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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

The County of San Bernardino is the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), and is responsible for preparing the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Moon Camp
Residential Subdivision, Tentative Tract No. 16136 project (State Clearinghouse No. 2002021105).

A Draft EIR evaluating the Original Proposed Project - a 92-lot residential subdivision with minimum
7,200-square-foot lots on 62.43 acres - was circulated for public review in 2004, and a Final EIR was
prepared in 2005. The 2005 Final EIR focused primarily on changes in the environment that would
result from the development of 92 residential lots along with three lettered lots to provide private
streets, a 103-slip private boat marina, related infrastructure, and the realignment of State Route 38
(SR-38) that would allow the development of 31 lakefront residential lots. The 2005 Final EIR
identified potential impacts that could result from the construction and operation of the Original
Proposed Project and provided measures to mitigate potentially significant impacts. However, even
after the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, there were a number of impacts
associated with the Original Proposed Project that would remain significant and unavoidable. These
are impacts related to Aesthetics (loss of views of the lake and surrounding mountains due to the
development of the 31 lakefront lots), Air Quality (short-term during construction and long-term),
Biological Resources (noise and perch tree impacts on the bald eagle), and Water Supply
(inconclusive groundwater supply). Note: this issue was addressed in both the Hydrology/Water
Quality and Public Services/Utilities sections of the 2004 and 2005 Final EIR).

Subsequent to circulation of the 2005 Final EIR, the Applicant revised the project design/description.
The revised project design/description (Proposed Alternative Project) is the subdivision of the
62.43-acre site into 50 numbered lots (residential lots) and seven lettered lots. The 50 residential lots
would have a minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet and be sold individually and developed into
individual custom homes. There is no realignment of SR-38 and there are no lakefront residential
lots. All 50 residential lots are to the north (above) SR-38. Of the seven lettered lots, one would be
designated as Pebble Plain Habitat and Open Space/Conservation (4.91 acres), one would be
designated as Open Space/Neighborhood Lake Access (0.82 acre with 891 lineal feet of lakefront
access), one would be developed as the marina parking lot with a boat ramp for a 55-slip private boat
marina (2.90 acres), three are the existing well sites, and one is a potential reservoir site. The marina
parking lot also includes some open space for the preservation of existing trees and eagle perch trees;
however, because of the development of the parking lot and boat ramp, the lot would not be
considered Open Space. A 10-acre off-site pebble plain habitat will also be purchased and dedicated
as a Conservation Easement.

As a result of the revised design/description, the Proposed Alternative Project has eliminated the
significant and unavoidable impacts associated with Aesthetics, Air Quality and Water Supply. The
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unavoidable impact remaining is Biological Resources – noise and perch tree impacts to the bald
eagle.

Table ES-1, Comparison between the Original Proposed Project and Proposed Alternative Project,
shows the changes between the two projects.

Table ES-1: Comparison - Original Proposed Project and Proposed Alternative Project

Original Proposed Project Proposed Alternative
Project Change

Site Size 62.43 acres 62.43 acres No change

Proposed General Plan
Designation*

BV/RS-1 (residential- minimum
7,200 sf lots)

BV/RS-20M (residential-
minimum 20,000 sf lots)

Approx. 6 du/ac to
approx 2 du/ac

Number of Lots 95 57 - 38

Residential Lots 92 50 - 42

3 7 + 4

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

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

4.91 acres of Open
Space for habitat
conservation and
eagle perch trees

Lot B – a 1.4-acre strip of land
between State Route 38 and the
private street south of the
highway

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

0.82 acre/891 lineal
feet of Open Space
for preservation of
lake views, eagle
perch trees and
Neighborhood Lake
Access

Lot C – a gated entrance, south of
State Route 38, a parking lot and
access to the marina

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

Open space, eagle
perch trees and lake
views are maintained

Lots D, E and F – well sites

Lettered Lots

Lot G – reservoir site Potential reservoir
site

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

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

A Conservation
Group would
maintain the
Conservation
Easements

Marina/Boat Dock 103 boat slips on west side of the
site

55 boat slips on the east side of
the site

- 48 and relocation

Lakefront Lots 31 lakefront lots No lakefront lots - 31 lakefront lots

State Route 38 Realignment of State Route 38 to
provide a straighter alignment
and to provided lakefront
residential lots

No change in the alignment of
State Route 38

No realignment
No lakefront lots
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Table ES 1 (cont.): Comparison - Original Proposed Project
and Proposed Alternative Project

Original Proposed Project Proposed Alternative
Project Change

Development Scenario Lots would be sold individually
and custom homes would be
constructed by the individual
property owners

Lots would be sold individually
and custom homes would be
constructed by the individual
property owners

No change

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

The County of San Bernardino (County) has prepared this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR to
provide responsible and trustee agencies, interested parties, and the public with information about the
potential environmental effects associated with the Revised Moon Camp 50-lot Residential
Subdivision Project (Proposed Alternative Project) on 62.43 acres located in the Community of
Fawnskin in San Bernardino County, California.

Purpose and Use of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR

A Draft EIR evaluating the Original Proposed Project - a 92-lot residential subdivision - was
circulated for public review in 2004 and a Final EIR was prepared in 2005. Subsequent to the
circulation of the 2004 Draft EIR and 2005 Final EIR, and partially in response to public comments
received on the document, the Applicant revised the tentative tract map. As discussed in detail in this
Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR, the Applicant has proposed an alternative (Proposed Alternative
Project) to the 2004/2005 Original Proposed Project that substantially reduces and in some cases
completely avoids the significant environmental impacts that were identified in the 2005 Final EIR.
Although this Proposed Alternative Project is environmentally superior to the Original Proposed
Project analyzed in the 2005 Final EIR, due to the scope of the project revisions and alterations, the
County, as CEQA Lead Agency, decided to prepare this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR to fully
disclose and analyze the potential environmental impacts of this alternative. Additionally,
recirculation of this EIR will further the basic purpose of CEQA to inform decision makers and the
public about the potential significant environmental effects of proposed activities.

CEQA requires the preparation of an objective, full disclosure document to inform agency decision
makers and the general public of the direct and indirect environmental effects of the proposed action;
provide mitigation measures to greatly reduce or eliminate significant adverse effects; and identify
and evaluate reasonable project alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of
such effects to the proposed project. The subject of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR is such a
project alternative.
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This Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of the
Proposed Alternative Project to the degree of specificity appropriate to the current proposed actions,
as required by Section 15146 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The analysis considers the actions
associated with the Proposed Alternative Project to determine the short-term and long-term effects of
their implementation. This Revised and Recirculated EIR discusses both the direct and indirect
impacts of this alternative, as well as the cumulative impacts associated with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects. The severity of these impacts are compared to those identified
for the Original Proposed Project in the 2005 Final EIR. This Revised and Recirculated EIR also
provides a comparison of the Proposed Alternative Project to the Original Proposed Project and to the
project alternatives evaluated in the 2005 Final EIR.

This Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR will be circulated for public review for a period of 45 days.
Upon completion of the public review period, comments received on this Revised and Recirculated
Draft EIR will be considered and responses will be prepared. These comments and responses will be
compiled into the Final EIR for the project. The Final EIR will consist of the 2005 Final EIR, the
2010 Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR, comments on and responses to the 2010 Revised and
Recirculated Draft EIR, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The Final
EIR will be compiled and submitted to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their
review and consideration of the Proposed Alternative Project.

Project Overview

The following information summarizes the Proposed Alternative Project and the relationship between
the Original Proposed Project and the Proposed Alternative Project that is the subject of this Revised
and Recirculated Draft EIR.

Local and Regional Setting
The approximately 62.43-acre Moon Camp project site is located on the north shore of Big Bear
Lake, in the unincorporated community of Fawnskin, County of San Bernardino. Exhibit 2-1,
Regional Location, and Exhibit 2-2, Local Vicinity, in Section 2, Project Description, shows the
location of the project site. The Big Bear Lake area is primarily a resort community where two thirds
of the residences are second homes. The south shore contains commercial and recreational facilities,
including ski areas, hotels and restaurants within the incorporated City of Big Bear Lake. By
comparison, the north shore area, in the vicinity of the project site, is less populated and primarily
residential, with a small commercial component westerly of the project site.

SR-38, also known as North Shore Drive, provides access to the project site; the road actually
transects the property. The project site is roughly bounded to the north by Flicker Road, to the south
by Big Bear Lake, to the east by Polique Canyon Road, and to the west by Canyon Road. In the
Township and Range nomenclature system, the project site is described as in the northern half of
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Section 13, Township 2 North, Range 1 West, San Bernardino Base Meridian. San Bernardino
County parcel numbers for the site include APN numbers 0304-082-04, 0304-091-12, 0304-091-22,
and 0304-091-21.

Surrounding Land Uses
The project site is currently undeveloped and is designated in the County of San Bernardino, Bear
Valley Community Plan (BV) as Rural Living with minimum 40-acre lots (BV/RL-40). The RL-40
land use designation allows development at a density of one dwelling unit per 40 acres and indicates
that future development proposals will be considered based upon a demonstrated ability to provide
adequate infrastructure and maintain consistency with the goals and policies of the Bear Valley
Community Plan. Table ES-2, Existing Land Use and Land Use Zoning Districts, identifies the land
use category of the site and surrounding properties, as well as the current land use designations.

Table ES-2: Existing Land Use and Land Use Zoning District

Existing Land Use Official Land Use Zoning District
(Bear Valley Community Plan)

Project
Site

Vacant Rural Living (BV/RL-40). This district provides sites for open
space and recreational activities, single-family homes on very
large parcels and similar and compatible uses. Minimum parcel
size is 40 acres; 1 dwelling unit per parcel. This is considered a
holding zone designation in the Bear Valley Community Plan,
which indicates that future General Plan amendments will be
considered where specific development proposals demonstrate an
ability to provide adequate infrastructure to serve the development
and maintain consistency with the goals and policies of the Bear
Valley Community Plan.

North Residential (N and NW),

Forest (N and NE)

Residential (BV/RS). 1 dwelling unit per 0.25 acre and a minimum
lot size of 7,200 square feet.
US Forest Service administered land.

South Big Bear Lake, Residential
(SE)

Floodway (FW). Uses permitted at owners risk; minimum parcel
size is 10 acres.
Single Residential (BV/RS). 4 dwelling units per acre, minimum
lot size is 7,200 square feet.

East Residential (SE)

Forest (N and NE)

Single Residential (BV/RS). 1 dwelling unit per 0.25 acre and a
minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet.
Resource Conservation (BV/RC). Minimum parcel size is
40 acres; 1 dwelling unit per parcel. US Forest Service
administered land.

West Vacant, Residential (SW)

Residential (W)

Special Development (BV/SD-RES). Minimum parcel size
40 acres. This District provides sites for a combination of
residential uses.
Single Residential (BV/RS). 4 dwelling units per acre, minimum
lot size is 7,200 square feet.

Sources: Bear Valley Community Plan, 2007.
County of San Bernardino Development Code, 2007.
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Project (Proposed Alternative Project) Characteristics
The Proposed Alternative Project is the subdivision of the 62.43-acre site into 50 numbered lots
(residential lots) to be sold individually and developed into custom homes and seven lettered lots, of
which one would be designated as Open Space/Conservation, one would be Open
Space/Neighborhood Lake Access, one would be developed as the marina parking lot with a boat
ramp, three are the existing well sites, and the seventh is a potential reservoir site. The marina lot
also includes some open space for the preservation of existing trees/perch trees; however, because of
the development of the parking lot and boat ramp, the lot would not be considered Open Space.
Table ES-1, Comparison – Original Proposed Project and Proposed Alternative Project, compares the
features/changes of the Proposed Alternative Project to the Original Proposed Project. The following
narrative outlines the revisions to the project description as a result of the Proposed Alternative
Project.

 The Tentative Tract Map has been revised to reduce the number of lots from 95 lots to 57 lots
by: 1) proposing larger lot sizes (minimum 20,000-square-foot lots – BV/RS-20M vs. BV/RS-1
residential – minimum 7,200 sf lots in the Original Proposed Project); 2) eliminating all
residential development along the shoreline (a reduction of 31 lakefront lots); and 3) creating
two distinct conservation areas – one covering a portion of the shoreline south of SR-38 and
also providing Neighborhood Lake Access, and the other encompassing the pebble plain
habitat and bald eagle perches on the west end of the site. A third lettered lot consists of the
marina parking lot/boat launch ramp, which also includes some open space, but because of the
proposed use, cannot be referred to as Open Space/Conservation. Finally, there are three
lettered lots for the existing water well sites and one lettered lot for the potential reservoir site.
As noted above, a 10-acre off-site pebble plain habitat would be purchased and dedicated as a
Conservation Easement.

 The Applicant’s request for a General Plan Amendment was revised to reflect the larger
minimum lot size and to re-designate the site from BV/RL-40 (minimum lot size 40 acres) to
BV/RS-20M (minimum lots size 20,000 square feet) instead of the Original Proposed Project’s
BV/RS (minimum lot size 7,200 square feet).

 The proposed private marina has been moved from the lake shore near the west side of the site
to the east side of the site, and the size of the marina has been reduced from 103 slips down to
55 slips, to reflect the proposed reduction in the number of residential lots to be developed.
For the proposed marina parking lot, direct access from SR-38 is required, whereas on the
original Site Plan, access to the marina parking lot was from private street A.

 The realignment of a segment of SR-38 was deleted from the Proposed Alternative Project and
no changes in the SR-38 configuration are now proposed. Because the State Route segment
would not be realigned, the proposed removal of approximately 665 trees of the 2,760 trees
identified on site would not occur. The incidence of tree removal to develop lots would also be
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reduced because of the reduction in the number of lots from 92 to 50 and the larger lot sizes
would allow homebuilders greater options in siting the homes to avoid trees.

 No direct access to SR-38 from any of the 50 individual lots is proposed. Access to individual
lots would be from the proposed public streets (A and B). Also, with the deletion of 31
lakefront residential lots south of SR-38, the need for five points of ingress/egress from the
south side has been reduced to two to allow traffic flow through the marina parking lot (refer
to Exhibits 2-3 and 2-4 in Section 2, Project Description). Residents’ access from the project
site north of SR-38 has been reduced from three streets to two, with the third street shown on
the original site plan now proposed to be used for emergency access only.

 Water service to the project site would occur via one of three possible water service
alternatives.

- Under Alternative #1, in order for the DWP to provide water service to the project site
and to own and operate the Proposed Alternative Project’s water system, LAFCO would
have to approve an expansion of the City of Big Bear Lake’s Sphere of Influence to
include the entire existing DWP Water Service Area in Fawnskin as well as the entire
project site. The developer would be required to construct the on-site and off-site
facilities as described in the DWP Water Feasibility Study (Alda, 2007). Significant
transmission improvements in the Fawnskin system would be needed to provide fire
flow to the project site. Individual pressure regulators would be required for all lots with
static pressures exceeding 80 psi. The three existing on-site groundwater wells would be
deeded to the DWP at the time the tract map is recorded. Two of the three wells would
provide the necessary water supply for the 50 lots. For expanding the existing Fawnskin
Water System infrastructure, the Applicant would install all common infrastructures,
including fire hydrants, and would also install the water main lines within the project
site. The water improvements will primarily occur within existing paved roads.

- Water Service Alternative #2 would not require LAFCO’s approval and would not create
the expansion of the City’s Sphere of Influence around Fawnskin and the project site.
Instead, County Service Area 53C (CSA 53C) would own and operate the water
facilities within the project site including the two onsite water supply wells and contract
with the DWP for a water interconnection to the existing Fawnskin water system. The
developer would be required to construct the same on-site and off-site facilities as
described in the DWP’s Water Feasibility Study (Alda, 2007). The water improvements
for Water Service Alternative #2 would primarily occur within existing paved roads.

- Under Water Service Alternative #3, instead of constructing the off-site water facilities
(within the Fawnskin Water System), the Proposed Alternative Project’s developer
would construct an on-site reservoir (238,600 gallons) and an on-site booster station
capable of providing the daily water supply flow and the required 1,750 gallons per
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minute fire flow. Water Service Alternative #3 would not require LAFCO’s approval
and would not create the expansion of the City’s Sphere of Influence around Fawnskin
and the project site. The developer would also construct the same on-site (within the
project site) water facilities (water main lines, fire hydrants, etc) identified in the Alda
Water Feasibility Study. Existing water wells FP2 and FP4 would be connected to the
on-site water system and pump their water into the 238,600 gallon on-site reservoir. The
on-site booster station would include an emergency electrical generator to allow the
station to operate during a power outage. The water improvements for Water Service
Alternative #3 would primarily occur within the Proposed Alternative Project’s paved
roads and at the Proposed Alternative Project’s reservoir site. The construction of the
reservoir would include grading an approximately 75-foot-diameter pad for the
reservoir. CSA 53C would own and operate this independent water system.

Findings of the 2005 Final EIR

This section provides a summary of the impacts of the Original Proposed Project, which was
evaluated in the 2005 Final EIR.

