles on a daily basis when there is evidence of wind-driven
fugitive dust.

e Mass grading activities shall be limited to a maximum of 5 acres per day.

Please refer to Section 4: Errata of this FEIR document, showing detailed revisions to mitigation
measures.

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-8

As noted earlier, the Air Quality Report for the project was prepared in early 2007. At that time, the
version of the URBEMIS model that was publically available was the URBEMIS 2002 Version 8.7. This
is the version of the model that was used in the Project Air Quality Report and EIR. The update to the
URBEMIS model, Version 9.2, was released in June 2007 and URBEMIS Version 9.2.4 was released in
February 2008, after the URBEMIS model runs had already been completed for the Project Air
Quality Report and EIR analysis. The EMFAC2002 model that is used in estimating mobile source
emissions as identified in the comment is a fundamental component of the URBEMIS model. Thus,
the EMFAC2002 model was part and parcel of the URBEMIS2002 model. When the URBEMIS model
was updated to the URBEMIS2007 version, the update also included the inclusion of the EMFAC2007
model as well to handle mobile source emissions.

The localized significance thresholds tables from the SCAQMD for the years 2003-2005 were used in
the Air Quality Report and EIR since these were the most recent tables available from the SCAQMD
at the time of preparation of the report and EIR.

The development of modeling tools is in a constant state of evolution as new information becomes
available to update the model foundations. Further to this point, the URBEMIS series of emission
calculators was replaced by the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) from the California
Air Pollution Control Officers Association in 2013, the most current version being Version 2016.3.2.
The CalEEMod model consists of the use of new baseline emission databases that reflect a more
complete understanding of the governing air pollutant and GHG emission factors as well as the
incorporation of new land uses, and new rules and regulations designed to reduce air and GHG
emissions from various emission sources.
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Due to the age of the modeling presented in RRDEIR No.1, the comment also inquired as to the
consequence of relying on the emission estimates from the older URBEMIS models in light of the
new CalEEMod model in estimating the Project’s emission impacts. To address this comment, the
Project’s emissions were recalculated using the most up-to-date emission model, the CalEEMod
model assuming the Project would be constructed in 2018, a more realistic time period considering
the elapsed time since the first air quality impact analyses were prepared and today’s date. The
emission calculations reflect the levels of emissions that would be generated if the Project were to
be analyzed and constructed today. Table 2-3 compares the unmitigated project short-term
construction emission estimates from RRDEIR No.1 (Section 4.2, Table 4.2-6 [page 4.2-30]) with the
updated emission estimates using the CalEEMod model along with the relevant SCAQMD air quality
criteria pollutant significance thresholds. The CalEEMod model construction emissions were
estimated using the same construction schedule (1-year duration) and equipment inventory as
assumed in RRDEIR No.1 with the exception of construction equipment load factors whose values
were taken from the CalEEMod model.

As noted from Table 2-3, with the exception of NOx emissions, the estimated construction emissions
from the CalEEMod model are lower than the corresponding emissions shown in RRDEIR No.1.
Further, none of the emissions’ estimated using the CalEEMod model exceed any of the regional or
localized emission significance thresholds. The estimated emissions shown in RRDEIR No.1 (Table
4.2-6), however, exceed the SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds for PM1g and PMy s thereby
requiring mitigation. After mitigation, as shown in Table 4.2-7 of the RRDEIR No.1 (page 4.2-32), the
Project’s construction emissions would not exceed any SCAQMD’s construction emission significance
thresholds. What this exercise shows is that the construction emissions contained in the RRDEIR
No.1 provide a conservative emission estimate (in terms of overestimating construction emissions)
when compared to those emissions calculated using the most up-to-date emissions estimating
model, the CalEEMod model. Therefore, the Project’s construction emissions provided in the RRDEIR
No.1 are sufficient in describing the impacts of the Project’s construction emissions.

