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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

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

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

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

This Final EIR document is organized as follows: 

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

 

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

 

• Section 3: Responses to Comments on 2011 Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2. This 
section includes a copy of all of the letters received during the 2011 RRDEIR No. 2, 45-day public 
review period, and provides responses to comments included in the letters on environmental 
issues describing the disposition of the issues, explaining the EIR analysis, supporting the EIR 
conclusions, and/or providing information or corrections as appropriate. Recirculated sections 
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include the Executive Summary and Biological Resources only. This section is organized with a 
copy of the comment letter followed with the corresponding responses.  

 

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

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

1.1 - Background and History 

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

1.1.2 - 2010 Revised and Recirculated Project EIR No. 1 
Partially in response to comments received on the 2005 Draft EIR, the Applicant proposed an 
alternative to the Original Project—2005 that substantially reduced and in some cases completely 
avoided the significant environmental impacts that were identified in the 2005 Draft EIR. The revised 
project design/description (2010 Project) reduced the number of residential lots from 92 to 50 and 
seven lettered lots. The residential lots would have a minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet and be 
sold individually and developed into individual custom homes. In addition, the 2010 Project eliminated 
the realignment of State Route 38 (SR-38) and eliminated all lakefront residential lots. All 50 residential 
lots would be located to the north of SR-38. Of the seven lettered lots, one would be designated Open 
Space/Conservation (4.91 acres), one would be designated as Open Space/Neighborhood Lake Access 
(0.82 acre with 891 lineal feet of lakefront access), one would be developed as the marina parking lot 
for a 55-slip private boat marina (2.90 acres), three include the existing well sites, and the final lettered 
lot is a potential reservoir site. The marina parking lot is designed for the preservation of existing trees 
and eagle perch trees; however, because of the development of the parking lot, the lot would not be 
considered Open Space. A 10-acre off-site pebble plain habitat will also be purchased and preserved in 
perpetuity through a Conservation Easement. 
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In response to the development of the 2010 Project, the County prepared revisions to the 2005 EIR 
(RRDEIR No. 1). The following sections were revised: 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

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

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

1.1.3 - 2011 Revised and Recirculated Project EIR No. 2  
Based on concerns raised in comments received on the RRDEIR No. 1, a Supplemental Focused 
Special Status Plant Species Survey, dated August 2010, was conducted to confirm the conclusion in 
the RRDEIR No. 1 that impacts to the ashy-gray Indian paintbrush (a Federally Listed Threatened 
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Species) would be less than significant. The survey analyzed the density of ashy-gray Indian 
paintbrush within the Project site and whether Project implementation would result in potential off-
site impacts to the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) pebble plain habitat near the northeast portion of the 
Project site. The Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (dated August 29, 2010) 
showed the presence of high densities of ashy-gray Indian paintbrush plants on the westernmost 
Lots (Lots 1, 2 and 3) in the area west of “Street A”—the public roadway through the Project site.  

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

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

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

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

Project Design Original Project—2005 2010 Project 2011 Project 

Circulated for 
Public Review 

Draft EIR—March 30, 2004, 
to May 13, 2004 (2005 
Draft EIR) 

Revised and Recirculated 
Draft EIR No. 1—April 5, 
2010, to June 3, 2010 
(RRDEIR No. 1) 

Revised and Recirculated Draft 
EIR No. 2—December 12, 2011, 
to February 7, 2012 (RRDEIR 
No. 2) 

Site Size 62.43 acres 62.43 acres 62.43 acres 

Proposed 
General Plan 
Designation* 

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

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

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

Number of Lots 95 57 58 

Residential Lots 92 50 50 
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Table 1-1 (cont.): Comparison between the Original Project—2005, 2010 Project, and 2011 
Project 

Project Design Original Project—2005 2010 Project 2011 Project 

Lettered Lots 3 7 8 

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 

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

Lot B—a 1.4-acre strip of 
land between SR-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 SR-
38 and the lakefront for 
open space and 
Neighborhood Lake Access 

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

Lot C—a gated entrance, 
south of SR-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 

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

— Lots D, E and F—well sites Lots D, E and F—well sites 

— Lot G—reservoir site Lot G—reservoir site 

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

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 

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

Marina/Boat 
Dock 

103 boat slips on the west 
side of the site 

55 boat slips on the east 
side of the site 

55 boat slips on the east side of 
the site 

Lakefront Lots 31 lakefront lots No lakefront lots No lakefront lots 

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

No change in the alignment 
of SR-38 

No change in the alignment of 
SR-38 
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Table 1-1 (cont.): Comparison between the Original Project—2005, 2010 Project, and 2011 
Project 

Project Design Original Project—2005 2010 Project 2011 Project 

Development 
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 

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

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

lot size. 

 

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

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

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

• Appendix C: Sierra Club Letter Exhibit 

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

• Appendix E: Jurisdictional Determination Update Memo 

• Appendix F: Thomas Harder Groundwater Consulting Letter 

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

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

• Appendix I: ELMNT Biological Database Technical Review 

• Appendix J: Habitat Assessment 

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

• Appendix L: 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment Response to Comments 

• Appendix M: Revised 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment 

• Appendix N: Revised Tentative Tract Map 

• Appendix O: Cultural Resources Study 
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SECTION 2: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE REVISED AND 
RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR NO. 1 

2.1 - List of Authors 

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

Author Author Code 

Federal Agencies 

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

State Agencies 

California Department of Fish and Game (May 4, 2010) ................................................................. CDFG 
Department of Toxic Substance Control (May 19, 2010) .................................................................. DTSC 
California Department of Transportation, District #8 (May 11 2010) ......................................CALTRANS 
California Department of Transportation, District #8 (July 9, 2018) .....................................CALTRANS.2 
Office of Planning and Research (May 18, 2010) .............................................................................. OPR 
State of California Regional Water Quality Control Board (May 20, 2010) .................................. RWQCB 

Regional Agencies 

Big Bear Municipal Water District (May 12, 2010) ..................................................................... BBMWD 
Big Bear Watermaster (May 27, 2010) ............................................................................................. BBW 
County of San Bernardino, Special Districts Department (April 9, 2010) .......................................... SDD 

Organizations 

Center for Biological Diversity (June 4, 2010) .................................................................................... CBD 
Friends of Big Bear Valley (Dan Foulks) (June 1, 2010) ..................................................................... FBBV 
Friends of Fawnskin (May 5, 2010) ................................................................................................ FOF (a) 
Friends of Fawnskin (Sandy Steers), (May 30, 2010) .................................................................... FOF (b) 
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (Drew Feldman) (June 4, 2010) ...................................... SBVAS 
Shute Mihaley & Weinberger, LLP (June 10, 2010) ........................................................................ SM&W 
Sierra Club (Big Bear Group) (June 3, 2010) ........................................................................ SIERRA CLUB 

Individuals 

Alison Bates (June 4, 2010) ........................................................................................................... ABATES 
Bradley and Catherine Winch (April 16, 2010) ........................................................................ WINCH (a) 
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Bradley and Cathy Winch (May 28, 2010) ................................................................................WINCH (b) 
Carla and Roger Wilson (May 26, 2010) ...................................................................................... WILSON 
Donald and Claudia Eads (June 3, 2010) .......................................................................................... EADS 
Dori Myers (June 3, 2010) ............................................................................................................. MYERS 
Harold Allen (May 10, 2010) .......................................................................................................... ALLEN 
Helen and Charles Stearns (May 31, 2010) ................................................................................ STEARNS 
James and Barbara Finlayson-Pitts (April 9, 2010) ...................................................................... PITTS (a) 
James and Barbara J. Finlayson-Pitts (May 29, 2010) ................................................................ PITTS (b) 
James and Lola McGrew (May 27, 2010) .................................................................................. MCGREW 
Joseph and Barbara Francuz (June 3, 2010) .............................................................................. FRANCUZ 
Karin Powell (June 2, 2010) ......................................................................................................... POWELL 
Kim MacDonald (May 24, 2010).................................................................................................. DONALD 
Loretta L. Gardiner (May 24, 2010) ..........................................................................................GARDINER 
M. Hill (Undated-Received June 3, 2010) ........................................................................................... HILL 
Marlene Thurston (May 24, 2010) .......................................................................................... THURSTON 
MJ Lilhan (Undated) ...................................................................................................................... LILHAN 
Mr. & Mrs. John DeLandtsheer (June 10, 2010) .............................................................. DELANDTSHEER 
Paul Lasky (May 30, 2010) ............................................................................................................... LASKY 
Peter Medellin (May 29, 2010)  ............................................................................................... MEDELLIN 
Peter Tennyson (June 4, 2010) ................................................................................................ TENNYSON 
Raymond Shelden (June 2, 2010) ............................................................................................... SHELDEN 
Richard Bates (June 4, 2010) ......................................................................................................... RBATES 
Robert Scott (June 4, 2010) ....................................................................................................... SCOTT (A) 
Robert Scott (June 7, 2010) ....................................................................................................... SCOTT (B) 
Robin and Scott Eliason (June 3, 2010) ....................................................................................... ELIASON 
Sandy Ellis (May 5, 2010) ..................................................................................................................ELLIS 
Sheree Coates (May 30, 2010) ..................................................................................................... COATES 
Susan Piestrup (April 16, 2010) ................................................................................................. PIESTRUP 
Tom Brown (June 2, 2010) ........................................................................................................... BROWN 
Victor Clotts (May 26, 2010) ......................................................................................................... CLOTTS 
W. M. Hazewinkel &Co. (April 21, 2010) ..................................................................... HAZEWINKEL &CO 
Wendy Bates (June 4, 2010) ....................................................................................................... W. BATES 

Form Letters 

Alan Sharp (April 12, 2010) 
Anton Nelsen (April 12, 2010) 
Arthur Voltz (April 12, 2010) 
Bara and Joseph Francuz (April 15, 2010) 
Barbara Lasky (April 12, 2010) 
Betty Clark (April 6, 2010) 
Beverly Ornelas (April 16, 2010) 
Bob Ybarra (April 6, 2010) 
Carolyn Robinson (April 6, 2010) 

John and Donna Ash (April 12, 2010) 
Karin Rau (April 12, 2010) 
Kent Besinque (April 12, 2010) 
Leonard Chaidez (April 6, 2010) 
Linda Stoll (April 23, 2010) 
Lorene Nelsen (April 12, 2010) 
Lori Gardiner (April 12, 2010) 
MacDonald Family Trust (July 8, 2010) 
Marlene Thurston (April 12, 2010) 
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Charles Wolfe, (April 6, 2010) 
Dan Fowlkes (April 6, 2010) 
David Loltz (April 6, 2010) 
David Stoll (April 23, 2010) 
Dayton Gilleland (April 12, 2010) 
Dean Strenger (April 17, 2010) 
Deborah Smith, (April 6, 2010) 
Dennis and Andrea Ruppert (April 12, 2010) 
Diane Shattuck (April 19, 2010) 
Donald L. Eads (April 17, 2010) 
Elaine Lasnik-Broida (April 19, 2010) 
Gary Rexroth (April 19, 2010) 
Glynn A. Cornejo (April 6, 2010) 
Golen Olson (April 6, 2010) 
Guy Tardif Jr. (April 6, 2010) 
Harold Allen (April 12, 2010) 
J. Hough (April 12, 2010) 
James C. McGrew (April 12, 2010) 
Jill Helms (April 12, 2010) 
JoAnn Mark (April 6, 2020) 

Martin Lypp (April 6, 2010) 
Michael Karp (April 6, 2010) 
Mr. and Mrs. Lorimor (April 12, 2010) 
Pat Hughes (April 12, 2010) 
Pat Meaglos (April 6, 2010) 
Patricia Dills (April 12, 2010) 
Paul Hasty (April 12, 2010) 
Peter and Diance Boss (April 13, 2010) 
Peter Medellin (May 29, 2010) 
Peter Tennyson (April 25, 2010) 
Rev. Elo Russell (April 6, 2010) 
Richard Robinson (April 6, 2010) 
Robert S. Drake (April 7, 2010) 
Rod Mercer (April 16, 2010) 
Roger Ronk (April 12, 2010) 
Rousine Wolfe (April 6, 2010) 
Sarah Curtis (April 12, 2010) 
Susan Chaidez (April 6, 2010) 
Thomas Brown (April 6, 2010) 
Todd Murphy (April 12, 2010) 

 

2.2 - Responses to Comments 

2.2.1 - Introduction 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the 
County of San Bernardino, as the lead agency, evaluated the written comments received on the 
RRDEIR No. 1 (State Clearinghouse No. 2002021105) for the Moon Camp 50-Lot Residential 
Subdivision, TT No. 16136, and has prepared the following responses to the comments received. This 
Response to Comments document becomes part of the 2020 Final EIR for the Project in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. 