Findings of No Impact
The 2005 Final EIR included an Initial Study used to identify potential impacts that should be
evaluated in the EIR and areas where no impacts would occur. Areas where no impact would occur
are as follows:

Agricultural Resources
The project site is not known to contain soils that have been designated as prime or unique
agricultural soils and agricultural activities have not historically occurred at the project site. The
project would not adversely impact prime or locally important agriculture, as none occurs within the
project area. The entire site is zoned residential and is not under a Williamson Act contract.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
With regard to transport of hazardous materials, as a residential subdivision, the project would not
include the transport of hazardous materials. The private marina would include boat slips in a
floating dock that is not considered to be an “improved marina.” That is, there would be no storage of
fuels or other such hazardous materials on-site. The project site is also not identified as a hazardous
waste site by the County or State.

With regard to proximity to an airport or airstrip, the site is not located within an airport land use plan
and the nearest airport is 3.5 miles to the east.
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Land Use
The proposed project would not physically divide an established community but would be an infill
project within the Fawnskin Community.

Noise
Again, with regard to proximity to an airport or airstrip, the site is not located within an airport land
use plan and the nearest airport is 3.5 miles to the east. Therefore, airport related noise is not an
issue.

Mineral Resources
The project site is not within an area designated by the State for locally important mineral resources
and it does not lie within the County of San Bernardino’s Mineral Resource Zone. The San
Bernardino Mountains, however, are rich in mineral resources; known occurrences include gold,
silver, lead, zinc, iron, manganese, and tungsten. Claims have been operated extensively but most
have been non-productive for at least 20 years. Just north of the project site is Holcomb Valley where
William F. Holcomb discovered placer gold in May 1860. The mapped placer gold area begins
approximately 1.5 miles north of the project site’s northeastern boundary and the nearest placer gold
claim (Wayne Placers) is located in Section 8, approximately 1 mile to the northeast. One-half mile
to the northeast is a site (Polique Canyon) identified as metal prospect or nonmetallic deposit, which
has not been operated. All other mapped claims, mines and quarries are further to the north of the
project site (Geology of San Bernardino Mountains North of Big Bear Lake, California pp 51-67).
No impacts to mineral resources would occur as a result of the project’s implementation.

Population and Housing
The project site is currently vacant, so development of the site with a residential subdivision would
not displace existing residents or cause the need to construct replacement housing.

Transportation/Traffic
With regard to the provision of adequate parking, future homebuilders would be required to provide
garage space for a minimum of two cars and provide two guest parking spaces in the driveway, per
the County’s Development Code.

Findings of Less Than Significant Impact
The 2005 Final EIR evaluated a range of environmental issues and concluded that the following
potential impacts were less than significant and did not require mitigation:

Land Use
The proposed project conflicts with the land use plan, policies and regulations set forth in the San
Bernardino County General Plan and Development Code. Analysis has concluded that impacts would
be less than significant with approval of a Land Use District Change and Circulation Element
Amendment (Transportation/Circulation Maps). However, because the Proposed Alternative Project
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also includes a request for a general plan amendment, Land Use is evaluated in this Revised and
Recirculated Draft EIR.

Recreation
Implementation of the proposed project involves the construction of recreational facilities that may
have an adverse physical effect on the environment. Compliance with the Big Bear MWD standards
and permit requirements would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

Public Services
Police Protection
Project implementation could result in significant impacts with respect to police protection. Although
police protection services would need to be increased as a result of the project, it is anticipated that
project implementation would not require any new police facilities or the alteration of existing
facilities to maintain acceptable performance objectives. The project’s increase in demand for police
services would be offset through project-related fees and taxes. Thus, impacts would be less than
significant in this regard and no mitigation measures are recommended.

Schools
Project implementation could result in significant impacts to existing school facilities. Development
of the proposed project (92 residential lots) could generate a student population increase of
approximately 20 students. The District collects Developer’s Fees for new construction as
determined by a Developer Justification Study commissioned by the District every two years. The
District has stated that it could serve the projected number of students that would be generated from
the proposed project, because it has been experiencing a decline in enrollment. Thus, payment of the
required Developer Fees in accordance with the latest Developer Justification Study would reduce
impacts to less than significant levels and no mitigation measures are recommended.

Libraries
Implementation of the proposed project would increase the population of the service area for the Big
Bear Branch Library and would impact the size and services of the library facility. The increase in
population would necessitate a proportionate increase in staffing, resources and materials. The
increased demand is also anticipated to create a nominal demand for additional library space at
existing library facilities. Funding to improve and/or increase library facilities and resources occurs
by two methods. One source of revenue is based on a resolution established by the San Bernardino
County Board of Supervisors that provides a tax rate of one and one-half cents per $100 of assessed
valuation of property in the community. Second, libraries can receive funding from public libraries
fund(s), administered by the State of California. Funding received from property taxes and/or State
funds would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
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Utilities
Solid Waste
Development of the project area would result in increased solid waste generation. Project compliance
with the Integrated Waste Management Plan (WMP) for the County of San Bernardino would reduce
the amount of solid waste, which is ultimately disposed of at the Barstow Landfill and maintain
potential impacts at a less than significant level.

Natural Gas
The Southwest Gas Corporation has indicated that natural gas “main” pipelines are installed in the
right-of-way of SR-38 and that there is sufficient capacity in their facilities to provide natural gas
service to the project area without any significant impact on the environment. As such, extensions to
existing facilities within the interior tract roadways would be required in order to provide service to
the proposed development. Service would be provided in accordance with the Southwest Gas
Corporation’s policies and extension rules on file with the California Public Utilities Commission.
Future natural gas service to the project area would require coordination with the Gas Company’s
engineering department for a comprehensive plan as to levels of service required. Implementation of
the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact with respect to natural gas service
and no mitigation measures are required.

Electrical Service
An increased demand for electrical service would occur at the project site as a result of the proposed
development. According to Bear Valley Electric Service (BVES), it is anticipated that there would be
a substantial loading increase upon build-out of the proposed project (92 residential lots). BVES
anticipates that impacts related to short-term construction, such as possible disruption of service,
would be minimal. Additionally, tap lines to serve individual lots would be made under BVES’ tariff
rules 15 and 16. Any relocation or addition of new electrical facilities and other related costs would
be funded by the Applicant. Since, BVES operates under tariff rules set by the CPUC, all Project-
related costs would also fall under those tariff rules. All costs would be incurred by having to
maintain the existing level of service to existing BVES customers, while adding new load to the
system. As mentioned above, a new distributed generation option could be required. If this is
determined, placement of a generator would need to be placed on a parcel within the development or
on a parcel provided by the developers.

Electrical service would potentially be impacted by the proposed project and new facilities would be
required. However, the Project Applicant would be required to pay all costs/fees for the expansion of
existing facilities and/or construction of new facilities to maintain the existing level of service to
existing BVES customers, while adding new load to the system. Payment of BVES fees/costs would
mitigate all potential impacts to less than significant levels in this regard and no mitigation measures
are required.
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Findings of Impacts That Can Be Mitigated to Less Than Significant
The 2005 Final EIR evaluated a range of environmental issues and concluded that a number of
potentially significant impacts could be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of
mitigation measures. These impacts and measures are summarized here. For a complete summary,
see the 2005 Final EIR Section 2.0, Executive Summary. This document is included on a CD at the
end of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR.

Aesthetics/Light and Glare
Light and Glare. The proposed project would introduce additional light and glare on-site, which
may affect the surrounding residents. The analysis concluded that potential impacts would be
reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of the recommended mitigation measures,
including the requirement that all exterior lighting must be designed and located to avoid intrusive
effects on adjacent residential properties and undeveloped areas adjacent to the project site. Low-
intensity street lighting and low-intensity exterior lighting must be used throughout the development
to the extent feasible. Lighting fixtures must use shielding, if necessary to prevent spill lighting on
adjacent off site uses.

Biological Resources
Sensitive Species. Project implementation would affect species identified as special status.
Implementation of recommended mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant
levels with the exception of the bald eagle population. Impacts to this species were considered to be
significant and unavoidable due to short-term construction noise and long-term residential noise, as
well as the removal of potential perch trees, particularly in the westerly portion of the project site.

Jurisdictional Waters. The proposed project would impact portions of the project site that are
habitat for referenced sensitive species. Implementation of recommended mitigation measures for
compensation with the creation and/or restoration of in-kind habitat on-site and/or off-site at a
minimum 3:1 replacement-to-impact ratio would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Additional requirements may be required through the permitting process, depending on the quality of
habitat impacted, project design, and other factors.

Cultural Resources
The proposed project may cause a significant impact to unknown archaeological and/or historic
resources on-site and to unknown paleontological resources. Implementation of recommended
mitigation measures to have a monitor present on-site during grading and excavation would reduce
impacts to a less than significant level. Likewise, in the event human remains are discovered during
grading/ construction activities, work shall cease in the immediate area of the discovery and the
Project Applicant shall comply with the requirements and procedures set forth in Section 5097.98 of
the Public Resources Code (PRC), including notification of the County Coroner, notification of the
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Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and consultation with the individual identified by
the NAHC to be the “most likely descendent.”

Geology and Soils
Due to site topography, development of the proposed project could result in slope failures.
Development of the proposed project could also result in accelerated soil erosion, particularly during
grading for building pads. The proposed project would increase the number of people/structures
exposed to effects associated with seismically induced ground shaking, and during a seismic event,
may be exposed to seiching of the lake. Portions of the site also contain expansive soils. Adherence
to County Development Code requirements and Uniform Building Codes for development of
individual sites and structures would reduce impacts to less than significant levels.

Hydrology and Water Quality
The proposed project would significantly alter drainage patterns that could result in increased erosion
potential and runoff. Impacts were found to be less than significant with implementation of the
project design features (i.e., the provision of adequate outlet structures, storm drains to contain flows,
and proper bluff drainage). Grading, excavation, and construction activities associated with the
proposed project could impact water quality due to sheet erosion of exposed soils and subsequent
deposition of particles and pollutants in drainage areas. Finally, project development could result in
long-term impacts to the quality of storm water and urban runoff, subsequently impacting water
quality. Impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels with incorporation of the
recommended mitigation measures, along with State and County Development Code requirements for
implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for flood control and stormwater pollution
prevention during construction activities and on-going during operation.

Noise
Implementation of the proposed project would result in on-site noise associated with residential and
parking lot activities and boat loading/unloading activities at the marina. The analysis concluded that
stationary source impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels with adherence to the
County of San Bernardino General Plan policies relating to noise level standards and recommended
mitigation measures.

Implementation of the proposed project would result in increased watercraft activities on Big Bear
Lake. The analysis concluded that watercraft noise impacts would be reduced to less than significant
levels with adherence to Rules and Regulations established by the Big Bear Municipal Water District
for Big Bear Lake.
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Public Services
Fire Protection
Project implementation could result in significant impacts with respect to fire protection. Analysis
has concluded that impacts would be less than significant with the recommended mitigation
measures. These include such measures as adherence to the County Fire Department’s fire flow
requirements, including sprinklering residences and implementation of a Fuels Management Plan
(FMP) approved by the County Fire Department and Forest Service. The FMP would implement the
fire safety requirements of the FS1 Fire Safety Overlay District, including a minimum setback
requirement from the National Forest. In addition, any cul-de-sacs developed within the project site
may not be longer than 350 feet. Finally, a Homeowner’s Association or a Special District must be
established to implement the FMP in common areas.

Wastewater
Project implementation would generate additional wastewater beyond current conditions. Mitigation
includes the funding of all on-site and off-site sewer improvements by the Applicant, to the
satisfaction of the County Service Area 53 and BBARWA, which may include replacement of
existing sewer lines rather than construction of parallel lines. In addition, prior to issuance of
building permits, the Applicant must provide evidence to the County of San Bernardino that County
Service Area 53B and BBARWA have sufficient transmission and treatment plant capacity to accept
sewage flows from the project site. The Applicant must also relocate the BBARWA 10-inch force
main by installing new pipe (and/or bonding for the relocation) so that it is aligned within the south
shoulder of the relocated SR-38. Finally, the Applicant shall install air release valves and vaults at
high elevation points on the new force main to minimize odors. Air release valves shall be large
enough to enclose 55-gallon drum carbon filters to control odors.

Recreation
Public Access. Implementation of the proposed project would not affect public access along the
north shore of Big Bear Lake. However, in order to provide continuity of the bike trail in the area, the
Applicant must dedicate an easement along the south side of SR-38 for the trail/path.

Transportation/Traffic
Traffic Volumes/Congestion. The intersection of Stanfield Cutoff and Big Bear Boulevard operated
at above 100 percent utilization in the peak month weekday evening peak hour, during traffic counts
taken in 2004. Although the project would not generate significant traffic volumes, it would
contribute to the intersection utilization at the weekday evening peak hour. Year 2006 (Opening Year
{at that time} for the proposed project) traffic conditions would result in an increase in traffic
volumes as would the General Plan buildout year of 2025. The analysis concluded that
implementation of recommended mitigation measures would reduce impacts to the intersection of
Stanfield Cutoff/Big Bear Boulevard, and Stanfield Cutoff/SR-38 to a less than significant level.
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Traffic Hazards. Project implementation could increase hazards to vehicles, pedestrians and
bicyclists due to increased traffic and the addition of eight new intersections on SR-38. The analysis
concluded that with implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, impacts would be less
than significant. These include restricting parking along the shoulder of SR-38, constructing turn
pockets, and installing stop signs at all intersections with the highway, and limiting landscaping to
increase visibility at project intersections with the highway.

Findings of Impacts That Can Not Be Mitigated to Less Than Significant Levels
The 2005 Final EIR identified potential impacts that could result from the construction and operation
of the original proposed Project and that would remain significant and unavoidable after
implementation of all feasible mitigation measures. These are as follows:

Aesthetics/Light and Glare
Significant and unavoidable impacts related to Aesthetics/Light and Glare were identified for
viewshed alterations involving existing residents to the north, east and west of the project site.
Additionally, significant and unavoidable impacts were identified for views from SR-38, a scenic
highway, to the south, and from the south shore of Big Bear Lake.

Air Quality
Air quality impacts that would remain significant and unavoidable following mitigation were:

 Construction Activities: Reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx)
emissions during site preparation and construction from equipment and vehicles would be
significant in the short-term; and

 Project Operations: Long-term use of the project site would result in an overall increase in the
local and regional pollutant load due to direct impacts from vehicle emissions, and indirect
impacts from electricity and natural gas consumption. Combined mobile and area source
emissions would exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) thresholds
of ROG, carbon monoxide (CO) and suspended particulate matter that is 10 microns or less in
diameter (PM10).

Biological Resources
Project implementation would affect species identified as special status. Implementation of
recommended mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant levels with the
exception of the bald eagle population. Impacts to this species were considered to be significant and
unavoidable due to short-term construction noise and long-term noise residential noise, as well as the
removal of potential perch trees.
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Hydrology and Drainage
Due to potential overdraft conditions for the groundwater basin associated with the North Shore
Hydrologic Subunit, project and cumulative impacts were considered to be significant and
unavoidable.

Public Services and Utilities
Due to the inability of water providers to confirm service to the project, the proposed project was
considered to be significant and unavoidable. This conclusion was further supported by the
significant and unavoidable conclusion cited in 2005 Final EIR Section 5.11, Hydrology and
Drainage, due to potential overdraft conditions for the groundwater basin associated with the North
Shore Hydrologic Subunit.

Executive Summary of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR

Public Meeting on the Revised Project Description (Proposed Alternative Project)
Public agencies and members of the public made substantive comments on the 2004 Draft EIR.
Following the 45-day period for circulation and public review, the County and its consultants along
with the Applicant reviewed the comments and determined that substantial revisions to the Original
Proposed Project would be required to adequately address many of the comments received. The
Applicant has redesigned the project, substantially reducing the density and intensity of the proposed
uses; deleted the realignment of SR-38 through the site; added Open Space/Conservation areas; and
deleted all residential lots along the lakefront. This redesigned project (Proposed Alternative Project)
is an Alternative to the Original Proposed Project that was considered in the 2004 Draft EIR and 2005
Final EIR. Table ES-1 contains a comprehensive comparison between the Original Proposed Project
and the Proposed Alternative Project.

Due to the amount of time between the public review of the 2004 Draft EIR and the substantial
revisions included in the Proposed Alternative Project, the County provided an opportunity for the
public to review the revised plans and provide comment on the Proposed Alternative Project. The
forum was a local community meeting held on March 31, 2007. Prior to the meeting, a Notice of
Community Meeting was published in the local newspaper and mailed to Responsible Agencies,
nearby homeowners, and other interested parties.

The Community Meeting was held at 10:00 a.m. at North Shore Elementary School, located at 765
North Stanfield Cutoff, Big Bear Lake, approximately 2 miles from the project site. Questions,
comments, and concerns regarding the following issue areas were raised during the meeting and are
addressed in this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR.

Air Quality
See Section 4.2 of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR.
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Water Quality
See Section 4.4 of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR.

Water Supply
See Section 4.7 of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR.

Geology/Soils
Geology and soils were found to be adequately addressed in the 2005 Final EIR.

Biology
See Section 4.3 of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR.

Land Use and Related Issues
See Section 4.5 of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR.

Infrastructure/Public Utilities/Public Services
See Sections 4.4, 4.7, and 4.9 of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR.

Public Safety
See Sections 4.7 and 4.9 of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR.

Project Development
See Section 2 of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR.

Issues Addressed in this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR
The following issues are addressed in this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR:

 Issues with Impacts that Remained Significant After Mitigation in the 2005 Final EIR:
- Aesthetics;
- Air Quality;
- Biological Resources;
- Hydrology and Water Quality (Groundwater); and
- Public Utilities/Infrastructure (Water Supply).

