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| COMMENT NO. 13
Rush E Wallace
PO Box 3064 Big Bear Lake, Ca
92315

County of San Bemardino

lLand Use Services Department, Planning Division

385 N. Arrowhesd Ave, First Floor

San Bemardino, CA 82415-0182

Attn: Matthew W. Slowik

Subject MOONCAMP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT/RCK PROPERTIES, ING,

SECTION RECIRCULATION.
As Chairman of the Executive Committee of the Big Bear Group of the Slerra Club | have grave concerns
regarding the draft EIR for the above mentioned project. Specifically my concerns and comments are as follows:

~ What sclentific basis Is there for using 40% of normal rainfall as the time when they do another plant 1 3_, 1
survey? Why shouldn't it be done with normal rainfall?

- It is very unlikely that there is a place available that they can purchase for offsite mitigation for pebble 1 3-- 2
plains habitat, so this is not a satisfaciory mitigation.

= The impsct on bald eagles has been determined to be significant and the DEIR states that

"The proposed project contding some of the most utilized bald eagle roosting end perching habitat in the
Big Bear Vallay. Construction of the proposed project would diminish the habitat value of the project site
for the species. When viewad in conjunction with other past, present, and reasonably foresesable
developments planned for the Fawnskin/Big Bear Lake area, the loss of bald eagle perch and roosting
frees on the project sie would significantly Impact bald eagle habitat on the north shore of Big Bear Lake,
Thus, cumulative impacts to the bald eagle are considered significant, Mitigation measures reflective of
recommendations developed by scientific studies in the the Big Bear Valley, Including Kimball Gamett's 1 3m3
study on the effects of humsan activity on wintering baid eagles (1981), are provided as part of the
proposed project, However, implementation of these mitigation measures would not reduce direct or
sumulative impacts to bald eagle habitat to 5 level considered less than significant.”

To approve this project the Supervizsors would have to cite overriding considerations.

~Bince tﬁzis: project would take & general plan amendment for a change in the exisiing zoning, there can be
ga overriding eonsiderations that justify this negative impact on the wintering baid eagle population in Big
Bar,

=i fact, singe the aconomy of the valley very much thrives on nature, recreation and the existence of the
bald eagle here, there would most likely be economic harm to the entire valley if this project is approved.

y st si?ﬁ taking the protection of these vajuable resources seriously. They can not be
ation| 4 7
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SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Response to Commentor No. 13
Rush Wallace

April 14, 2005

13-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-7.

13-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-9.

13-3 Comment is noted. Environmental considerations noted by the Commentor have

been addressed in the Draft and Final EIR.

Final = December 2005 14-323 Comments and Responses
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COMMENT NO. 14

To: County of San Bernardino
Land Use Services Dept., Planning Division
385 N. Arrowhead Ave. First Floor
San Bernardino, C2.92415-0182
Attn: Matthew W. Slowik

Refer to: Mooncamp Development/RCK Properties, Inc. Draft EIR
Biological Section recirculation.

Sirs,

The people of Big Bear Valley have made it clear that an
amendment to the General Plan for the Proposed MoonCamp
Development would not be in the best interests of the future of this
area.

We would lose valuable Eagle habitat, recreation and nature sites 14-1
and the very reason this valley is unique.

There is no plus side to the overdevelopment of this unique Valley
for the people who live here or the people who visit here to see
exactly what you could help destroy if this proposal is approved.

I oppose this project and having taken part in the survey of
Fawnskin regarding changes to the General Plan 1 can assure you
that there is overwhelming opposition to these changes....

Don’t kill our Valley.

Loretta L. Gardiner

P O Box 258

Fawnskin , Ca 92333
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Response to Commentor No. 14

Loretta Gardiner
April 14, 2005

14-1 Comment is noted.

COUNTY

SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Final = December 2005
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Apr 14 05 10:50s

COMMENT NO. 15

To: Matthew W. Slowik
Rea: Mooncamp development

For your consideration.
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Apr 14 05 10:50a

Attention Matthew W. Slowik
Rea: Moon camp developmnent proj
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COUNTYy

SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Response to Commentor No. 15

Unknown

April 14, 2005

15-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-7.

15-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-9.

15-3 Comment is noted. Environmental considerations noted by the Commentor have
been addressed in the Draft and Final EIR.

Final = December 2005 14-328 Comments and Responses

s




COMMENT NO. 16

Goorg R_Ket, PE
39152 { actam D
Famibin, 409333
Aprdl 14, 2008

Cagnby of San Bemanding:
Land Use Sendces Deparfrment, Planning Dhision
385 M. Armowbhesd Ave, Flst Ficor i
Ean‘ Bamerding, Sa 324480182
Adtn: hialthew W. Slowlk

Referemes; kooncamp Developmend ProjectFck Propedias, Inc. Pt Eir Bigkeglnal Section
' Renldslion

Subf  Comments on revised Roan Camp DIER

Crear Sk or Madar:

| have significant comcemns regending the referenced FEdg. by fundarmesdsl concames Hhat

the prolecivickstes nomrmon sense wilh tegard 1o e continued dewslopment and sqarsion of

ires popudsifion hese In an area where The svsBshle waler cannot susisin 1t mre sif valid and in the lﬁml
Forefon of pre-cppostilon of the project. AddElonsd Istent concems Inclsds the elimbation of

native shomline, prihbanizafion of & neal settag snt Endnished pubffe sccess B ancass antd view

of the lake. : '

With regards i the chenges in the DEMR, 1 am ooacemed thet the profect will desiroy o
significand porfion & the: Bald Eagla Habital 2 Big Bear Lake. Specificsiiv

*The proposed projedd cdsins some of the most uiSzed beld eagls Tpusiing and
pesching hehitet In tha Biy Bear Vallay, Conshsction ofthe proposad project would
diminish ihe habilstvalue of the profect site forthe species. When viewed 17 camunction
wiits cther past, present, and ressonsbly fomssesble devslopments planned for the
Fawnskin/Big Bear Lake area, he loss of ball 2agle pereh and mosting Inses an the
project site woukd significantly iImpact beld eagle habBst onidhe noth shore ¥ Bly Baar
Lake, Thus, cuulsliyve Impschs to the beld seghe sre considared sgnificant. MHlgation
miasures refiscthes of ecommendations develenat by scieniic ludies In the Ee sk 16-2
Big EearUalley, nclucding ¥imbad iSaneti's shudy an the effecis of humean asiivily on
winkesing beld aagles {1881}, mre nrovided 53 part ofie proposed projest. Hoesver,
Fplementalion of Hisss mitigallon messyres would not radues direet e cumulsive
Impacts to baki eaple hebiiat 1o o level considered loss Man significant”

The b=l eagle iean Integrel compensnt of the wiidliis diversdly Hhaf demws visiiors o the
valley. In Rct, since he econamy of The walley very much fhives en nature, recresllon and the
exisiance of e bald eaple hers, there wrosid mostikely be economéc ham o the el valley ¥

fhis poiect s approved,
Thank you for your stiss

DRLEEa,

iien and considerion
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COUNTyra

SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Response to Commentor No. 16
George Kast
April 14, 2005

16-1 Comment is noted. Environmental considerations noted by the Commentor have
been addressed in the Draft and Final EIR.