Table 2-3: Comparison of Project Emission—Construction (Unmitigated)

Construction Criteria Pollutants

(pounds/day)

Analysis VOC NOx co PMjo PMys
RRDEIR No.1 (Table 4.2-6) 69.3 533 68.7 43.5 10.5
CalEEMod 54.3 59.6 36.2 115 6.1
1S_E,:‘e('.ihMoll)dRegionaI Construction 75 100 550 150 55
Significant Impact? No No No No No
Local Significant Threshold® 270 2,075 14 9

Yes in RRDEIR Yes for RRDEIR
Significant Impact? N/A No No l\’l\l:;‘olr No forNCOa;IéEMod
CalEEMod
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Table 2-3 (cont.): Comparison of Project Emission—Construction (Unmitigated)

Construction Criteria Pollutants
(pounds/day)

Analysis VOC NOx co PMm PMz.s

Note:

(1) The localized significance thresholds were updated to the latest values shown in the SCAQMD’s Mass Rate Emission
Tables (2006-2008) for a 5-acre project, in Source Receptor Area 38 and a distance to sensitive receptor of 25 meters;
website: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/appendix-c-
mass-rate-Ist-look-up-tables.pdf

N/A = the SCAQMD has not defined a localized threshold for VOC emissions

Source of CalEEMod emissions: See Appendix H of this 2020 Final EIR

Table 2-4 below shows the comparison of the long-term operational emissions between emissions
shown in the RRDEIR No. 1 (Table 4.2-9 [page 4.2-34] and Table 4.2-10 [page 4.2-35]) and the long-
term operational emissions using the CalEEMod model.

Table 2-4: Comparison of Long-Term Operational Project Emissions

Operational Criteria Pollutants

(pounds/day)
Analysis VvoC NOx co PMyo PMys

RRDEIR No. 1 (Table 4.2-9 and

Table 4.2-10)%) @) 36.8 8.8 104.8 12.6 7.4
CalEEMod™2) 9.5 10.8 32.2 45 1.9
SCAQMD Regional

Operational Threshold > > 250 150 >
Significant Impact? No No No No No

Notes:

(1) The higher of the summer and winter emissions is listed for each pollutant

2) The pollutant emissions’ include the operation of personal watercraft, Table 4.2-9 of the RRDEIR
Source: CalEEMod (Appendix H of this 2020 Final EIR)

As noted from Table 2-4, the CalEEMod update to the project’s long term operational emissions are
lower than the corresponding emissions shown in the RRDEIR No.1 tables with the exception of NOx
emissions. In both the case of the RRDEIR No. 1 and CalEEMod, the respective emissions are less
than the SCAQMD'’s regional operational emission significance thresholds. Therefore, the emissions
shown in the RRDEIR No. 1 represent a conservative estimate of the Project’s long-term operational
emissions and are sufficient in describing the Project’s long-term operational impacts. The
commenter is correct that the IPCC 2007 reference is more up to date than the IPCC 2001 reference.

On December 6, 2011, subsequent to the preparation of the RRDEIR No. 1 for the Project, the San
Bernardino County Board of Supervisors approved a countywide Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Reduction Plan (GHG Plan). In connection with this approval, the San Bernardino County Board of

FirstCarbon Solutions 2-295
\\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

Supervisors adopted a General Plan Amendment detailing a policy designed to reduce GHG
emissions within the County boundaries which included adoption of the GHG Plan. With the
application of the GHG performance standards, under the GHG Plan, any project that does not
exceed 3,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (“MTCO.e”) per year is considered to be
consistent with the Plan and determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative
impact for GHG emissions. The adoption of the GHG Plan has no bearing on, nor does it affect the
less than significant finding of the RRDEIR No. 1 as it relates to GHG emissions. As detailed in the Air
Quality Analysis Report (Appendix A to the RRDEIR No. 1), the Project’s estimated combined
construction and operational greenhouse gas emissions are 1955.59 MTCOze, which is far less than
the 3,000 MTCOe benchmark under the GHG Plan. Accordingly, even if the Project was analyzed
under the GHG Plan, it would only confirm the less than significant finding contained in the RRDEIR
No. 1 as it relates to GHG emissions.

Note that in a manner similar to the estimation of Project’s construction and operational emissions,
the Project’s GHG emissions were also recalculated using the CalEEMod model. Table 2-5 compares
the Project’s GHG emissions as presented in Table 4.2-12 and Table 4.2-13 with the GHG emissions
calculated using the CalEEMod model.