 Issues that were Evaluated Based on Additional Comments Received in the Public Meeting:
- Land Use;
- Noise;
- Public Services;
- Transportation and Traffic; and
- Utilities and Infrastructure.
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Table ES-3, Executive Summary Matrix, provides a summary of the Proposed Alternative Project’s
environmental impacts, mitigation measures and the level of significance after implementation of
mitigation.

Alternatives to the Original Proposed Project

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, Section 7 of the 2004 Draft EIR describes a
range of reasonable alternatives to the Original Proposed Project that could feasibly attain the basic
objectives of the Original Proposed Project, while evaluating the comparative merits of each
alternative. The analysis focused on alternatives capable of eliminating significant adverse
environmental effects or reducing them to less than significant levels, even if these alternatives would
impede, to some degree, the attainment of the project objectives. In Section 7 of this Revised and
Recirculated Draft EIR, potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Alternative Project are
compared to impacts from the Original Proposed Project and the alternatives evaluated in the 2004
Draft EIR.

Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration
The 2005 Final EIR evaluated the Original Proposed Project and a reasonable range of alternatives to
the Original Proposed Project and this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR evaluates the Proposed
Alternative Project. Section 7 of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR compares the Proposed
Alternative Project to the Original Proposed Project and the alternatives previously addressed. No
additional alternatives are considered and/or eliminated from further evaluation.

Alternatives Analyzed in this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR
In addition to the Proposed Alternative Project evaluated in this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR,
the following alternatives are evaluated in relation to both the Original Proposed Project and
Proposed Alternative Project. Table 7-2, Comparison of Alternatives, provides a summary of this
Alternatives analysis.

No Project/No Development Alternative
Implementation of the No Project/No Development Alternative would retain the site in its current
condition. None of the improvements proposed as part of the project and/or the existing designation
would occur.

No Project/Existing Designation Alternative
Implementation of the No Project/Existing Designation Alternative would be in accordance with the
existing Official Land Use District BV/RL-40 (40-acre minimum lot size). This Alternative would
result in 1.5 residential lots on the project site. This Alternative would be less intensive than the
Original Proposed Project and Proposed Alternative Project. Approximately three persons (1.5
housing units x 2.31 persons/household) would be added to the population of the Community of
Fawnskin. It is further noted that in addition to a single-residential structure, other uses can be
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allowed including those in the “Additional Uses” section of the County Development Code, subject to
a Conditional Use Permit.

Reduced Density, Without Road Alignment and Without Marina Alternative
For the Reduced Density, Without Road Realignment and Without Marina Alternative, development
of 62 residential lots and associated infrastructure would occur on the north side of the existing SR-38
alignment. SR-38 would not be realigned, no residential development (lakefront lots) would occur to
the south of SR-38, and no marina would be developed. The land area south of SR-38, along the
lakefront, would be retained in its current state. Approximately 143 persons (62 housing units x 2.31
persons/household) would be added to the population of the Community of Fawnskin.

Reduced Density, With Project Redesign Alternative
For the Reduced Density, With Project Redesign Alternative, development of 66 residential lots and
associated infrastructure would occur on the project site. Implementation of this Alternative would
include the realignment of SR-38. Twenty-one lots on the south (lake) side and 45 lots on the north
side would be developed. SR-38 would be realigned to allow the 21 lakefront lots. This Alternative
would include a marina facility with 72 boat slips. Approximately 152 persons (66 housing units x
2.31 persons/household) would be added to the population of the Community of Fawnskin.

Proposed Alternative Project
The Proposed Alternative Project would significantly reduce, but not eliminate, the environmental
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the Original Proposed Project. Because this
Alternative proposes 50 lots - a 46 percent reduction in residential density - with no lakefront
residential development south of SR-38, and no realignment of SR-38, views of Big Bear Lake and
the distant mountain ranges from SR-38 would not be obstructed when compared to the proposed 92-
lot Original Proposed Project. In addition, fewer biological impacts would occur because less land
would be disturbed and because 5.73 acres of the site would be reserved for open space/conservation.
The Water Supply Report prepared for the Proposed Alternative Project has concluded that on-site
wells can adequately provide water for the 50 residential lots proposed in this Alternative. The
Proposed Alternative Project is environmentally superior to the 92-lot Original Proposed Project and
meets most of the primary project objectives, but not to the same degree as the 92-lot Original
Proposed Project.

Environmentally Superior Alternative
Based on the analysis of each alternative, the No Project – No Development alternative is the
environmentally superior alternative because it eliminates all of the significant impacts of the
proposed project.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (e)(2) states the following:
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If the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.

As shown in Table 7-2, project related impacts could be substantially reduced by not realigning
SR-38. Furthermore, the impacts could also be reduced by decreasing the overall density and
reducing the number of residential lots. The Applicant has amended the TTM to the standards of the
50-lot Proposed Alternative Project. While several of the alternatives are environmentally superior to
the proposed 92-lot Project, the Proposed Alternative Project evaluated in detail in this Revised and
Recirculated Draft EIR is the preferred alternative and the environmentally superior alternative to all
but the No Project/No Development alternative and the No Project/Existing Designation Alternative
for the following reasons:

 The Proposed Alternative Project has the fewest number of residential lots (50 lots – which
represents a 46 percent reduction over the Original Proposed Project), and the largest minimum
lot size (one half acre, with an average lot size of 0.90 acre and 12 lots over 1 acre in size);

 The Proposed Alternative Project includes 5.73 acres for Pebble Plain Habitat/Perch Tree
conservation, Neighborhood Lake Access and open space as well as an area within the
easternmost drainage that will be set aside for southern rubber boa habitat;

 A 10-acre off-site Pebble Plan habitat will also be purchased and dedicated as a Conservation
Easement as part of the Proposed Alternative Project;

 The Proposed Alternative Project has no lakefront residential development south of SR-38 and
no realignment of SR-38. As a result, views of Big Bear Lake and the distant mountain ranges
from SR-38 would not be obstructed.

 The Water Supply Report prepared for the Proposed Alternative Project has concluded that on-
site wells can adequately provide water for the 50 residential lots.

 The Proposed Alternative Project lessens the impacts of each impact area and reduces
significant impacts to Aesthetics, Air Quality, and Water Supply to less than significant levels;
and

 The Proposed Alternative Project would reduce the impacts to the greatest extent practicable,
while meeting most of the project objectives and maintaining a sound and fiscally feasible
project.

Therefore, the Proposed Alternative Project is the environmentally superior alternative.
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the
follow

ing
indirectim

pacts:


R
em
ovaland

controlofinvasive
non-native

plants;


Tram

pling
orsoildam

age
caused

by
foottraffic,vehicles,bicycles,orother

recreation;


A
lteration

ofsurface
hydrologicalconditionscaused

by
irrigation

on
adjacentlots,road

runoff,orw
aterdiversionsinstalled

forerosion
control;

Significantand
unavoidable

im
pacts

related
to
B
iologicalR

esourceshave
been

identified
forim

pactsto
B
ald
Eagle.
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
V
egetation

clearing,especially
forfuelm

odification
to
reduce

fire
hazardsto

adjacenthom
es.

The
H
M
P
shallbe

adm
inistrered

by
the
SB
M
LT
orotherland

stew
ardship

entity.
Funding

forim
plem

entation
ofhabitatm

anagem
entm

easuresshallbe
derived

from
interestearned

from
the
habitatm

anagem
entendow

m
ent.

SpecialStatusW
ildlife

B
R
-2

Treesand
dow

ned
logsshould

be
allow

ed
to
rem
ain
in
place,to

the
extent

thatclearing
isnotrequired

by
the
developm

entprocess,and
a
50-footsetback

(m
easured

on
each

side
ofthe

centerline)m
ustbe

m
aintained

along
the
deepest

ravine
atthe

eastern
edge

ofthe
property.

Thism
easure

w
illserve

to
preserve

habitatforsuch
speciesassouthern

rubberboa.
B
R
-3

The
projectproponentshallhave

a
biologistqualified

w
ith
San

B
ernardino

flying
squirrel(SB

FS)asa
m
onitorduring

tree
rem
oval.

M
inim

ize
the
num

beroftrees,snags,and
dow

ned
w
ood

rem
oved

forproject
im
plem

entation.
C
om
pensating

the
rem
ovalofsnagscontaining

cavities,this
w
ould

be
achieved

by
constructing

and
erecting

tw
o
nestboxesand

one
aggregate

box
persnag

rem
oved.

A
ppendix

B
ofthisR

evised
and

R
ecirculated

D
raftEIR

providesthe
specificationsofthe

nestand
aggregate

boxes(Flying
Squirrels2007).

These
boxesshould

be
located

on
the
adjacentU

.S.ForestService
(U
SFS)land

(w
ith
theirperm

ission)and
the
locationsm

arked
w
ith
a
globalpositioning

system
.

The
locationsofthe

boxesshallbe
provided

to
the
U
SFS

so
thattheirbiologists

could
m
onitorthe

boxesforoccupation
by
SB
FS.

Provide
new

hom
eow

nersw
ith
a
flyerthatw

ould
provide

inform
ation

on
the

biology
ofSB

FS
and

how
they

are
susceptible

to
depredation

by
cats.

The
flyer

w
ould

also
outline

stepsthathom
eow

nerscould
take

to
reduce

theirurban
edge

effects.
B
R
-4

Treesidentified
in
Exhibits3

and
4
ofthe

B
ald
Eagle

Survey
R
eport

(A
ppendix

B
ofthisR

evised
and

R
ecirculated

D
raftEIR

)aseagle
perch

locations
shallbe

preserved
in
place

upon
projectcom

pletion.
Ifany

ofthe
designated

perch
treesshould

becom
e
hazardousand

need
to
be
taken

dow
n,replacem

entw
illbe

ata
5:1
ratio

w
ith
the
creation

ofartificialperch
treesalong

shoreline
designated

open
space.

A
ny
developm

entthatm
ay
occurw

ithin
the
projectsite

and
in
the

individuallotsm
ustavoid

im
pactsto

treeslargerthan
24
inchesdiam

eterbreast
height(dbh)and

theirrootstructuresto
the
m
axim

um
extentfeasible.

Ifany
additionalnon-perch

treeson-site
largerthan

24
inchesdbh

are
rem
oved,than

a
replacem

entratio
of2:1

shallbe
required

and
replacem

enttreesshould
be
24-inch

box
trees.

A
llconstruction

orlandscaping
im
provem

ents,including
irrigation,w

ill



C
ounty

ofSan
B
ernardino

M
oon

C
am
p
R
evised

and
R
ecirculated

D
raftEIR

Executive
Sum

m
ary

Table
ES-3

(cont.):Executive
Sum

m
ary

M
atrix

M
ichaelB

randm
an
A
ssociates

ES-27
H
:\C
lient\0052\0052-SB

C
ounty\00520089_Sec00-ES

Executive
Sum

m
ary.doc

Im
pacts

M
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M
itigation

be
prohibited

on
oraround

the
exposed

rootstructuresorw
ithin

the
dripline

of
these

trees.
These

restrictionson
developm

entofthe
individuallotsm

ustbe
clearly

presented
and

explained
to
any

potentialprospective
developersand/or

hom
eow

nerspriorto
assum

ption
oftitle

and
close

ofescrow
.
Thism

easure
shallbe

identified
asa

N
ote
on
the
C
om
posite

D
evelopm

entPlan.
B
R
-5

Priorto
vegetation

clearing,grading,orotherdisturbance,the
projectsite

shallbe
surveyed

to
identify

alllarge
trees(i.e.,greaterthan

20
inchesin

diam
eter

at4.5
feetfrom

the
ground)w

ithin
600

feetfrom
the
high

w
aterline.

Trees
identified

on
the
projectsite

ashaving
a
diam

eterin
excessof20

inchesat4.5
feet

from
the
ground

w
ithin

600
feetofthe

shoreline
shallbe

docum
ented

and
tagged.

A
ny
developm

entthatm
ay
occurw

ithin
the
projectsite

and
in
the
individuallots

shallavoid
im
pactsto

tagged
treesand

theirrootstructures.
Ifsuch

treescannotbe
avoided,theirrem

ovalshallbe
coordinated

w
ith
the
C
ounty

ofSan
B
ernardino

to
m
inim

ize
im
pactsto

the
extentfeasible.

A
llconstruction

orlandscaping
im
provem

ents,including
irrigation,w

illbe
prohibited

on
oraround

the
exposed

rootstructuresorw
ithin

the
dripline

ofthese
trees.

These
restrictionson

developm
entofindividuallotsm

ustbe
clearly

presented
and

explained
to
any

potentialprospective
developersand/orhom

eow
nerspriorto

assum
ption

oftitle
and

close
ofescrow

.
Thism

easure
shallbe

identified
asa

N
ote
on
the
C
om
posite

D
evelopm

entPlan.
B
R
-6

Seven
dayspriorto

the
onsetofconstruction

activities,a
qualified

biologistshallsurvey
w
ithin

the
lim
itsofprojectdisturbance

forthe
presence

of
any

active
raptornests.

A
ny
nestfound

during
survey

effortsshallbe
m
apped

on
the
construction

plans.
Ifno

active
nestsare

found,no
furtherm

itigation
w
ould

be
required.

R
esultsofthe

surveysshallbe
provided

to
the
C
D
FG
.

Ifnesting
activity

ispresentatany
raptornestsite,the

active
site

shallbe
protected

untilnesting
activity

hasended
to
ensure

com
pliance

w
ith
Section

3503.5
ofthe

C
alifornia

Fish
and

G
am
e
C
ode.

N
esting

activity
forraptorsin

the
region

ofthe
projectsite

norm
ally

occursfrom
February

1
to
June

30.
To
protectany

nestsite,
the
follow

ing
restrictionson

construction
are
required

betw
een

February
1
and

June
30
(oruntilnestsare

no
longeractive

asdeterm
ined

by
a
qualified

biologist):
(1)

clearing
lim
itsshallbe

established
a
m
inim

um
of300

feetin
any

direction
from

any
occupied

nestand
(2)accessand

surveying
shallnotbe

allow
ed
w
ithin

200
feetof

any
occupied

nest.
A
ny
encroachm

entinto
the
300/200-footbufferarea

around
the

know
n
nestshallonly

be
allow

ed
ifitisdeterm

ined
by
a
qualified

biologistthatthe
proposed

activity
shallnotdisturb

the
nestoccupants.

Construction
during

the
nesting

season
can

occuronly
atthe

sitesifa
qualified

biologisthasdeterm
ined

that
fledglingshave

leftthe
nest.
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B
R
-7

V
egetation

rem
oval,clearing,and

grading
on
the
projectsite

shallbe
perform

ed
outside

ofthe
breeding

and
nesting

season
(betw

een
February

1
and

June
30),w

hen
feasible,to

m
inim

ize
the
effectsofthese

activitieson
breeding

activities
ofm

igratory
birdsand

otherspecies.
Ifclearing

occursduring
breeding

season,a
30-day

clearance
survey

fornesting
birdsshallbe

conducted.
A
ny
nestfound

during
survey

effortsshallbe
m
apped

on
the
construction

plans.
Ifno

active
nests

are
found,no

furtherm
itigation

w
ould

be
required.

R
esultsofthe

surveysshallbe
provided

to
the
C
D
FG
.
Ifnesting

activity
ispresentatany

nestsite,the
active

site
shallbe

protected
untilnesting

activity
hasended

to
ensure

com
pliance

w
ith

Section
3503.5

ofthe
C
alifornia

Fish
and

G
am
e
C
ode.

B
R
-8

The
use

ofthe
boatdock

form
otorized

boating
shallbe

prohibited
betw

een
the
datesofD

ecem
ber1

and
A
pril1.

N
o
m
otorized

boatsshallbe
allow

ed
to
launch

orm
oorin

the
vicinity

ofthe
boatdock

atany
tim
e
during

thisperiod.
Thisrestriction

shallbe
clearly

displayed
on
signage

atthe
entrance

to
the
parking

lotand
on
the
boatdock

visible
from

both
land

and
w
ater.

Thisrequirem
entshall

also
be
published

in
the
H
om
eow

ner’sA
ssociation

C
onditions,C

ovenants&
R
estrictions(C

C
&
R
s).

Sensitive
N
aturalC

om
m
unities/H

abitats
W
ildlife

Im
pacts/IndirectIm

pacts
B
R
-9

Streetlam
pson

the
projectsite

shallnotexceed
20
feetin

height,shallbe
fully

shielded
to
focuslightonto

the
streetsurface

and
shallavoid

any
lighting

spilloveronto
adjacentopen

space
orproperties.

Furtherm
ore,streetlightsshall

utilize
low

colortem
perature

lighting
(e.g.,red

ororange).
B
R
-10

O
utdoorlighting

forproposed
hom

eson
the
individualtentative

tracts
shallnotexceed

1,000
lum
ens.

Furtherm
ore,residentialoutdoorlighting

shallnot
exceed

20
feetin

heightand
m
ustbe

shielded
and

focused
dow

nw
ard
to
avoid

lighting
spilloveronto

adjacentopen
space

orproperties.
These

restrictionson
outdoorlighting

ofthe
individualtentative

tractsm
ustbe

clearly
presented

and
explained

to
any

potentialprospective
developersand/orhom

eow
nerspriorto

assum
ption

oftitle
and

close
ofescrow

.
Thisrequirem

entshallalso
be
published

in
the
H
om
eow

ner’sA
ssociation

CC
&
R
s.