2.2.2 - Comment Letters and Individual Responses 
The comment letters reproduced in the following pages follow the same organization as is used in the 
List of Authors. Responses to each of the comment letters are provided on the following pages. The 
comment number (e.g., USFS-1) is provided in the upper right-hand corner of each comment letter, 
and individual comment points within each letter are identified by index numbers located along the 
right-hand margin of each letter. The County of San Bernardino’s responses immediately follow each 
letter, with each individual response referenced by the index number of each individual comment. 
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2.2.3 - Federal Agencies 

United States Forest Service (USFS) 
Response to USFS-1 
The commenter provides introductory remarks to preface the letter. No response is necessary. 

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

See Response to WINCH (b)-5A for consistency with United States Forest Service (USFS)1 fuel 
modification requirements. The USFS comment letter mentions a possible 300-foot fuel modification 
zone. Since the Proposed Alternative Project is located within an FS1-designated area, the Project is 
required to comply with the FS1 100-foot fuel modification zone, which is required for any 
development project that abuts USFS land. Ten of the residential lots are affected by this 
requirement and must abide by the Fuel Modification Plan required to be prepared for the Proposed 
Alternative Project. 

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

Response to USFS-3 through 4 
The USFS comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within 2011 Revised 
and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 (RRDEIR No.2). Consequently, no responses will be prepared 
regarding biological resource comments provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource 
comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response to Comment document. 

Response to USFS-5 
The commenter expresses concern regarding water supply and recommends additional mitigation to 
preserve water use by the Project. 

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

Response to USFS-6 and USFS-7 
The USFS comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within 2011 RRDEIR 
No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments 
provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of 
this Response to Comment document. 

Response to USFS-8 
The commenter requests no trespassing onto USFS designated lands. This comment does not raise 
an issue with the adequacy of the RRDEIR No. 1 and, therefore, no response is required. 

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

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

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

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)2 
Response to CDFG-1 
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (formerly CDFG) comment letter was received 
during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review. However, the Biological Resources Section of the 2010 
Draft EIR was recirculated within the 2011 RRDEIR No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be 
prepared regarding biological resource comments provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological 
resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response to Comment document.  

Response to CDFG-2 through -4 
A Delineation of Jurisdictional Waters was prepared during the preparation of the 2005 Final EIR in 
order to delineate U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and CDFW jurisdictional authority for 
unnamed drainages located within the Project site. In addition, Exhibit 4.3.3, Jurisdictional Map, was 
included within the RRDEIR No. 1.  

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

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

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

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

 
2 Note that the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is now known as the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

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

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

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

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

Response to CDFG-5 through -16 
The CDFW comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within the 2011 
RRDEIR No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments 
provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of 
this FEIR document.  

Response to CDFG-17 through -19 
There are no streams or other water or wetland resources on the Moon Camp property, but for the 
ruderal wetlands along the lakeshore. Any work between the highway and the lakeshore shall 
require both federal and state discharge permits. 

Response to CDFG-20 
Specific mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project design and mitigation 
program. Based on the results of the field observations and data collection, there was 0.15 acres of 
CDFW jurisdictional streambed identified. Utilizing the most current development plans, it was 
determined that the proposed improvements would impact up to 0.04 acre of CDFW jurisdiction 
waters of the State. Consistent with Mitigation Measure BR-13 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-61), prior to 
issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall obtain all required authorization from 
agencies with jurisdiction over all unavoidable impacts to State and federal jurisdictional lakes, 
streams, and associated habitat within the Project site. Impacted features, if any, will be offset 
through on-site restoration, off-site restoration, or purchase of credits at an agency-approved 
mitigation bank in the region at no less than a 3:1 for direct impacts and 1:1 for indirect impacts if 
impacts cannot be avoided. 
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California Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) 
Response to DTSC-1 
The author provided introductory remarks to preface the letter. No response is necessary. 

Response to DTSC-2 
As previously stated in the 2005 Final EIR, the Initial Study prepared for the Project in February 2002 
addressed the potential impacts associated with Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The Initial Study 
concluded that the Project would include hazardous materials that are typical of residential 
developments (household chemicals, pesticides, etc.). It is also stated that the Project would include 
the storage of fuels associated with the marina facility. All hazardous materials would be subject to 
all local, state and federal regulations pertaining to the transport, use and storage of such material, 
which would ensure that any potentially significant impact regarding hazardous materials would be 
reduced to less than significant levels (please refer to Response VII (a-c) in the Initial Study).  

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

Response to DTSC-4 
Comment does not raise an issue regarding the EIR and, therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



CALTRANS

CALTRANS-1

CALTRANS-2

CALTRANS-3

CALTRANS-4

CALTRANS-5

CALTRANS-6

CALTRANS-7



CALTRANS-7



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

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 2-27 
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec02-00 Responses RDEIR No 1.docx 

California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) 

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

Response to CALTRANS-1 
The commenter expresses their appreciation for the opportunity to review the Traffic Impact 
Analysis for the Moon Camp Project. County of San Bernardino acknowledges the commenter’s 
comment and will forward it to the decision-makers prior to consideration of the Project. The 
Revised 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment was prepared to evaluate whether the increased 
traffic volumes at the intersection of Stanfield Cutoff and North Shore Drive for Sunday (mid-day) 
peak hour would alter any of the previous findings as reported in the 2007 Traffic Impact 
Assessment. In addition, the fair share costs presented in the 2007 Traffic Impact Assessment have 
been updated and sight distance evaluation at the proposed Project driveways on North Shore drive 
has been included. 

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

Response to CALTRANS-3 
The commenter is concerned that because of the curvature of SR-38 and the location of the 
driveways accessing the Project site, drivers may not have adequate line-of-sight to safely perform 
turning movements from and onto SR-38. As indicated on page 4.8-38, line-of-sight at the project 
access roadways will be reviewed for compliance with Caltrans/County of San Bernardino Sight 
Distance Standards at the time of approval of final grading and street improvement plans.  

Response to CALTRANS-4 
The commenter requests that the Traffic Impact Analysis consider the intersection of Canyon Road 
and SR-38. However, the 55-slip private marina will only be available to the homeowners within the 
tract. No launch ramp is included in the Project’s design. Homeowners wishing to launch boats for 
use on Big Bear Lake, or to access the private marina via water will need to use public launch ramps. 
An increase in traffic trips to the private marina by the general public or the homeowners during the 
summer months is not anticipated. No additional impacts are anticipated.  
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Response to CALTRANS-5 
The commenter notes that driveway number two on Exhibit 4.8-11 appears to be the northern leg of 
a four-way intersection with SR-38. The commenter requests that all turning movements be 
reflected in the Traffic Impact Analysis for the Project at this intersection. However, based upon the 
existing curve radius of the State Highway (which is required to remain as a part of the Project) the 
design provides proper sight distance for the Project. Consequently, Caltrans comments are 
incorporated into this response to comment, and as outlined within the RRDEIR No. 1, Caltrans will 
issue a permit to construct the road improvements, which will include the design of the two 
intersections, turning movements, signage and striping.  

Response to CALTRANS-6 
The commenter notes the lead agency’s responsibility under CEQA for quantifying the environmental 
impacts of the Project and monitoring all appropriate mitigation measures. County of San 
Bernardino acknowledges its obligation under CEQA. County will adopt a Mitigation Monitoring 
Reporting Program that will provide enforcement mechanisms to ensure all applicable mitigation 
measures are implemented and monitored as part of project development. 

Response to CALTRANS-7 
County of San Bernardino acknowledges that Caltrans may provide additional comments prior to 
project approval. 
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California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS.2) 

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

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

Response to CALTRANS.2-1 
The commenter reiterates the Project and outlines the mission of Caltrans. County of San Bernardino 
acknowledges the commenter’s comment and will forward it to the decision-makers prior to 
consideration of the Project. 

Response to CALTRANS.2-2 
The commenter asserts that a left-turn pocket on State Route 38 (SR-38) is needed for each 
proposed full-access driveway or street and that the traffic study should include a discussion on left-
turn and right-turn pockets. 

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

Response to CALTRANS.2-3 
The commenter expresses that need to show types of access for each proposed driveway or street 
access from SR-38 in Exhibits 6 and 7. 

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

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

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

Response to CALTRANS.2-5 
The commenter requests the exhibits show the existing (2016) Traffic Volumes in PCE and project 
trip distribution. 
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Existing (2016) Sunday (midday) peak volumes in PCE has been added as Exhibit 1 and the project trip 
distribution has been added as Exhibit 2 in the focused traffic impact assessment (2020 Final EIR 
Appendix M). 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to CALTRANS.2-9 
The commenter requests that where an entrance gate is used at the marina, the site plan should 
address non-resident vehicles that accidentally turn in. 

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

Response to CALTRANS.2-10 
The commenter thanks the applicant for providing the opportunity to review the Focused Traffic 
Impact Assessment and notes that all comments should be addressed and the Focused Traffic Impact 
Assessment should be resubmitted if revised. 

These responses serve to address comments and the Focused Traffic Impact Assessment shall be 
resubmitted, as-needed.  
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Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
Response to OPR-1 
The commenter confirms the County of San Bernardino’s extension to close the public review period 
from May 19, 2010, to June 3, 2010, for the RRDEIR No. 1. The Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research is noted. No additional response is necessary. 
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
Response to RWQCB-1 
Comment noted. No response is necessary. The RWQCB comments will be considered for 
incorporation into the RRDEIR No. 1. 

Response to RWQCB-2 
We are pleased that the RWCQB staff commends the extensive reduction of the Project from the 
2005 proposal. The Project will meet the requirements of any adopted management plan, which 
covers the Project’s area. 

Response to RWQCB-3 
The 55-slip marina will accommodate boats up to 20 feet in length. Pumpout facilities are not 
anticipated for the marina. As previously stated in the 2005 Final EIR, the Initial Study prepared for 
the Project in February 2002 addressed the potential impacts associated with hazards and hazardous 
materials. The Initial Study concluded that the Project would include hazardous materials that are 
typical of residential developments (household chemicals, pesticides, etc.). It is also stated that the 
Project would include the storage of fuels associated with the marina facility. All hazardous materials 
would be subject to all local, State, and federal regulations pertaining to the transport, use and 
storage of such material, which would ensure that any potentially significant impact regarding 
hazardous materials would be reduced to less than significant levels (please refer to Response VII (a, 
c) in the Initial Study). 

Response to RWQCB-4 
The Project will comply with all water quality standards, including all anti-degradation policies. 
Cumulative impacts to water quality standards were considered. Post-project runoff flows will 
generally follow existing drainage patterns with culverts crossings at low points along the highway 
conveying water ultimately into Big Bear Lake. The Project will incorporate Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) to ensure no degradation of water quality and compliance with water quality 
standards. The Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) prepared by CASC Engineering 
includes all the BMPs that are proposed to be incorporated during the construction of the Project. 

Response to RWQCB-5 
Comment noted. To avoid impeding wildlife movement, roadways and pipeline will be carried over 
drainages by bridges or wide “soft-bottomed” arched culvert systems.  

Response to RWQCB-6 
The portion of the drainages that are impacted versus not impacted are now indicated on Exhibit 
4.3-4 with measured linear distances of the impacted segments. No launch ramp is proposed to be 
constructed as a part of the Alternative Project.  

Response to RWQCB-7 
Comment noted. Consultation with the Regional Board Staff concerning any potential Section 401 
Certification issues will occur. 
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Response to RWQCB-8 
Comment noted. The comment does not raise any issue regarding the EIR and, therefore, no further 
response is required. 

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

Response to RWQCB-10 
A discussion of Regional Board Order No. R8-2010-0036 has replaced the discussion of Regional 
Board No. R8-2002-0012 and all text and appendices have been updated.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

Big Bear Municipal Water District (BBMWD) 
Response to BBMWD-1 through -3 
The commenter describes the regulations regarding launching from marinas in Big Bear Lake and 
suggests that the marina be removed. The developer has withdrawn his proposal to construct a 
launch ramp; therefore, the Project will not include any launch ramps. The Project proposes to 
construct a 55-slip private marina that will only be available to the homeowners within the tract. No 
launch ramp is included in the Project’s design. Homeowners wishing to launch boats for use on Big 
Bear Lake, or to access the private marina via water will need to use public launch ramps. This 
condition precludes the possibility of illegal and/or unsupervised launching of boats that could 
introduce invasive species to the lake. 
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Big Bear Watermaster (BBW) 
Response to BBW-1 
The potential impact of pumping Well FP-2 on the surface water in Big Bear Lake would be minimal. 
Well FP-2 produces groundwater from an aquifer system that is deeper than the bottom of Big Bear 
Lake and is separated from the lake bottom by multiple silt and clay layers. The top of perforations for 
Well FP-2 occur approximately 60 feet below ground surface (bgs) at an elevation of approximately 
6,686 feet above msl. The high surface water elevation in the lake is 6,743 feet above msl and the 
average depth of the lake is 30 feet (Big Bear Municipal Water District Website, 2012). Thus, the 
elevation of the bottom of Big Bear Lake is approximately 27 feet above the top of perforations for Well 
FP-2. The geologic log for Well FP-2 shows multiple silt and clay layers between the land surface and 
top of perforations (see 2020 Final EIR Appendix F). If the silt and clay layers extend beneath the lake, 
they would provide some hydraulic separation between the lake water and aquifer system. While it is 
possible that some vertical leakage could occur from the lake into the aquifer system of FP-2, the 
majority of groundwater produced by FP-2 would be from the aquifer underlying Subarea A. 