Table 2-5: Comparison of Project GHG Emissions

Annual GHG Emissions

Assessment (Mt CO,e/year)
RRDEIR No. 1 (Table 4.2-12 and Table 4.2-13) 1,604
CalEEMod 1,4710

Note:
() The pollutant emissions’ include the 30-year amortization of construction emissions.
Source: CalEEMod (Appendix H of this 2020 Final EIR)

Table 2-5 indicates that the GHG emissions from the Project estimated using the CalEEMod model
are lower than the corresponding GHG emissions contained in the RRDEIR No. 1.

Please refer to Appendix H of this 2020 Final EIR for a memorandum on the above analysis and the
data files.

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-9

The calculation of architectural coating emissions is done by totaling up the interior and exterior
square footage of all of the residences (assumed in the URBEMIS model to be 1,800 square-feet per
residence) and multiplying by the appropriate VOC emission factor for interior and exterior coating
as specified by the SCAQMD. Thus, the calculation of VOC emissions attributable to architectural
coating represents the total emissions aggregated from all of the residences which in the case of the
RRDEIR No. 1 was 50 residences.

In addition, the residential architectural coating VOC emission factor used in the original 2005 Draft
EIR as contained in the URBEMIS model had a value of 0.0185 pounds of VOC per square-feet of area

2-296 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

coverage. This is equivalent to approximately 400 grams of VOC per liter of paint. It should be noted
further that revisions to SCAQMD Rule 1113 have resulted in a significant lowering of the VOC
content of paints after 2008 to 50 grams of VOC per liter of paint for residential interior coatings and
100 grams of VOC per liter of paint for exterior residential coatings. These new VOC paint content
limits will significantly reduce the architectural coating emissions to even lower levels than
presented in the RRDEIR No. 1.

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-10
Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-31) will be modified to the following to further

clarify its intent using a strike-out/underline revision format.

AQ-2 To reduce emissions from the construction equipment within the Project site, the
construction contractor will:

’

eontractorshalluUse catalyst and filtration technologies on mobile construction

equipment.
e All diesel-fueled engines used in construction of the Project shall use ultra-low

sulfur diesel fuel containing no more than 15-ppm sulfur, or a suitable alternative
fuel.

e All construction diesel engines, which have a rating of 50 horsepower (hp) or
more, shall meet the Tier Il California Emission Standards for off-road
compression ignition engines.

e Heavy-duty diesel equipment will be maintained in optimum running condition.

Please refer to Section 4: Errata of this FEIR document, showing detailed revisions to mitigation
measures.

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-11
The version of the URBEMIS model (URBEMIS 2002 Version 8.7) that was used to prepare Tables 4.2-

9 and 4.2-10 only provided estimates of PMjo construction emissions. The estimates of PM; s
contained in the above tables were derived using the methodology published in October 2006 by the
SCAQMD in their document entitled: “Final PM,s Calculation Methodology and PM s Significance
Thresholds” In that document, the SCAQMD lays out a methodology for generating estimates of
PM,.s emissions from the calculated fugitive dust and exhaust PMi, emissions. The conversion factors
from PM1o emissions to PM, s depend on the type of emission source of concern. For the types of
emission sources to be involved in the Project, the following factors were used:

e For construction equipment exhaust: PM; 5= PMj x 0.92
e For construction fugitive dust: PM,.s = PMo x 0.21

The exhaust and fugitive dust PM, s components are summed to derive a total PM,.s emission. The
calculated PMo emissions already include the PM,.s component (PMio and PM,.s emissions are not
additive; PMys is a portion of PMyp).
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As noted in response Comment Pitts (b)-8, the Project’s construction and operational criteria
pollutant and GHG emissions were recalculated using the CalEEMod emission model with direct
estimates of PMjo and PM;s. The resulting CalEEMod GHG emissions were slightly lower than the
GHG emissions presented in the RRDEIR No. 1, Table 4.2-12 (page 4.2-43) and Table 4.2-13 (page 4.2-
44). Please refer to Appendix H of this 2020 Final EIR for a memorandum on the CalEEMod analysis
and the data files.