B
R
-11

To
lim
itthe

am
ountofhum

an
disturbance

on
adjacentnaturalopen

space
areas,signsshallbe

posted
along

the
northern

and
eastern

perim
eterofthe

project
site

w
here

the
property

boundary
abutsU

SFS
open

space
w
ith
the
follow

ing
statem

ent:
“Sensitive

plantand
w
ildlife

habitat.
Please

use
designated

trailsand
keep

petson
a
leash

atalltim
es.”

In
addition,a

requirem
entstating

thatresidentsshallkeep
outofadjacentopen

space
areasto

the
north

w
ith
the
exception

ofdesignated
trailsw

illbe
published

in

Lessthan
significantim

pact
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M
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the
H
om
eow

nerA
ssociation

C
C
&
R
sand

a
m
ap
ofdesignated

hiking
trailsw

illbe
provided

to
allresidents.

B
R
-12

Priorto
recordation

ofthe
finalm

ap,a
landscaping

plan
forthe

entire
tractshallbe

prepared
(inclusive

ofa
plantpalette)w

ith
an
em
phasison

native
trees

and
plantspecies,and

shallbe
subm

itted
to
the
C
ounty

ofSan
B
ernardino

for
review

and
approvalby

a
qualified

biologist.
The

review
shalldeterm

ine
that

invasive,non-native
plantspeciesare

notto
be
used

in
the
proposed

landscaping.
The

biologistw
illsuggestappropriate

native
plantsubstitutesornon-invasive,non-

native
plants.

A
note

shallbe
placed

on
the
C
om
posite

D
evelopm

entPlan
indicating

thatallproposed
landscaping

(including
landscaping

on
individuallots)

shallconform
to
the
overallapproved

tractm
ap
landscaping

plan.
A
requirem

ent
shallbe

included
stating

thatresidentsshallinclude
a
restriction

ofthe
use

oftree
and

plantspeciesto
only

trees/plantsapproved
perthe

overalltractm
ap
landscaping

plan,the
H
om
eow

nerA
ssociation

C
C
&
R
sshallalso

restrict(individuallotow
ners)

to
use

only
tree

and
plantspeciesapproved

perthe
overalltractm

ap
landscaping

plan.

Section
4.4

-H
ydrology

Flood
C
ontrol/D

rainage
C
hannels

H
Y
D
-1

Priorto
issuance

ofa
building

perm
it,a

program
satisfactory

to
the

C
ounty

w
illbe

form
ulated

to
handle

storm
drain

w
atersadequately.

H
Y
D
-2

A
llrequired

drainage
im
provem

entsm
ustbe

designed
and

constructed
to

C
ounty

standards.
Tentative

tractm
ap,site

plan,and
otherprecise

plansfor
individuallotsw

illbe
accom

panied
by
adequate

plansfordrainage
im
provem

ents
prepared

by
registered

professionalengineers.
H
Y
D
-3

The
proposed

crossculvertsshallbe
sized

for100-yearburn
and

bulking
flow

rates.
The

burn
and

bulking
m
ethod

w
ould

increase
the
runofffrom

the
naturalareas.

The
m
ethod

provided
in
the
LosA

ngelesC
ounty

H
ydrology

M
anual

isrecom
m
ended.

In
addition,the

crossculvertsshallallbe
designed

w
ith

headw
allsto

preventC
M
P
crushing,and

shallbe
m
aintained

adequately.

Lessthan
significantim

pact

W
ater

Q
uality

C
onstruction

Im
pacts

H
Y
D
-4

To
m
itigate

sedim
enttransportduring

construction,the
developershall

subm
ita
sedim

entation
controlplan

w
ith
the
grading

plan
forreview

and
approval

by
the
Public

W
orksD

epartm
ent.

The
Projectengineershallcertify

com
pliance.

H
Y
D
-5

Priorto
G
rading

Perm
itissuance

and
aspartofthe

Proposed
A
lternative

Project’scom
pliance

w
ith
the
N
PD
ES
requirem

ents,a
N
otice

ofIntent(N
O
I)shall

Lessthan
significantim

pact
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be
prepared

and
subm

itted
to
the
Santa

A
na
R
egionalW

aterQ
uality

C
ontrolB

oard
providing

notification
and

intentto
com

ply
w
ith
the
State

ofC
alifornia

general
perm

it.A
lso,a

Storm
W
aterPollution

Prevention
Plan

(SW
PPP)shallbe

com
pleted

forthe
construction

activitieson-site.A
copy

ofthe
SW
PPP

shallbe
available

and
im
plem

ented
atthe

construction-site
atalltim

es.The
SW
PPP

shalloutline
the

source
controland/ortreatm

entcontrolB
M
Psto

avoid
orm

itigate
runoffpollutants

atthe
construction-site

to
the
“m
axim

um
extentpracticable.”

H
Y
D
-6

A
ta
m
inim

um
,the

follow
ing
shallbe

im
plem

ented
from

the
C
alifornia

Storm
W
aterB

estM
anagem

entPractice
H
andbook

-Construction
A
ctivity:


D
ew
atering

O
perations–

Thisoperation
requiresthe

use
ofsedim

ent
controlsto

preventorreduce
the
discharge

ofpollutantsto
storm

w
ater

from
dew

atering
operations.


Paving

O
perations–

Preventorreduce
the
runoffofpollutantsfrom

paving
operationsby

properstorage
ofm

aterials,protecting
storm

drain
facilitiesduring

construction,and
training

em
ployees.


StructuralConstruction

and
Painting

–
K
eep

site
and

area
clean

and
orderly,use

erosion
control,use

properstorage
facilities,use

safe
productsand

train
em
ployeesto

preventand
reduce

pollutantdischarge
to
storm

w
aterfacilitiesfrom

construction
and

painting.


M
aterialD

elivery
and

Storage
–
M
inim

ize
the
storage

ofhazardous
m
aterialson-site.Ifstored

on-site,keep
in
designated

areas,install
secondary

containm
ent,conductregularinspectionsand

train
em
ployees.


M
aterialU

se
–
Preventand

reduce
the
discharge

ofpesticides,
herbicides,fertilizers,detergents,plaster,petroleum

productsand
other

hazardousm
aterialsfrom

entering
the
storm

w
ater.


Solid

W
aste

M
anagem

ent–
ThisB

M
P
describesthe

requirem
entsto

properly
design

and
m
aintain

trash
storage

areas.The
prim

ary
design

feature
requiresthe

storage
oftrash

in
covered

areas.


H
azardousW

aste
M
anagem

ent–
ThisB

M
P
describesthe

requirem
entsto

properly
design

and
m
aintain

w
aste

areas.


C
oncrete

W
aste

M
anagem

ent–
Preventand

reduce
pollutantdischarge

to
storm

w
aterfrom

concrete
w
aste

by
perform

ing
on
and

off-site
w
ashoutsin

designated
areasand

training
em
ployeesand

consultants.
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
Sanitary

Septic
W
aterM

anagem
ent–

Provide
convenient,

w
ell-m

aintained
facilities,and

arrange
regularservice

and
disposalof

sanitary
w
aste.


V
ehicle

and
Equipm

entC
leaning

–
U
se
off-site

facilitiesorw
ash

in
designated

areasto
reduce

pollutantdischarge
into

the
storm

drain
facilities.


V
ehicle

and
Equipm

entFueling
–
U
se
off-site

facilitiesordesignated
areasw

ith
enclosuresorcoveringsto

reduce
pollutantdischarge

into
the
storm

drain
facilities.


V
ehicle

and
Equipm

entM
aintenance

–
U
se
off-site

facilitiesor
designated

areasw
ith
enclosing

orcoveringsto
reduce

pollutant
discharge

into
the
storm

drain
facilities.In

addition,run
a
“dry

site”
to

preventpollution
discharge

into
storm

drains.


Em
ployee

and
SubcontractorTraining

–
H
ave

a
training

session
for

em
ployeesand

subcontractorsto
understand

the
need

for
im
plem

entation
and

usage
ofB

M
Ps.


Preservation

ofExisting
V
egetation

–
M
inim

ize
the
rem
ovalof

existing
treesand

shrubssince
they

serve
aserosion

control.


Seeding

and
Planting

–
Provide

soilstability
by
planting

and
seeding

grasses,trees,shrubs,vines,and
ground

cover.


M
ulching

–
Stabilize

cleared
orfreshly

seeded
areasw

ith
m
ulch.


G
eotextilesand

M
ats–

N
aturalorsyntheticsm

aterialcan
be
used

for
soilstability.


D
ustC

ontrol–
R
educe

w
ind
erosion

and
dustgenerated

by
construction

activitiesby
using

dustcontrolm
easures.


C
onstruction

R
oad

Stabilization
–
A
llon-site

vehicle
transportroutes

shallbe
stabilized

im
m
ediately

aftergrading
and

frequently
m
aintained

to
preventerosion

and
controldust.


Stabilized

Construction
Entrance

–
Stabilize

the
entrance

pad
to
the

construction
area

to
reduce

am
ountofsedim

enttracked
off-site.


Earth

D
ikes–

C
onstructearth

dikesofcom
pacted

soilto
divertrunoff

orchannelw
aterto

a
desired

location.
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
Tem

porary
D
rainsand

Sw
ales–

U
se
tem
porary

drainsand
sw
alesto

divertoff-site
runoffaround

the
construction-site

and
stabilized

areas
and

to
directitinto

sedim
entbasinsortraps.


O
utletProtection

–
U
se
rock

orgrouted
rock

atoutletpipesto
prevent

scouring
ofsoilcaused

by
high

velocities.


C
heck

D
am
s–
U
se
check

dam
sto

reduce
velocitiesofconcentrated

flow
s,thereby

reducing
erosion

and
prom

oting
sedim

entation
behind

the
dam

s.C
heck

dam
sare

sm
alland

placed
acrosssw

alesand
drainage

ditches.


SiltFence

–
C
om
posed

offilterfabric,these
are
entrenched,attached

to
supportpoles,and

som
etim

esbacked
by
w
ire
fence

support.Silt
fencesprom

ote
sedim

entation
behind

the
fence

ofsedim
ent-laden

w
ater.


Straw

B
ale
B
arrier–

Place
straw

balesend
to
end

in
a
levelcontourin

a
shallow

trench
and

stake
them

in
place.The

balesdetain
runoffand

prom
ote
sedim

entation.


Sand

B
ag
B
arriers–

B
y
stacking

sand
bagson

a
levelcontour,a

barrieriscreated
to
detain

sedim
ent-laden

w
ater.The

barrierprom
otes

sedim
entation.


B
rush

orR
ock

Filter–
M
ade

of0.75
to
3-inch

diam
eterrocksplaced

on
a
levelcontourorcom

posed
ofbrush

w
rapped

in
filtercloth

and
staked

to
the
toe
ofthe

slope
providesa

sedim
enttrap.


Storm

D
rain

InletProtection
–
D
evicesthatrem

ove
sedim

entfrom
sedim

entladen
storm

w
aterbefore

entering
the
storm

drain
inletor

catch
basin.


Sedim

entTrap
–
A
sedim

enttrap
isa

sm
all,excavated,orberm

ed
area

w
here

runoffforsm
alldrainage

areascan
passthrough

allow
ing

sedim
entto

settle
out.

L
ong-T

erm
O
perationalIm

pacts
H
Y
D
-7

A
w
aterquality

m
aintenance

program
w
illbe

im
plem

ented
to
m
itigate

the
im
pactofProposed

A
lternative

Projectgenerated
runoffon

surface
w
aterquality

overthe
long

term
.
The

program
outlined

in
W
aterPollution

A
spectsofStreet

Surface
C
ontam

inants(prepared
by
the
U
nited

StatesEnvironm
entalProtection

A
gency)providesrecom

m
endationsforstreetcleaning

and
prevention

ofpollution
generation.

Lessthan
significantim

pact



C
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
Priorto

G
rading

Perm
itissuance,a

W
aterQ

uality
M
anagem

entPlan
(W
Q
M
P)shallbe

developed
and

shallinclude
both

N
on-Structuraland

Source
C
ontrolB

M
Ps.The

W
Q
M
P
shallconform

to
the
San

B
ernardino

C
ounty

D
raftN

PD
ES
perm

itand
W
Q
M
P
standards.

The
follow

ing
are
the
m
inim

um
required

controlsto
be
im
plem

ented
asa

partofthe
W
Q
M
P
forU

rban
Runoff.


Education

forProperty
O
w
ners,Tenantsand

O
ccupations–

The
Property

O
w
nersA

ssociation
isrequired

to
provide

aw
areness

educationalm
aterial,including

inform
ation

provided
by
San

B
ernardino

C
ounty.

The
m
aterialsshallinclude

a
description

of
chem

icalsthatshould
be
lim
ited

to
the
property

and
properdisposal,

including
prohibition

ofhosing
w
aste

directly
to
gutters,catch

basins,
storm

drainsorthe
lake.


A
ctivity

R
estrictions–

The
developershallprepare

conditions,
covenantsand

restriction
ofthe

protection
ofsurface

w
aterquality.


C
om
m
on
A
rea
Landscape

M
anagem

ent–
Forthe

com
m
on
landscape

areason-going
m
aintenance

shalloccurconsistentw
ith
C
ounty

A
dm
inistrative

D
esign

G
uidelinesorcity

equivalent,plusfertilizerand
pesticide

usage
consistentw

ith
the
instructionscontained

on
product

labelsand
w
ith
regulation

adm
inistered

by
the
State

D
epartm

entof
Pesticide

R
egulation

orcounty
equivalent.


C
om
m
on
A
rea
C
atch

B
asin

Inspection
–
Property

O
w
ners

A
ssociationsshallhave

privately
ow
ned

catch
basinscleaned

and
m
aintained,asneeded.These

are
intended

to
preventsedim

ent,garden
w
aste,trash

and
otherpollutantsfrom

entering
the
public

streetsand
storm

drain
system

s.


C
om
m
on
A
rea
LitterC

ontrol–
PO
A
sshallbe

required
to
im
plem

ent
trash

m
anagem

entand
littercontrolproceduresto

m
inim

ize
pollution

to
drainage

w
aters.


StreetSw

eeping
Private

Streetsand
Parking

Lots–
Streetsand

Parking
lotsshallbe

sw
eptasneeded,to

preventsedim
ent,garden

w
aste,trash

and
otherpollutantsfrom

entering
public

streetsand
storm

drain
system

s.
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H
Y
D
-8

The
follow

ing
controlsfrom

the
C
alifornia

Storm
W
aterB

est
M
anagem

entPractice
H
andbook

–
M
unicipalshallbe

em
ployed:


H
ousekeeping

Practices–
Thisentailspracticessuch

ascleaning
up

spills,properdisposalofcertain
substancesand

w
ise
application

of
chem

icals.


U
sed

O
ilR
ecycling

–
M
ay
apply

to
m
aintenance

and
security

vehicles.


V
egetation

Controls–
V
egetation

controltypically
includeschem

ical
(herbicide)application

and
m
echanicalm

ethods.C
hem

icalm
ethods

are
discussed

in
SC
10.M

echanicalm
ethodsinclude

leaving
existing

vegetation,cutting
lessfrequently,hand

cutting,planting
low

m
aintenance

vegetation,collecting
and

properly
disposing

ofclippings
and

cuttings,and
educating

em
ployeesand

the
public.


Storm

D
rain

Flushing
–
A
lthough

generalstorm
drain

gradientsare
sufficiently

steep
forself-cleansing,visualinspection

m
ay
reveala

buildup
ofsedim

entand
otherpollutantsatthe

inletsoroutlets,in
w
hich

case
flushing

m
ay
be
advisable.

H
Y
D
-9

The
W
aterQ

uality
M
anagem

entPlan
(W
Q
M
P)shallinclude

Structuralor
Treatm

entB
M
Ps.

The
structuralB

M
Psutilized

shallfocuson
m
eeting

potential
TM
D
L
requirem

entsfornoxiousaquatic
plants,nutrients,sedim

entation
and

siltation.
The

structuralB
M
Psshallconform

to
the
San

B
ernardino

C
ounty

N
PD
ES

perm
itand

the
San

B
ernardino

W
Q
M
P
standards.

H
Y
D
-10

C
onsistentw

ith
the
W
Q
M
P
guidelinescontained

in
the
D
raftN

ational
PollutantD

ischarge
Elim

ination
System

(N
PD
ES)Perm

itand
W
aste

D
ischarge

R
equirem

entsforSan
B
ernardino

C
ounty,StructuralBM

Psshallbe
required

forthe
Proposed

A
lternative

Project.They
shallbe

sized
to
com

ply
w
ith
one

ofthe
follow

ing
num

eric
sizing

criteria
orbe

considered
by
the
Perm

iteesto
provide

equivalentorbettertreatm
ent.