Response to BBW-2 
As with Well FP-2, the aquifer system in which Well FP-4 is perforated is not in direct hydraulic 
communication with Big Bear Lake. This well is further from the lake than FP-2 (approximately 600 
feet), with perforations that begin approximately 100 feet bgs. Pumping test data for Well FP-4 
shows that pumping this well at a sustained rate of 3.5 gallons per minute (gpm) results in 
approximately 2 feet of drawdown in the nearest private well, which is approximately 250 feet away. 
Thus, drawdown in the aquifer system beneath the lake would be significantly less than 2 feet and 
any induced vertical leakage of surface water from the lake into the aquifer, as a result of pumping 
FP-4, would be negligible.  

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

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

Response to BBW-3 
It is not possible, based on existing data and analyses, to estimate, with any certainty, the amount of 
water from the Lake that would ultimately be produced by FP-2 and FP-4. Given the available 
information, it is expected to be less than 50 percent of the total produced from Well FP-2 and 
significantly less, if any, from Well FP-4. For comparison, the total volume of Big Bear Lake during high 
water conditions is 73,370 acre-feet (BBMWD 2010). Thus, assuming 50 percent of water supplied to 
the development was a result of induced leakage into the wells from surface water in the lake (50 
percent of 14 acre-feet/year or 7 acre-feet/year), the percent reduction in lake volume would be 
approximately 0.0095 percent (less than 1/1000 of a percent). The assumed leakage into wells from Big 
Bear Lake would be approximately 0.05 percent (5/100 of a percent) of average annual lake inflow of 
14,700 acre-feet/year. For further comparison, the lake loses approximately 10,600 acre-feet/year to 
evaporation, which is approximately 1,500 times more than is estimated to be lost as a result of 
induced flow into the Moon Camp Development wells. Thus, the impact of groundwater pumping for 
the development on surface water resources in Big Bear Lake would be negligible. 
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Additionally, the May 1, 2009, letter report from Thomas Harder Groundwater Consulting, page 3 of 
11, describes his findings and concludes that: “The potential impact of pumping well FP-2 on the 
surface water in Big Bear Lake would be minimal” (Appendix F of this 2020 Final EIR). 

The analysis of pumping impacts is included in RRDEIR No. 1, Section 4.9, Utilities. 
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County of San Bernardino Special Districts Department (SDD) 
Response to SDD-1 
Comment noted. This comment does not raise any issue with the EIR and, therefore, no substantive 
response is necessary. 

Response to SDD-2 
Comment noted. Subsequent to the circulation of the RRDEIR No. 1, it was determined that it was 
infeasible to have County Service Area (CSA) 53C as the water supplier to the Project, due to the lack 
of water distribution facilities operated by CSA 53C in the area. This analysis of CSA 53C is provided 
in Section 4.9, Utilities, of the RRDEIR No. 1. By way of an Outside Service Agreement for Potable 
Water entered into between CSA 53C and the City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power, 
the Department of Water and Power will be the water supplier to the Project. 

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

Center of Biological Diversity (CBD) 
Response to CBD-1 
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Friends of Fawnskin, below. No additional comment is 
needed. 
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Friends of Big Bear Valley (FBBV) 
Response to FBBV-1 through -3 
In responding to this comment, it is assumed that the writer intended to report annual average 
precipitation in inches and not feet. It is further assumed that the precipitation record is from the Big 
Bear Dam precipitation station. The average annual precipitation for the same periods were 
independently confirmed using data from this precipitation station, compiled as calendar years. The 
results of this compilation are as follows: 

Table 2-1: Average Annual Precipitation  

Period Average Annual Precipitation (FOBBV) 
Average Annual Precipitation 

(This Study [inches]) 

125 year 39.00 36.78 

60 year 36.60 35.34 

50 year 36.84 35.29 

40 year 37.68 35.70 

30 year 35.76 34.49 

20 year 24.72 34.54 

 

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

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

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

Response to FBBV-4 and -5 
Treated sewage is not proposed as a source of water supply to the Project. The State of California 
currently does not allow treated sewage to be recharged into the Big Bear Groundwater Basin, this 
option therefore could not be considered as a possible source for domestic water supply. The City of 



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

 

 
2-64 FirstCarbon Solutions 

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

Big Bear Lake Department of Water, and Big Bear Area Regional Wastewater Agency are studying the 
possibility of future approvals of reusing treated sewage in Big Bear Valley. This information is 
available in the Bear Valley Water Sustainability Study (December 2016, Water Systems Consulting, 
Inc.) available at: https://www.bbldwp.com/archive.aspx.  

Response to FBBV-6 
The commenter provides a conclusive statement that does not raise an issue with the EIR. No further 
response is necessary. 
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Friends of Fawnskin (FOF (a)) 
Response to FOF (a)-1 and -2a 
The commenter requests the County of San Bernardino to extend the close of the public review 
period for adequate review. The County extended the public review period from May 19, 2010, to 
June 3, 2010, for the RRDEIR No. 1. No additional response is necessary.  
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Friends of Fawnskin (FOF (b)) 
Response to FOF (b)-1 
The commenter provides introductory remarks to preface the comment letter and does not raise any 
issue with the EIR. No substantive response is necessary. 

Response to FOF (b)-2 
The RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes the Proposed Alternative Project’s environmental impacts against the 
environmental baseline, not the impacts of the Original Proposed Project.  

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

Response to FOF (b)-3 
The RRDEIR No. 1 does relate impacts compared with the current site as well as compared with the 
Original Proposed Project (92 lots). The findings of less than significant throughout the RRDEIR No. 1 
are made related to the current status of the site. The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 1 
improperly minimizes the actual impacts to the proposed Project by comparing the impacts of the 
Proposed Alternative Project to those of the Original Proposed Project, not the existing environment 
as required by CEQA. In determining whether environmental impacts of a project are significant, an 
EIR is required to compare potential impacts of the Project with pre-project environmental 
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conditions, or the “environmental baseline” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)). The environmental 
baseline against which the Proposed Alternative Project’s potential environmental impacts are 
determined is the current, vacant condition of the property. Although the RRDEIR No. 1 does 
compare the identified impacts of the Proposed Alternative Project analyzed therein to the 
characteristics and impacts of the Original Proposed Project analyzed in the 2005 EIR, this 
comparison is in addition to the analysis included in the document analyzing the potential impacts of 
the Proposed Alternative Project. The RRDEIR No. 1 generally focuses on those impact areas where 
the 2005 EIR concluded the original Project would result in a significant impact (Biology, Aesthetics, 
Water Supply, Air Quality, Public Services and Utilities), as well as areas such as, Land Use, Noise and 
Traffic. Where changes in the existing environment (noise, traffic) or applicable law (land use) 
occurred since 2005, the County of San Bernardino believed it was important to include a detailed 
analysis to confirm that the impacts of the Proposed Alternative Project are still less than significant. 
Considering the Proposed Alternative Project is a variation of the reduced intensity alternative 
analyzed in the 2005 EIR, and considering the Proposed Alternative Project was specifically designed 
to reduce or eliminate specifically identified significant impacts resulting from implementation of the 
Original Proposed Project, County believed it was imperative that impacts to the Proposed 
Alternative Project be compared with those identified in the 2005 EIR to inform the reviewing public 
of the impact of the Proposed Alternative Project. The specific revisions to the Project design 
embodied in the Proposed Alternative Project directly result in a finding less than significant impact 
for several of the impact areas, including aesthetics, water supply, public utilities, and air quality. 
However, for each of those impact areas the RRDEIR No. 1 expressly provides an analysis of the 
potential impacts of the Proposed Alternative Project against the existing environmental baseline.  

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

Response to FOF (b)-4 
A public agency shall provide that measures to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the 
environment are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures. All 
mitigation measures for the project meet this standard. A broad statement that “mitigation 
proposed throughout the RRDEIR No. 1 are ‘paper’ mitigations” is not sufficiently specific so that the 
agency has the opportunity to evaluate and adequately respond. However, comments with specific 
examples of concern are provided below.  
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The Eagle Point Estates was a different developer, same landowner. In addition, the Eagle Point 
Tennis Courts were designed between perch trees and no trees were lost. The City approved the 
design and construction and was the responsible agency for the Eagle Point EIR and mitigation 
measures. All the perch trees that existed before the tennis courts are still alive and well. The 
“replacement perches” were artificial perches and were voluntarily installed to prove the concept. 
They were not required mitigations by the EIR/Tract approval. Unlike the vast majority of Conditions, 
Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&Rs), the mandated CC&Rs are fully enforceable by several entities, 
including San Bernardino County. Given that the CC&Rs are a mitigation measure, they cannot simply 
expire or be canceled. Moreover, the restrictions to be included in the CC&Rs are not the sole 
mechanism to mitigate impacts. While the comment generally discusses the efficacy of CC&Rs, no 
specific comment is made with regard to any specific mitigation measure or how the CC&Rs will be 
ineffective. Instead, a general comment is made that enforcement of other CC&Rs have been 
problematic. Such a comment is not sufficiently specific so that the agency has the opportunity to 
evaluate and adequately respond. 

Response to FOF (b)-5 
The FOF comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the RRDEIR No. 1 Biological Resources Section was recirculated in the 2011 RRDEIR No. 2. 
Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments provided on 
the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response 
to Comment document (which includes Sierra Club comments 1 through 23). 

Response to FOF (b)-6 
An active HOA will assure that all new homeowners/resale homeowners receive all the flyers and 
copies of the Mitigation Measures they are required to adhere to. These are mitigation measures 
that are used in connection with various other CEQA documents across the mountain and county. 

Response to FOF (b)-7 
The commenter argues that the EIR makes comparisons with laws in effect for both previous and 
current General Plan, whichever is in the best interest of the Developer. This comment misstates the 
analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1. The RRDEIR No. 1 analyzed the revised Project’s consistency 
with the 2007 General Plan and Development Code and not the General Plan and Development 
Code in existence prior to 2007. The RRDEIR No. 1 acknowledges that pursuant to County 
Development Code Section 81.01.090, Land Use Applications are to be processed pursuant to the 
provisions of the General Plan and Development Code in effect at the time the application was 
deemed complete (RRDEIR No. 1, at page 4.5-2). Because the County of San Bernardino accepted the 
Moon Camp application as complete prior to April 12, 2007 (the date of the adoption of the current 
General Plan), County Development Code Section 81.01.090 directs the County to consider the 
application under the prior version of the General Plan and Development Code. However, the 
RRDEIR No. 1 goes on to acknowledge that CEQA requires a lead agency to analyze whether a project 
is consistent with existing zoning, plans, or other applicable land use controls (RRDEIR No. 1, at page 
4.5-2). Accordingly, the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes whether the proposed Project is consistent with the 
existing General Plan and Development Code, not the prior version of the General Plan and 
Development Code in existence at the time the application was submitted. Therefore, the RRDEIR 



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

 

 
2-132 FirstCarbon Solutions 

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

No. 1 does not improperly analyze the Project’s consistency with the County General Plan and 
Development Code. 

Response to FOF (b)-8 
As noted in RRDEIR No. 1, Section 1.3.3 (pages 1 through 4), the comments provided during the 
public scoping process going as far back as 2002 were addressed. As such, the RRDEIR No. 1 
adequately addresses all the issues that were presented in the public scoping sessions.  

Response to FOF (b)-9 and -10 
A slope density legend is provided below, showing a 0 percent to 40 percent slope and the Project’s 
compliance with USFS slope density requirements for total area, percentage of total area, maximum 
allowed density and total units allowed on-site.  

 

Response to FOF (b)-11 
The FOF comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the RRDEIR No. 1 Biological Resources Section was recirculated in the 2011 RRDEIR No. 2. 
Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments provided on 
the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response 
to Comment document.  