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-12
The differences in operational emissions from the Project as shown in the original 2005 Draft EIR and
in the RRDEIR No. 1 stem principally from three factors:

e The reduction in the number of residences from 92 in the original 2005 Draft EIR to 50
residences in the RRDEIR No. 1; and the assumptions regarding the extent of fireplace usage in
the two documents

¢ Imposition of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.238) that prohibits the
operation of non-certified wood burning fireplaces and stoves

With regard to the first factor, the emissions associated with a 50-unit development would be
expected to be 54 percent of the emissions for a 92-unit development (50/92 = 54 percent) as was
pointed out by the commenter.

The second factor dealing with the assumptions regarding the usage of hearth equipment has a larger
impact on the estimation of emissions. In the original 2005 Draft EIR, the report assumed that 100
percent of the residences would have wood burning fireplaces that would be used to heat the
residences. Additionally, it was assumed that 25 percent of the residences would have outdoor stoves
and that there would be no natural gas fireplaces. In the RRDEIR No. 1, a different set of assumptions
was used allowing for 10 percent of the homes having wood fireplaces, 35 percent would have wood
stoves, and 55 percent would have natural gas fireplaces. Since wood fireplaces emit substantially
more than do wood stoves or natural gas fireplaces, the emissions estimated in the original 2005 Draft
EIR were substantially greater than the emissions shown in the RRDEIR No. 1. The hearth assumptions
used in the RRDEIR No. 1 and resulting emissions reflect two important considerations: 1) it is highly
unlikely that the construction of new residences would place a 100 percent reliance on the use of
wood fireplaces to supply virtually all of the space heating in the residence. A more likely scenario
would be to utilize natural gas heating to supply heating requirements and use natural gas-fired
fireplaces to provide perhaps supplemental heating and the “mountain experience.” 2) Mitigation
Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-38) specifically requires the installation and operation of only
EPA Phase Il certified fireplaces and wood stoves,* pellet stoves, or natural gas fireplaces even though
such equipment is exempt from SCAQMD Rule 445—Wood Burning Devices because of the elevation
of the Project. The use of EPA Phase Il certified fireplaces and stoves, for instance, can reduce
particulate matter emissions by about 85 to 90 percent from a conventional open burning wood
fireplace.® Natural gas fireplaces would reduce fireplace emissions even further to levels that are a

4 For a list of EPA certified wood appliances, go to http://www.epa.gov/oecaerth/resources/publications/monitoring/caa
/woodstoves/certifiedwood.pdf

5 Current uncontrolled conventional wood hearth fireplaces have a particulate matter emission rate of about 57 grams/hour . The EPA
certified wood fireplace particulate matter emission limits that vary from 4.1 grams/hour for catalytic models to 7.5 grams/hour for non-
catalytic models.
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fraction of a gram of particulate matter per hour of fuel combustion. There is also a corresponding
reduction in carbon monoxide, VOC, and toxic air contaminants as well. Thus, the emission estimates
contained in the RRDEIR No. 1 provide a more reasonable estimate of the operational emissions
expected from the Project than was presented in the 2005 Draft EIR.

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)13
North Shore Drive intersects Big Bear Blvd at the west end of Big Bear Lake.

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-14
Regardless of whether the public expects wood burning as part of the “mountain experience” or

whether or not an activity is governed by a particular law or regulation, Mitigation Measure AQ-3
(RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-38) prohibits open-hearth fireplaces in any residential unit unless the
fireplace is an EPA Phase Il Certified fireplace and wood stove, pellet stove, or a natural gas fireplace.
The mitigation measure would become part of the Project’s mitigation monitoring plan and
depending on municipal requirements, the measure would be incorporated into the acceptance of
the Project’s design plan as submitted to the City for approval, as a condition to the approval of a
building permit, or as a part of the Project’s conditional use permit to ensure that the Mitigation
Measure is fully implemented.

The “Good Neighbor Policy for Burning” included as Mitigation Measure AQ-4 (RRDEIR No. 1, page
4.2-38) was intended to provide common-sense guide for new residence in minimizing the emissions
from hearth usage.

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-15
The use of a generator would only occur during an emergency power outage and during a small

number of hours per year (as many as 50 hours per year as limited by the SCAQMD permit
requirements) for maintenance requirements. There is no intent for generator usage to occur on a
routine basis.
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James and Lola McGrew (MCGREW)

Response to MCGREW-1
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1

house per 0.5 acre and sufficient infrastructure.

