Although an amendment to the General Plan to change
the zoning is requested, there is no amendment currently
proposed to change the general goals in the area of
» biological and natural resources. In order to maintain those
goals and support the existing biological resources at this site
and throughout the Big Bear Valley, we support the RL-40
designation of this property as it is currently zoned in the
County’s General Plan and stréngly advcéate that this
designation be kept. From visitor information wé have seen
that was collected by the Discovery Center, we believe that
much of the economic viability of this entire Valley depends
on the maintenance of the native habitats and natural
surroundings Curreﬂtly in existence. The adverse impacts to
those habitats, and especially to the bald eagle, that would
result from the development of this proposed project would,
in our opinion, negatively affect the economic well-being of

the entire Big Bear Valley.

In reviewing this revised Biological Section of the DEIR,
my wife and | have found it to still be incomplete, inaccurate,
and defective. The DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the

severe adverse effects of the proposed project and grossly
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downplays and understates the significant and unavoidable
impacts that would be caused should it be approved. Our
objections to this proposed project and the inadequacies of
this revised Biological Resources section of the 'DEIR are set
forth below. Please include this letter in its entirety as part of
our formal CEQA comments to be included in the

Environmental Impact Report.

In summary, we continue to object to this development

project, as proposed, for the following reasons:

[l. Biological Resources

The revised Bi‘clogicé!Section of the DEIR still has provided
an incomplete and inadequate evaluation of the impacts.on
Biological Resources that gmssvﬁy underestimates the

resulting impacts of this project.

e The Standard Conditions of Approval (SCA-1) does not
specify that the replanting of trees must be native trees.
Nor does it specify that the trees proposed to be planted
be the same type of trees that are being removed. The

5
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biological resources section does not evaluate the impact
on the wildlife as a whole, or on the individual species of

the area, for a change in the species of trees that exists on

the site.

Nothing has been mentioned or taken into accoun't;i‘n‘ this
revised biological resources section that the bark beetle
infestation has long passed its peék and that the removal
of the dead trees and !ogs on thé site to reduce the bark
beetles could have adverse impacts on the other species
in this area. The counterbalance of these has not been

- evaluated to make recommendations for finding a middle-

' ground for the long-term health of the area in all conditions.

The percentage used to define the pebble plains habitat of
this site as a portion of the total in existence has been
gms'siy underestimated. According to the biological

resources section itself, the special-status plants

widespread throughout an approximately 11.8 acre area of
open Jeffrey pine forest with an herbaceous layer of
Wright's matting buckwheat in the western half of the

6
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Project site.” “There is no scientific evaluation or
justification given for not including at a minimum the 11.8
acres or more accurately the “western half of the Project

site” in the calculations for the size of the actual pebble

plains habitat:

Once again, since the entire “open Jeffery pine forest” as
characterized in the document meets the habitat definition
of pebble plains and supports special status species
across 17.38 aéres, the impact is not just 0.69 acres as
considered in the analysis, but the entire 17.38 acres.

Many of the pebble plains habitat areas in other parts of
the Valley have been very recently and very extensively
damaged and thus potentially reduced in size. No
evaluation has been done on the actual size of the entire
pebble plains habitat, and therefore on thé actual
percentage represented by this proposed development
site, especially taking into account the large increase in off-
road vehicle usage and resulting destruction of the existing

habitat.
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» No scientific jUstiﬁcation is given to define neither 40%
rainfall as being a sufficient basis for obtaining an accurate
survey of the extent of the pebble plains habitat nor any

justification given for surveys being valid with anything less

27-17

than full and normal rainfall.

e No scientific justification is given to define neither 40%
rainfall as being a sufficient basis for obtaining an accurate
survey of the extent of the montane meadow habitat nor

aﬂyjustiﬁcatio.h given for surveys being valid with anything

27-8

less than full and normal rainfall.

e Since it would be difficult if not impossible to find a willing
seller of sufficient acreage of pebble plains and associated
rare plant habitat to in any way mitigate the loss of the 27-9
actual size of these habitats at the proposed project site, |

this mitigation measure (paragraph 2 of 5.8-1a) is

impractical and inadequate.