Response to FOF (b)-12 
Surrounding property land use percentages include the following: 42 percent residential, 26 percent 
lakefront, and 32 percent USFS lands. In addition, the Tentative Tract Map has been designed as an 
extension of the existing land use pattern (i.e., neighboring single-family residential uses), but with 
much less density (minimum 7,200 square feet for neighboring lots and minimum 20,000 square feet 
for the Project). The Project offers a cohesively planned development, which would be subject to 
compliance with the County of San Bernardino’s administrative design guidelines and development 
standards specific to the BV/RS-20M District. The minimum lot size in the Project is 20,000 square 
feet; however, all of the proposed residential lots are at least 0.5 acre in size, with the average lot 
size of 0.90 acre, and 12 lots are over 1 acre in size.  

Response to FOF (b)-13 
The small, westernmost drainage is an on-site drainage area and was determined not to meet 
jurisdictional requirements (see Appendix C of the RRDEIR No. 1). FCS biologist Dennis Peterson 
visited the site on May 18, 2018, to verify and confirm that the jurisdictional delineation boundaries 



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

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 2-133 
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec02-00 Responses RDEIR No 1.docx 

have not changed. Please see Appendix E of this 2020 Final EIR for the memorandum dated May 28, 
2018, describing the site conditions during the jurisdictional delineation confirmation visit.  

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

Response to FOF (b)-15 
Installation of off-site water lines will be located within existing public streets and will be constructed 
in accordance with County of San Bernardino Code requirements. All referenced impacts are 
temporary and considered less than significant upon consistency with County Code requirements. In 
addition, the RRDEIR No. 1 provides mitigation measures (A-1a, A-1b, AQ-1, AQ-2, and NOI-1 
through NOI-4) to further reduce referenced temporary impacts to a level of less than significant. 

Response to FOF (b)-16 
The commenter notes a typographical error in RRDEIR No. 1 regarding project commencement date. 
This comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR and, therefore, no 
substantive response is necessary. 

Response to FOF (b)-17 and -18 
As outlined within Section 2, Project Description, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project will have a 
minimum lot size of 0.5 acre and an average lot size is 0.9 acre. Ultimately, as previously stated, the 
Tentative Tract Map has been designed as an extension of the existing land use pattern (i.e., 
neighboring single-family residential uses), but with much less density (minimum 7,200 square feet 
for neighboring lots and minimum 20,000 square feet for the Project). The Project offers a cohesively 
planned development, which would be subject to compliance with the County of San Bernardino’s 
administrative design guidelines and development standards specific to the BV/RS-20M District. The 
minimum lot size in the Project is 20,000 square feet; however, all of the proposed residential lots 
are at least 0.5 acre in size, with the average lot size of 0.90 acre, and 12 lots are over 1 acre in size.  

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

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

Response to FOF (b)-19 
The commenter states a quick survey was conducted regarding proposed homes disturbing the lake 
view; however, no such survey was provided as part of the comment letter. Without reviewing the 
referenced survey, it is not possible to provide a constructive response to the comment provided. 
However, as outlined within Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the revised Project differs 
substantially from the Original Proposed Project (2005 EIR) in the way it affects both the short range 
views and the long range views. The views in the Original Proposed Project were significantly 
disrupted by the introduction of 31 residences to the lakefront and along the highway. These 
residences were highly visible from the Lake, from the road, and in the viewshed of existing 
residences situated above. In contrast, the 2010-revised Project has eliminated the lakeshore 
residences and a number of lots on the north side of the highway by the introduction of almost 6 
acres of open space conservation easements and a minimum lot size of 0.5 acre. Another major 
difference between the Original Proposed Project and the Proposed Alternative Project is the 
removal of the highway realignment segment of the Original Proposed Project. The realignment 
would have dramatically affected the aesthetics, both by destroying the rural, undulating character 
of the scenic highway and by removal of significantly more trees to achieve the objective. Over 600 
trees were spared with the elimination of the realignment feature.  

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

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

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

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

Please see Response to FOF (b)-17 and -18. In addition, the County of San Bernardino Municipal 
Code provides maximum height and floor area ratio for buildings located within the BV/RS-20M 
District. The Proposed Alternative Project offers a cohesively planned development, which would be 
subject to compliance with the County’s administrative design guidelines and development 
standards specific to the BV/RS-20M District.  
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Response to FOF (b)-22 
The Big Bear Municipal Water District regulates Big Bear Lake and its docks. The District allows docks 
to be “wintered” in sheltered coves pursuant to existing regulations. 

Response to FOF (b)-23 
The commenter states that there is no enforcement procedures regarding long-term light and glare. 
Long-term light and glare enforcement procedures are included within the below mitigation 
measures, located within Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light and Glare of the RRDEIR No. 1, which include 
stricter control of light sources than provided by County of San Bernardino ordinances. To minimize 
light pollution, lighting in the project area will be directed downward, be fully shielded and will be 
the minimum amount necessary for safe operations. The following mitigation measures were 
developed in the December 2005 Final EIR and are included and modified as a result of the reduced 
density and redesign of the Proposed Alternative Project: 

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

 

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

 

• A-2c: Outside parking/storage areas associated with the boat dock activities shall be screened 
from view by the placement of landscaping and plantings which are compatible with the local 
environment and, where practicable, are capable of surviving with a minimum of maintenance 
and supplemental water. 

 

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

 

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

 
Long-Term Scenic Highway Impact Mitigation 

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

 

• A-3b: Prior to recordation of the tract map (and/or any ground disturbance, whichever occurs 
first), landscaping or revegetation plans for lettered lots shall be submitted to and approved 
by the San Bernardino County Planning Department. 
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Long-Term Light and Glare Impacts 
• A-4a: All exterior lighting shall be designed and located as to avoid intrusive effects on 

adjacent residential properties and undeveloped areas adjacent to the Project site. Low-
intensity street lighting and low-intensity exterior lighting shall be used throughout the 
development to the extent feasible. Lighting fixtures shall use shielding, if necessary to 
prevent spill lighting on adjacent off-site uses. 

 

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

 

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

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

 

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

 

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

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

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

Response to FOF (b)-25 
The commenter states Exhibit 4.1-4 and 4.1-6 underestimate the obstructed marina’s views due to 
non-inclusion of boats, boat trailers, and cars. No launch ramp or boat trailer parking will occur at 
the marina. In addition, the marina parking is for day use only and not for trailers. Further, Exhibits 
4.1-4 and 4.1-6 are provided as visual resources for the natural and cultural features of the 
environment that can be seen by the public, and influence the aesthetic appeal an area may have for 
viewers. The overall objective of Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light and Glare, is to describe existing 
landscape and visual resource conditions at the affected portions of the Project site and surrounding 
vicinity and to identify the impacts that could result from the implementation of the Proposed 
Alternative Project. Section 4.1 takes into consideration all potentially affected areas (including views 
from the shoreline to the National Forest) and mitigates those potential impacts to a level of less 
than significant.  
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Response to FOF (b)-26 
The commenter opines that the landscape buffer will take decades to grow and that the EIR does not 
consider this impact. Implementation of the landscaping within the Project site will not take decades 
to grow. As outlined within Section 4.1 of the RRDEIR No. 1, the intention of the landscape buffer is 
to be minimally obtrusive even in the closer views. Landscaping and plantings will not obstruct 
significant views, either when installed or when they reach maturity. The landscape buffer, coupled 
with the reduction of the overall density of the lots, helps blend the sparse development into the 
trees and natural landscape. In addition, the vegetation buffers shall be reflected on the master 
landscape plan submitted to and approved by the County of San Bernardino Land Use Services 
Department prior to the issuance of the first grading permit.  

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

Response to FOF (b)-28 
No streetlights are proposed or required. The only outdoor lighting is within the 50 lots, which are 
spread out over 62 acres, 1.25 acres per lot. Significantly, these would be less dense than the 
surrounding residential areas. Moreover, project development and design will have to comply with 
County lighting requirements to minimize impacts to night skies and surrounding residential uses. 
The Project will also be required to implement Mitigation Measures A-4a through A-4f (RRDEIR No. 
1, page 4.1-9, and 4.1-10) to reduce light and glare impacts to less than significant levels. 

Response to FOF (b)-29 
No lakefront lots are included in the Project. This completely maintains the entire lake view and views 
of the southerly ridgeline. The lake views are the most scenic views within the entire Project area. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-31 and -32 
The overall density of the Project is one lot per 1.25 acres. No lakefront homes are to be built. This is 
much less dense than the entire Fawnskin area it adjoins and this low-density provides a natural, 
open aesthetic for this area of the North Shore. 

Response to FOF (b)-33 and -34 
The commenter states implementation of the Project (new construction) will be a blight to the 
marina and the scenic byway corridor. Please see Response to FOF (b)-15. 

Response to FOF (b)-35 
As part of the Standard Conditions and Uniform Code, as outlined within Section 4.1 of the RRDEIR 
No. 1, the Project shall be designed to blend into the natural landscape and maximize visual 
attributes of the natural vegetation and terrain. Project design should also provide for the 
maintenance of a natural open space, which should be visible from the right-of-way. No additional 
response is necessary. 



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

 

 
2-138 FirstCarbon Solutions 

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

Response to FOF (b)-36 
The commenter states the current zoning of the site is intended to preserve the aesthetic resources 
of the area. Please see Response to SM&W-1.  

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

Response to FOF (b)-38 
The marina parking is for day use only and the launch ramp has been eliminated as a project 
component. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that there would be any trailer parking in the marina 
parking lot. Determining where and how many boat trailers will park in and near the Project site is 
speculative at this point. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-40 
There will be CC&Rs and deed restrictions prohibiting owners from cutting trees down that are 
marked and designated as a preserved resource. These provisions will be enforced by the HOA. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-42 
The commenter states the Project is contrary to the General Plan’s Scenic Highway Overlay. As 
outlined within Section 4.1 of the RRDEIR No. 1, the San Bernardino County General Plan lists several 
Goals, Policies, and Actions related to the Aesthetics for this Project and they will be incorporated 
into the development plan for this Project. The February 2007 Final Program EIR states that: 

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

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

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

 

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

 

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

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

 

• Development will be restricted along prominent ridgelines and hilltops. 
 

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

 

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

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

Response to FOF (b)-43 
The commenter states that there is no mitigation measure to enforce cars to park within the two-car 
garage. The CC&Rs will include the requirement that cars park within the two-garage. 

Response to FOF (b)-44 and b-45 
The commenter states that Mitigation Measures A-2a, A-2c, A-2d, and A-2e have no practical way of 
being enforceable. County of San Bernardino acknowledges its obligation under CEQA. County will 
adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which will provide enforcement mechanisms 
to ensure all applicable mitigation measures are implemented and monitored as part of Project 
development.  

Response to FOF (b)-46 
The commenter states that open space/preserved lots A through D will be impacted from 
implementation of landscape. The FOF comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day 
public review period. However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated 
within the 2011 RRDEIR No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological 
resource comments provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed 
within Section 3 of this Response to Comment document.  

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

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

MM BR-1a Prior to the initiation of clearing or grading activities on the Project site, a 
conservation easement shall be placed upon the 10-acre Dixie Lee Lane property. 
The conservation easement shall be in favor of a qualified California Department of 
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Fish and Wildlife approved conservation entity and shall be recorded in the San 
Bernardino County Recorder’s Office. The easement shall provide for the continued 
protection and preservation of the property through development of a Long-Term 
Management Plan (LTMP). The LTMP shall provide for the preservation, restoration, 
and enforcement of the Conservation Areas so that each area is maintained, and 
restored where needed, to its natural condition. The LTMP will also include 
documentation of baseline conditions, any needed site preparation, anticipated 
restoration/enhancement activities, a biological monitoring program, the creation of 
a set of success criteria for managing the site, anticipated maintenance activities, an 
annual reporting process, and a set of contingency or adaptive management 
measures to be implemented in case success criteria are not being met; to ensure 
that the implementation of the LTMP is fully funded, a Property Action Report (PAR) 
will be prepared that will document costs for site security, maintenance activities, 
site preparation, restoration/enhancements activities, biological monitoring, 
contingency measure and annual reporting. The costs identified in the PAR will be 
used to develop a non-wasting endowment that will ensure all costs will be available 
to establish the site, conduct any needed restoration and enhancements, and to 
fund reoccurring annual cost needed to manage the site in perpetuity. The 
easement shall, at a minimum, restrict all use of the property that has the potential 
to impact the quality of pebble plain soils and other valuable biological habitat, 
including the occurrences of the Federally Threatened ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. 
The property shall be fenced and signs shall be placed on the fencing indicating the 
sensitive nature of the property habitat and warning that any entry would be 
prosecuted as a trespass. Project proponent shall also create a perpetual, non-
wasting endowment for the management and preservation of the mitigation 
property. The management entity will be approved by the CDFG. 