See Response to SM&W-1 for a response regarding zoning of the Project site. No additional response
is necessary.

Response to MCGREW-2
The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts to roads and traffic. In addition, the

commenter expresses concern regarding impacts from forest fires.

See Response to WINCH (b)-4 for a response regarding project and cumulative traffic. In addition,
see Response to WINCH (b)-5 for a response regarding forest fires.

Response to MCGREW-3
The commenter expresses concern regarding Utilities.

As indicated within Section 4.9, Utilities, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project would result in an
increased demand for electrical service. Based on a daily average of 16.66 kilowatts per unit, at
project buildout the Proposed Alternative Project would utilize 833 kilowatts per day. BVE recently
constructed a local power generating station to provide backup power and peak power to
supplement the two power lines that feed the valley. According to BVE, service is available and of
adequate supplies. The Project Applicant will also 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 MCGREW-4
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the

Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the
percentage of full-time residents.

See Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin
system. No additional response is necessary.

Response to MCGREW-5
The commenter expresses concern regarding biological resources.

See Response to WINCH (b)-5 and 6.

Response to MCGREW-6
The commenter expresses concern regarding aesthetics.

See Response to WINCH (b)-7 for responses regarding aesthetic impacts.
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Response to MCGREW-7
The commenter expresses concern regarding noise.

A Noise Analysis (Appendix D of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted for the proposed Moon Camp
Project. According to the Noise Analysis, implementation of the project will not result in any
permanent substantial increase in ambient noise levels at sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity.
In addition, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-4 (RRDEIR No. 1,
page 4.6-16), temporary increases in noise levels in the project vicinity resulting from short-term
construction activities would be reduced to 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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John Delandtsheer (DELANDTSHEER)

Response to DELANDTSHEER-1
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the

Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the
percentage of full-time residents.

See Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin
system. No additional response is necessary.

Response to DELANDTSHEER-2
The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts to roads and traffic. In addition, the

commenter expresses concern regarding impacts from forest fires.

See Response to WINCH (b)-4 for a response regarding project and cumulative traffic. In addition,
see Response to WINCH (b)-5 for a response regarding forest fires.

Response to DELANDTSHEER 3
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. Therefore, impacts to law enforcement services are expected to be less than significant, and
no mitigation measures are proposed.

In addition, as evaluated in RRDEIR No. 1, Section 4.8, Transportation, Circulation, and Parking,
Subsection 4.8.2, Project Impact Analysis, 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. Therefore, the Project’s vehicular ingress and egress design is
consistent with County Code. In addition, a Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of the RRDEIR No. 1)
was conducted for the proposed Moon Camp Project. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, no
areas are expected to have significant and unavoidable impacts for opening year and Horizon Year
2030 Traffic Conditions nor cumulative traffic impacts to SR-38 or the surrounding area with the
implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.8-51). No additional
response is necessary.

Response to DELANDTSHEER-4
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1

house per 0.5 acre and sufficient infrastructure.
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See Response to SM&W-1 for a response regarding zoning of the Project site, as well as sufficiency of
infrastructure.

Individual projects are required to address the availability of adequate water supplies, water and
wastewater facilities, traffic circulation and other infrastructure in support of an individual project’s
proposed density of development (BVCP, page 11). This concept, known as the “Holding Zone”
approach, has traditionally been applied by the County transitioning individual parcels of property
from low-density land use designations to higher density land use designations in the Bear Valley
Community. The County of San Bernardino General Plan clearly contemplates and sets out very
specific requirements for increasing the allowable density of development through General Plan
amendments. As indicated in the RRDEIR No. 1, the proposed Project will provide adequate water,
wastewater, utility and roadway infrastructure to support the proposed Project consistent with the
mandates of the Bear Valley Community Plan.

Response to DELANDTSHEER-5
The commenter expresses concern regarding biological resources.
See Responses to WINCH (b)-5 and -6.

Response to DELANDTSHEER-6:
The commenter expresses concern regarding aesthetics.

See Response to WINCH (b)-7 for responses regarding aesthetic impacts.