V
olum

e-based
B
M
Psshallbe

designed
to
infiltrate

ortreateither:


The

volum
e
ofrunoffproduced

from
the
85th

percentile
24-hourstorm

event,asdeterm
ined

from
the
localhistoricalrainfallrecord;or


The

volum
e
ofthe

annualrunoffproduced
by
the
85th

percentile
24-

hoursrainfallevent,determ
ined

asthe
m
axim

ized
capture

storm
w
ater

volum
e
forthe

area,from
the
form

ula
recom

m
ended

in
U
rban

Runoff
Q
uality

M
anagem

ent,W
EF
M
anualofPractice

N
o.23/A

SC
E
M
anual

ofPractice
N
o.87

(1998);or



C
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
The

volum
e
ofannualrunoffbased

on
unitbasin

storage
volum

e,to
achieve

80
percentorm

ore
volum

e
treatm

entby
the
m
ethod

recom
m
ended

in
C
alifornia

Storm
w
aterB

estM
anagem

entPractice
H
andbook

–
Industrial/Com

m
ercial(1993);or


The

volum
e
ofrunoff,asdeterm

ined
from

the
localhistoricalrainfall

record,thatachievesapproxim
ately

the
sam

e
reduction

in
pollutant

loadsand
flow

sasachieved
by
m
itigation

ofthe
85th

percentile
24-

hourrunoffevent.
-O
R
-

Flow
-based

B
M
Psshallbe

designed
to
infiltrate

ortreateither:


The

m
axim

um
flow

rate
ofrunoffproduced

from
a
rainfallintensity

of
0.2
inch

ofrainfallperhour;or


The

m
axim

um
flow

rate
ofrunoffproduced

by
the
85th

percentile
hourly

rainfallintensity,asdeterm
ined

from
the
localhistoricalrainfall

record,m
ultiplied

by
a
factoroftw

o;or


The

m
axim

um
flow

rate
ofrunoff,asdeterm

ined
from

the
local

historicalrainfallrecord
thatachieved

by
m
itigation

ofthe
85th

percentile
hourly

rainfallintensity
m
ultiplied

by
a
factoroftw

o.

H
Y
D
-11

The
follow

ing
are
the
m
inim

um
required

controlsto
be
im
plem

ented
asa

partofthe
W
aterQ

uality
M
anagem

entPlan
(W
Q
M
P)forU

rban
R
unoff.


C
ontrolofIm

perviousR
unoff–

Surface
runoffshallbe

directed
to

landscaped
areasorperviousareas.


C
om
m
on
A
rea
EfficientIrrigation

–
Physicalim

plem
entation

ofthe
landscape

plan
consistentw

ith
C
ounty

A
dm
inistrative

D
esign

G
uidelinesorcity

equivalent,w
hich

m
ay
include

provision
ofw

ater
sensors,program

m
able

irrigation
tim
ers,etc.


C
om
m
on
A
rea
R
unoff–

M
inim

izing
Landscape

D
esign

–
G
roup

plants
w
ith
sim
ilarw

aterrequirem
entsin

orderto
reduce

excessirrigation
runoffand

prom
ote
surface

filtration.


C
atch

B
asin

Stenciling
–
“N
o
D
um
ping

–
Flow

sto
Lake”

orequivalent
effective

phrase
shallbe

stenciled
on
catch

basinsto
alertthe

public
as

to
the
destination

ofpollutantdischarging
into

storm
drain.
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
D
ebrisPosts–

These
shallbe

installed
to
preventlarge

floatable
debris

from
entering

the
storm

drains.They
shallbe

placed
upstream

ofthe
crossculverts.


InletTrash

R
acks–

These
shallbe

installed
w
here

appropriate
to

reduce
intake

and
transportthrough

the
storm

drain
system

oflarge
floatable

debris.Trash
racksshallbe

provided
w
here

drainage
from

open
areasentersstorm

drain
orcrossculverts.

H
Y
D
-12

Storm
w
atertreatm

entunderthe
N
PD
ES
Perm

itand
the
future

TM
D
L

requirem
entsshallinclude

the
construction

oftreatm
entB

M
Ps.

H
Y
D
-13

Treatm
entB

M
Psappropriate

foron-site
use

shallinclude
infiltration

trenchesand
basins,sw

ales,inletfiltration,and/orw
aterquality

basins.
H
Y
D
-14

A
llstorm

w
aterrunoffshallbe

treated
before

leaving
the
site

to
reduce

pollutantsin
B
ig
B
earLake.

Infiltration
T
renchesand

B
asins

H
Y
D
-15

Infiltration
trenchesand/orbasinsshallbe

used
on
site

to
m
eetpotential

future
TM
D
Lsfornoxiousaquatic

plantsand
nutrients.

Infiltration
trenchesand

basinstreatstorm
w
aterrunoffthrough

filtration.
A
typicalinfiltration

trench
is

essentially
an
excavated

trench
thatislined

w
ith
filterfabric

and
backfilled

w
ith

stones.
D
epth

ofthe
infiltration

trench
shallrange

from
three

to
eightfeetand

shall
be
located

in
areasw

ith
perm

eable
soils,and

w
atertable

and
bedrock

depth
situated

w
ellbelow

the
bottom

ofthe
trench.

Trenchesshallnotbe
used

to
trap

coarse
sedim

entssince
large

sedim
entw

ould
likely

clog
the
trench.G

rassbuffersm
ay
be

installed
to
capture

sedim
entbefore

itentersthe
trench

to
m
inim

ize
clogging.

Infiltration
basinsshallbe

used
fordrainage

areasbetw
een

5
and

50
acres.

Infiltration
basinsshallbe

eitherin-line
oroffline,and

m
ay
treatdifferentvolum

es
such

asthe
w
aterquality

volum
e
orthe

2-yearor10-yearstorm
.

Lessthan
significantim

pact

Sw
ales

H
Y
D
-16

The
Proposed

A
lternative

Projectshallim
plem

enteithervegetative
sw
ales,enhanced

vegetated
sw
alesutilizing

check
dam

sand
w
ide
depressions,a

seriesofsm
alldetention

facilitiesdesigned
sim
ilarly

to
a
dry

detention
basin,ora

com
bination

ofthese
treatm

entm
ethodsinto

a
treatm

enttrain
(seriesofStructural

B
M
Ps).

The
W
aterQ

uality
M
anagem

entPlan
shalladdresstreatm

entforthe
Proposed

A
lternative

Projectto
assure

thatrunofffrom
the
site

istreated
to
the

“m
axim

um
extentpracticable.”

The
sw
alesshallbe

treated
asw

aterquality
features

and
shallbe

m
aintained

differently
than

grassareas.
Specifically,pesticides,

herbicide,and
fertilizers,w

hich
m
ay
be
used

on
the
grassareas,shallnotbe

used
in

Lessthan
significantim

pact
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the
vegetation

sw
ales.

Filtration
H
Y
D
-17

Filtration
shallbe

im
plem

ented
asa

treatm
entm

ethod
and

shalluse
drop-

in
infiltration

devicesorinline
devices.D

rop-infiltration
devicesatallcurb

inlets
w
ithin

the
internalparking

lotsshallbe
im
plem

ented
to
provide

potentialpollutant
rem
oval.Existing

exam
plesofthese

filtration
devicesinclude

the
D
rain

Pac
Storm

D
rain

Insertsand
FossilFilters.These

typesofdevicesare
efficientatrem

oving
oil

and
grease,debris,and

suspended
solidsfrom

treated
w
aters.Som

e
ofthese

devices
have

also
exhibited

high
efficienciesatrem

oving
heavy

m
etalsand

otherpollutants.
Inline

devicessuggested
foruse

on-site
include

the
C
ontinuousD

eflection
Separator(C

D
S
unit).O

nce
the
runoffhasentered

the
storm

drain,an
in-line

diversion
w
ould

directthe
treatm

entflow
to
a
C
D
S
unit.The

C
D
S
unitisa

non-
blocking,non-m

echanicalscreening
system

,w
hich

w
ould

provide
a
second

line
of

defense
forsolidsrem

oval.A
dsorption

m
aterialscan

be
added

w
ithin

the
C
D
S
unit

to
aid
in
the
rem
ovalofoiland

grease.The
treated

flow
w
ould

then
exitthe

C
D
S

unitand
continue

dow
nstream

.
M
onitoring

offiltration
devicesshallbe

conducted.
The

use
ofstreetsw

eepson
the
parking

lotsand
streetsshallaid

in
reducing

the
am
ountsofsedim

entand
debristhatflow

through
the
devices.Thisw

ould
extend

the
effectivenessofthe

devicesduring
a
storm

eventand
w
ould

low
erthe

frequency
ofrequired

m
aintenance.The

devicesshallbe
checked

and
cleaned,ifnecessary,

once
a
m
onth

during
the
rainy

season,follow
ing
any

precipitation
and

atthe
end

of
the
dry

season
priorto

the
firstprecipitation

eventofthe
rainy

season.
C
onsideration

shallbe
given

to
using

these
filtration

unitsin
otherareasbesidesthe

parking
lotinlets.A

notherpotentiallocation
isatthe

dow
nstream

end
ofthe

tributary
pipesthatfeed

the
discharge

point.Siting
these

unitsata
dow

nstream
pointw

ould
allow

forthe
treatm

entofa
greateram

ountofrunoff.

Lessthan
significantim

pact

JurisdictionalW
aters

H
Y
D
-18

The
D
evelopershallcom

ply
w
ith
any

requirem
entsofthe

U
.S.A

rm
y

C
orpsofEngineers(A

C
O
E)and

the
C
alifornia

D
epartm

entofFish
and

G
am
e

(C
D
FG
)regarding

w
aterquality

and
drainage.

H
Y
D
-19

A
w
elllocated

on
the
site

ofthe
Proposed

A
lternative

Project,ifnotused
asa

w
atersupply

w
ellora

m
onitoring

w
ell,shallbe

capped
and

taken
outof

service
in
accordance

w
ith
accepted

civilengineering
standards.

Lessthan
significantim

pact
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Im
pacts

M
itigation

M
easures

LevelofSignificance
A
fter

M
itigation

Section
4.5

–
Land

U
se

B
ased

on
the
projectdesign

and
m
itigation

m
easureslisted

in
othersectionsofthe

EIR
,the

im
pactsdue

to
the
proposed

zone
change

and
G
PA
are
considered

less
than

significant.
Furtherm

ore,m
itigation

m
easuresrelated

to
land

use,such
as

noise,traffic,and
aestheticshave

been
incorporated

into
the
othersectionsofthe

R
evised

and
R
ecirculated

D
raftEIR

,asappropriate.
These

m
easuresfurtherreduce

any
potentialland

use
im
pacts,and

no
additionalm

itigation
isrecom

m
ended

for
land

use
im
pacts.

N
o
significantim

pacts

Section
4.6

-N
oise

C
onstruction

A
ctivities

N
O
I-1

C
onstruction

contractorsshallbe
required

to
ensure

thatconstruction
equipm

entisw
elltuned

and
m
aintained

according
to
the
m
anufacturer’s

specifications,and
thatthe

equipm
ent’sstandard

noise
reduction

devicesare
in

good
w
orking

order.(M
M
5.7-1b,m

odified.)
N
O
I-2

C
onsistentw

ith
the
County

ofSan
B
ernardino

D
evelopm

entC
ode

Section
87.0901,construction

activitiesshallbe
lim
ited

asfollow
s(M

M
5.7-1a

m
odified):
Forgeneralconstruction

activities,the
operation

ofconstruction
equipm

entand
outdoorconstruction

orrepairw
ork

shallbe
lim
ited

to
the
hoursbetw

een
7:00

a.m
.and

7:00
p.m
.,M

onday
through

Saturday.
N
O
I-3

C
onstruction

equipm
entnoise

shallbe
m
inim

ized
during

project
construction

by
m
uffling

and
shielding

intakesand
exhauston

construction
equipm

ent(perthe
m
anufacturers’specifications)and

by
shrouding

orshielding
im
pacttools.

A
llequipm

entshallhave
sound-controldevicesno

lesseffective
than

those
provided

by
the
m
anufacturer.

(M
M
5.7-1c,m

odified.)
N
O
I-4

C
onstruction

activitiescontractorsshalllocate
fixed

construction
equipm

ent(such
ascom

pressorsand
generators)and

construction
staging

areasas
faraspossible

from
adjacentresidences.

A
ctivitiesw

ithin
these

staging
areasshall

conform
to
the
tim
e
lim
itationsestablished

in
M
itigation

M
easure

N
O
I-2.

(M
M
5.7-

1d,m
odified.)

Lessthan
significantim

pact

Section
4.7

–
Public

Services

Public
Services

The
follow

ing
m
itigation

m
easuresidentified

forthe
O
riginalProposed

Projectare
incorporated

into
the
Proposed

A
lternative

Project,w
ith
revisionsasappropriate:

Lessthan
significantim

pact
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Im
pacts

M
itigation

M
easures

LevelofSignificance
A
fter

M
itigation

F
ire
Protection

PS-1
The

fire
flow

requirem
entshallbe

1750
gpm

@
2
hoursbased

on
hom

es
in
the
range

of3,600
to
4,800

square
feet,and

2,000
gpm

@
2
hoursforhom

es
greaterthan

4,800
square

feet.(M
M
5.3-1a.)

PS-2
A
llresidenceslessthan

5,000
square

feetshallbe
subjectto

the
standard

fire
sprinklerrequirem

ent(N
FPA

13D
).
H
om
esabove

5,000
square

feetshallbe
subjectto

the
N
FPA

13R
sprinklerrequirem

ent.(M
M
5.3-1b,asm

odified.)
PS-3

A
FuelsM

anagem
entPlan,w

ith
specifications,shallbe

prepared
and

subjectto
approvalby

the
C
ounty

ofSan
B
ernardino

Fire
D
epartm

entand
San

B
ernardino

N
ationalForestService.

The
FuelsM

anagem
entPlan

shallim
plem

ent
the
fire

safety
requirem

entsofthe
FS1

Fire
Safety

O
verlay

D
istrict,including

a
100-footm

inim
um
setback

requirem
entfrom

the
N
ationalForest.

The
fuel

m
odification

zone
shallbe

located
entirely

w
ithin

the
projectboundaries.The

m
inim

um
fuelm

odification
zone

requirem
entsm

ay
be
greaterin

steeperareas(up
to
300

feet),asdeterm
ined

by
the
Fire

D
epartm

ent.(M
M
5.3-1c,asm

odified.)
PS-4

A
H
om
eow

ner’sA
ssociation

shallbe
established

to
im
plem

entthe
Fuels

M
anagem

entPlan.
The

FuelsM
anagem

entPlan
shallspecify

any
professional

assistance,ifnecessary,to
im
plem

entthe
action

portion
ofthe

plan.
The

Plan
shall

determ
ine
ifa
R
egistered

ProfessionalForresterisnecessary
forprofessional

guidance
to
im
plem

entthe
Plan.

The
H
O
A
isto

be
responsible

forfuel
m
odification

in
com

m
on
areas.(M

M
5.3-1e,asm

odified.)
Police

Protection
N
o
m
itigation

m
easuresare

recom
m
ended.

Schools
N
o
m
itigation

m
easuresare

recom
m
ended.

Libraries
N
o
m
itigation

m
easuresare

recom
m
ended.

Section
4.8

-Traffic

T
raffic

T
-1

ProjectD
esign

Featuresrecom
m
ended

in
the
TIA

shallbe
incorporated

into
the
projectdesign.

These
include:


C
onstruction

ofN
orth

Shore
D
rive

atitsultim
ate
half-section

w
idth

asa
M
ountain

M
ajorhighw

ay
from

C
anyon

D
rive

to
the
Easterly

project
boundary.

Lessthan
significantim

pact
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Impacts Mitigation Measures Level of Significance After
Mitigation

 Installation of a stop sign control at Driveway #1 and Driveway #2.
 Construction of an Eastbound Left Turn Lane at Driveway 1/North Shore
Drive and Driveway 2/ North Shore Drive for 2030 Buildout Conditions.

 Construction of a 2nd Eastbound Through Lane at Driveway /North Shore
Drive and Driveway 2/North Shore Drive for 2030 Buildout Conditions.

T-2 The eastbound left turn lanes at both project access points will be
constructed at opening year at 100% cost to the Applicant. The Applicant shall pay
fair share costs of the construction of the eastbound through lanes at both project
access points for the horizon year conditions. The developer shall pay the fair share
cost of $48,921 toward the off-site traffic improvements recommended in Appendix
G of the San Bernardino Congestion Management Program, 2003 Update.

Section 4.9 - Utilities

Water The following new mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Alternative
Project supersede those identified for the Original Proposed Project.

Water
U-1a The Moon Camp Home Owners Association shall create a “conservation
guidelines” booklet that outlines the following measures:

 All indoor water fixtures shall be low flow / low flush.
 Landscape shall not be irrigated between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 6:00
p.m.

 Residences, buildings, and premises shall be limited to watering landscaping
every other day.

 Water from landscape irrigation shall not be allowed to run off into streets or
other paved areas.

 Water leaks are not permitted and must be repaired as soon as practicable.
 Sidewalks, paved driveways, and parkways shall not be washed off with
hoses, except as required for sanitary purposes.

 Washing non-commercial vehicles (cars, boats RVs) is permitted; however,
it shall only be permitted with an automatic shut-off nozzle on a hose, or
with a bucket.

 Turf landscaping shall be limited to 500 square feet on a parcel or lot unless
the water purveyor’s regulations allow additional turf area.

Less than significant impact
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Im
pacts

M
itigation

M
easures

LevelofSignificance
A
fter

M
itigation


Turfirrigation

shallinclude
an
autom

atic
controllerthatincorporatesevapo-

transpiration
and

rain
shutofffeatures.


Sprinklersare

only
allow

ed
on
turf.

A
llotherlandscape

plantingsm
ustbe

irrigated
w
ith
efficient,low

w
ateruse

devices,such
as,drip

system
sor

bubblers.