16-2 Comment is noted. The Draft EIR section and biological technical report identify
project-related impacts to bald eagles and their perch trees as significant and
unavoidable impacts and significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts.

Final = December 2005 14-330 Comments and Responses




CcO

County of San Bernardino, Attn. Matt W, Slowik ﬁ g @ g [? ‘

Land Use Services Dept, Planning Division ‘
385 N. Arrowhead Ave, First Floor ifp 18 2005
San Bemardino, CA 92415-0182 ADVANGE 525108
. LANNING Q;ygg}

RE: Moon Camp Development Project/RCK Properties, Inc. Draft FIR
Biological Section Recirculation

FAXED: Aprit15, 20050 ((909) 387-3223

ATTN: Matthew W. Slowik

I'have been a property owner and full-time resident on Flicker Road since 1974, Since 1
made comment on the initial EIR circulation, I was notified about the Recirculated DFEIR,
and the opportunity for additional comments concerning the Moon Camp Project.

It seems there are flaws in the DEIR study that seems to suggest that off-site mitigationis |
possible for pebble plain habitat and other biological species. First, where is the 1 7 - 1
mitigation site? Who will monitor it? Is it equal or better than the existing site?

Secdndly, a few years back in Orange County, a citizen’s group looked into off-site
mitigation for some projects. They found that there was no monitoring, and no follow-up
by the County to ensure that the mitigation actually took place. In Big Bear, Eagle Point
and Castle Glen-the same developer as Moon Camp- were supposed to contribute to an 1 7 "“’2
eagle mitigation fund in Stanfield Marsh. When I went to the Big Bear Municipal Water
District to find out who and who much had been contributed to that fund, I was told that
there were no such records-so much for off site miti gation by any developer.

Third, and finally, under real estate law, no two pieces of real estate are considered the
same. Each piece is deemed unique. The Moon Camp habitat is unique and can not 1 7—3
effectively be duplicated anywhere else in the world.

I urge you to preserve that uniqueness.

Sincerely,
TS s v 2y

ROBERT S. DRAKE, 39;%22 Flicker Road, Féwriskin, CA 92333

Faxed
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COUNTp

SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Response to Commentor No. 17
Robert Drake
April 15, 2005

17-1 Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.8-1a requires that a pebble plains mitigation
site is identified prior to any vegetation clearing, grading, or other site disturbance on
the project site. Although a specific site has not been identified by the project
applicant, the project would not be allowed to move forward until a mitigation site is
identified and purchased. The County of San Bernardino and the California
Department of Fish and Game shall be responsible for the enforcement of the
mitigation requirements. The mitigation measures stated that off-site habitat shall
contain the same species as those identified within resources impacted by the
proposed project and shall be purchased at a ratio of 3:1 (i.e., three acres of habitat
purchased for preservation for each acre impacted by development).

17-2 The County of San Bernardino is not proposing off-site mitigation for bald eagles.

17-3 Comment is noted.

Final = December 2005 14-332 Comments and Responses




COMMENT NO. 18

@E’ CE[ WE@

County of San Bernardino, Attn. Matt W. Slowik

=/
Land Use Services Dept, Planning Division A APR 18 2005
385 N. Arrowhead Ave, First Floor Aeﬁfﬁg?;% &%ﬁgﬁ%%s} gggﬁ

San Bernardino, CA 92415-0182

RE: Mooncamp Development Project/RCK Properties, Inc. Drafe EIR
Biological Section Recirculation _
FAXED: April 15,2005 to ((909) 3873223 (73:57)

ATTN: Matthew W. Slowik

I have been a property owner and full-time resident on Flicker Road since 1974, Since |
made comment on the initial EIR circulation I was under the impression that I would be
notified on any additional comments needed concerning the Moon Camp Project . To
date I have not received any information from the county on the biological section as it
was recirculated. It was through a neighbor that I was told of this deadline and I send my
comments faxed and in a timely manner.

It seems there are flaws in the DEIR study that seems to suggest that off-site miti gation is
possible for the bald eagle habitat and the pebble plains habitat. This was a problem in
Castle Glen, Eagle Point, and Cluster Pines Projects After several phone calls to agencies
I cannot find where the off-site mitigations are located nor can I find out where any
monetary compensations have been sent and administered. These past project mitigations
should be listed in your DEIR so that the same off-sites are not suggested over and over

again to approve a project

The human activity and density of the project would have a significant impact on bald
eagle habitat especially if the project allows for the realignment of our county scenic
highway and homes are stacked on the shoreline. This is unacceptable since builders
should be expected to build as per the zoning they purchased. I see no overriding
considerations that justify changing the existing zoning to allow this negative impact on
the wintering Bald Eagle and the biological species listed as well.

Respectively submitted,

jyﬁ)\:zz 9’(;2 A Q,ggg s
Mary Lu Drake

39722 Flicker Road, Fawnskin, Ca.

14-333
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SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Response to Commentor No. 18
Mary Lu Drake
April 15, 2005

18-1 Please refer to Comment Letter No. 17. The County of San Bernardino notified
39722 Flicker Road regarding the recirculation and review for the biological
resources section of the EIR.

18-2 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 17-1 and 17-2.

18-3 Comment is noted. Environmental considerations noted by the Commentor have
been addressed in the Draft and Final EIR.

Final = December 2005 14-334 Comments and Responses




COMMENT NO. 19

Sandy Steers
P.O. Box 423
Fawnskin, CA 92333 /j\’?@ CElvE
(909) 878-3091 "7 APR 18 2105 B
ADVANGE PLANNIN%%‘EDSfV?SE;g%

15 April 2005
Sent by FACSIMILE (9%—38?-3223), hard copy to follow via U.S. Mail

County of San Bernardino

Land Use Services Department, Planning Division
385 North Arrowhead Avenue 1% Floor

San Bernardino, California 92415-0182

Attn: Matthew Slowik, Sr. Assoc. Planner

RE: "REVISED BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES SECTION OF THE DEIR FOR THE
PROPOSED MOON CAMP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT/RCK PROPERTIES INC.”

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this revised Biological Resources section
of the DEIR for the proposed Moon Camp Development Project.

Although changes have been made to this Biological Resources section, the overall
section and the DEIR as a whole remain inadequate and incomplete. | concur with the 19-1
details of those inadequacies as stated in the Friends of Fawnskin/Center for Biological

Diversity letter.

In addition, | would like to point out another level of inadequacies in the bald eagle
mitigations offered. In this revised section, the purchase of off-site habitat to mitigate for
a small portion of the plants has been suggested. However, no purchase of off-site _
habitat has been suggested for the bald eagle. The most likely reason for this omission 1 9“2
of an often included mitigation measure is that there is no equivalent off-site habitat
available. This fact alone points to the glaring understatement of the adverse impacts

to the bald eagle should this proposed project be approved.,

Considering that this mitigation measure, which should be and is often included to
mitigate for loss of habitat, cannot even be suggested, shows clearly a primary reason i g 3
that this proposed project should be entirely rejected. It is imperative to the biological -
resources and especially to the bald eagle that the ‘no project’ option be selected.