MM BR-1b Prior to the initiation of clearing or grading activities on the Project site, the 5.389.1-
acre on-site conservation easements (including Lot-A and Lot-H)covering Lots A, B, C, 
D, and H shall be established. The conservation easement shall be in favor of a 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife approved qualified conservation entity 
and shall be recorded in the San Bernardino County Recorder’s Office. The easement 
shall provide for the continued protection and preservation of the American Bald 
Eagle and Rare Plant habitat through development of a Long-Term Management 
Plan (LTMP). The LTMP shall provide for the preservation, restoration, and 
enforcement of the Conservation Areas so that each area is maintained, and 
restored where needed, to its natural condition. The LTMP will also include 
documentation of baseline conditions, any needed site preparation, anticipated 
restoration/enhancement activities, a biological monitoring program, the creation of 
a set of success criteria for managing the site, anticipated maintenance activities, an 
annual reporting process, and a set of contingency or adaptive management 
measures to be implemented in case success criteria are not being met; to ensure 
that the implementation of the LTMP is fully funded, a PAR will be prepared that will 
document costs for site security, maintenance activities, site preparation, 
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restoration/enhancements activities, biological monitoring, contingency measure 
and annual reporting. The costs identified in the PAR will be used to develop a non-
wasting endowment that will ensure all costs will be available to establish the site, 
conduct any needed restoration and enhancements, and to fund reoccurring annual 
cost needed to manage the site in perpetuity. The easement shall, at a minimum, 
restrict all use of the property that has the potential to impact Bald Eagle perch 
trees, the quality of pebble plain soils and other valuable biological habitat, 
including the occurrences of the Federally Threatened ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. 
The property shall be fenced and signs shall be placed on the fencing indicating the 
sensitive nature of the property habitat and warning that any entry would be 
prosecuted as a trespass. The easement shall provide for the continued protection 
and preservation of the property. The easement shall, at a minimum, restrict all use 
of the property that has the potential to impact the occurrences of the Federally 
Threatened ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. Project proponent shall also create a 
perpetual, non-wasting endowment for the management and preservation of the 
mitigation property. The management entity will be approved by the CDFG. 

MM BR-1c The Project Applicant shall take the following actions to further ensure the 
permanent preservation of the Conservation Areas (Lot A and Lot H): 

• Except for access by residents to Lot B & C between April 1 and December 1, 
Rrestrict access by pedestrians and motor vehicles to the Conservation Areas. The 
Conservation Areas shall be secured through installation of fencing or other 
barriers to prevent access to Conservation Areas. Barriers shall be installed prior 
to commencement of any construction activities on-site. The Project Applicant 
shall also include provisions in the CC&Rs for the Project instituting penalties to 
residents who violate the restrictions and cause any damage to the protected 
plant habitat and Bald Eagle perch trees.  

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

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

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

• Development may not change the natural hydrologic conditions of the Conservation 
Areas. All grading plans shall be reviewed by the County to ensure hydrologic 
conditions of the conservation lands are not adversely changed by development. 
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• The Project Applicant or aAppointed cConservation eEntity shall monitor 
Conservation Areas on a periodic basis to ensure invasive, non-native species are 
not present. All non-nature invasive plant species shall be removed from 
Conservation Areas. 

• Fuel modification zones and programs shall not be implemented in Lots A and H. 
• The Conservation Entity shall prepare an annual biological monitoring report 

identifying the current status of the rare plant species and any necessary actions 
to further enhance and protect the habitat. 

• The Conservation Entity shall conduct routine monitoring of rare plant resources 
on Lot A and H. The occurrence of non-native species outbreaks, or other 
examples of ecological disturbance as a result of indirect impacts of development 
in and around Lots A and H shall be reported in the annual biological monitoring 
reports and remedial action shall be recommended and implemented by the 
Conservation Entity. 

 
MM BR-1d Construction to the rear portions of Lots 47, 48, 49, and 50 shall be restricted by 

means of building envelopes or building setback lines to prevent construction in the 
occupied ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat, wherever feasible.  

Response to FOF (b)-47 
The commenter states an analysis should be required for consistency with County of San Bernardino 
dark sky ordinance. Please see Response to FOF (b)-23. In addition, the Project is conditioned to 
comply with County Code Section 83.07.040, Glare and Outdoor Lighting—Mountain and Desert 
Regions. 

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

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

Response to FOF (b)-50 
CSA 53C will not be the water supplier for the Project. As the commenter notes, CSA 53C does not 
currently maintain and operate potable water facilities in the Fawnskin area. Because of the 
impracticability of having CSA 53C provide water to the Project, CSA 53C and Big Bear Department of 
Water and Power entered into an Outside Service Agreement for Potable Water Service dated 
November 17, 2015, whereby the Department of Water and Power has agreed to provide water 
service to the Project site. 

Response to FOF (b)-51 
The commenter questions the use of fireplaces within the Project. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR 
No.1, page 4.2-38), in particular, prohibits open-hearth fireplaces and permits only EPA Phase II 
certified fireplaces and wood stoves, pellet stoves, and natural gas fireplaces. The use of certified 
fireplaces and stoves will significantly increase the heating efficiency of fireplaces and reduce the 
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amount of smoke particles and toxics emitted into the air compare to an ordinary open-hearth 
fireplace present in many homes in the neighboring area. See Response to Pitts 12 for additional 
related information.  

Response to FOF (b)-52 
The commenter questions enforcement measures on Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR No.1, page 
4.2-38). Please see Response to Pitts 2. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-54 
The commenter questions the baseline used within the air quality and related EIR analysis. Please 
see Response to FOF (b)-2 

Response to FOF (b)-55 
The commenter states that mitigation measures within the Air Quality Section are essentially 
toothless. Please see Response to Pitts 10.  

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

Response to FOF (b)-57 
The generator mentioned on page ES 11 is not needed due to the construction of a natural gas 
generating plant at Bear Valley Electric’s (BVE’s) Garstin Yard location. The generator mentioned on 
page E 8 is not constructed as a part of the preferred Water Service Alternative #2. This generator is 
only constructed if Water Service Alternative #3 is constructed. As a part of that Alternative, the 
generator is only used when BVE’s power to the Project area is temporarily disrupted. Under those 
conditions, impacts to Air Quality are not significant. 

Response to FOF (b)-58 through -95 
The FOF comment letter was received during RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. However, 
the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within the 2011 RRDEIR No. 2. 
Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments provided on 
the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response 
to Comment document. 

Response to FOF (b)-96 
Groundwater level declines referenced on Pg. 4.4-2 were measured in the City of Big Bear Lake 
Department of Water and Power’s Division Well No. 6. The groundwater level decline observed in 
these wells is a result of pumping the wells and may also reflect hydrologic (i.e., precipitation) 
conditions, depending on the period of observation. These wells are on the eastern end of the North 
Shore Hydrologic Subunit and are not in direct hydraulic connection with the aquifers beneath North 
Shore Subarea A and Grout Creek Subarea D. Historical groundwater levels observed in Well FP-2 and 
other wells in the Grout Creek Subunit are stable and have not varied significantly from historical 
high levels. 
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Response to FOF (b)-97 
The drainage outlet structures would be monitored and maintained by the homeowners association 
as part of its maintenance obligations under the CC&Rs. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-99 
Bioretention basins will be constructed by the developer at each lot. Homeowners will be 
responsible for the minimal maintenance that the basins require. These are design requirements 
that will be enforced by the County of San Bernardino during the construction plan review process. 

Response to FOF (b)-100 
Contrary to commenter’s assertions, the Project is designed to preserve existing site drainage to the 
extent possible. As discussed on page 4.4-7 of the RRDEIR No. 1, “Post-project runoff flows are 
proposed to generally remain in the existing drainage pattern, with culverts crossings occurring at 
low points along the highway….” The post-development drainage pattern will remain largely 
unchanged in both location and quantity. 

Response to FOF (b)-101 
Seeding and planting for erosion control will not occur within sensitive plant areas. There are no 
sensitive plants in the open space parcel below the highway. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-103 through -105 
This comment appears to address two separate issues: 1) comparison of the long-term average 
annual recharge of the North Shore Subunit with annual groundwater discharge (i.e., pumping) from 
the subunit and 2) short-term groundwater level trends in one portion of the North Shore Subunit. 
Groundwater level trends are a function of both groundwater pumping and available recharge from 
precipitation. The groundwater level trends described for the eastern portion of the subunit are 
likely associated with pumping near the perennial yield for that area during a period of below 
normal precipitation. In either case, the referenced area is not in direct hydraulic communication 
with the aquifers associated with the Project. In addition, no significant groundwater level declines 
have been observed in wells in the Grout Creek Hydrologic Subunit. Please see Thomas Harder 
Groundwater Consulting response, pages 20 and 21, appended to Response to Comment SM&W 72 
for additional related information. 

Response to FOF (b)-106 
The developer is subject to regulatory and statutory performance standards that protect water 
quality during construction activities. The developer will be required to obtain coverage under the 
Construction General NPDES permit, which requires implementation of a number of BMPs to protect 
water quality. 
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Response to FOF (b)-107 through FOF (b)-110 
The commenter provides conclusive statement that does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy 
of the EIR.  

Response to FOF (b)-111 through -122 
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1 
house per 0.5 acre. The commenter requests a valid reason for changing the zoning, when there is 
sufficient infrastructure and if the change is in the best interest of the public. No lakefront lots are 
included in the Project. This completely maintains the entire lake view and views of the southerly 
ridgeline. The views from the lake are the most scenic views within the entire Project area. The 
minimum lot size is 0.5 acre. The average lot size is 0.9 acre. Fifty lots on 62 acres equates to 1.25 
acres per lot. A total of 9.8 percent (6.12 acres) of the entire Project (62.43 acres), is natural open 
space that is visible from the scenic highway. In addition, see Response to SM&W-1 and SM&W-4 for 
a response regarding zoning consistency for the Project site.  

Response to FOF (b)-123 
The Geoscience report “Focused Geohydrologic Evaluation of the Maximum Perennial Yield of the 
North Shore and Grout Creek Hydrologic Subunit Tributary Subareas” (Geoscience 2003a) was 
prepared because previous estimates of the perennial yield of the North Shore Hydrologic Subunit 
addressed the subunit in whole and did not account for the fact that the east side of this relatively 
long subunit is hydrologically separated from the west side. This was significant because pumping on 
the east side accounted for most of the perennial yield. Geoscience 2003a divided the North Shore 
Hydrologic Subunit into six individual tributary subareas (A through F) and provided a basis for 
evaluating groundwater pumping and recharge for smaller portions of the North Shore Subunit that 
were not in direct hydraulic connection with the eastern portion (Subarea F) where most of the 
pumping has historically occurred. The perennial yield of Tributary Subarea A has not been fully 
utilized and the shallow groundwater levels in this portion of the North Shore Subunit indicate that 
this area is not in overdraft. In addition to Geoscience 2003a, pumping tests have been conducted 
since 2004 on Well FP-2 and FP-4 to provide an analysis of the hydrogeologic conditions in the area 
and the potential impacts from pumping on existing wells and groundwater resources. These 
analyses, based on available data, are sufficient to conclude that there are adequate groundwater 
resources to support the Project. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-124 
See Response to FOF (b)-123. 
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Response to FOF (b)-125 
The commenter states the EIR does not provide a slope analysis in comparison to the Project’s 
proposed uses. Please see Response to FOF (b)-9 and 10. 

Response to FOF (b)-126 
The adjoining lakeshore includes a Project provided 0.82-acre public access area with 891 lineal feet 
of public lake access. The adjoining USFS land abuts 16 Moon Camp low-density parcels that are 0.6 
acre up to 2.7 acres in size. 

Response to FOF (b)-127 
The commenter states Exhibit 2-4 incorrectly portrays the Project’s 100-foot fuel modification zone. 
Descriptions within Section 4.5, Land Use, contains a typographical error stating Exhibit 2-4 
incorrectly portrays the Project’s 100-foot fuel modification zone. Section 4, Errata of this response 
to comment corrects the typographical error. The revision and minor modification to the document 
do not result in any new significant environmental impacts of the Project or substantial increases in 
the severity of any environmental impact identified in the Draft EIR. Further, the current version of 
the revised Tract Map accurately designates the Fuel Modification Zone.  

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

Response to FOF (b)-129 
The FOF comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within the 2011 
RRDEIR No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments 
provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of 
this Response to Comment document. In addition, see Response to WINCH (b)-5 for wildfire hazards 
and setbacks. Further, see Response to SM&W-1 for information on water supply and infrastructure.  