A
lloutdoorirrigation

system
sshallbe

shutoffand
w
interized

betw
een

N
ovem

ber1stand
A
pril1stofeach

year.


A
m
odellandscaping

and
irrigation

guide
shallbe

prepared
forthe

tractand
required

by
hom

eow
nerassociation

rules.
The

guide
shallidentify

the
follow

ing
conservation

m
easures:Landscaping

shallinclude
a
plantpalate

thatem
phasizesX

eriscape,native
plantsand

cultivarsthatare
suitable

for
the
m
ountain

clim
ate.

Plantm
aterialsshallbe

low
w
aterconsum

ing
and

fire
resistant.

Irrigation
shalllim

itaerialspray
m
ethodsand

shallem
phasize

drip
and

bubblertype
em
itters.

The
landscaping

guidelinesshallbe
review

ed
and

approved
by
the
Land

U
se
ServicesD

epartm
ent.


The

Projectshallcom
ply
w
ith
the
localw

ateragency’s“M
odelLandscape

and
Irrigation”

ordinance.
U
-1b

Pum
ping

and
extraction

ofgroundw
atershallbe

lim
ited

to
9
acre-feetper

yearforW
ellFP-2,0

acre-feetperyearforW
ellFP-3

and
5
acre-feetperyearfor

W
ellFP-4.

Ifthe
w
aterpurveyordesiresto

extractgroundw
aterfrom

W
ellFP-2

in
excessof9

acre-feetperyear,the
purveyorshallconductan

independent
environm

entalanalysisto
identify

and
considerpotentialim

pactsatthattim
e.

U
-1c

The
grantdeedstransferring

ow
nership

ofW
ellsFP-2,FP-3

and
FP-4

shallinclude
the
pum

ping
and

extraction
lim
itationsincluded

in
M
itigation

M
easure

U
-1b.

The
grantdeedsshallalso

state
thatthe

w
aterpurveyor,on

January
1stof

each
year,shallreportthe

am
ountofthe

prioryear’sannualgroundw
ater

production
from

W
ellsFP-2,FP-3

and
FP-4

to
the
C
ounty

Land
U
se
Services

D
epartm

entand
the
C
ounty

H
ealth

D
epartm

ent.

W
astew

ater
The

follow
ing
m
easuresidentified

forthe
O
riginalProposed

Projectare
incorporated

into
the
Proposed

A
lternative

Project,w
ith
revisionsasappropriate:

U
-2

Priorto
issuance

ofbuilding
perm

its,the
A
pplicantshallfund

allon-site
and

off-site
sew
erim

provem
entsrequired

to
supportdevelopm

entofthe
Project

site.
Such

im
provem

entsshallbe
to
the
satisfaction

ofthe
C
ounty

Service
A
rea

(C
SA
)53B

.

Lessthan
significantim

pact.
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Im
pacts

M
itigation

M
easures

LevelofSignificance
A
fter

M
itigation

U
-3

Priorto
issuance

ofbuilding
perm

its,the
A
pplicantshallprovide

evidence
to
the
County

ofSan
B
ernardino

thatthe
B
B
A
R
W
A
hassufficient

transm
ission

and
treatm

entplantcapacity
to
acceptsew

age
flow

sfrom
the
Project

site.
Solid

W
aste

N
o
m
itigation

m
easuresare

recom
m
ended

N
aturalG

as
N
o
m
itigation

m
easuresare

recom
m
ended

E
lectricity
N
o
m
itigation

m
easuresare

recom
m
ended

M
itigation

m
easuresforthe

follow
ing
issuesthatw

ere
addressed

in
the
2005

FinalEIR
forthe

O
riginalProposed

Projectw
ould

also
apply

to
the
Proposed

A
lternative

Project.
Severalof

these
m
itigation

m
easureshave

been
revised

based
on
com

m
entsreceived

on
the
project.

C
ulturalR

esources

A
rchaeological/H

istoricalR
esources

5.9-1
Project-related

grading,grubbing,trenching,excavations,and/orother
earth-m

oving
activitiesin

the
projectarea

shallbe
m
onitored

by
a
qualified

archaeologist.
In
the
eventthata

m
aterialofpotentialculturalsignificance

is
uncovered

during
such

activitieson
the
projectsite,allearth-m

oving
activitiesin

the
projectarea

shallcease
and

the
archeologistshallevaluate

the
quality

and
significance

ofthe
m
aterial.

Earth-m
oving

activitiesshallnotcontinue
in
the
area

w
here

a
m
aterialofpotentialculturalsignificance

isuncovered
untilresourceshave

been
com

pletely
rem
oved

by
the
archaeologistand

recorded
asappropriate.

Lessthan
significantim

pact.

PaleontologicalR
esources

5.9-2a
G
rading

shallbe
m
onitored

during
excavation

in
areasidentified

aslikely
to
contain

paleontologic
resourcesby

a
qualified

paleontologicalm
onitor.

M
onitoring

shallbe
accom

plished
forany

undisturbed
subsurface

olderalluvium
,

w
hich

m
ightbe

presentin
the
subsurface.

The
m
onitorshallbe

equipped
to
salvage

fossilsasthey
are
unearthed

to
avoid

construction
delaysand

to
rem
ove

sam
plesof

sedim
entsw

hich
are
likely

to
contain

the
rem
ainsofsm

allfossilinvertebratesand
vertebrates.

The
m
onitorm

ustbe
em
pow

ered
to
tem
porarily

haltordivertgrading
equipm

entto
allow

forrem
ovalofabundantorlarge

specim
ens.

5.9-2b
R
ecovered

specim
ensshallbe

prepared
to
a
pointofidentification

and

Lessthan
significantim

pact.
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M
itigation

M
easures

LevelofSignificance
A
fter

M
itigation

perm
anentpreservation,including

w
ashing

ofsedim
entsto

recoversm
all

invertebratesand
vertebrates.

5.9-2c
Identification

and
curation

ofspecim
ensinto

a
m
useum

repository
w
ith

perm
anentretrievable

storage
shalloccurforpaleontologicalresources.

5.9-2d
A
reportoffindingsshallbe

prepared
w
ith
an
appended

item
ized

inventory
ofspecim

ens.
The

reportshallinclude
pertinentdiscussion

ofthe
significance

ofallrecovered
resourcesw

here
appropriate.

The
reportand

inventory
w
hen

subm
itted

to
the
appropriate

Lead
A
gency,shallsignify

com
pletion

ofthe
program

to
m
itigate

im
pactsto

paleontologic
resources.

B
urialSites

5.9-3
In
the
eventhum

an
rem
ainsare

discovered
during

grading/construction
activities,w

ork
shallcease

in
the
im
m
ediate

area
ofthe

discovery
and

the
Project

A
pplicantshallcom

ply
w
ith
the
requirem

entsand
proceduressetforth

in
Section

5097.98
ofthe

Public
R
esourcesC

ode,including
notification

ofthe
C
ounty

C
oroner,notification

ofthe
N
ative

A
m
erican

H
eritage

C
om
m
ission,and

consultation
w
ith
the
individualidentified

by
the
N
ative

A
m
erican

H
eritage

C
om
m
ission

to
be
the
“m
ostlikely

descendent.”

Lessthan
significantim

pact.

G
eology

and
Soils

Slope
Stability

G
S-1

The
stability

ofsouth
facing

cutslopesshallbe
analyzed

aspartofthe
design-levelgeotechnicalinvestigation.

U
tilizing

2:1
buttressed

slopesusing
on-

site
native

soilm
aterials,orconstructing

geotextile-reinforced
soilbuttressesfor

planned
unstable

cutslopesare
typicalengineering

designsforstabilizing
slopes.

Eitherofthese
m
ethods,orotherm

ethods,m
ustbe

approved
by
the
San

B
ernardino

C
ounty

D
epartm

entofB
uilding

and
Safety.

.(M
M
5.10-1

ofthe
2005

FinalEIR
w
asm

odified
in
response

to
com

m
entson

the
2005

D
raftEIR

.)

Lessthan
significantim

pact.

SoilE
rosion

G
S-2a

D
ue
to
the
potentialforerosion

associated
w
ith
youngeralluvialdeposits

w
ithin

the
tw
o
m
ajoron-site

stream
channels,increased

surface
drainage

quantities
associated

w
ith
developm

enton-site
shallbe

directed
aw
ay
from

the
stream

channels.(M
M
5.10-2a

ofthe
2005

FinalEIR
.)

G
S2b

Priorto
the
issuance

ofG
rading

Perm
its,the

ProjectA
pplicantshall

prepare
a
SoilErosion

and
Sedim

entation
Plan

forsubm
ittaland

approvalby
the

C
ounty

B
uilding

and
Safety

D
epartm

ent.(M
M
5.10-2b

ofthe
2005

FinalEIR
.)

Lessthan
significantim

pact.

G
round

Shaking
G
S-3

Engineering
design

forallstructuresand
roadw

aysshallbe
based

on
the

currentC
alifornia

U
niform

B
uilding

C
ode

atthe
tim
e
ofprojectdevelopm

ent.
C
onstruction

plansshallbe
in
accordance

w
ith
seism

ic
design

standardssetforth
by

Lessthan
significantim

pact.
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Im
pacts

M
itigation

M
easures

LevelofSignificance
A
fter

M
itigation

the
C
ounty’sD

evelopm
entC

ode
and

U
niform

B
uilding

C
ode.(M

M
5.10-3

ofthe
2005

FinalEIR
.)

Seiche
G
S-4

R
esidentialstructuresshallbe

located
in
areasw

hich
provide

a
m
inim

um
offive

feetoffreeboard
above

the
high

w
aterline

forany
structures.(M

M
5.10-4

of
the
2005

FinalEIR
.)

Lessthan
significantim

pact.

E
xpansive

Soils
G
S-5

Priorto
grading

perm
itissuance,a

quantitative
geotechnicalanalysisand

design-levelgeotechnicalengineering
reportshallbe

required
and

subm
itted

to
the

C
ounty

ofSan
B
ernardino

D
epartm

entofB
uilding

and
Safety

fortheirapproval.
(M
M
5.10-5

ofthe
2005

FinalEIR
hasbeen

m
odified

in
response

to
com

m
entson

the
2005

FinalEIR
.)

Lessthan
significantim

pact.

R
ecreation

E
xpansion

and/or
C
onstruction

ofR
ecreational

Facilities
N
o
m
itigation

m
easuresare

recom
m
ended

Public
A
ccess

R
-1

The
proposed

projectshallbe
conditioned

to
provide

the
rightofw

ay
to

allow
future

construction
ofa

pedalpath
along

the
south

side
ofN

orth
Shore

D
rive,

priorto
m
ap
recordation.

The
right-of-w

ay
isincluded

in
the
66-footofferof

dedication
included

on
the
Site

Plan.
(M
M
5.2-2

ofthe
2005

FinalEIR
hasbeen

m
odified

in
response

to
public

com
m
entsto

provide
access.)

Lessthan
significantim

pact.
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 - Purpose of the EIR

The County of San Bernardino is the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and is responsible for preparing the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Moon Camp
Residential Subdivision, Tentative Tract No. 16136 Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2002021105).
This EIR has been prepared in conformance with CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section
21000 et. seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et.
seq.), and the rules, regulations, and procedures for implementation of CEQA, as adopted by the
County of San Bernardino. The principal CEQA Guidelines sections governing content of this
document are Sections 15120 through 15132 (Content of an EIR), Section 15161 (Project EIR), and
Section 15088.5 (Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification).

The County of San Bernardino (County) has prepared this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR to
provide responsible and trustee agencies, interested parties, and the public with information about the
potential environmental effects associated with the Revised Moon Camp Residential Subdivision
Project (Proposed Alternative Project) on approximately 62.43 acres located in the Community of
Fawnskin in San Bernardino County, California. The revised tract map shows 50 numbered lots and
seven lettered lots for Open Space/Conservation, a parking lot and boat ramp for the proposed 55-slip
marina, three water well sites, and a potential reservoir site. The Fawnskin Community is located in
the San Bernardino Mountains along the north shore of Big Bear Lake.

As described in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(s), an EIR is a public information document that
assesses potential environmental impacts of a proposed project and identifies mitigation measures and
alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid adverse impacts. A Final EIR evaluating the
original Moon Camp 92-lot residential subdivision (Original Proposed Project) was completed in
December 2005, in compliance with CEQA (Public Resources Code §§21000 et seq.), and the CEQA
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, §§15000 et seq.).

Subsequent to the completion of the 2005 Final EIR, and in response to public comments received on
the document, the Applicant revised the project. As discussed in detail below, the Applicant revised
numerous aspects of the project, including reducing the proposed density by 46 percent, increasing
the minimum lot size to one-half acre, eliminating development south of State Route 38 (SR-38)
along the shore of Big Bear Lake, including neighborhood access to the lakefront, eliminating the
realignment of SR-38, preserving 5.73 acres of open space areas to conserve valuable biological
habitat, purchasing/conserving 10 acres of offsite Pebble Plain, and reducing the size of and
relocating the Marina.

As discussed in detail in this Revised and Re-circulated Draft EIR, the Applicant has proposed an
alternative (i.e.,Proposed Alternative Project) to the original project that substantially reduces and
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avoids (in some cases) the significant environmental impacts that were identified in the 2005 Final
EIR. Although the Proposed Alternative Project is environmentally superior to the Original Proposed
Project analyzed in the 2005 Final EIR, due to the scope of the project revisions and alterations, the
County, as CEQA Lead Agency, has decided to prepare this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR to
fully disclose and analyze the potential environmental impacts of this alternative. Additionally,
recirculation of the EIR will further the basic purpose of CEQA to inform decision makers and the
public about the potential significant environmental effects of proposed activities.

This Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of the
Proposed Alternative Project to the degree of specificity appropriate to the current proposed actions,
as required by Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines. The analysis considers the actions associated
with the Proposed Alternative Project, to determine the short-term and long-term effects of its
implementation. This EIR discusses both the direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed Alternative
Project, as well as the cumulative impacts associated with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects. The severity of these impacts are compared to those identified for the
Original Proposed Project (92 lots) that was evaluated in the 2005 Final EIR. This EIR also provides
a comparison of the Proposed Alternative Project to the Original Proposed Project and the alternatives
evaluated in the 2005 Final EIR.

CEQA requires the preparation of an objective, full disclosure document to inform agency decision
makers and the general public of the direct and indirect environmental effects of a proposed action;
provide mitigation measures to significantly reduce or eliminate significant adverse effects; and
identify and evaluate reasonable alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of
such effects to the proposed project. The subject of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR is such
an alternative project.

1.2 - Compliance with CEQA

For the convenience of the EIR reviewer, the entire 2005 Final EIR, including technical appendices,
is included in this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR on a CD at the back of the document.
References are made throughout this document to that previous document, which can be viewed on
the attached CD.

Like the 2005 Final EIR, this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR is subject to a 45-day review period
by responsible and trustee agencies and interested parties. In accordance with the provision of
Sections 15085(a) and 15087(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, as amended, the County of San
Bernardino, serving as the Lead Agency, will: 1) publish a notice of availability of a Draft Re-
circulated EIR in newspapers of local and general circulation, respectively; and, 2) will prepare and
transmit a Notice of Completion (NOC) to the State Clearinghouse. (Proof of publication is available
at the offices of the Lead Agency.)
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Any public agency or members of the public desiring to comment on the Revised and Recirculated
Draft EIR must submit their comments in writing to the individual identified herein prior to the end of
the public review period. Upon the close of the public review period, the Lead Agency will then
proceed to evaluate and prepare responses to all relevant comments received from both citizens and
public agencies during the public review period.

Comments on the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR should be addressed to the following:

County of San Bernardino
Land Use Services Department
385 North Arrowhead Avenue, 1st Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0182
Attention: Matt Slowik, Senior Planner

The 2010 Final EIR will consist of the 2005 Final EIR, the 2010 Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR,
comments on and responses to the 2010 Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR, and the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). After the Final EIR is completed and at least 10 days
prior to action, a copy of the specific response to comments made by public agencies on this Revised
and Recirculated Draft EIR will be provided to the respective agency.

1.3 - EIR Scoping Process

In compliance with the CEQA Guidelines, the County of San Bernardino has taken steps to maximize
opportunities to participate in the environmental process. During the preparation of the 2004 Draft
EIR, an effort was made to contact various federal, State, regional, and local government agencies
and other interested parties to solicit comments and inform the public of the proposed project. This
included the distribution of an Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (NOP), publication and posting
of the NOP, and a Public Scoping Meeting that was held on March 2, 2002.

1.3.1 - Initial Study
In accordance with Section 15063(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, as amended, the County undertook the
preparation of an Initial Study. The Initial Study determined that a number of environmental issue
areas may be impacted by the construction and build-out of the project and that the 2004 Draft EIR
should address the project’s potentially significant impacts on a variety of environmental issue areas.
These issue areas were addressed in Section 5.0, Description of Environmental Setting, Impacts and
Mitigation Measures, of the 2005 Final EIR.