Sincerel

14-335




SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Response to Commentor No. 19
Sandy Steers

April 15, 2005

19-1 Comment is noted.

19-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-2.

19-3 Comment is noted.

Final = December 2005 14-336 Comments and Responses
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Bd/15/2085 12:45 62696966833

ATTEN: MATT

MOONCAMP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT/RCK PROPERTIES, INC. DRAPT EIR

BIOLOGICAL SECTION RECIRCULATION,

MY FAMILY AND I ARE VERY CONCERNED AVOUT THE BALD
EAGLE ROOSTING AND PERCHING HABITAT IN THE BIG BEAR VALLEY,
CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD DIMINISH THE HABITAT
VALUE OF THE PROJECT SITE FOR THE SPECIES. WHEN VIEWED IN
CONJUNCTION WITH OTHER PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLEY
FORESEEABLE DEVELOPMENTS PLANNED FOR THE FAWNSKIN/BIC BRAR
LAKE AREA THE LOSS OF BALD EAGLE PERCH AND ROOSTING TREES ON
THE PROJECT SITE WOULD SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACT BALD EAGLE
HAVITAT ON THE NORTH SHORE OF BIG BEAR LAKE, THUE, CUMULATIVE
IMPACTE TO THE BALD EAGLE ARE CONSIDERED SIGNIFICANT. PLEASE
KNOW WHERE WE ARE COMING FROM ON THIS WE WANT TO PROTECT
Biz BEAR. 50 KNOW THAT MY FAMILY AND I ARE AGAINST THIS FROJECT,

THANK ¥Ou,

BONALD WHEELER

COMMENT NO. 20
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Response to Commentor No. 20
Donald Wheeler and Wheeler Family

April 15, 2005

20-1

COUNTy
SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

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

Final = December 2005
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COMMENT NO. 21

VIA FACSIMILE
April 15, 2005

County of San Bernardino

Land Use Services Department, Planning Division
385 N, Amowhead Ave, First Floor

San Bernardino, CA 82415-0182

Attr: Matthew W. Slowik

RE: Proposed Moon Gamp Development

Dear Mr. Slowik,

As a full-time resident of Big Bear Lake, | am writing to voice my concems concerning the
proposed Moon Camp development.

My primary concern is on the negative impact on the bald eagle habitat in that area. In fact, the
DEIR states that "The proposed project contains some of the most utilized bald eagle roosting
and perching habitat in the Big Bear Valley. Consiruction of the proposed project would diminish
the habitat value of the project site for the species. When viewed in conjunction with other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable developments planned for the Fawnskin/SBig Bear Lake
area, the loss of bald eagle perch and roosting trees on the project site would significantly impact
bald eagle habitat on the north shore of Big Bear Lake. Thus, cumulative impacts to the bald
eagle are considered significant. Miligation measures reflective of recommendations developed
by scientific studies in the the Big Bear Valley, Including Kimball Garreft's study on the effects of
human activity on wintering bald eagles (1981), are provided as part of the proposed project.

However, implementation of these mitigation measures would not reduce direct or cumulative
impacts to bald eagle habitat to a level considered less than significant” This sounds like a very
serious consideration to me which should be weighted heavily by the Supervisors.

It is also my understanding that to approve this project the Supervisors would have o cite
overriding considerations. Since this project would take a general plan amendment for a change
in the existing zoning, there can be no overriding considerations that justify this negative impact
on the wintering bald eagle population in Big Bear. In fact, since the economy of the valley very
much thrives on nature, recreation and the exisience of the bald eagle here, there would most
likely be aconomic harm to the entire valley if this project is approved.

Thank you,

Lisa Patterson
PD Box 412
Big Bear Lake, CA 92315

14-339
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21-2
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Response to Commentor No. 21
Lisa Patterson
April 15, 2005

C‘@;ﬁ?@?y\\\m,

SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

21-1 Comment is noted. Environmental considerations noted by the Commentor have

been addressed in the Draft and Final EIR.

21-2 Comment is noted.

Final = December 2005

14-340

Comments and Responses




COMMENT NO. 22

April 15, 2005

County of San Bernardino

Land Use Services Department, Planning Division
385 N. Arrowhead Avenue, 1% Floor

San Bernardino, Ca, 92415

Attn: Matthew Slowik

Re - Moon Camp Development, RCK Properties, Inc, Draft EIR Biological Section
Dear Mr, Slowik,

I write to comment on the draft EIR, Biologic Section, for the Moon Camp proposed
‘development. 1have a number of concerns that | believe are not sufficiently addressad
or dealt with in the draft IR, These include the following:

s the impact on the bald eagles is not capable of remediation or planning, 22-1 .

» the project site is one of the largest and most often used sites for the eagles 22-92
during their wintering habitat in the Big Bear Valley

0 since the draft EIR has already concluded that construction would diminish the
habitat value, there is simply no proper action which can or should be taken that 22-3
could accommodate the presence of eagles and the construction of approximately
90 homes

J some may argue for the purchase of ‘replacement habitat’ somewhere else to
compensate for the loss of habitat due to the construction project. The problem
with this approach is that there is no comparable habitat available around the 22—-4
lake that would serve this purpose, Thus, any consideration of the project must
exclude the notion that other land may be set aside as habitat, It simply doesn’t
exist,

° the same concern exists for the pebble plains habitat. There is no comparable
site available to compensate for the destruction of endangered specieswhichthe |22—5
broposed project will cause.

Thank you yodr gonsideration of these concerns,

'Réfnan Silberfeld

14-341
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COUNT

SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Response to Commentor No. 22
Roman Silberfeld
April 15, 2005

22-1

22-2

22-3

22-4

22-5

Comment is noted.

The Draft EIR section and biological technical report identify project-related impacts
to bald eagles and their perch trees as significant and unavoidable impacts and
significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts.

Comment is noted.