» No mitigation measures have been defined to make up for |
the loss of montane meadow habitat with the development 27-10

of this proposed project.
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e No evaluations have been done to define how much of the
total montane meadow habitat in the Valley would be lost 27-11

with the development of this proposed project.

e The special status plant Speciesiﬁsied on page 5..8:48 of |
the revised biological resources section that are likely to -
exist at the site but that were not detectable during the |
surveys have not been adequately evaluated nor their |
potential loss a‘ccau‘nted for in this DEIR. Since their 27-12
numbers have not been determined, no determination as
to the full impact to their total populations could have been
determined, nor are there any requirements set for making
up for their loss once their actual numbers and extent of

range have been determined.

e Given all of the above p@infs, the mitigation measures

27-13

defined in 5.8-1a are grossly inadequate and would not
serve to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
» Since the extent of the pebble plains habitat has been
peRep | 27-14

inadequately evaluated and grossly underestimated, the
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evaluation of the potential impact to the special-status
Andrews’ marble butterfly is inadequate and could

underestimate the significance of the impacts on this

species.

The analysis fails to éva!uate the loss of a signiﬁca‘iﬁt
portion of the shoreline habitat for all the species that could
be impacted, including not only shore-feeding species, but
all species that use this portion of the shoreline for access

to the lake.

The mitigations proposed to protect the bald eagle habitat
as proposed continue to be impracticéi and ineffective.
Similar miti{jations in other parts of the Valley have often
not been enforced or regulated so that they, in the end,

proved to be neither practical nor effective.
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» This revised section fails i@ evaluate the adequacy of the
special-status wildlife mitigations on the basis that similar
‘bald eagle mitigations have been done in prior .
developments in the Big Bear Valley and when the 27-17
mitigations were im;péementedﬁ the bald eagle numge‘rs
have been significantly reduced over the past two
decades, thus rendering' the mitigations totally inadequate.

e Once again, the potential removal of additional trees to
support Section 5.3-1c mitigation for a 100-foot fuel 27-18
modification is not analyzed anywhere in the Biological |

Resources section:

e The DEIR still fails to include in the biological resources
analysis the impact to wildlife based on increases in road- 27-19

kill from the increased traffic nor from the proposed

highway realignment.

» The evaluation of impacts to bald eagles fails to take into | |
account that the eagles now can see the shoreline from the | 27-20

trees identified as bald eagle perches. There is nieither
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mention nor evaluation of the increased impacts when the
views from those perch trees are degraded extensively by
the visually obstructive intrusion of homes built between

the trees and the shoreline.

Neither mention nor evaluation has been done on the
larger-range impacts to the entire population of Southern
California wintering bald eagles. The bald eagle numbers
in Southern California have been declining in spite of
what's happenihg in other areas of the country. One of the
only potential ways for this population to begin recovering
is to increase the chances of these populations actually
nesting in Southern California. This habitat on the north
Shore of Big Bear Lake is some of the iast‘remaining likely
areas for this nesting to occur and thus, this proposed
project will very likely negatively impact the chances for
overall recovery of the bald eagle populations in Southern

- California.

No evaluation has been done on whether the drought in
this area could have affected the exisitence of the wildlife

on this site and whether more wildlife would be likely to be
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found at the site during years of normal rainfall. Therefore,
the evaluation of the impact on all wildlife, inc!uding but not
limited, to the yellow-blotched salamander, the silvery
legless lizard, the southern rubber boa, the San Bernardino
Mountain Fiyiﬂg Squirrel, and all species of bats is

inadequate and potentially understated.

The adverse impacis on the biological n:esources that
would result from the develcpmen{ of this project would
spread out to affect other arenas, such as the economy of
the valley and the economic viability of its current
dependence on tourism. None of these impacts have been

evaluated in this section or throughout the remainder of the

DEIR.

This revised biological resources section analysis
continues to be inaccurate and inadequate and grossly
understates the level of signiﬁcaﬂce of the impacts regarding
wildlife and plants that would be caused by this pmposed
project. It especially continues to underestimate the

significant impacts on bald eagles and both the pebble plains

and the montane meadow habitats.
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lll. CONCLUSION
My wife and | believe that, since a section of this DEIR

was revised, the entire document must be circulated once
again so that the changes and how they apply from one
section to another can be properly evaluated and theﬁbﬂbiic
and the decision-makers can be pmper!yainfcrmed prior to

making any decision on this project, as required by law.