Based on the Initial Study, no impacts upon agricultural resources or mineral resources were
anticipated to result from the proposed development. As a result, these issues were addressed in
Section 10.0, Effects Found Not to be Significant, of the 2004 Draft EIR.
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1.3.2 - Notice of Preparation
Pursuant to the provision of Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, as amended, the County of San
Bernardino circulated a NOP via newspaper publication and local posting to public agencies, special
districts, and members of the public requesting such notice, for a 30-day period commencing
February 21, 2002, and ending March 22, 2002. The purpose of the NOP was to formally convey that
the County was preparing a Draft EIR for the Moon Camp Tentative Tract Map No. 16136 and
General Plan Land Use Amendment, and that as Lead Agency, was soliciting input regarding the
scope and content of the environmental information to be included in the EIR. The Initial Study was
circulated with the NOP. The NOP, Initial Study, and comments received in response to the NOP are
provided in Appendices 15.1 and 15.2 of the 2004 Draft EIR.

1.3.3 - Early Consultation (Scoping)
During the NOP circulation period, the County of San Bernardino advertised a public scoping
meeting. The meeting was held on March 2, 2002, at the North Shore Elementary School at Big Bear
Lake and was intended to facilitate public input. The meeting was held with the specific intent of
affording interested individuals/groups and public agencies and others a forum in which to orally
present input directly to the Lead Agency in an effort to assist in further refining the intended scope
and focus of the Project EIR as described in the NOP and Initial Study.

NOP and Scoping Results
The specific environmental concerns raised by those who commented and responded to the NOP for
the project were enumerated in Section 1.0, Introduction, of the 2005 Final EIR. The location within
the document where these comments were addressed was also identified. The NOP responses, and
written comments received at the meeting are contained in Appendix 15.2 of the 2005 Final EIR.

1.3.4 - 2005 Final EIR Findings of Significant Impacts
The 2005 Final EIR focused primarily on changes in the environment that would result from the
proposed 92-lot residential subdivision, 100-slip marina, related infrastructure, and the realignment of
SR-38. The EIR identified potential impacts that could result from the construction and operation of
the Original Proposed Project and provided measures to mitigate potential significant impacts. Those
impacts that would remain significant and unavoidable after implementation of all feasible mitigation
measures were also identified. They are as follows:

Aesthetics/Light and Glare
Significant and unavoidable impacts related to Aesthetics/Light and Glare were identified for
viewshed alterations involving existing residents to the north, east and west of the project site.
Additionally, significant and unavoidable impacts were identified for views from SR-38, a scenic
highway, to the south and from the south shore of Big Bear Lake.
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Air Quality
Air quality impacts that would remain significant and unavoidable following mitigation were the
following:

 Construction Activities: Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) and Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)
emissions during site preparation and construction from equipment and vehicles would be
significant in the short-term; and

 Project Operations: Long-term use of the project site would result in an overall increase in
the local and regional pollutant load due to direct impacts from vehicle emissions, and indirect
impacts from electricity and natural gas consumption. Combined mobile and area source
emissions would exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) thresholds
of ROG, carbon monoxide (CO) and 10 micron or less particulate matter (PM10).

Biological Resources
Project implementation would affect species identified as special status. Implementation of
recommended mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant levels with the
exception of the bald eagle. Impacts to this species were considered significant and unavoidable due
to short-term construction noise and long-term residential noise, as well as the removal of potential
perch trees.

Hydrology and Drainage
Due to inconclusive testing of potential overdraft conditions for the groundwater basin associated
with the North Shore Hydrologic Subunit, project and cumulative impacts were considered significant
and unavoidable.

Public Services and Utilities
Due to the inability of water providers to confirm service to the project, the impacts of the Original
Proposed Project as well as cumulative impacts on public services and utilities were considered to be
significant and unavoidable. This conclusion was further supported by the significant and
unavoidable conclusion cited in Section 5.11, Hydrology and Drainage, due to inconclusive testing of
potential overdraft conditions for the groundwater basin associated with the North Shore Hydrologic
Subunit.

Revised Project Description
The findings of the 2005 Final EIR indicated that there would be a number of project-related impacts
that remained significant and unavoidable. Subsequent to the distribution of the 2005 Final EIR, and
partially in response to public comments received on the document, the Applicant made the decision
to look at additional alternatives that would reduce the impacts that remained significant and
unavoidable and to address other concerns raised in comments received on the 2004 Draft EIR. Table
1-1 of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR shows a brief comparison between the Original
Proposed Project and the Proposed Alternative Project. Please refer to Section 2, Project Description,
for a complete discussion.
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Table 1-1: Comparison between the Original Proposed Project
and Proposed Alternative Project

Original Proposed Project Proposed Alternative
Project Change

Site Size 62.43 acres 62.43 acres No change
Proposed General Plan
Designation*

BV/RS-1 (residential-
minimum 7,200 sf lots)

BV/RS-20M (residential-
minimum 20,000 sf lots)

Approx. 6 du/ac to
less than 2 du/ac

Number of Lots 95 57 - 38
Residential Lots 92 50 - 42

3 7 + 4
Lot A – proposed private
street designed to provide
access to the southernmost
lots (lakefront sites)

Lot A – 4.91-acre Open
Space/Conservation
(OS/C) easement to
preserve Pebble Plain

habitat

4.91 acres of Open
Space for habitat
conservation

Lot B – a 1.4-acre strip of
land between State Route 38
and the private street south

of the highway

Lot B – 0.82-acre/891
lineal feet strip of land to
remain OS/C between
State Route 38 and the
lakefront for open space

and aesthetics

0.82 acre / 891
lineal feet of Open

Space for
neighborhood
access and

preservation of lake
views

Lot C – a gated entrance,
south of State Route 38, a
parking lot and access to the

marina

Lot C – 2.90-acre strip of
land to be used as an HOA
parking lot and boat launch

and open space

Similar size of area
and proposed uses

Lot D, E and F – well sites

Lettered Lots

Lot G – reservoir site Potential reservoir
site

Common Areas Common areas within
lettered lots would be
maintained by a

homeowner’s association

Common areas within
lettered lots would be
maintained by a

homeowner’s association

No change

Marina/Boat Dock 103 boat slips on west side
of the site

55 boat slips on the east
side of the site

- 48 and relocation

Lakefront Lots 31 lakefront lots No lakefront lots - 31 lakefront lots
State Route 38 Realignment of State Route

38 to provide a straighter
alignment and to provided
lakefront residential lots

No change in the alignment
of State Route 38

No realignment

Development Scenario Lots would be sold
individually and custom

homes would be constructed
by the individual property

owners

Lots would be sold
individually and custom
homes would be
constructed by the

individual property owners

No change

* Current General Plan Designation is BV/RL-40 - Bear Valley Community Plan, Rural Living, minimum 40-acre
residential lot size.
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1.3.5 - 2007 Public Meeting on the Revised Project Description
Due to the amount of time between the public review of the 2004 Draft EIR and the substantial
revisions to the Tentative Tract Map, the County provided an opportunity for the public to review the
revised plans and provide comment on the Proposed Alternative Project. The forum was a local
community meeting held on March 31, 2007. Prior to the meeting, a Notice of Community Meeting
was published in the local newspapers and mailed to Responsible Agencies, nearby homeowners, and
other interested parties.

The Community Meeting was held at 10:00 a.m. at North Shore Elementary School, located at
765 North Stanfield Cutoff, Big Bear Lake, approximately 2 miles from the project site. In addition
to providing comments at the meeting, residents were given an additional two weeks to provide
comments, in writing, to the County. Comments received at this meeting are enumerated within each
section of the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR. With this information, the County determined the
scope of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR.

1.3.6 - Focus of the Revised and Re-circulated Draft EIR
Based on the comment letters received on the 2004 Draft EIR, the findings of the 2005 Final EIR and
the applicants revised proposed project, the County determined that a Revised and Re-circulated Draft
EIR must be prepared that would accomplish the following:

1. Conduct technical studies for the Proposed Alternative Project to update existing studies,
particularly focused surveys for sensitive species and habitat; and water supply;

2. Evaluate the Proposed Alternative Project against the findings of the 2005 Final EIR for those
impacts that remained significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation measures have
been implemented; and

3. Evaluate the Proposed Alternative Project in relation to the original proposed project and
alternatives considered in the 2005 Final EIR.

The Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR focuses on the Proposed Alternative Project in light of the
findings of the 2005 Final EIR regarding environmental issues where impacts remained significant
and unavoidable, and in response to comments received at the 2007 public meeting. These are as
follows:

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

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

3. Biological Resources - conduct new surveys for sensitive species and to assess the pebble
plain habitat on-site.
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4. Hydrology and Water Quality - address potential water quality impacts to Big Bear Lake
from runoff from the site.

5. Land Use and Planning - evaluate the Proposed Alternative Project using the 2007 General
Plan and Development Code.

6. Noise - address construction noise and long-term residential noise from the project site.

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

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

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

10. Alternatives - evaluate the Proposed Alternative Project, comparing the potential
environmental effects to the Original Proposed Project and other alternatives identified in the
2005 Final EIR.

This Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR does not include an additional evaluation of the impacts of
the Proposed Alternative Project in the areas of Recreation, Cultural Resources and Geology and
Soils. The 2005 Final EIR concluded that the Original Proposed Project analyzed therein would not
result in any potentially significant impacts with regard to those specific environmental areas.
Considering the Proposed Alternative Project represents a development that is less intense, compared
to the Original Proposed Project analyzed in the 2005 Final EIR, the findings made in that document
are adequate and show that the revised Proposed Alternative Project would similarly have less than
significant impacts

1.4 - Authority under CEQA

CEQA Section 21002.1(a) states that “the purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects of a
project on the environment, to identify alternatives to the Project, and to indicate the manner in which
such significant effects can be mitigated or avoided.”

This EIR does not express County policy about the desirability of the proposed project, but is an
informational document to be used by decision makers, public agencies, and the general public in
their review of the requested entitlements to develop the project. During the development review
process, the County, as Lead Agency, must consider implementation of all feasible mitigation
measures and alternatives developed to substantially lessen anticipated environmental impacts of the
project. To that end, the Proposed Alternative Project represents an Alternative to the Original
Proposed Project and should be reviewed within that context.



County of San Bernardino
Moon Camp Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR Introduction

Michael Brandman Associates 1-9
H:\Client\0052\0052-SB County\00520089_Sec01-00 Introduction.doc

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 discusses the requirements for the recirculation of an EIR prior to
certification. Under subsection (a), “a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant
new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for
public review under Section 15087 but before certification.” After reviewing the proposed revisions
to the Moon Camp residential subdivision project, the County of San Bernardino determined that
these revisions represent a new Alternative to the Original Proposed Project and that these revisions
constituted significant new information that should be made public.

As indicated in Section 1.1.2, above, the Proposed Alternative Project analyzed in this Revised and
Recirculated Draft EIR substantially differs from the Original Proposed Project that was analyzed in
the 2005 Final EIR. The main revisions to the project are: (1) revision of Tentative Tract Map 16136
to provide for 50 residential lots instead of 92 residential lots; (2) elimination of the realignment of
SR-38; (3) elimination of residential development south of SR-38; (4) creation of open space and
neighborhood lakefront access areas; (5) relocation and reduction of the size of the Marina, and (6)
increasing the minimum lot size from 7,200 square feet to 20,000 square feet.

Although the revisions significantly reduce the scope and intensity of development, and as discussed
in detail in this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR, significantly reduce and/or eliminate most of the
significant environmental impacts identified in the 2005 Final EIR, the County has nevertheless
determined that the identified project revisions constitutes significant new information, pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR.

Therefore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a), the County has recirculated the
Draft EIR, as revised. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c) states that, “if the revision is limited to a
few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need only recirculate the chapters or portions that
have been modified.” Even though the affected chapters are identified in Section 1.3 above, San
Bernardino County nevertheless is recirculating the entire EIR.

This Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR was prepared in compliance with the CEQA of 1970 (Public
Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations (CCR),
Title 14, §§15000 et seq.). As described in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), an EIR is a
public information document that assesses potential environmental impacts of a proposed project and
identifies mitigation measures and alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid adverse
environmental impacts. CEQA requires that state and local government agencies consider the
environmental consequences of projects over which they have discretionary authority. It is not the
purpose of the EIR to recommend approval or denial of a project. Rather, an EIR serves to provide
full disclosure of potential environmental impacts of a proposed project for review and consideration
by the Lead Agency.
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1.5 - Determination of the Lead Agency and Responsible Agencies

CEQA requires that the agency with the broadest land use permitting authority over a private project
should act as the Lead Agency in processing the EIR. The Moon Camp residential development
project Tentative Tract Map and General Plan Amendment is proposed outside of any city
boundaries, within the boundaries of the San Bernardino County; therefore, the County is the most
appropriate authority to act as lead agency for this project. Additionally, other agencies may have
authority over resources that may be affected by the project, or may be required to issue permits or
give other input on implementation of the project. These are referred to as “responsible agencies” and
“trustee agencies” and include the following:

 Big Bear Municipal Water District - A Dock System and License Agreement, Yacht Club
Dock License, and/or a shore alteration permit can be obtained at their discretion.

 California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) - 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement.

 California Division of Forestry - Timber Harvest Plan approval.

 California State Water Resources Control Board -- General Storm Water Permit for
Construction and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan.

 California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) - Clean Water Act Section 401
Permit.

 California Department of Transportation - Project Study Report (PSR) and Traffic Impact
Study (TIS) for SR-38 Encroachment Permit.

 City of Big Bear Lake, Department of Water and Power, or the County of San Bernardino
Special Districts Department (CSA 53C) - water service permits and approvals.

 County of San Bernardino Special Districts Department (CSA 53B) - sewer service permits
and approvals.

 South Coast Air Quality Management Agency – Authority to Construct/Operating Permits.

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) - Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit.

 U.S. Forest Service - Trustee Agency located in the vicinity of the Project Site.

 San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) - Regional agency.

 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) - Regional agency.

1.6 - Organization of the EIR

The Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR is organized as follows, and can be cross-referenced with
information presented below.
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Executive Summary: This revised section presents a summary of the proposed revisions to the
Project Description for the Moon Camp Residential Development Project, which constitutes the
Proposed Alternative Project to the Original Proposed Project, includes a table that summarizes
potential environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Alternative Project, and identifies
mitigation measures for any new impacts identified. It lists all mitigation measures recommended to
reduce potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Alternative
Project.

Section 1 - Introduction: This revised section describes the purpose and organization of the EIR and
how CEQA allows for the recirculation of a revised Draft EIR prior to certification.

Section 2 - Project Description: This revised section provides a detailed description of the revisions
the Applicant has proposed to the design and density of the Moon Camp Residential Development
Project.

Section 3 - Environmental Setting: This revised section outlines the existing environmental
conditions of the Project area. This revised section describes the environmental setting for each
topical area that must be revisited, evaluates the changes that may result from proposed revisions to
the Original Proposed Moon Camp Residential Development Project, and identifies whether any
changes may produce significant adverse environmental impacts. This revised section is limited to
those issues identified above in Section 1.3.

Section 4 - Impact Analysis: This section explains the organization and evaluation process used in
determining the environmental impacts.

Section 5 - Cumulative Impacts: The Cumulative Project List has been updated for this Revised
and Recirculated Draft EIR and hence there is a new cumulative analysis for the Proposed Alternative
Project.

Section 6 - Other CEQA Analysis: This revised section describes the significant environmental
effects and irreversible environmental changes and describes the growth-inducing impacts associated
with implementation of the Proposed Alternative Project.

Section 7 - Alternatives to the Proposed Alternative Project: This revised section provides a
comparison between the Proposed Alternative Project and the Original Proposed Project and the
Alternatives evaluated in the 2005 Final EIR.

Sections 8 and 9 - Report Preparation Sources and References: These revised sections outline the
resources used in preparation of the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR, including reports,
organizations and persons consulted, and provide a list of all persons who directly participated in the
preparation of the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR.
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Appendices: The Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR includes a compact disk (CD) at the back of
the document that contains the 2005 Final EIR and technical studies that were used to prepare the
environmental analysis for the proposed project. A second CD includes the technical studies prepared
for this Revised and Re-circulated Draft EIR.

1.7 - Incorporation by Reference

Pertinent documents relating to this EIR have been cited in accordance with Section 15148 of the
CEQA Guidelines, which encourages “incorporation by reference” as a means of reducing
redundancy and length of environmental reports. The following documents, which are available for
public review at the County of San Bernardino, are hereby incorporated by reference into this EIR.
Information contained within these documents has been utilized for each section of this EIR. A brief
synopsis of the scope and content of these documents is provided below:

 County of San Bernardino General Plan, adopted March 2007. The County of San
Bernardino General Plan is the long-range planning guide for growth and development for the
County of San Bernardino. The General Plan has two basic purposes: (1) to identify the goals
for the future physical, social and economic development of the County; and (2) to describe
and identify policies and actions adopted to attain those goals. It is a comprehensive document
that addresses seven mandatory elements/issues in accordance with State law. These elements
include Land Use, Housing, Circulation, Conservation, Open Space, Noise and Safety. Other
optional issues that affect the County have also been addressed in the Plan. The County
General Plan was utilized throughout this EIR as the fundamental planning document
governing development on the project site. Background information and policy information
from the Plan are cited in several sections of the EIR.

 County of San Bernardino General Plan EIR, certified March 2007. The purpose of the
General Plan EIR, a Program EIR, is to provide basic analysis of the potentially significant
effects on the human and natural environment that may occur during the implementation of the
General Plan Update. The General Plan implementation program incorporates mitigation
measures. However, project-specific impacts are assessed at the application stage. The
General Plan Program EIR provides a fundamental base from which environmental review will
occur.