Refer also to' Response to Comment No. 7-7. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
5.8-1a requires that a pebble plains mitigation site is identified prior to any vegetation
clearing, grading, or other site disturbance on the project site. Although a specific
site has not been identified by the project applicant, the project would not be allowed
to move forward until a mitigation site is identified and purchased. ‘

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

Final = December 2005 14-342 Comments and Responses
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COMMENT NO. 23

Nancy & Bill Hazewinkel
880 Canyon Rd. PO Box 378
Favwnskin, CA 92333 .
County of San Bemardino i LT
Land Use Services Department, Planning Division LakD &‘s‘ A S
385 N. Arrowhead Ave, First Floor AgyAmcggLé&ﬁm% _
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0182 ANNING Divigra

Atta: Matthew W. Slowik

RE: MOONCAMP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT/RCK PROPERTIES, INC. DRAFT EIR v
BIOLOGICAL SECTION RECIRCULATION

Aptil 15, 2005
Dear Mz. Slowik,

We ate sesponding to the Draft EIR for the proposed Mooncamp project in Fawnskin. We have several
concerns which are described below:

o] Whatsc‘isnﬁﬁsbasisisthc:tefcrnsiﬂgéﬁ%efnmmaimi&faﬂastheﬁmewbmﬁmyéamther 23,_,1
plant survey? Why shouldn't it be done with normal rainfll?
. O Itis very ualikely that there is a place available that they can putchase for offsite mitigation for 2 3 _ 2

pebbile plains habitat, so this is not a satisfactory mitigation.
O The impact on bald eagles has been determined to be significant and the DEIR states that
"The proposed project contzins some of the most utilized bald eagle roosting and perching habitat in the
Big Bear Valley. Construction of the proposed project would dinsinish the habitat value of the project site
fot the species. When viewed in conjunction with other Ppast, present, and reasonably foreseeable
developments planned for the Fawaskin/Big Bear Lake area, the loss of hald eagle perch and roosting
trees on the project site would significantly impact bald eagle habitat on the north shore of Big Bear Lake.
Thus, cemulative impacts to the bald eagle are considered significant. Mitigation measures reflective of
recommendations developed by scientific studies in the Big Bear Valley, Including Kimball Garrett's study 23-3
on the effects of hunwus activity on winteting bald eagles (1981), are provided as past of the proposed
project. Howevex, implementation of these mitigation measures wonld not redoce direct or crmulative
impacts to bald eagle babitat to a level considered less than significant.”
©  Since this project would take 2 geaeral plan amendment for a change in the existing zoning, there
can be no overriding considemations that justify this negative inpact on the wintering bald eagle
population in Big Bear.
© In fact, since the economy of the valley very much thrives on nature, recrestion and the existence
of the bald eagle here, there would most lkely be economic harm to the entire valley if this project
is approved.

We have many concerns for our community, and do not want to see our beautifal forests reduced any
further. Fawnskin should not become another Big Bear Lake. ,

Residents and visttors come here becasese it has been somewhat protected so far, please do not allow

developers to overdevelop this side of the lake. For instance, moving North Shore Drive to provide 2 3 = 4

lzkefront propesty for the sole purpose of making more money is unconscionable. One of our concerns is
that the County Supetvisors ate more interested in the income that such 2 project would generate, than in

preserving the natural beauty, and fature envitonment of our ares, and our planet.

Very truly yours,

%g/ ﬁ%’{?z&%;/é@ € W TR R QQ’&VQ{Q
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SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Response to Commentor No. 23
Nancy and Bill Hazewinkel

April 15, 2005

23-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-7.
23-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-9.
23-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 13-3.
23-4 Comment is noted.

Final = December 2005 14.344 Comments and Responses




COMMENT NO.

Daniel A. Levenick

24

334 Pine Kone La, "7 APR 18 2005
Fawnskin, CA LAND ys
and 866 South Grand Avenue ADVANS? 5&%%}’;,553 DEPT.
Pasadena, CA DIVISION
April 15, 2005

County of San Bernardino

Land Use Services Department, Planning Division
385 N. Arrowhead Ave, First Floor

San Bernardino, CA 92415-0182

Attn: Matthew W. Slowik

Reference to: MOONCAMP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT/RCK PROPERTIES, INC. DRAFT EIR
BIOLOGICAL SECTION RECIRCULATION.

Mr. Slowik,

I am a part time resident of Fawnskin, CA. the town of this project site. I have read the
revised draft EIR and have the following comments, in rough order of the progress of the
report.

I'have a BS degree in biological sciences from UCSB; I have done graduate work at the
University of Idaho in the College of Forestry and wildlife. I specifically studied
Fisheries and fishery management. To my reading of this DEIR, there are substantial
detrimental effects that this project brings to the site. This site was originally set aside at
low density in mitigation for overdevelopment elsewhere. The proposed mitigation here
is to simply move the problems with destroyed habitat further down the road. It is not
possible to mitigate roosting and perching habitat for the Bald Eagle.

I urge you to require further study of vegetation habitats in normal rain years. That
should be simple this year. The plant diversity and presence will greatly improve over
the year 2002, and will be a truer picture of the diversity available.

The description of habitats include Jeffery pine forest only, declines to admit that
wetlands exist between forest and lake shore. Most unusual as there are ducks breeding,
brood ponds, seasonal ponds and roosting areas in the area concerned, but no wetlands.
How does that happen? Ducks need wetlands to breed. Their description ignores the
overall weather pattern of abundance and drought that is common in this locale. Where is
the 0.15 ac CDFG jurisdictional streambed?

Wildlife movement:

Presently SR 38 is a 2 lane slow traffic hwy, which allows for many small mammals and
reptiles to migrate easily. The whole road might be considered a wildlife corridor or

14-345

24-2

24-3

24-4
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crossing, as it is narrow and is infrequently traveled. The strict definition listed in the
DEIR essentially delineates the entire lake from the entire forest with very few travel
routes, wildlife corridors or wildlife crossings as there are no culverts, green belts, forests
that stretch directly from the mountain tops to the lake front uninterrupted at any point of
the lake. Therefore to suggest that there are no corridors or crossings is to simply admit
that there is a road around the entire lake. A living organism cannot traverse the slope
from the mountain peak to the lake level without crossing at least one road anywhere.
Highway 18 provides the least obstacle to wildlife. Currently the path of least resistance
to wildlife is the shortest path between the forest and the water, that path is not to the East
or the West, it is directly with the fall line from hilltop to lake level, right through the
project in question. Contrary to the reports’ statement, a larger hwy with more lanes,
more traffic and a higher speed limit will reduce efficiency of travel of migrant native
species to and from water or habitat due to a larger distance to travel over a paved surface

without cover.

Endangered species:

Of rare, threatened, or endangered plant species listed by California native plant society
the site has 21 species present or likely to be present. Of plants on US Fish and Wildlife
Service and California Dept of Fish and Game listing of endangered, threatened or likely
to be listed as threatened or endangered this site has 14 species preset.

Protected, rare, endangered, or threatened animal species that include invertebrates,
amphibians, reptiles, birds and mammals as defined by the USFWS and California Dept
Fish and Game are also present on the site. Protected, rare, threatened or endangered
present species number 6, Species of Concern or special concern number 35.

These counts represent significant numbers of species affected on this site.

In the report, most of these special class, rare or endangered species are simply dismissed
as not significant. That is outrageous! They are rare or endangered for 2 reason.

Special Status vegetation types:

Pebble plain as described on the site has already been altered due to unauthorized use.
This abuse of the plain has degraded habitat for rare, threatened or endangered species as
noted in report. Unauthorized use represents neglect on the part of the landholder, and
should be curtailed immediately before sever damage occurs.

Montane meadow is currently unmapped in this report. It is however known to support
endemic species and is recognized as a rare ecological community of concern to the San
Bernardino National Forest. The montane meadow acreage needs to be measured, the

flora and fauna identified.

14-346
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Special status plants occurring on the site were evaluated during a low rain year.
Admitted expectations were that more rain will bring forth more diverse growth. Surveys
during a normal rain year are required to determine presence and extent of many of the

special status plants.