Response to DELANDTSHEER-7
The commenter expresses concern regarding aesthetics and noise.

The commenter provides a closing statement. No comment is necessary.
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Joseph and Barbara Francuz (FRANCUZ)

Response to FRANCUZ-1 through 5
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.

See Response to SM&W-1 for a response regarding zoning of the Project site. No additional response
is necessary.

Response to FRANCUZ-6
The commenter questions what mitigation measures were provided for cumulative impacts to noise,

light, and air.

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).

Response to FRANCUZ-7 and 8
The commenter questions potential noise impacts to the marina.

The marina parking is for day use only and not for trailers. In addition, a Noise Analysis (Appendix D
of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted for the proposed Moon Camp Project. According to the Noise
Analysis, no areas are expected to have significant and unavoidable impacts with the
implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1 and NOI-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.6-16).

Response to FRANCUZ-9
The commenter expresses concern regarding odor within the marina.

An Air Quality Impact Assessment was conducted for the Project. According to the Air Quality
Analysis, CEQA Guidelines indicate that a significant impact would occur if a Project would create
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. The odor analysis conducted within
the Air Quality Impact Assessment concluded the Project would not contain land uses typically
associated with emitting objectionable odors, with the possible exception of wood smoke. Wood
smoke is pleasant to some and may be a nuisance to others. Implementation and compliance with
SCAQMD Rule 402 would ensure that wood smoke would not be offensive to a substantial number
of people. Diesel exhaust and VOCs will be emitted during construction of the Proposed Alternative
Project, which are objectionable to some; however, emissions will disperse rapidly from the Project
site and therefore should not be at a level to induce a negative response.

In addition, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-38), in particular, prohibits open-
hearth fireplaces and permits only EPA Phase Il 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 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 (b)-12 for additional information.
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Response to FRANCUZ-10
The commenter expresses concern regarding boats pulled by cars or trucks will impacts emergency

vehicles who share the same road.

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. Therefore, the Project’s vehicular ingress and egress design is consistent with County of San
Bernardino Code. In addition, a Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of the RRDEIR No. 1) was
conducted for the proposed Moon Camp Project. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, no areas
are expected to have significant and unavoidable impacts for opening year and Horizon Year 2030
Traffic Conditions nor cumulative traffic impacts to SR-38 or the surrounding area with the
implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.8-51). No additional
response is necessary.

Response to FRANCUZ-11
The commenter expresses concern regarding having room for quagga mussel station at the site.

The marina parking is for day use only and not for trailers. No additional response is necessary.

Response to FRANCUZ-12
The commenter expresses concern regarding additional use of the highway.

See Response to FRANCUZ-10.

Response to FRANCUZ-13 and -14
The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts from forest fires.

See Response to WINCH (b)-5 for a response regarding forest fires.

Response to FRANCUZ-15 and -16
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the

Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the
percentage of full-time residents.

See Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin
system. No additional response is necessary.

Response to FRANCUZ-17 through 19
The expresses concern regarding impacts towards the use of wood burning fire places.

See Response to FRANCUZ-9.
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Response to FRANCUZ-20
Mr. Francuz 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 FRANCUZ-21
The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts from light and noise.

Generally, the attributes of the 2011 Project—including reduction in development intensity,
elimination of the development of lakefront lots, elimination of the realignment of SR-38, reduction
and relocation of the proposed marina, increase in permanently protected open space, and
reduction in the number of trees removed from the site—enhance the aesthetic values of the
Project to reduce aesthetic impacts. In addition, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures A-
1 through A-4 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.1-8 through 4.1-10), implementation of the 2011 Project would
result in less than significant aesthetic, light, and glare impacts.

In addition, a Noise Analysis (Appendix D of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted for the proposed
Moon Camp Project. According to the Noise Analysis, no areas are expected to have significant and
unavoidable impacts with the implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1 and NOI-2 (RRDEIR No.
1, page 4.6-16).

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).

FirstCarbon Solutions 2-315
\\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



POWELL




THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



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

Karin Powell (POWELL)

Response to POWELL-1
The commenter states that there are various vacant lots and residences within the area.

See Response to SM&W-1.