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

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

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

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

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

Response to FOF (b)-135 
See Response to WINCH (b)-5 for discussion of wildfire hazards and setbacks. 
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Response to FOF (b)-136 
The commenter provides a conclusive statement that does not raise any issue concerning the EIR’s 
adequacy. No further response is necessary.  

Response to FOF (b)-137 
The comment states that the Section 4.6 of RRDEIR No. 1 focuses on changes from a previously project 
to the revised project. No comment is necessary as the RRDEIR No. 1, in evaluating the environmental 
impacts, addresses the existing conditions, not a previously project. The noise section evaluates the 
“existing noise levels” against the project. Please refer to Appendix D of the RRDEIR No. 1. 

Response to FOF (b)-138 
Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1 contains a comprehensive analysis of noise impacts resulting from 
the Project. The commenter correctly notes that part of the analysis includes a determination of 
impacts from additions of project traffic along area roadways. The analysis concludes that impacts 
related to traffic-related noise generated by the Project would be less than significant. The 
commenter asserts that analysis of traffic-related noise impacts on roadways located farther from 
the Project site and the community of Fawnskin are of little value. Comment noted. Roadways 
located farther from the Project site, such as North Shore Drive at Stanfield Cutoff and Big Bear 
Boulevard at Stanfield Cutoff, were analyzed because these roadways currently have higher existing 
traffic trips. 

Response to FOF (b)-139 
The commenter asserts that the noise analysis conducted for the Project fails to analyze noise 
impacts on the Forest Service campgrounds. As noted by the commenter, the Forest Service 
campgrounds are a significant distance from the Project site. Based on attenuation of sound when 
receiver is farther away from the source of the noise, construction and operational impacts on the 
Forest Service campgrounds will be negligible. As concluded in the RRDEIR No. 1, construction and 
operational noise impacts of the Project will be less than significant. 

Response to FOF (b)-140 
The commenter asserts that the noise analysis was deficient because it fails to take into account 
noise generated by boats using the marina. Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes potential noise 
impacts from watercraft use, including boats and jet skis, that may be using the Project’s marina. The 
analysis concluded that existing watercraft noise levels for a ski-boat were 46 to 59 A-weighted 
decibel (dBA) at 100 feet and a jet-ski was 103 dBA at 80 feet with an outboard motor on a fishing 
boat reaching noise levels of approximately 100 dBA. Big Bear Municipal Water District estimates 
that daily use of boats on the lake is approximately 106 with peak day average use being 207 on the 
weekends. The Project will result in the development of a 55-slip marina that could potentially add 
additional watercraft in proximities to the existing Fawnskin community. Where the proposed marina 
is located, there are no residential sensitive receptors within 300 feet of the marina. Therefore, even 
assuming the sound levels of watercraft as stated above, the noise attenuation resulting from the 
distance between the marina and residential uses would result in impacts being less than significant.  

Response to FOF (b)-141 
The commenter asserts the construction noise analysis is defective because the analysis only focuses 
on roadway construction activities and not the construction of individual residential units. The 
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RRDEIR No. 1 and associated Noise Impact analysis included in Appendix D, focus on maximum 
potential impacts to the Project in determining whether there is a potentially significant impact 
under CEQA. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the analysis looks at noise impacts from each 
phase of the development, including the development of the individual residential units and 
acknowledges that there would be short-term impacts to residential uses along Canyon Road and 
southeast of the Project site across SR-38. However, the analysis concludes the impacts will be 
temporary in nature and, with compliance with County of San Bernardino Codes regarding 
construction activities and Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-4 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.6-16), 
impacts can be reduced to less than significant levels. 

Response to FOF (b)-142 
At this time, ultimate buildout of the Project and exact construction schedule will be based on 
market-driven factors unknown at this time. However, the noise analysis does analyze hypothetical 
developments of the Project and reaches conclusions regarding potential impacts of developing 
individual uses within the Project site.  

Response to FOF (b)-143 
The noise analysis does identify the location of sensitive receptors such as residential uses in the 
Fawnskin community, residential uses southeast of the Project site across SR-38, as well as other 
sensitive uses in the general project vicinity, as identified in Table 4.6-2 of the RRDEIR No. 1. The 
Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated in 2011 and, therefore, any 
comments regarding impacts to Biological Resources will not be responded to here. 

Response to FOF (b)-144 
The commenter recites and interprets the County of San Bernardino Code regarding noise impacts 
this general statement does not raise any issue regarding the EIR’s adequacy and, therefore, no 
further response is necessary. 

Response to FOF (b)-145 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1 compares the 
project and analyzes its impact with regard to the existing environmental baseline. The analysis does 
not compare the proposed project with the Project as analyzed in the original EIR. Any discussion 
and comparison between the two iterations of the Project are for informational purposes only and 
are not the basis of any significance determinations. 

Response to FOF (b)-146 
The construction impact analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes potential impacts on 
adjacent sensitive receptors, such as residents in the adjacent community of Fawnskin along Canyon 
Drive and residential uses southeast of the Project site across SR-38. The analysis specifically focuses 
on construction impacts at the sensitive receptors in determining the significance of the impact. The 
season or time of year during which construction activity takes place is immaterial in that the 
identified closest sensitive receptors to the Project site remain year-round and form the basis of the 
analysis. The exact schedule of construction is speculative at this point and therefore has not been 
specifically determined. The noise analysis analyzes the worst-case construction scenario, which 
includes construction of those portions of the Project that are the closest to existing sensitive 
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receptors. Any construction activity that is further away from the sensitive receptors, due to noise 
attenuation, would be less intense than the impacts analyzed in the RRDEIR No. 1.  

Response to FOF (b)-147 
The commenter suggests analyzing additional equipment to be used in construction activity, 
including saws and drills. Table 4.6-6 includes a list of typical construction equipment utilized in this 
type of development and, the County of San Bernardino believes forms a reasonable basis for the 
assumptions used in the construction portion of the noise analysis. 

Response FOF (b)-148 
The commenter asserts that the construction noise analysis should analyze potential impacts on the 
recreational areas adjacent to the Lake, in addition to the residential sensitive receptors. The 
analysis does indicate noise levels for various distances from the Project site. However, when, where, 
and how many visitors are going to visit to use recreational areas adjacent to the Project site is 
speculative. The analysis included in the EIR contains sufficient information regarding construction 
noise impacts to the important decision-maker of the impacts to the Project pursuant to the 
mandates of CEQA. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to FOF (b)-158 
Please see Response to FOF (b)-140 through FOF (b)-148. 
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Response to FOF (b)-159 
Consistent with the commenter’s comment, the Project will be subject to a recorded set of CC&Rs 
that will be enforceable by the Project’s HOA, the County of San Bernardino, and in some instances, 
the Conservation Entity that holds the conservation easement for the conservation areas of the 
Project. 

Response to FOF (b)-160 
As indicated in Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project will not result in a significant noise 
impact due to construction activities. Therefore, a restriction on periods of construction activity is 
not required to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. Compliance with existing County 
regulations governing liable construction periods are adequate. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-162 
As indicated in Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1, the inclusion of the proposed marina and parking lot 
will not result in noise impacts to sensitive receptors that exceed applicable thresholds of 
significance and, therefore, no significant impact will result. Accordingly, removal of the parking lot 
and marina are not warranted in this instance. 

Response to FOF (b)-163 
The commenter requests limiting the marina/parking lot hours of operation to 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. in 
order to minimize impacts on neighboring properties. The nearest neighboring property is Lot 39 
within the subdivision, which is over 100 feet from the parking lot and over 200 feet from the 
marina. The nearest existing improved neighboring lot is over 200 feet from the marina and over 400 
feet from the parking lot. Marinas on Big Bear Lake traditionally have two main types of users: (1) 
fishermen who may use the parking lot and marina in the early morning and evening hours, and (2) 
recreational boaters who mainly use the parking lot and marina during the daytime hours. There are 
no hourly restrictions on any of the existing Big Bear Lake marinas. The CC&Rs will include a section 
that discusses how the subdivision’s property owners can minimize the noise they create as they 
leave and return to the marina. 

Response to FOF (b)-164 
The commenter questions why the noise analysis does not analyze impacts on residential uses and 
recreational campground uses. Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1 does analyze potential impacts on 
sensitive residential receptors, as well as recreational uses, such as the campgrounds. 

Response to FOF (b)-165 
The noise analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes potential noise impacts from additional 
traffic generated by the project. The analysis analyzes additional traffic noise levels at Stanfield 
Cutoff and along Big Bear Boulevard, primarily because these roadways currently exhibit the highest 
number of daily trips and, therefore, the highest traffic noise levels in the Project area. Additional 
traffic on these roadways is most likely to result in potentially significant increases in ambient noise 
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level due to the relatively high ambient noise level in the area when compared with the roadways in 
the vicinity of the Project site where ambient noise levels are relatively low. 

Response to FOF (b)-166 
Contrary to commenter’s assertions, the noise analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes 
potential noise impacts on the closest sensitive receptors to the Project site, which include single-
family residential uses adjacent to the northwest boundary of the Project site, along Canyon Drive 
and Flicker Drive. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-168 
The commenter questions the justification of including the marina as a project component. This 
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR and, therefore, no further 
response is required. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-170 
The Biological Resource Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated in 2011, and, therefore, 
comments regarding the adequacy of the Biological Resource section of the RRDEIR No. 1 will not be 
responded to here. 

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

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

Response to FOF (b)-173 
With regard to construction noise levels, the analysis focuses on whether the Project would result in 
an exceedance of an applicable threshold of significance; in this instance, the County of San 
Bernardino standard for noise impacts at sensitive land uses, such as the adjacent residential uses. 
This analysis does not focus on the existing ambient environment but merely whether the sound 
introduced by the construction activities would reach levels that exceed applicable standards. With 
regard to traffic noise generated by the project, the analysis does consider the ambient noise 
environment in determining whether the addition of traffic would result in a temporary or 
permanent increase in the ambient noise environment. The analysis included in Section 4.6 of the 
RRDEIR No. 1 concluded that additional traffic noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Response to FOF (b)-174 
The Biological Resource Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated in 2011. Any comments 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis included in the Biological Resource section will not be 
responded to here. 
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Response to FOF (b)-175 
Please see Response to FOF (b)-160. 

Response to FOF (b)-176 
The commenter is incorrect in her interpretation of Table 4.6-3. Table 4.6-3 in the RRDEIR No. 1 looks 
at traffic noise emanating from project-related traffic along Northshore Drive, west of Stanfield 
Cutoff, which is where the Project site is located. 

Response to FOF (b)-177 
In comparing the noise analysis for this Project, the County of San Bernardino felt it was appropriate 
to apply the general County noise standards as applicable to residential land uses anywhere in the 
County. The County believes it is not appropriate to differentiate between types of residential uses, 
thereby providing greater protection for some over others. 

Response to FOF (b)-178 
Please see Response to FOF (b)-178. Moreover, this requirement will be included in the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted by the County of San Bernardino should the Project be 
approved. Examples of ineffective enforcement of similar restrictions in CC&Rs for other projects is not 
substantial evidence that such restriction cannot be validly and adequately enforced for this Project. 

Response to FOF (b)-179 
The commenter disagrees with the characterization of the marina as included in the RRDEIR No. 1. 
Comment noted. This comment does not raise any issue with the adequacy of the EIR and, 
therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to FOF (b)-180 
The commenter asserts that the cumulative noise impacts of the proposed marina was not 
adequately addressed. No launch ramp or boat trailer parking will occur at the marina. In addition, 
the marina parking is for day use only and not for trailers. Therefore, the only cumulative impact of 
the Project with other proposed projects in the area would be related to vehicular traffic on local 
roadways and operation of watercraft on the lake. Cumulative traffic noise impacts were analyzed in 
the RRDEIR No.1 and were shown to result in a less than significant increase on local roadways under 
cumulative year 2025 conditions. Noise impacts from project-related watercraft operations are 
regulated by the Water District’s rules and regulations, and the Harbor and Navigational Code 654. 
The analysis shows that even with the conservative analysis of assuming the weekend usage factor 
of 9 percent, the Project would not result in a significant increase in the number of boats operating 
at any time on the lake. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not result in the exceedance 
of applicable standards, nor result in a significant permanent increase in ambient noise levels and 
project-related cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

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

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

Response to FOF (b)-183 
The analysis in the RRDEIR No. 1 concluded that construction activities on-site would not result in a 
significant impact to adjacent residential uses due to vibration. Because of the low likelihood of any 
potential impacts from vibration emanating from project constructions activities, no mitigation 
measures for vibration impacts are included or recommended to be included as part of the Project. 