Special status wildlife: Contained in table 5.8-3 is listing of special status animals.
Many of which spend a part of their life cycle on the project site. Each part of the life
cycle is necessary to the completion of the whole life cycle. Therefore, to remove the
habitat and environment necessary for part of the life cycle endangers the likelihood of

completing that life cycle successfully.

To find that there is little or no impact on the local species, because there is other habitat
available is to shirk responsibility. There is limited habitat for the Bald Eagle in southern
California. Big Bear Lake area has the largest wintering population of Bald Eagles in
Southern California, some of that population utilizes the project site, when the site is
removed from use, the Eagles’ range is reduced. That reduction cannot be tolerated.

The continual finding that there is significant local impact, but overall impact is slight
due to the availability of other sites is simply a carefully worded way to say ‘it’s OK for
me but not for you.” The fact is that site was set aside as low density building site R1-40
as mitigation for high density building on the South Shore. It was set at low density
exactly to mitigate habitat destruction elsewhere. When that site is destroyed, where is
the mitigation for it?

By survey and admissions in the survey, there are shortcomings in this summation.
Namely, due to weather conditions surveys of montane meadows were not done, the true
extent of plant life was not fully explored. Now, in this current high rain year, there is
opportunity to fully address the diversity of plant life and meadow extent. That
assessment is necessary for a true evaluation of the site.

This report is nothing more than a gloss over of admitted severe habitat destruction by

using the phrase ‘not significant overall’ on each species individually. Enough
individually insignificant items become significant when taken as a whole.

Thank you for your time,

Dl A. Levenick
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SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Response to Commentor No. 24

Daniel Levenick

April 15, 2005

24-1 Comment is noted.

24-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-2.

24-3 Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.3-8a would reduce impacts to jurisdictional
areas on the project site. The jurisdictional streambed locations have been identified
in the Draft EIR and recirculated Biological Resources Section. Please refer to Page
5.8-7 of the recirculated Biological Resources section for additional information.

24-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-19.

24-5 Impacts to special status plants would be mitigated to a level considered less than
significant by implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.8-1a.

Impacts to potential habitat for special status species not listed as Threatened or
Endangered are considered less than significant due to the limited amount of habitat
loss associated with the proposed project relative to the availability of habitat for
these species in the region.

Cooper’s hawk, long-eared owl, white-tailed kite, California spotted owl, hepatic
tanager, and purple martin have potential to nest on the project site. If an active bird
nest (common or special status species) were found on the project site, the loss of
the nest would be considered a violation of the California Fish and Game Code
Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.8-1e
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

24-6 Comment is noted. Environmental considerations noted by the Commentor have
been addressed in the Draft and Final EIR.

24-7 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-10.

24-8 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-1.

24-9 Comment is noted. Environmental considerations noted by the Commentor have
been addressed in the Draft and Final EIR.

24-10 Comment is noted. Environmental considerations noted by the Commentor have
been addressed in the Draft and Final EIR.

24-11 Please refer to Responses to Comment Nos. 5-2 and 7-10.

24-12 Comment is noted.

Final = December 2005 14-348 Comments and Responses




April 15,2005

County of San Bernardino

Land Use Services Department, Planning Division
385 North Arrowhead Ave. 1™ Floor

San Bernarding, CA 92415-0182

Attn, Matthew W, Slowik

R MOONCAMP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT/RCK PROPERTIES, INC, DRAFT
EIR BIOLOGICAL SECTION RECIRCULATION

Deur Sir,

Thank you for allowing us to review the new biological scction. Neither my wife nor [
are biologists but we know what we like. We love seeing the bald eagles in the winter,
We can see them from our deck flying over the lake, perched in the trees on the
Mooncamp property or standing on the ice looking for food.

In the report it’s stated that even with saving the perch trees there will be a significant
effect on the bald cagles. We fecl the bald eagles are very important to our community
and every effort possible should be made to protect their environment, We don’t think
building 92 homes on property zoned RL-40 should be pursued with the fragile state of
the bald eagle. The number of bald eagles coming into our valley has been decreasing in
the recent years and we don’t need 1o do anything to add to that number.

In the report it’s stated they will do another plant study when they have a year with at
least 40% of normal rainfall. The average rainfall in the city of Big Bear Lake is about
22.75 inches per year. We assume Fawnskin will have the same amount of rainfall. By
this criteria the new study will be made on 9,10 inches of rain. We don’t think this is
acceptable. The study should be made with at least 2/3rds of normal rainfall.

We hope you take our concerns into consideration and deny this zone change.

Sincerely,

/ James C, McGrew

f'i)‘.!a““&?u {if ;}ﬂWf s ptr”
Lola B, McGrew

P. (). Box 493
Fawnskin CA, 92333.0493

14-349
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COUNTy
SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Response to Commentor No. 25
James and Lola McGrew
April 15, 2005

25-1 Comment is noted. Environmental considerations noted by the Commentor have
been addressed in the Draft and Final EIR.

25-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-7.

Final = December 2005 14-350 Comments and Responses




Apsil 15, 2005

VIA FACSIMILE - (509) 387.3223

Couaty of San Bernardino 5

Land Use Services Department, Planning Division

385 N. Axwwﬁmzﬁ Avenue, Fust Floor
Besnardine, CA 92415-0182

At &iﬁ\:ffxw W. Slowik

Re:  Moon C&m@ I}we%mgmem ?m;ﬁz:%:gf ma E’mgm, Inc. —

Dear Mr. Slowik:
After review of the draft EIR biclogical section which was te-circulated, we have

the following comments and concerns.

I note that the “focused surveys™ stated a8 having been made were 28l conducted during

2002. Since thet time, several sdditional years of extreme drought conditions and 2 mgor
i

fire in an sdjacent area may have affected the subject site. In particular, the mee We@

are described as having been prepared in 2001, Given the impact of drought snd the Hark

beetle since that time, the County should require that this report be based on s more
recent tree survey. It may be that removal of and damage to mees which was ag;*gxmgﬁém
or acceprable based on the 2001 survey is no longer appropriare or acceptable based o

eurrent conditions. The County should mke note thet there have been doamare impacks

on the San Bemardine National Forest areas since 2001 and require more recent

OC/3ERA ' 14-351
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County of Sao Bernardino
April 15, 2005
Page 2

information. Purthermoore, butk beerle devastation ro the forest aress on the Wastern side
of Grout Bay may have made the project site 2 more important source of shelter, foraging

avea and other usee by wildlife. For that reason, the wildlife surveys should also be revised

26-1

and up-dated. The draft says, based in pact on & 2001 aesial survey, that “althongh 2 lagke
number of dead trecs were observed. . .only one tree was observed to have been mmﬁ%}

killed by bark beetles.” This statement is most likely inaccurate in 2005, and 2 wgg&méﬁy

re-done biclogical section should address and corzect the inacurracy.