Response to POWELL-2
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the

Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the
percentage of full-time residents.

See Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin
system. No additional response is necessary.

Response to POWELL-3
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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Kim MacDonald (MACDONALD)

Response to MACDONALD-1
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1

house per 0.5 acre and sufficient infrastructure.

See Response to SM&W-1 for a response regarding zoning of the Project site. No additional response
is necessary.

Response to MACDONALD-2
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the

Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the
percentage of full-time residents.

See Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin
system. No additional response is necessary.

Response to MACDONALD-3
The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts to roads and traffic. In addition, the

commenter expresses concern regarding impacts from forest fires.

See Response to WINCH (b)-4 for a response regarding project and cumulative traffic. In addition,
see Response to WINCH (b)-5 for a response regarding forest fires.

Response to MACDONALD-4
The commenter expresses concern regarding biological resources.

See Response to WINCH (b)-5 and -6.

Response to MACDONALD-5
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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Loretta Gardiner (Gardiner)

Response to GARDINER-1 and -2
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the

Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the
percentage of full-time residents.

See Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin
system. No additional response is necessary.
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M. Hill (HILL)

Response to HILL-1
The commenter states they are in favor of the Project. No response is necessary.
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Marlene Thurston (THURSTON)

Response to THURSTON-1 through 3
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and DWP

says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the percentage of full-time residents.

See Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin
system. No additional response is necessary.
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M Lilhan (LILHAN)

Response to LILHAN-1
The commenter states they are in favor of the Project. No response is necessary.
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Paul Lasky (LASKY)

Response to LASKY-1
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1

house per 0.5 acre and sufficient infrastructure.

See Response to SM&W-1 for a response regarding zoning of the Project site. No additional response
is necessary.

Response to LASKY-2
The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts from forest fires.

See Response to WINCH (b)-5 for a response regarding forest fires.

Response to LASKY-3
The commenter expresses concern regarding utilities. In addition, the commenter states

infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and DWP says that the supply
cannot support any significant increase in the percentage of full-time residents.

As indicated within Section 4.9, Utilities, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project would result in an
increased demand for electrical service. Based on a daily average of 16.66 kilowatts per unit, at
project buildout the Proposed Alternative Project would utilize 833 kilowatts per day. BVE recently
constructed a local power generating station to provide backup power and peak power to
supplement the two power lines that feed the valley. According to BVE, service is available and of
adequate supplies. The Project Applicant will also 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.

In addition, see Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water supplies in the
Fawnskin system. No additional response is necessary.

Response to LASKY-4
The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts from forest fires. In addition, the commenter

expresses concern regarding impacts to the rural character of the area.

See Response to WINCH (b)-5 for a response regarding forest fires. In addition, see Response to
WINCH (b)-7 for responses regarding aesthetic impacts.

The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and DWP
says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the percentage of full-time residents.

See Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin
system. No additional response is necessary.

Response to LASKY-5
The commenter expresses concern regarding biological resources.
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See Responses to WINCH (b)-5 and -6.

Response to LASKY-6
The commenter expresses concern regarding aesthetics.

See Response to WINCH (b)-7 for responses regarding aesthetic impacts.

Response to LASKY-7
The commenter expresses concern regarding aesthetics and noise.

A Noise Analysis (Appendix D of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted for the proposed Moon Camp
Project. According to the Noise Analysis, no areas are expected to have significant and unavoidable
impacts with the implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1 and NOI-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.6-16).

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).

2-352 FirstCarbon Solutions
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec02-00 Responses RDEIR No 1.docx



TENNYSON

EENNYSON-l |







TENNYSON-3

TENNYSON-4

TENNYSON-6



TENNYSON-6

TENNYSON-7

TENNYSON

TENNYSON-9

TENNYSON-11



TENNYSON-15

TENNYSON-16




TENNYSON-17

TENNYSON-20

TENNYSON-21

TENNYSON-22

TENNYSON-23



TENNYSON-28

TENNYSON-29



TENNYS

TENNYS! 3




TENNYSON-

TENNYSON-37



[ TENNYSON-40 |

_TENNYSO 2



TENNYSON-44

TENNYS




TENNYSON-48

TENNYSON-49

TENNYSON-50