We again formally request timely notification in advance

of all meetings, documents, and decisions regarding this

proposed project.

The Revised Biological Resources section of the Draft
EIR, and thus the DEIR as a whole, for the proposed Moon
Camp Project currently in circulation isrinc:-ompie‘te,
inaccurate and defective and must be rejected in its present
form. It has failed to adequate!y assesé the level of
significance of the adverse impact on biological resources.
Furthermore, multiple significant impacts continue to
| understate and sugar coat the project in a thinly-veiled

attempt to convince the Board of Supervisors to approve this
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project with o\}érriding éonsiderations. The project, on the
basis of the present proposal, is so entirely contrary to the
guidelines of the County’s General Plan and the best interest
of the tax-paying public that it warrants nothing less than a
categorical denial. We urge the Board to carefﬁ!ly evaluate
this project and select the No Project Alternative in the

interest of the Public Trust.

Respectfully submitted,

Bradley L. Winch, Ph.D., J.D. an Cathy Winch

Residents of Fawnskin

16

14-379

27-27




Response to Commentor No. 27

Bradley and Cathy Winch

April 15, 2005

27-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-6 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-7 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-8 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-9 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-10 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-11 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-12 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-13 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-14 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-15 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-16 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
2717 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-18 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-19 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-20 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-21 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-22 Please refer to Response to Comment No.
27-23 Please refer to Response to Comment No.

7-1.

7-2.

7-3.

7-4.

7-5.

7-6.

7-7.

7-8.

7-9.

7-10.

7-11.

7-12.

7-13.

7-14.

7-15.

7-20.

7-21.

7-22.

7-23.

COUNTYy

SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR
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27-24
27-25
27-26
27-27

27-28

Please refer to Response to Comment No.
Please refer to Response to Comment No.
Please refer to Response to Comment No.
Please refer to Response to Comment No.

Please refer to Response to Comment No.

7-24.
7-25.
7-26.
7-27.

7-28.

CO%?JT}» =,

SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR
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P.C. Box 409
Fawnskin, CA 92333
April 15,2003

County of San Bernardino

Land Use Services Departinent
Planning Division

385 N. Arrowhead Ave, Fixst Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0182

Attention: M. Matthew W. Slowik
Re: Mooncamp Development Project/RCK. Properties Ine. Draft Biological section Recirculation

FAX: (909) 387-3223

Dear Mr. Slowile

We received notification of the revised biological section of the draft BIR for the Mooncamp
development project/RCK. Properties Inc., and have very significant concerns about this revised
version. For example:

1. How can it be guaranteed that there will be offsite mitigation regions available for pebble plains
habitat?

5. Why would plant surveys be carried out at a time of 40% of notmal rainfall, cather than for normal
rainfall?

3. This revised draft again indicates that there will be significant impact on bald eagle habitat, which is
particulacly important when curaulative inopacts are taken into accoumt,

The overall draft EIR now indicates that there will be substantial negative impacts that cannot be
mitigated in a pumber of areas, including air quality and biclogical impacts, Visitors gome to our
valley for the clean air, beautiful scenery and wildlife, and destruction of these important quality of life
issues will have significant and irreversible negative economic impacts on this resort community. We
hope that the Supervisors will not therefore judge that there are overriding economic considerations for
approving the rezoning and this development, as it will have the opposite effect on all but the
developers themselves.

Yours truly,

LLES®

ayson-Pitis, Ph.

QG .

James N. Bitts, Jr., PhD.
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COUNT P~

SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Response to Commentor No. 28
B.J. Finlayson-Pitts and James Pitts

April 15, 2005

28-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-9.

28-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-7.

28-3 Comment is noted. Environmental considerations noted by the Commentor have

been addressed in the Draft and Final EIR.
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County of San Bemardine

itichasl Karp
- -P.O.Box 1683 ..
- “Big Bearlate; G 82015

LA R

IENT NO. 29

. Land Use Services Depariment, Planning Division .