Response to FOF (b)-184 
The commenter merely disagrees with the RRDEIR No. 1 conclusion regarding the significance of 
potential noise impacts on adjacent sensitive receptors. Comment noted. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-186 
Mitigation measures will be included in a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted by 
the County of San Bernardino if the Project is approved. The County will ensure that there are 
mechanisms in place for enforcement and would be the enforcing agency should there be a breach 
for failure to comply with any of the mitigation measures. 

Response to FOF (b)-187 
Construction of the off-site infrastructure necessary to support the Project was concluded in the 
analysis of potential noise impacts in Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1. Please also see Response to 
FOF (b)-173. 

Response to FOF (b)-188 
As indicated in page 4.6-12 of the RRDEIR No. 1, “As discussed in Section 4.6-1 above, even though 
Proposed Alternative project grading activity would be limited to the construction of the interior 
streets and infrastructure and no grading of individual lots is proposed, for the purposes of 
determining the reasonably foreseeable impacts associated with full construction, this analysis 
assumes the construction of the future homes.” Accordingly, construction of the homes was included 
in the analysis. 

Response to FOF (b)-189 
The analysis included in Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1 related to project-related traffic noise 
focuses on the increase in the ambient noise level as a result of the addition of project-related traffic 
trips. The analysis shows that in the area of the Project site, the additional project-related traffic 
trips would increase by 0.42 dBA, which is below the threshold of significance for project-related 
noise impacts. Therefore, whether the average daily trips or weekend peak hour trips are utilized in 
the analysis, the impact is less than significant. 
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Response to FOF (b)-190 
The commenter makes a summary comment questioning the noise analysis included in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to FOF (b)-191 through FOF (b)-206 
See Response to SM&W-1 and SM&W-4 for a response regarding zoning consistency for the Project 
site. In addition, see Response to WINCH (b)-5 for wildfire hazards and setbacks. Further, see 
Response to SM&W-1 for information on water supply and infrastructure. 

Response to FOF (b)-207 
As indicated within Section 4.7, Public Services, of the RRDEIR No. 1, anticipated police calls that may 
occur include increased burglar alarm calls, general criminal investigations, missing or lost persons, 
emergency medical calls, thefts of boats, and vandalism. Although there would be an incremental 
need for increased police service, it is not anticipated that Proposed Alternative Project 
implementation would require any new police facilities. Each homeowner will be required to pay 
property taxes and development impact fees based on then-current rates. The Proposed Alternative 
Project’s increase in demand for police services would be offset through project related fees and 
taxes. The additional service calls required by the Project will not be substantial enough to require 
the construction of new facilities that could cause a significant environmental impact. Therefore, 
impacts to law enforcement services are expected to be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are proposed. 

Response to FOF (b)-208 
As indicated within Section 4.9, Utilities, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project would result in an 
increased demand for infrastructure service. However, the Project Applicant will construct and fund 
all infrastructure related to the Proposed Alternative Project. In addition, the future residents of the 
site will pay monthly user fees that offset the cost of service and maintenance. Therefore, the 
impacts are considered less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-210 
Based upon the Traffic Impact Analysis conducted for the Project, the existing curve radius of the 
State Highway (which is required to remain as a part of the Project) design provides proper sight 
distance for the Project. In addition, Caltrans will issue a permit to construct the proposed road 
improvements, which will include the design of the two intersections, turning movements, signage 
and striping.  

Response to FOF (b)-211 
This comment states that the RRDEIR No. 1 uses traffic measurements for the entire valley as the 
existing condition from which to calculate increases due to this project. This comment is not 
sufficiently specific so that the agency has the opportunity to evaluate and adequately respond. The 
traffic study properly uses the existing conditions in the localized study area to assess impacts. This 
includes utilization of existing traffic along area roadways and the impact of the addition of 
projected project related traffic trips.  
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Response to FOF (b)-212 
The commenter states that Marina Point was omitted from the Cumulative Projects list and, 
therefore, the Cumulative Impacts Analysis. Marina Point has been added to the updated Cumulative 
Projects List as shown in the Errata. 

Response to FOF (b)-213 
The commenter states that the Big Bear Disposal Transfer Facility was not included in the Cumulative 
Projects listing. The Transfer Facility is east of Division Drive, over 5 miles to the east of the Project 
site and does not increase traffic in the vicinity of the Project. As shown in the Errata, the updated 
Cumulative Projects List shows a 66 percent reduction in the amount of Cumulative Projects due to 
the downturn in the economy since the original Cumulative Projects Analysis was performed. As a 
result of the above facts, the Transfer Station will not increase the Cumulative Impacts. 

Response to FOF (b)-214 
CEQA requires consideration of all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
cumulative impacts analysis. There are a number of existing undeveloped subdivided lots in the Big 
Bear Valley area. However, the majority of these lots were created long ago and have yet to be 
developed. Under the circumstances, it is not reasonable to assume these lots will all be developed 
within the foreseeable future. Otherwise, the EIR would present an unreasonable view of the 
projects cumulative impact. 

Response to FOF (b)-215 
Big Bear Valley’s occupancy rate is 33 percent permanent residents and 67 percent part-time 
residents. Occupancy of the similar Eagle Point Estates Tract is 17 percent permanent occupancy and 
83 percent part-time occupancy. Therefore, the total patrons to park within the local post office will 
be minimal and impacts will remain less than significant.  

Response to FOF (b)-216 
The comment appears to suggest that the addition of 50 residences in Big Bear Valley will increase 
the amount of supplies that retail establishments must obtain as inventory and, therefore, an 
increase of truck traffic will result. The Project’s cumulative impact on traffic and circulation is less 
than significant and will not result in a significant cumulative impact. There is no evidence to suggest 
that any increase of truck trips will increase as the result of the proposed development. 

Response to FOF (b)-217 
Based upon the Traffic Impact Analysis conducted for the Project, the existing curve radius of the 
State Highway (which is required to remain as a part of the Project) design provides proper sight 
distance for the Project. In addition, Caltrans will issue a permit to construct the proposed road 
improvements, which will include the design of the two intersections, turning movements, signage, 
and striping. 

Response to FOF (b)-218 
The launch ramp has been eliminated from the project design and, therefore, no boat trailer parking 
will occur at the marina. 
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Response to FOF (b)-219 
Signalized intersections currently exist within the Project area analyzed within the TIA. 
Implementation of the proposed Traffic Signal would be consistent with Project area traffic signals 
and would be constructed in accordance with County of San Bernardino Code. Therefore, aesthetic 
impacts would remain less than significant.  

Response to FOF (b)-220 and FOF (b)-221 
The Project’s traffic volumes for all future conditions were estimated using the manual approach. 
The trip generation calculation is based on the “Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation 
Rates.” The project trip distribution was developed from a select zone run of the “San Bernardino 
Mountain Model” and was reviewed by the County of San Bernardino staff. The project only traffic 
forecasts have been generated by applying the trip generation, distribution and traffic assignment 
calculations, consistent with County Congestion Management Plan guidelines.  

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

Response to FOF (b)-222 
Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to include a description of the physical 
environmental conditions in the area of a project that exist at the time that the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) is circulated. These environmental conditions normally constitute the baseline 
physical conditions relative to which the CEQA lead agency evaluates the change in conditions that 
would result from project implementation. The NOP for this Draft EIR was issued on February 27, 
2002. Therefore, environmental conditions analyzed within the 2007 TIA represent a more current 
baseline than required by Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Response to FOF (b)-223 
Turning lanes currently exist within the Project area analyzed within the TIA. Implementation of the 
proposed turning lanes would be consistent with Project area turning lanes and would be 
constructed in accordance with County Code. Therefore, aesthetic or biological impacts would 
remain less than significant.  

Response to FOF (b)-224 
The project is anticipated to address direct impacts through the construction of off-site 
improvements as conditioned by the County of San Bernardino Impact Fee Program, and contribute 
toward the funding and construction of transportation improvements necessary to address 
cumulative traffic impacts through either the construction of off-site improvements, payment of 
fees, or on a fair share basis as directed by the County of San Bernardino Impact Fee Program. As 
such, payment of both direct or cumulative traffic impacts and associated mitigation measures are 
consistent with the County of San Bernardino Impact Fee Program. Comment noted. The comment 
does not refer to a topic that would affect the TIA analysis or results.  

Response to FOF (b)-225 
The author provides a conclusive statement that does not raise any issue regarding the EIR. No 
further response is necessary. 
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Response to FOF (b)-226 
The author provides and introductory statement regarding utility services. No further response is 
necessary. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-229 
The County of San Bernardino Special Districts Department has verified that their Sewer Will Serve 
Letter is still valid and that CSA 53C has the capacity to serve and will provide sewer service to the 
Moon Camp Tract. 

Response to FOF (b)-230 
The Big Bear Area Regional Wastewater Agency has adequate pipeline/pumping capacity in this area 
and has installed odor control stations along their sewer interceptor line. 

Response to FOF (b)-231 
The commenter questions the assumptions used in the well pump and aquifer test included as 
Appendix G3 to the RRDEIR No. 1. The referenced report was prepared by Geoscience Support 
Services, Inc., and stamped and signed by registered Certified Hydrogeologists. The commenter’s 
assertions appear to be her own personal opinion and not based on specific information tending to 
call the report’s methodology into questions. Hydrogeological conditions, including estimates of the 
perennial basin yield for Grout Creek Subarea D and North Shore Subarea A, are described in detail 
in Geoscience 2003a (see attached). These subareas encompass the proposed Mooncamp 
Development. Further information on the hydrogeologic conditions of the Mooncamp development, 
based on pumping tests and monitoring of the wells on and in the immediate vicinity of the 
Mooncamp Development, are provided in Appendix G.3 of the RRDEIR No. 1. These studies show 
that the Project’s total anticipated water demand is within the Perennial Yield of the hydrologic 
subareas that encompass the wells that will provide water supply to the Project. 

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

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

Response to FOF (b)-232 
The referenced assumption is one of several (others referenced below) that are necessary in order to 
apply the standard equations for interpreting pumping test data. Although the assumptions do not 
strictly apply to field conditions, they have been proven to be sufficiently representative to yield 
results that are useful for groundwater planning (Roscoe Moss 1990; Maasland and Bittinger 1963). 
Groundwater levels were monitored in the nearest private well during the 72-hour pumping test for 
Well FP-2. Analysis of the data showed that less than 0.3 foot of drawdown is expected in the 
nearest private well when Well FP-2 is continuously pumped at a rate of 35 gpm. In reality, Well FP-2 
will be pumped at a lower pumping rate for shorter periods of time to meet the 9 acre-feet/year 
demand for the development. At a pumping rate of 8 gpm, the well can be operated 70 percent of 
the time to meet the 9 acre-feet/year water demand. Given the pumping test results at much higher 
discharge rates, the long-term drawdown interference in existing private wells due to pumping to 
meet water demand for the development is expected to be negligible. Groundwater generated 
during the pumping test was discharged to the sanitary sewer system. No tests were conducted to 
prevent recharge from the lake during the test. 

Response to FOF (b)-233 
While it is possible that some recharge from the lake occurred during the pumping test, the 2nd 
paragraph on page 12 does not imply that the test duration was insufficient. The data points on 
Figure 5 represent selected data points from Figure 3 (one for each step) and are not indicative of 
the entire dataset. The potential for recharge during the test does not invalidate the test results, as 
discussed in Response to Comment FOF (b)-232. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-235 
Groundwater levels were monitored in a nearby private well during the 72-hour pumping test for 
Well FP-2. Analysis of the data showed that less than 0.3 foot of drawdown is expected in the 
nearest private well when Well FP-2 is continuously pumped at a rate of 35 gpm. In reality, Well FP-2 
will be pumped at a lower pumping rate for shorter periods of time to meet the 9 acre-feet/year 
demand for the development. At a pumping rate of 8 gpm, the well can be operated 70 percent of 
the time to meet the 9 acre-feet/year water demand. Given the pumping test results at much higher 
discharge rates, the long-term drawdown interference in existing private wells is expected to be 
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negligible. While the molecules of groundwater do flow slowly through the aquifer materials, the 
release of pressure associated with pumping results in a cone of depression that develops much 
faster. A better evaluation of the equilibrium of the aquifer system during a pumping test is the 
relative change in groundwater level towards the end of the test. Observation of groundwater levels 
at the end of each step during the 72-hour test shows that groundwater levels in the observation 
well stabilized, indicating equilibrium conditions. These data show that recharge had balanced 
discharge and further drawdown would not be expected at that pumping rate.  