A B R, S

On page 5.8-4, the draft biological resources section sugpests that activities are being ~
taken pursuant to & “pebble plain hebitat management guide and acrion plan® The report

does not indicare whether the forest service is taking these actions on the subject gmpéxiyg

3

whether the developer and project proponent has agreed to teke such actions or whethisy, 26 2 ‘

portion of the report should be clarified. The County is unable to propedly evaluate the

in fact, any actions are occurting on the subject property. This confo

potential loss of pebble plain habitet and the endangered specics deseribed in this sectipn
without knowing whether the mitigation and comrection efforts alluded to aze happenidg

o Ron

3, Meadow

On page 5.8-7, the draft report states the “extent of the meadows could not be i
determined ot mapped in 2002 due to dry conditions.” Before approving the reporT, %&a 2 ﬁmg
OC/a748m8. 1435 g

i




County of San Bemardino
Apsil 15, 2005
Page 3

County should requite thar this azes be re-surveyed given the recent, although perhaps !

temiporaty, abaternent of droughr condidons. &
4 Wotlands

The deaft report states on page 5.8-8 that no wetlands wete identified. We understand the
Usited States Army Cosrps. of Engineess and the Environmental Protecdon Agency do:

not pecessarily sccept this position. This portion of the report should be re-evaluated

given existing lake levels because the condnsions made were based on 2002 dam,

5. Special Seatus Plants

The discussion beginning on page 5.8-25 and continming for several pages, contains
numerous staternents sbout whether certain things are potentially Ekely to occur and

whether cermin special concerned species were observed in 2002. As this occurred dusing

2 significant drought which hes now ar Jeast temnporarily been abated, this section should
i

: i

be updated to ceflect cument conditions. The County should request that this ix&ieﬁmg'm

be taken mmediately since much of this discussion indicates that the species in questicn

* g

bloom beginning ia Apnl and continue through eatly Summer. The opportunity © reerify

this deficiency in the report will be lost if quick action is not oxdered. ;

6. Axnimal Species

The informauon sbout bird hebitat scems to be somewhar boflerplate and in several |

respects inaccurate. For example, the report concludes on the basis of an analysis of the

QU I3reEm] 14-353
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County of San Bernardine
April 15, 2005
Page 4

A S

site, that it has 2 low potential for foraging on behalf of pereprine falcons. This is

B

that the peregrine falcon regularly uses this site in the sumnier. This inconsistency should

be reponsidered,

Although the general language in the inrroduction to the report deseribes the wild m%y,

the report itself does not mention sny specific observations about wild turkeys. Itis
known that this site is used by wild tarkeys, and that from their roosting and nesting ares
on higher elevations, they use this site for access to the Iake. The mpact of developmer

of this site on the wild turkey, and on the forest service and wildlife service efforts 1o za.

mrroduce the wild trkey to the area should be addressed and the faihere to do s6 is 2

deficiency in the report.
7. Mammals

The discussion of mammals beginaing on page 5.8-39 is incomplete. The general
language in the introduction to this section of the report mentions mule deer and other
species which are nor discussed in this section, Additonally, nowhere ia the report ave;

4

coyotes end mountain lions mentioned although both are known to inhabit the area. |

Failare to discuss the mpact on these animals, both of which have been observed on <§ '

i

+
near the project site, is a deficiency which ought to be corrected,
8.

i
OC/avaRRus
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County of San Bemnardine

Apdl 15, 2005

Page 5

The discussion beginning page 5.8-46 on vegetatdon types impacted should be revised and

the table updared following completion of the additional snrvey measures described
above. Since this table was prepared from 2002 data during a drought it is more than
bkely vur of date. Also, the absence of 2 similar table for wildlife and animal resources s

noted. Such a table should be included so that the County may adequately consider ?}w;

9. Impact on meadows ;

3
¥

The Montane Meadows patagraph on page 5.8-47 should be revised afrer additional werk
is done now that the drought conditions which the report claims Hired the sbility to

monitor have been at Jeast temporarly mitigated, Afer this is done, the statement i%m%
i

impacts on these species “would be considered significant” should be considered for

suengthening. Also, the proposed mitigarion referred to, mitigation 5.1a, (discussed at
page 5.8-62) must be improved. The sratement states that the project applicant shall pay
compensation for the loss of special smtus resources by armnging for the purchase and
muinzenance of off-site babitar. The repoer does not gxéimm ot make clear that 5&13 |
babitat would be located in or near the adjacent site oz, indeed, that such habitat is

available anywhere within the Bear Valley. Because of the high impacr of wildhife stath

]
i
z

on local opportunities inchuding fishing, hiling, bicycling and similar activities, it is
importanr that impacred habitat be replaced at or near the site, or at least within the Bear

Velley. Failure to do so could have an adverse economic impact on residenss of the ‘é’éﬁi@?

by deterning or failing to attract visitors, inchuding

the many visitors who come to z;s%@&%w
/5748291
14-355
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County of San Bernardino
April 15,2005
Pﬁgﬁ & . 4

nature. If the repott is approved, it should be g report which includes amangements to
fund thesc activities, identify the replacement habitat prior to the commencement of “ﬁi‘
activitics, and place the fands in an escrow or similar aceount designed to assure frst, tiat
the fopding is actually paid and second thar it is administered by appropriate cm&em%@fw

or wildlife officials. The sumerous references to mitigation measute 5.8-1a require, at &

srindrsum, that this mitigation measure be zevised to include mitigation within the Bear

%

Valley and appropriate funding in 4 separare 2ccount.

10, Wildlife

The discussion beginning on page 5.8-49 is inadequate because, due to some of the &a%@zs
mentioned above, it fails to address or consider certin significant species. In &éﬁiﬁi}ﬁg
the report itself notes thar this is based on surveys during av extreme drought. ﬁvmm

these inadequacies, impact on several spocies inchading the Bald Eagle is smated to be
significant and pot capable of mitigation. This conclusion should be stated in greater

B Bl s AR08,

detail and evaluated in light of the fact that much of the habitat formerdy used by Saiﬁ z

Eagles in the Bear Valley has already been lost 1o development, including that at the Eggk
Point Project, where mitigation measures proved vnsuccessful. Addidonally, s discussion
of 2 number of species on page 5.8-50, including the peregone falcon, should be mé«:?

to reflect the fact that these species are known to have used the ares and o provide

greater cmphasis on the fact thar approval of this project would contribute 1o the

3
cunulative loss of foraging habitat. Although the report suggests thar adjacent areas aé:“
g
foraging habitat for these species would be available in the San Bernardino Natiopal
OC/Fraansd ¥
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Connty of San Bernardino
Apsl 15, 2005
Page 7

Forest, the impact on recreational uses of the Bear Valley, espedially the lakefront areas;

duc 1o loss of habitat sccessible by visitazs, should be explored in greater detsil. In this;
segard, proposed mitigation measure 5.8-1d is inadequate beeause it would caly apply -
prior to the onset of “construction activiries” and the adverse impacts would already ha%m
occurred from grading and cleadng activities. This so-called mitigarion can slso be
eviscerated by constracting in the Fall or Winter titne periods, becanse the mirgation ‘
depends on the discovery of “active nests” and it is extretnely unlikely that “active nests
would be found afier the spring nesting. Therefoze, this mifigation proposal should be:
strengthened and idenrification of appropriate habitat near areas which are sccessible ﬂfi

visitors, 2 major source of revenue to the Bear Valley, must be cxplored,

11. Mammsls

The discussion on page 5.8-51 is inadequate because it does not cover many of the

marmmel species identified, incloding the mule deer, and the non-identificd coyores and