385 M. Arrowhaad Ave, First Floor
" Suh Bamaniing, CA 02415-0182
Altre Watthew W, Slowlk -

Lt Pa 9%38?—32?3

Conceming: MOONCANI DEVELOPMENT PROJECTIRCK PROPERTIES, INC. DRAFT EIR
BIOLOGICAL SECTION RECIRCULATION.

Desr M Sipwik: ..

1 understand that the above project is about fo o béfon The (Sounty Pladning Sommission

andfor Board of Bupervisors. | have some conoems that echo the findings of the DEIR: .

= Whal sclentific basis is there for

another plant survey? . Why shouldm't i be donie with normal rainsall?

IR L

using 40% of notmal raiﬁféni‘éeihs 1imé whan they do 2 Q— 1

o . It i5 very unlik@ly that thided 1 #PIEEE avallabie that they can purchase for pifsite 2 g _2

mitigation for E;ebbfe pleins habitat, so this is riot 2 satisfactory mitigation.
UEEE T 1 |' ' [ v BN e
> The'lmpact orfbaid eagles has bsep Hitermined 10 bs significant, In fact, the DEIR

, States, "Thie ploposed project containls some of the most utilized bald eagle roosting and
perohing habitet in the Big Bear Valley, Gonstruction of the proposed project would ,

(O T

* diminish the habltat Value of the project site for the speciés. When viowet.in eonjunction” ‘ 2 g ___3

Willv‘bitier past, piesant, and reascniably fofésessble developments p Bned forthe' | 0
“Favwiiskl 'n!B?%StBear Lake ares, the loss of hald gggté’ pefeh 'a%d rgb_ ’gqq‘ esonthe '

. projéist site would significantly im
Lake2 " T

¢ - ‘Asa resull; cimulative impacts to the bald kugle are
megkures reflective of racommendétibne developed by selentifin studies in the Big Bear

pagh bald'sagle hatitit bn'the horh shore of Big Bear
” Ve T el e e LR LR
. sy e - T N

considered significant. Mitigation

Valley. Inclyding Kimbell Garreits study di e biteois of Niytian activity o igpiprpig bl . © | 2C)—4

aagles (1881), are provided as part of the proposed projest However, Implemen

thase miltigation measures would
habitat to 4 level considened less

»  Toiprots 1k project the Supervisors would have t5 site overiding considepations. ©

onof . .

ot reduce direct or cumulative Impacis to bald sagle - |, ..
that significant,” - 0 deege

R B T TR TN TEye

"Since this project would take a general plah améndment fof change In this axlsting 2 g — 5

zoning, there can be 1o everriding considdritions that justity this nepative impact on tha
wintering bald eagle population In Big Beg, T e

Lo L i o LS SN . Ve fEe b Lot \ . .

&lhoe ine e’ébngr’ny of th Blg Baar vgﬂqé,y._'d%’isfgnds upon nature, recrestion and the existonce of .

thé biald eagles here, there would most likaly

bre approvad. | thersfore request that th

b

FETEIN R N PO B

8 econdimic Harm 1o the entite vallay if this project © 2 g _ 5
is groject ot be dpprovéd as written,

‘Bincérely, R
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COUNTF~_,

SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Response to Commentor No. 29

Michael Karp

April 16, 2005

29-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-7.

29-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-9.

29-3 Comment is noted. Environmental considerations noted by the Commentor have
been addressed in the Draft and Final EIR.

29-4 Comment is noted. Environmental considerations noted by the Commentor have
been addressed in the Draft and Final EIR.

29-5 Comment is noted.

29-6 Comment is noted.