The most important feature of the General Plan EIR is its thresholds. The thresholds provide a
commonly acceptable level for assessing project impacts on the environment. A project which
has impacts below the threshold may be reviewed using the Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) process. Projects which have impacts above the thresholds provide advance
information allowing an applicant to submit the necessary information to determine if the
impact can be mitigated through conventional means. If an impact cannot be mitigated through
accepted practices, then normally, an environmental impact report for that project will be
required.



County of San Bernardino
Moon Camp Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR Introduction

Michael Brandman Associates 1-13
H:\Client\0052\0052-SB County\00520089_Sec01-00 Introduction.doc

 County of San Bernardino Development Code, adopted March 2007. The County
Development Code provides the regulations which must be followed by every project within
the County’s jurisdictional area. Information within the Development Code was utilized in
various sections of this EIR, particularly as it relates to the range of permitted uses within the
BV/RS-20M designation (Single Residential, minimum 20,000 square foot lots) and for the
identification of additional constraints and requirements that govern development.

1.8 - Project Sponsors and Contact Persons

The County of San Bernardino is the lead agency directing the environmental review of the proposed
project. Preparers and contributors to this EIR are listed in Section 8, Report Preparation Sources.
Key contract persons are as follows:

Project Applicant/Property Owner: Tim Wood/RCK Properties,
P.O. Box 6820
Big Bear Lake, CA 92315

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino
Land Use Services Department
385 North Arrowhead Avenue, 1st Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0182
Phone: 909.387.4147
Mr. Matt Slowik, Senior Planner

Environmental Consultant: Michael Brandman Associates
340 South Farrell Drive, Suite A-210
Palm Springs, CA 92262
Phone: 760.322.8847
Kerri Mikkelsen Tuttle, Branch Manager

1.9 - Public Review of the Revised/Re-circulated Draft EIR

This document is being recirculated to state, regional, and local agencies and to interested
organizations and individuals that may wish to review and comment on the Revised and Recirculated
Draft EIR. Publication of this Revised and Re-circulated Draft EIR marks the beginning of a 45-day
public review period. Copies of the document are available for review at the following locations:

County of San Bernardino Public Library – Big Bear Lake Branch
41930 Garstin Drive
Big Bear Lake, CA 92315
909.866.5571
Hours: M-T 12-8, W-F 12-6, Sat 9-5, closed Sunday

County of San Bernardino Big Bear Office
477 Summit Boulevard
Big Bear Lake, CA 92315
909.866.1070
Hours: M-F 8-5
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County of San Bernardino Land Uses Services Department
385 North Arrowhead Avenue, First Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92415
909.387.8311
Hours: M-F 8-5

Or online at: www.co.san-bernardino.ca.us/landuseservices.

The County will receive written comments on the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR during this 45-
day public review period. Written comments received in response to the Revised and Recirculated
Draft EIR will be addressed in the Final EIR and Responses to Comments. The County’s Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors will review the documentation, including the Final EIR,
County of San Bernardino staff recommendations, and public testimony, to decide whether to certify
the EIR and approve the Proposed Alternative Project.
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SECTION 2: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 - Project Location and Setting

The proposed 62.43-acre Moon Camp project site is located on the north shore of Big Bear Lake, in
the unincorporated community of Fawnskin, County of San Bernardino (refer to Exhibit 2-1,
Regional Location, and Exhibit 2-2, Local Vicinity). The Big Bear Lake area is primarily a resort
community where a major portion (approximately two thirds) of the residences are second homes.
The south shore contains commercial and recreational facilities, including ski areas, hotels and
restaurants, within the incorporated City of Big Bear Lake. By comparison, the north shore area in
the vicinity of the project is less populated and primarily residential, with a small commercial
component westerly of the project site.

State Route 38 (SR-38), also known as North Shore Drive, provides access to the project site; the road
actually transects the property. The project site is roughly bounded to the north by Flicker Road, to
the south by Big Bear Lake, to the east by Polique Canyon Road, and to the west by Canyon Road. In
the Township and Range nomenclature system, the project site is described as being located in the
northern half of Section 13, Township 2 North, Range 1 West, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian
(SBBM). San Bernardino County parcel numbers for the site include Assessor’s Parcel Numbers
(APN) numbers 0304-082-04, 0304-091-12, 0304-091-22, and 0304-091-21. According to the legal
description, the site includes Tracts 108, 109, 117 and 118, Township 14 South, Range 14 East, and
SBBM. The study area is specifically located at coordinates 34.264 degrees latitude and 116.933
degrees longitude.

2.2 - Project Site Characteristics

In addition to SR-38, several dirt trails (generally associated with unauthorized off-road vehicle use)
traverse the project site, which is located approximately 1 mile south of the Pacific Crest Trail; a trail
that stretches between the US/Mexican border and the US/Canadian border. Site elevations range
from approximately 6,744 feet above mean sea level (msl) at the lakeshore to 6,960 feet above msl at
the northeast corner of the site. Individual slopes on-site range from 5 percent to 40 percent. Slope
orientation is generally from north to south toward the lake, except for three natural ravines on the
project site that contain eastern and western slopes. Vegetation and habitat types in the project area
include open Jeffery Pine forest (with an average density of 44.4 trees per acre) and unique pebble
plains habitat in the western portion, which is a priority for preservation according to the California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).

2.2.1 - Existing Land Use
The project site is currently undeveloped and is designated in the County of San Bernardino, Bear
Valley Community Plan (BV) as Rural Living with minimum 40-acre lots (BV/RL-40) (refer to
Exhibit 2-3, Land Use Designations). The RL-40 land use designation is identified as a “Holding
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Zone” within the Bear Valley Community Plan, which states: future development proposals (such as
Moon Camp) within the RL-40 designation will be considered based on a demonstrated ability to
provide adequate infrastructure and maintain consistency with the goals and policies of the 2006
Community Plan. Table 2-1, Existing Land Use and Land Use Designations, identifies the land use
category of the site and surrounding properties, as well as the current land use designations.

Table 2-1: Existing Land Use and Official Land Use Zoning District

Existing Land Use
Official Land Use Zoning District
(Bear Valley Community Plan)

Project
Site

Vacant Rural Living (BV/RL-40). This district provides sites for open
space and recreational activities, single-family homes on very
large parcels and similar and compatible uses. Minimum parcel
size is 40 acres; 1 dwelling unit per parcel. This is considered a
holding zone designation in the Bear Valley Community Plan,
which indicates that future General Plan amendments will be
considered where specific development proposals within the
RL-40 designation demonstrate an ability to provide adequate
infrastructure to serve the development and maintain consistency
with the goals and policies of the Bear Valley Community Plan.

North Residential (N and NW),

Forest (N and NE)

Residential (BV/RS). One dwelling unit per 0.25 acre and a
minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet.
US Forest Service administered land.

South Big Bear Lake, Residential
(SE)

Floodway (FW). Uses permitted at owners risk; minimum parcel
size is 10 acres.
Single Residential (BV/RS). Four dwelling units per acre,
minimum lot size is 7,200 square feet.

East Vacant, Residential (SE)

Forest (N and NE)

Single Residential (BV/RS). One dwelling unit per 0.25 acre and
a minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet.
Resource Conservation (BV/RC). Minimum parcel size is 40
acres; 1 dwelling unit per parcel. US Forest Service administered
land.

West Vacant, Residential Special Development (BV/SD-RES). Minimum parcel size 40
acres. This District provides sites for a combination of residential
uses. Single Residential (BV/RS). Four dwelling units per acre,
minimum lot size is 7,200 square feet.

Sources: Bear Valley Community Plan, 2007.
County of San Bernardino Development Code, 2007.
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Regional Location Map

Source: Census 2000 Data, The CaSIL, MBA GIS 2009.
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2.2.2 - Site History
A marshy portion of the nearly flat Bear Valley was dammed in 1884 to provide a reservoir (Big Bear
Lake) to retain irrigation water for release to the Redlands area of the eastern San Bernardino Valley.
In 1912, a larger 72-foot multiple arch dam was constructed about 300 feet downstream of the old
dam, increasing the lake capacity to 73,000 acre feet. Tourism in the area began with the onset of the
automobile age and the eventual establishment of highways accessing the relatively remote area.

Maximum elevation at the lake surface is 6,744 feet above msl, but the actual level fluctuates
according to annual snowmelt and runoff. The dam is owned by the Big Bear Municipal Water
District. The lake has an east-west length of approximately 7 miles and is approximately 2.5 miles at
its widest, though most of the lake's width averages a little more than 1 mile. Big Bear Lake
measures 72 feet deep at the dam. It is completely rain- and snow-fed, having no other source of
tributary or mechanical replenishment other than natural precipitation.

The Community of Fawnskin was founded in 1916, and by 1928, there were at least nine resort camps
in the area, including Moon Camp, which was built in 1919. The project site has remained primarily
vacant since destruction of the original camp in 1951. The current property owner purchased the
marina permit along with the property in 1969. Site improvements currently include three water
wells and SR-38, which transects the property from east to west.

In 2003, the Applicant proposed Tentative Tract Map No. 16136 for the subdivision of the
approximately 62.43-acre site into 95 lots comprised of 92 residential lots and three lettered lots
(Original Proposed Project). Exhibit 2-4, Moon Camp Tentative Tract Map No 16136 - Original
Proposed Project, shows the configuration of the Project as originally proposed. Under the Original
Proposed Project, a segment of SR-38 would be realigned in order to establish an area to develop
lakefront residential lots. The three lettered lots are for private streets, a remainder strip of land
between lakefront lots and the realigned segment of SR-38, and a gated entrance to the project. The
2005 Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) determined that there were significant
unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed project as follows:

Aesthetics/Light and Glare
Significant and unavoidable impacts related to Aesthetics/Light and Glare were identified for
viewshed alterations involving existing residents to the north, east and west of the project site. The
proposed 92 dwelling units would adversely impact existing views of the lake and surrounding
mountain peaks from some existing adjacent residences. Additionally, significant and unavoidable
impacts were identified for views from SR-38, a scenic highway, to the south and from the south
shore of Big Bear Lake.

Air Quality
Air quality impacts that would remain significant and unavoidable following mitigation were:
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 Construction Activities: Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions
during site preparation and construction from equipment and vehicles would be significant in
the short-term; and

 Project Operations: Long-term use of the project site would result in an overall increase in the
local and regional pollutant load due to direct impacts from vehicle emissions, and indirect
impacts from electricity and natural gas consumption. Combined mobile and area source
emissions would exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) thresholds
of ROG, carbon monoxide (CO) and 10 micron or less particulate matter (PM10).

Biological Resources
Project implementation would affect species identified as special status. Implementation of
recommended mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant levels with the
exception of the bald eagle. Impacts to this species were considered to be significant and unavoidable
due to short-term construction noise and long-term residential noise, as well as the removal of
potential perch trees, particularly in the westerly portion of the project site.

Hydrology and Drainage
Due to inconclusive testing of potential overdraft conditions for the groundwater basin associated
with the North Shore Hydrologic Subunit, the 2005 Final EIR concluded that the potential for the
project to have an adequate water supply was uncertain. Accordingly, project and cumulative impacts
were considered to be significant and unavoidable.

Public Services and Utilities
Due to the inability of water providers to confirm service to the project, the proposed project, as well
as cumulative impacts, was considered to be significant and unavoidable. This conclusion was
further supported by the significant and unavoidable conclusion cited in 2005 Final EIR Section 5.11,
Hydrology and Drainage, due to inconclusive testing of potential overdraft conditions for the
groundwater basin associated with the North Shore Hydrologic Subunit.

In response to comments on the 2004 Draft EIR and 2005 Final EIR, the Applicant developed a
revised tract map to reduce the density and intensity of the project, which in turn, would likely
eliminate or to the extent feasible, reduce the severity of the impacts identified as remaining
significant and unavoidable after implementation of mitigation measures.
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2.3 - Project Characteristics (Proposed Alternative Project)

The revised project description (Proposed Alternative Project) consists of the subdivision of the site
into 57 lots—50 numbered lots (residential lots) to be sold individually and developed into custom
homes; and seven lettered lots, two of which would be designated as Open Space/Conservation
easements and Neighborhood Lake Access, three are well sites, one is a potential reservoir site, and
one would be developed as the marina parking lot with a boat ramp. The marina parking lot also
includes some open space for the preservation of existing trees; however, because of the development
of the parking lot and boat ramp, the lot would not be considered Open Space. Exhibit 2-4, Original
Proposed Project, and Exhibit 2-5, Proposed Alternative Project, are included herein and show the
following differences between the plans:

 The Tentative Tract Map has been revised to reduce the number of residential lots from 92 lots
to 50 lots by: (1) proposing larger lot sizes (minimum 20,000-square-foot lots – BV/RS-20M);
(2) eliminating residential development along the shoreline; and 3) creating two distinct on-site
conservation areas—one covering a portion of the shoreline south of SR-38 – to include
neighborhood lake access, and the other encompassing the pebble plain habitat and bald eagle
perches on the west end of the site. A third lettered lot consists of the parking lot/boat launch
ramp, which also includes some open space, but because of the proposed use, cannot be
referred to as Open Space/Conservation. Finally, there would be three lettered lots for the
existing well sites and one lettered lot for the potential reservoir site. The Proposed Alternative
Project also includes a 10-acre off-site Pebble Plain Conservation easement in the Sugarloaf
area of Big Bear Valley that will be dedicated to a conservation management organization.

 The request for a General Plan Amendment has been revised to reflect the larger minimum lot
size and to re-designate the site from BV/RL-40 (minimum lot size 40 acres) to BV/RS-20M
(minimum lots size 20,000 square feet) instead of the original BV/RS (minimum lot size 7,200
square feet).

 The proposed marina has been moved from the lake shore near the west side of the site to the
east side of the site, and the size of the marina has been reduced from 103 slips to 55 slips to
reflect the proposed reduction in the number of residential lots to be developed. For the
proposed marina parking lot, direct access from SR-38 is required, whereas under the Original
Proposed Project, access to the marina parking lot was from private street A.

 The realignment of a segment of SR-38 has been deleted from the Proposed Alternative Project
and no changes in the road configuration are now proposed. Because the road segment would
not be realigned, the proposed removal of approximately 665 trees of the 2,772 trees identified
on-site would not occur. The incidence of tree removal to develop lots would also be reduced
because there are only 50 lots, versus the original 92 lots, and the larger lot sizes would allow
home builders greater options in siting the homes to avoid trees. Although trees have been
removed from the project site for fire safety/fuel reduction reasons, these tree removals are not
related to the proposed development of the project.



County of San Bernardino
Project Description Moon Camp Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR

2-14 Michael Brandman Associates
H:\Client\0052-SB County\00520089_Sec02-00 Project Description.doc

 No direct access to SR-38 from individual lots is proposed. Access to individual lots would be
from the proposed public streets (A and B). Also, with the deletion of residential lots south of
SR-38, the need for five points of ingress/egress from the south side has been reduced to two
(refer to Exhibits 2-4 and 2-5), to allow traffic through the marina parking lot to flow.
Residents’ access to the project site north of SR-38 has been reduced from three streets to two,
with the third street shown on the original site plan now proposed to be used for emergency
access only.

Infrastructure
A water service feasibility study entitled “Final Feasibility Study to Serve the Proposed Moon Camp
Residential Development (Tentative Tract Map No. 16163),” was prepared by Alda Engineering, Inc.,
in March 2007, to address issues raised in comments received on the 2005 Final EIR. In addition, the
sewer feasibility study prepared by So & Associates was updated to reflect the revisions to the Moon
Camp site plan. This study entitled, “County Service Area 53, Improvement Zone B (CSA 53-B)
Updated Sewer Feasibility Study for APN’s 0304-091-12, -21, -22, and 0304-082-04, TTM 16136
RCK Properties, Inc./Moon Camp,” prepared April 11, 2007, and the water service feasibility study
are included in this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR in Appendix G.

Water Service
Although water service is not presently provided to the project site, the site is immediately adjacent to
the Big Bear Department of Water and Power (DWP) and annexation to the DWP’s authorized
service area is one of three possible water service alternatives. DWP has conducted a Water
Feasibility Study (Alda 2007), and provided a conditional will serve letter to the Applicant.
However, the majority of the project site is outside of the DWP authorized service area as well as the
City’s Sphere of Influence. DWP cannot provide water service without first complying with the
provisions of Government Code Section 56133, which pertains to the Local Area Formation
Commission (LAFCO) annexation process. In order for the DWP to provide water service to the
project site and to own and operate the Proposed Alternative Project’s water system, LAFCO would
have to approve an expansion of the City of Big Bear Lake’s Sphere of Influence to include the entire
existing DWP Water Service Area in Fawnskin as well as the entire project site. The developer
would be required to construct the on-site and off-site facilities as described in the DWP’s Water
Feasibility Study (Alda 2007). This is Water Service Alternative #1 (see Section 4.9 for details).

Significant transmission improvements in the Fawnskin system would be needed to provide fire flow
to the project site. Individual pressure regulators would be required for all lots with static pressures
exceeding 80 psi. The future home owners would install and fund the individual pressure regulators
as required for specific lots. Currently there are three groundwater wells on-site (constructed by the
project’s property owner and developer), Wells FP2, FP3 and FP4. Alternative #1 involves wells
FP2, FP3, and FP4 being deeded to the DWP at the time the tract map is recorded.