¥

!
The discussion on page 5.8-52 is condlusory and not supported by other portons of ﬁs‘s
report. Mentioning that i mpzmz: on the Jeffrey Pine Forest is insignificant %m&x@s the gwm
is found elsewhere in the Sm Bernszdine Mountains does not address the fm that §f35€ of
forest habitat directly impacts the Bear Valley. Loss of this habitat on the north shorebf

the lake reduces the appesl of the lake for recrestional usc by impacting use to boaters mﬁ
OT/37589.1

14-357
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County of San Bernardine ;
April 15, 2005 |
Page 8 3
fishermen and tourists occupying the commercial aress of the south shore of the lake. in
this tegard, the discussion of lakeshore line should be revised to de-emphasize the fact

that Big Bear Lake is man-made. Although it is correct that the Bear Valley Dam creatid
this lake, that was alnost a century 2go with xespect 10 the inivial dam and over 80 yeass
ago with respect to the revised dam, ’I%ma?m the impact on lake sboreline should ba;
evaluated without disparaging remarks sbout man-tmade reservoirs, The discussion of

Pebble Plain habitat should be revised to point out whether or not it is feasible to acquire,

develop, construct or preserve additions] pebhle plain habitat in an adjacent aree. m
d

there may be Pebble Plain habitar in other parts of southern California, the impacred 1
1

i

species will not be able to migrate to these areas. The prescrvation of Pebble Plain hﬁm Tt

in the Bear Velley is important.

i

The discussion on page 5.8-56 about the infeasibility of mitigating impact from noise a:én
Bald Eagle populations because impact requirements on lesser-endangered species sw’é‘; as
plants and &ﬁﬁ?ﬁi&,«iﬁ disingenuous. If the project proponent wishes to ke a parcel r
zoned for very Emited development, and previously designated as 2 rural area in the

County’s general plan, snd transform it into a densely populated urban-type covironm ;m,

the project proponent should bear the burden of avoiding or mirgating all szgm@sm

impacts. The project proponent’s deeft of the report suggeses that this might require

S

confining construcrion to & very few short months of the year, cssentially late 5&«”&&&2@3&

early auturmn. The project propooent s 14-358  required ro factor this type of mmmﬁfw
Re ath E
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Counry of San Bernardino
April 15, 2005
Page 9

into its assesstnent of the desirability of the piojec;t_ Since it would be necessary to

conduct such limitations o avoid the impact on wintering Bald Eagle populations and dn

sutnmer plant species, the project proponént is essendally d;iazonsttaﬁﬁg the iﬁfﬂasibﬂi‘s}‘;?r

of the project itself without disastrons impact on plant and wildlife communities.

14. Impact of Night Lichting

i

The repoxt states on page 5.8-56 and following that impacr from night lghting at the

[

project duging consemction and afrer occupancy would be a problem. The proposed
rmitigation measntes ate inadequare unless density of the proposed project is signiﬁcanéy

reduced and more strict limits on night lighting ave proposed. Moreover, in this regard,

I
|

the might lighring restrictions should also be evaluated in terms of their impact on

peighboring bomes. Significant lighting in this project is likely to cange glare for residebts
above and adjacent to the project and to impair activities such as star gazing, night walking

and wildlife observation. These impacts should mean that significantly stronger mit gﬁdim

measures should be imp;tzsed before this teport can be approved.

15. Noo-pative Species Introduction

The discussion on page 5.8-57 ignotes the likely impact of residential development on the

i

incroduction of non-native species introduction. The proposed mitigation 5.8-2d rausy be

improved to state that landscaping shall not be allowed to use aﬁj non-native planis, o

addition, it should be revised to state that “lawns® and similar plantings will not be

allowed, a3 both inconsistent with the 1 15.959 | nature of the area and with the e:m:ran}:
OC/374828.1 o
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past and likely long-tertn water shottages in the area. Ina dry woodland/ pebﬁi;: plain |

hahitat, the watering and introduction of grasses associated with residertial develapmeﬁ}tt

mmust be strictly prohibited to avoid i::ccu:i;zvably darmaging tb.L nature of the area. In
addition, this mitigation messure should including reducing the murnber of residences %:‘r
that the density of constraction will not significantly impact the nature habitat. Fim}ly,;g
mitigation measures should inclade requiting the project proponents to remove the .i

proposed barrier walls. The project is slated to be a gated comumunity, which frustrates!

the impact of all proposed mitigstion efforts by proposing insurmouneable barriers to j

migration of plant and animal species. ‘ 1
16,  Wetlands

As noted above, in comment (4) the wetland determinarion statements in the report ori

page 5.8-58 and following are inconclusive, vagne and non-supported. The work behitid

these statements should be re-evatuated in light of cument condirions and in concurrerige

or non-coneutrence should be obmined from the agencies mentioned because past

;
developinent activities i the area have indicated that County officials permit dredging %nd

similar activites without a secﬁoz: 404 permit. Comments from the Ary Cotps of j[

1
il

Engineers, the California Depattment of Fish and Game, and the Reglonal Water Quai‘-’::ity

I

Control Board should be obtained and included this report before 1t is submitced for :

J

appmva},

17, Wildlife Movement

|
z
|
|
1
14-360 i
-
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|
I
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i
J

1
Beginning on page 5.8-59, the draft states the wildlife movement would not imipact 1‘

26-18

wildlife cogridors. The proposed project is » walled and gated comimuaity, therefore t}uéIL
: i

starernent s incorrect snd should be revizited.

R S A R T NS R Y

This statement simply summarizes certain exdsting policies. It proposcs technical )
!
compliance with the requirement not to remove Bald Eagle perch trees withour discussing

i}

the fact that such perch trees, when located in developed areas, no longer become pez::!j;

i
B
i

trees. While the perch tree in gnestion may not rechnically have been “removed” i
q y y 1

experience with the Eagle Point atea supgests that the petch wee is neverrheless lost anéi 26— 1 9
therefore the policy behind the County requirernents has been evaded. Further, the | |
. i
relianee on inadequate mitigation measures makes this report misleading and defective |
§

with respect 1o impacts Jeffery Pine Forest, Pebble Plain habitat and other native ]

vegetation and wildlife.

TTLOTE LT AT

[ RS NN

14-361
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TITIVo_ 8D exoziec g se -

19.  Mitigation Measures

T

e s

The measures proposed are inadequate and based on out-dated information. For
1

- ; - A
This means it can be done now and it should be. The suggested measure for eagle pez:ckl»l

example, the teport states that 4 re-survey needs to be done after 2 40% pracipitation yalw

1
H
o

rrees should be tevised to require a “no-build” zone around at least all identified perch !
trees, which zone should, based on suggested zones in other teasnres, be ar least 300 féf:ez:

o

T

i diateter. The proponent should be prohibited from building paths for hiking in this!
zome, and required to fence it with approprate marerials that will allow wildlife to pass, |

but block hiking an recreational use. Likewise, restrictions on night lighting should be

i

expanded to establish light-free zone for wildlife, which ideally should include the azeasji

around perch trees. !

i
3

For these and other reasons, the draf section of the report is 2n madequate basis for afp.

adminisreative decision and should be further revised.