Final = December 2005 14-385 Comments and Responses
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COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
AND PUBLIC SERVICES GROUP

LAND USE SERVI

PLANNING DIVISION
285 North Arrowhead Avenue o San Bernardino, CA 82415-0182 - (909) 387-4131
First Floor Fax (909) 387-3249 - Third Floor Fax (809) 387-3223
15505 Civic Drive = Viglorville, CA 92392 » (760) 243-8245 - Fax (760) 243-8212
hitp://www.co.san-bernardine.ca.us/landuseservices

o T
AN BEANARDING

CES DEPARTMENT

MICHAEL E. HAYS
Director of Land Use Services

February 20, 2002
To: Responsible and Trustee Agencies

RE: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR RCK PROPERTIES, INC.
APPLICATION FOR TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 16136, A GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT/OFFICIAL LAND USE
DISTRICT CHANGE, AND A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT ON APPROXIMATELY 62 ACRES LOCATED IN THE
UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITY OF FAWNSKIN

The San Bernardino County Land Use Services Department will be coordinating the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the RCK Properties, Inc. application for Tentative Tract Map 16136, a
General Plan Amendment/Official Land Use District Change from BV/RL-40 (Rural Living, 40-acre minimum lot
size) to BV/RS (Single Residential), and a Conditional Use Permit for a boat dock on approximately 62 acres
located in the unincorporated community of Fawnskin. The site is on the north shore of Big Bear Lake, on State
Highway 38, between Canyon Road and Polique Canyon Road. Tract Map 16136 includes a 95-lot residential
subdivision. The project includes 92 numbered lots and 3 lettered lots on the north shore of Big Bear Lake. As part
of the proposed project, roads will be constructed and utilities will be installed. Lots will be individually sold and

developed by custorn design.

The Environmental Checklist Form (Initial Study), completed September 5, 2001, identified the potential for
significant impacts relative to the issue areas as follows: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural
Resources, Geology/Soils, Hazards & Hazardous Materials, Hydrology / Water Quality, Land Use/Planning, Noise,
Population/Housing, Recreation, Transportation/Traffic, and Utilities/Service Systems. The Initial Study serves to
-focus the scope of the EIR. A copy of the Initial Study is enclosed for your review.

This letter is a request for environmental information that you or your organization believes should be addressed in
the EIR. Due to time limits, as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), your response should
be sent at the eafliest possible date, but no later than thirty (30) days after publication of this notice. Comments and
questions may be directed to Tracy Creason, Senior Associate Planner, 385 North Arrowhead Avenue, San

Bernardino, CA 92415-0182.

In addition to receiving written comments, the Land Use Services Department will be conducting a pubiic scoping
meeting from 10:00 a.m. to noon on March 2, 2002. The meeting will be held at the North Shore Elementary
School, which is located at 765 North Stanfield Cutoff in Big Bear Lake.

Sincerely,

TRACY ]
Advance Planning Division

Enclosures: Initial Study
Distribution List

WHLLIAM H. RANDOLPH %

County Adminisirative Otfflcer Board of Supsrvisars

JOHN GOSS BILLPOSTMIUS ... ovreeniiianss First District DENNIS HANSBERGER ........ Third District
Assistant County Administrator JONDMIKELS ..., Second District FRED AGUIAR ............. . Fourth District
JERAY EAVES ... ........in. Fifth District

Eoonomic Development and
Public Services Group i
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U. 8. FOREST SERVICE
Big Bear Ranger District
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CEQAVIGR Coordinator
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South Coast AQMD
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Public Works
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San Bernardino County
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P. O. Box 2863
Big Bear Lake, CA 92315

Peter J. Kiriakos
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Big Bear Lake, CA 92315

Northshore Café

ATTN: BARBARA & RICHARD
ORTIZ

P. O. Box 367

Fawnskin, CA 92333

(no initial study sent)




".'\N BERNARDINO COUNTY

INITIAL St gi: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

This form and the descriptive information in the application package corstitute the contents of an Initial Study
pursuant to County Guidelines under Ordinance 3040 and Section 15063 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

USGS Quad: Fawnskin, 7.5 Minute Series
T,R,Section: T2N, R1W, Section 13, SBBM

RE@EEVE& Thomas Bros: Pg 4741, C6 and D6, 2000 ed.
Planning Area: Big Bear Lake
FEB 19 2002 Community: Bear Valley (Fawnskin)/S-3

OLUD: BV/RL-40, Improvement Level: IL1

RBF CONSULTING
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: |

- 1. Project Title: General Plan Amendment/Official Land Use District Change, Conditional Use Permit and
Tentative Tract No. 16136 (“Moon Camp”) :

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:
County of San Bernardino
Land Use Services Division
385 North Arrowhead Avenue
San Bernardino, CA 92415

3. Contact person and phone number:
Mike Williams
(909) 387-4168

4. Project location: In the North % of Section 13, T2N, R1W, SBBM, Fawnskin, California
(APN: 0304-082-14, 0304-091-12, 13, and 21)

5. Project sponsor's name and address:

RCK Properties, Inc.
pP.0. 7104

Big Bear Lake, CA 92315
Attn: Mr. Mike Rafferty

6. Description of project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases
of the project, and any secondary support, or offsite features necessary for its implementation.

PROJECT SUMMARY':

The project proposed by RCK Properties, Inc. in Big Bear, is a 95-lot residential subdivision (Tentative Tract
No. 16136) on the north shore of Big Bear Lake, in the community of Fawnskin, County of San Bernardino (see
Figure 1). The project site is approximéteiy 62.43 acres, located more specifically in the north %2 of Section 13,
Township 2 North, Range 1 West, San Bernardino Base and Meridian (see Figure 2). The proposal is a
tentative tract map for 92 numbered and 3 lettered lots (see Figure 3). Roads will be graded only and utilities
will be installed. Lots will be sold individually and development of lots and construction of homes will be by
custom design. Numbered lots will range in size between 0.17 acres (7,292 square feet) to 2.11 acres.
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The three lettered lots are identified as follows: Lot “A” is the private street designed to provide access to the
southernmost lots; Lot “B” is the 1.4-acre strip of land that will remain between the relocated State Highway 38
‘and the private street Lot “A”; and Lot “C” is the gated entrance to the project including a proposed boat dock
(southwest corer of the property) that would be available for use by residents of the tract and accessible by
Lot “C”. The boat dock will include slips for approximately 100 boats (dependent upon demand).

The project includes a General Plan Amendment/Official Land Use District Change from BV/RL-40 Rural Living
(40-acre minimum lot size) to BV/RS (see Figure 4). State Highway 38 (North Shore Drive) extends through the
southerly portion of the site; the proposal also includes the relocation of approximately 2,498 feet of Highway
28 to the north (see Figure 5) and therefore an Amendment to the Circulation Element of the County General
Plan will also be required. The maximum distance of relocation as designed is 207 feet to the north, to allow for
the development of lake front lots. Access to the project would be from State Highway 38 with access locations
onto one private road and one public road within the subdivision. The internal circulation system was evaluated
with a maximum volume of approximately 400 vehicles per day, satisfactory for a two-lane road.

Purpose and Need For The Project:

The project will provide for up to 92 single-family residential lots to be developed, as custom lots, in the future.
This is one of the few remaining, developable, lakefront properties in the community of Fawnskin.

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION:

To implement this project, the Applicant will need to obtain the following permits/approvals:

s Big Bear Municipal Water District — Boat Dock Permit
s Caltrans — Project Study Report (PSR) and Traffic Impact Study (TIS) for SR 38 Encroachment Permit

o County of San Bernardino Board of Supervisors —Approval of the General Plan Amendment (for land use
and Circulation Element), Conditional Use Permit for Marina Parking Lot, Tentative Tract Map, and
Certification of the Environmental Impact Report

» California Department of Fish & Game -1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement

o California State Water Resources Control Board — General Storm Water Permit for Construction and
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)

» California Regional Water Quality Control Board — Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit

o U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit
o California Division of Forestry — Timber Harvest Plan (THP)

ENVIRONMENTAL/EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS:

The project site is adjacent to the north shore of Big Bear Lake in the relatively undeveloped eastern portion of
Fawnskin. The property lies between Canyon Road to the west and Polique Canyon Road to the east, and
Flicker Road to the north. The site is gently sloping from south to north and is vegetated in Jeffrey pine forest.
Pebble plain (a unique plant community) habitat occurs in scattered patches in the western portion of the
property. Existing residential properties are to the southeast, along the north and south side of Highway 38,
further to the east and east of Polique Canyon Road, and to the west and north off of Canyon Road, Flicker
Road, Deer Trail Lane and Canyon Road. Highway 38 is the only existing improvement on the property; dirt
roads and trails traverse the property. Elevations range from 6,747 feet at the lakefront to a high of 6,960 at the
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