}
i
1
I
i

19 Monaco, Newport Beach, CA 92660 i

14-362
OC/574829.1 »
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COUNTy

SAN BERNARDINO
MOON CAMP TT # 16136 EIR

Response to Commentor No. 26
Peter and Mary Tennyson
April 15, 2005

26-1

26-2

26-3

26-4

26-5

26-6

26-7

26-8

26-9

26-10

26-11

26-12

Comment is noted.

The Pebble Plain Habitat Management Guide and Action Plan was developed in
1990 by the San Bernardino National Forest and the California Nature Conservancy
to preserve pebble plain habitat on public lands. The plan was discussed in the Draft
EIR section for informational purposes regarding current efforts to preserve this
habitat and does not have any particular enforcement requirements for the project
site.

Please refer to Responses to Comment Nos. 7-7 and 7-10.

Please refer to Response to Comment 3-1 (Leslie MacNair, California Department of
Fish and Game) from the Draft EIR public review period, which occurred from March
30, 2004 to May 13, 2004.

Please refer to Responses to Comment Nos. 5-2 and 7-7.

Comment noted. The Draft EIR section assumed presence for all species with low,
moderate, or high potential to occur on the site. The impact to foraging habitat for
this species is considered less than significant due to the limited amount of habitat
loss associated with the proposed project relative to the availability of habitat for this
species in the region.

The wild turkey is not considered a special status species and, as such, would not
receive additional attention in the Draft EIR section. A general impacts discussion is
provided on page 5.8-54.

Mule deer, mountain lion, and coyote are not considered special status species and,
as such, are not discussed under the special status species discussion of the Draft
EIR section.

The Draft EIR section states that surveys for special status plants were inconclusive
because they were conducted during an exceptionally dry year, necessitating an
additional survey as required by Mitigation Measure 5.8-1a. Vegetation type
acreages would be recalculated following focused plant surveys in accordance with
Mitigation Measure 5.8-1a. Please see Table 5.8.3 for a table listing special status
wildlife species potentially occurring within the project region.

Please refer to Responses to Comment Nos. 7-7, 7-10, and 7-23.

Please refer to Responses to Comment Nos. 6-2, 7-23, and 26-6. Mitigation
Measure 5.8-1d is designed to avoid direct impacts to nesting activity on the site.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 26-8.
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26-13

26-14

26-15

26-16

26-17

26-18

26-19

26-20

26-21

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 7-9. Pebble plain habitat is restricted to
the San Bernardino Mountains and does not occur in other parts of southern
California.

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

Comment is noted. Lighting and glare affects have been evaluated in Section 5.2 of
the Draft and Final EIR.

Comment is noted. Mitigation Measure 5.8-2d of the Draft EIR has been updated for
the Final EIR as follows:

5.8-2d Prior to the-issuance-efindividual-building-be wdscaping-designs
recordation of thg fi nai mag! a !andscgg ng glan for the entare tract §h§i!
be prepared (incl f a plant palette) with native trees and plant
species, and, shall be submitted to the County of San Bernardino for
review and approval by a qualified biologist. The review shall
determine that no non-native or invasive plant species are to be used in
the proposed landscaping. The biologist should suggest appropriate
native plant substitutes. A _note shall be placed on the Composite
Development Plan indicating that all proposed landscaping (including
landscaping on individual lots) shall conform with t verall roved
tract map landscaping plan. A requirement shall be included statin
hat reSId H include a restri tlon of the use of free an nt

l !an the Homeowner A oc:ation CC&Rs shall also ;
restrict individ lot owners) to use onl tive tree and plant speci

approved per the overall tract map landscaping plan.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 26-4. The proposed project does not
include perimeter walls or fences. Once the individual lots are created, the individual
property owners could potentially install perimeter walls/fences.

The project site is considered to be a travel route between open space areas to the
north of the project site and the Big Bear Lake. It is not considered a “Wildlife
Corridor”. Therefore, the proposed project would not impact wildlife corridors.

Please refer to Responses to Comment Nos. 6-2, 7-7, 7-9 and 7-10.

Comment is noted. Please refer to Responses to Comment Nos. 5-2 and 5-5.

Comment is noted.
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Bradley L. and Cathy Wi@g CEIl WE

APR 19 2005
PO Box 370 FAND Use SERVICES DEPT
ING
Fawnskin, CA 92333-0370 PMISioN

o . 4ds
Faxed to (909-387-3223) this 15 day of April at 3:30 PM.
Printed letter sent by US Mail.

April 15, 2005

County of San Bernardino

Land Use Services Department, Planning Division
385 North Arrowhead Avenue 1% Floor

San Bernardino, California 92415-0182

Attn: Matthew Slowik, Sr. Assoc. Planner

RE: “REVISED BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES SECTION OF

R g ot e smm

THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
THE MOON CAMP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT/RCK

- PROPERTIES INC.: GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT/OFFICIAL LAND USE DISTRICT CHANGE

1
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FROM BV/RL-40 TO BV/RS-7200 AND AMENDMENT TO
COUNTY CIRCULATION ELEMENT FOR REALIGNMENT
OF NORTH SHORE DRIVE; TENTATIVE TRACT MAP

#16136, AND CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A BOAT

DOCK.”

. INTRODUCTION and SSMMARY

On behalf O'f‘myseif and my wife, Cathy, we would like to
thank the San Bernardino County Land Use Services
Department Planning Division for the opportunity to comment
on this Revised Biological Section of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the proposed Moon Camp residential
development project, General Plan amendment, land use
district change, circulation amendment, tentative tract map

and conditional use permit for a boat dock (collectively,

DEIR).

My wife and | are residents of Fawnskin, California, and
would be directly and adverseiy affected by the negative
impacts to the biological resources of this area that would

2
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result from the 6evelopment of the proposed Moon Camp
project. We chose to come to Fawnskin to live permanently
just over one year ago -- after being part-timers for over 2
years -- because we wanted to continue to be surrounded by
nature, as it currently exists here, and because of the current
character of the town. We value those aspects of Fawnskin
because one of us (Bradley) had those same surroundings |

where he grew up in a small town in lowa. We feel that it is

imperative to our rights and those of friends that we invite to

visit us that the basic essence of this character be preserved.

My wife and | have studied the original EIR and the
current DEIR and still are strongly opposed to this proposed
Moon Camp development project because, even with the
mitigations proposed in this revised biological resources
section, this project would have extensive adverse effects on

us, on the entire community of Fawnskin and on the Big Bear

| Valley environment as a whole.

This project goes against a large n'umber of the goals set

for the mountain areas in the County’s own General Plan. T
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