Response to FOF (b)-236 
Please see Response to Comments FOF (b)-235. On a regional scale, long-term groundwater level 
declines occur when groundwater pumping exceeds the perennial basin yield of the area. Since 
proposed groundwater pumping for the development is within the estimated perennial yield of the 
area, groundwater level declines are not anticipated. 

Response to FOF (b)-237 
In responding to this comment, it is assumed that the writer intended to report annual average 
precipitation in feet and not inches. It is further assumed that the precipitation record is from the Big 
Bear Dam precipitation station. The average annual precipitation for the same periods were 
independently confirmed using data from this precipitation station, compiled as calendar years. The 
results of this compilation are available in Response to Comment FBBV 1-3, Table 2-1 of this document. 

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

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

Response to FOF (b)-239 
Well FP 4 draws from Grout Creek Subarea D which has an annual Perennial Yield of 66 acre-feet per 
year (Geoscience 2003). The only other groundwater production in this subarea is from 11 private 
wells and is calculated to be 3 acre-feet per year (no Department of Water and Power wells in Fawnskin 
are within this subarea). Combined with FP 4’s 5 acre-feet per year, this results in 8 acre-feet per year 
of groundwater withdrawal which is well below the Perennial Yield of 66 acre-feet per year. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-240 
Well FP 2 is limited to 5.6 gpm, which equates to 9 acre-feet per year. Well FP 4 is limited to 3 gpm 
which equates to 5 acre-feet per year. Together the two wells produce the maximum expected 
demand of 14 acre-feet (50 lots occupied 100 percent, 365 days per year). The Department of Water 
and Power will provide emergency backup water in case either of the wells needs to be taken out of 
service for repairs. 

Response to FOF (b)-241 
The existing Department of Water and Power Fawnskin Water System reservoir storage is adequate 
for all the lots within the Fawnskin service area as well as the 50 Moon Camp lots. 

Response to FOF (b)-242 and -243 
Testing to verify the presence of pine pollen in the discharge for Well FP-2 will be conducted prior to 
putting the well into service. Groundwater levels were monitored in a nearby private well during the 
72-hour pumping test for Well FP-2. Analysis of the data showed that less than 0.3 foot of drawdown 
is expected in the nearest private well when Well FP-2 is continuously pumped at a rate of 35 gpm. In 
reality, Well FP-2 will be pumped at a lower pumping rate for shorter periods of time to meet the 
9 acre-feet/year demand for the development. At a pumping rate of 8 gpm, the well can be operated 
70 percent of the time to meet the 9 acre-feet/year water demand. Given the pumping test results 
at much higher discharge rates, the long-term drawdown interference in existing private wells is 
expected to be negligible. While the molecules of groundwater do flow slowly through the aquifer 
materials, the release of pressure associated with pumping results in a cone of depression that 
develops much faster. A better evaluation of the equilibrium of the aquifer system during a pumping 
test is the relative change in groundwater level towards the end of the test. Observation of 
groundwater levels at the end of each step during the 72-hour test shows that groundwater levels in 
the observation well stabilized, indicating equilibrium conditions. These data show that recharge had 
balanced discharge and further drawdown would not be expected at that pumping rate. 

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

Response to FOF (b)-245 
The commenter makes a general statement that impacts to all utilities from project development 
remain significant. This is a general statement without specific references to parts of the EIR. No 
further response is necessary. 

Response to FOF (b)-246 
The commenter makes a general statement that impacts to all utilities from project development 
remain significant. This is a general statement without specific references to parts of the EIR. No 
further response is necessary. 
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Response to FOF (b)-247 
The Moon Camp Tract provides its own water supply from on-site wells in groundwater subareas 
that have adequate unused capacity to serve the 50 lots at 100 percent occupancy, 365 days per 
year. Wastewater facilities in Big Bear Valley are on private land, not National Forest land. Adequate 
infrastructure exists to serve the 50 lots without affecting existing residents. The Moon Camp Tract 
will not accelerate the conversion to a primary resident population. Just the opposite: the most 
similar tract—Eagle Point Estates—has a 17 percent permanent resident population, compared with 
the average in Big Bear Valley of 33 percent. 

Response to FOF (b)-248 
Each project listed is detailed by its legal number and name and its common, local designation, as well 
as a location. This is adequate for information purposes and complies with the requirements of CEQA. 

Response to FOF (b)-249 
The Marina Point Project has been added to the updated Cumulative Projects list and Deer Trail 
Project is not shown on the current County of San Bernardino Projects list. 

Response to FOF (b)-250 
See Response to FOF (b)-3. The purpose of several comparisons is to better inform the public and 
reader of the changes in the Project and resulting change in the significance of a number of impacts 
previously determined to be significant and unavoidable. However, these comparisons were not 
used as the basis of the significance determinations. The RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes the impacts of the 
Project against the environmental baseline which is vacant property. 

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

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

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

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

Response to FOF (b)-255 
Comment noted. No response is necessary. 
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San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (SBVAS) 
Response to SBVAS-1 and SBVAS-2 
The commenter provides an introductory statement to preface the comment letter. No response is 
necessary.  

Response to SBVAS-3 through SBVAS-7 
The commenter states the Project is inconsistent with current zoning and may have potential 
impacts. In addition, the commenter expresses concern regarding wildfire hazards. Please see 
Response to SM&W-1 for zoning consistency. In addition, see Response to WINCH (b)-5 regarding 
wildfire hazards.  

Response to SBVAS-8 
SBVAS comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. However, 
the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within 2011 RRDEIR No. 2. 
Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments provided on 
the RRDEIR No. 1. 

Response to SBVAS-9 
The commenter remarks that the DEIR fails to acknowledge that the water purveyor cannot provide 
water service. On November 17, 2015 CSA 53 C and the Big Bear Department of Water and Power 
entered into an agreement whereby the Department of Water and Power will provide water service 
to the Tract. The commenter also remarks that the cumulative impacts have not been adequately 
addressed. As shown in the Errata, the updated Cumulative Impacts List shows 66 percent fewer 
single family units being developed that was originally identified—due to the significant downturn in 
the economy and development industry. 

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

Response to SBVAS-11 
The commenter provides a conclusive statement. No response is necessary. 
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Shute Mihaly & Weinberger LLP (SM&W) 
Response to SM&W-1 
The Project is not inconsistent with County of San Bernardino General Plan provisions calling for the 
preservation of Bear Valley’s community character (Shute Mihaly & Weinberger, page 7). 

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

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



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

 

 
2-200 FirstCarbon Solutions 

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

of 7,200 square feet. The Project site is bordered to the north and east by property under the 
jurisdiction of the USFS with a few parcels under private ownership. 

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

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

Response to SM&W-2 
The commenter provides an introductory statement to preface potential deficiencies the EIR may 
have regarding sufficient information to make an informed decision by the County of San Bernardino 
decision making authorities. No response is necessary 

Response to SM&W-3 
The commenter alleges that the Project Description is inadequate and fails to comply with the 
mandates of CEQA. Section 2.3 of the RRDEIR No. 1 includes comprehensive description of the 
proposed Project, which includes the location of the Project, the density of the Project, public 
infrastructure necessary to accommodate development of the Project, and potential features of the 
Project, such as the marina, open space areas, and list of discretionary entitlements necessary to 
develop the Project. The commenter alleges that the Project Description is specifically inadequate 
due to failure to adequately discuss proposed water service options and necessary facilities. At the 
time the RRDEIR No. 1 was released for public review, there were a number of options for water 
service proposed but no definite plan determined. The RRDEIR No. 1 provides a comprehensive 
analysis of several water service options to apprise the reviewing public and decision-makers of all of 
the potential water service options available to the Project. Lack of certainty about the exact method 
of water service at the time the RRDEIR No. 1 was released for public review is not grounds for 
concluding the Project Description is legally inadequate. The possible water service alternatives 
known to the Project Applicant and the lead agency at the time the document was prepared were 
discussed in detail. 

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

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

Response to SM&W-5 
Since circulation of the RRDEIR No. 1, a definitive source of water service has been secured. 
Currently, CSA 53C does not own or operate any potable water facilities in the Project area. 
Therefore, it would be inefficient to have CSA 53B take ownership of the Project’s water facilities and 
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be the water purveyor. Accordingly, on November 17, 2015, the County of San Bernardino and Big 
Bear Lake Department of Water and Power entered into an Outside Service Agreement for Potable 
Water Service, whereby the Department of Water and Power will be the water purveyor to the 
Project site. The Project Applicant will construct the necessary transmission facilities that, along with 
the wells, will be transferred to the Department of Water and Power for incorporation into its 
facilities in the area. 

Response to SM&W-6 
A Water Availability/Feasibility Study dated January 13, 2011, was prepared for the Project, which 
presents the improvements necessary for the District to provide water service to the Moon Camp 
Tract. The CSA 53C Feasibility Study uses the water demand projections and fire flow requirements 
contained in the Department of Water and Power’s Water Feasibility Study dated March 6, 2007, 
(ALDA) concluding that the Project will require 14 acre-feet of water per year and 1,750 gpm of fire 
flow. The CSA 53C Feasibility Study storage requirements are 250,000 gallons for domestic and fire 
flow. The Department of Water and Power (ALDA) Feasibility Study identified 238,600 gallons of 
storage for domestic and fire flow. The CSA 53C Feasibility Study and the Department of Water and 
Power (ALDA) Feasibility Study detail the requirements for (1) the on-site Tract water lines and (2) 
the off-site water lines needed to interconnect the Tract’s water system to the Department of Water 
and Power Fawnskin Water System and provide an estimated cost for the construction $1,030,000. 
ALDA has verified the final alignment of the off-site pipelines in its February 7, 2011, letter to the 
Department of Water and Power. 

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

Response to SM&W-8 
The Project is providing its secure water supply from two existing on-site wells as described in 
Section 4.9.5 of the RRDEIR No. 1 and Appendices C.5, C.6, G.3 and G.4. Thomas Harder 
Groundwater Consultant (formerly with Geoscience) has concurred that the two on-site wells 
provide an adequate, reliable and secure water supply for the Project (Harder, November 22, 2010, 
Response to Comments). 

Response to SM&W-9 
The commenter asserts that the Project Description is defective because it fails to identify a zone 
change as a necessary discretionary approval. Unlike many other jurisdictions, San Bernardino 
County of San Bernardino utilizes a “one map” system, whereby the General Plan Land Use 
Designations and corresponding zoning designations are the same. Hence, approval of a General 
Plan Land Use Designation from BV/RL-40 to RS-20000 automatically results in the revision of the 
applicable zoning designation. The use of the one map system ensures continued zoning and General 
Plan consistency. 

Response to SM&W 10 
Please see Response to SM&W-1. Please also see Response to FOF-b-1 through FOF-b-255. Section 
4.5 of the RRDEIR No. 1 includes a comprehensive analysis of the Project consistency with various 
applicable local plans, including the County of San Bernardino General Plan and associated Bear 
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Valley Community Plan. As concluded in Section 4.5, the Project, upon receiving approval of the 
requested General Plan Amendment and zone change, will be consistent with such local plans.  

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

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

Response to SM&W-16 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 1 incorrectly concludes that the Project is consistent 
with the Bear Valley Community Plan. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the discussion in the 
EIR supports the conclusion that the Project is consistent with the goals and policies of Bear Valley 
Community Plan. Initially, the Bear Valley Community Plan itself recognizes that there are several 
large parcels of undeveloped private property that are suitable for future residential development 
(BV1.2.2) Moreover, the Bear Valley Community Plan acknowledges that development of these 
privately owned parcels for residential development are appropriate where individual projects 
adequately address the availability of water supplies, traffic circulation, and other infrastructure 
necessary to support the individual projects. The Bear Valley Community Plan, BV2.2 Goals and 
Policies, Policy BV/LU1.1 requires that any proposed changes to the Land Use Policy Map be 
consistent with the community character. Elements of community character that the public have 
identified as important include providing adequate infrastructure, promoting sustainable and 
beneficial economy, balance between locals and tourists, and promoting both single-family 
residential development and local level business. All of these factors are part of the ultimate 
determination of whether the Project is consistent with the existing community character. The 
Project actually represents development densities that are lower than existing residential uses on 
the adjacent property to the northwest of the Project site. Property to the northwest of the Project 
site is zoned to allow four dwelling units per acre, with minimum lot sizes of 7,200 square feet. Here 
the Project is proposing a minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet, representing a 300 percent 
reduction in allowable density. Moreover, the Project does not propose any lakefront development 
which would otherwise inhibit views of the lake from the existing residential uses.  

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

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

Response to SM&W-19 
The commenter asserts the mere development of the Project site with residential uses would in and 
of itself destroy the visual integrity of the forest setting and thereby lead to inconsistency with the 
General Plan/Bear Valley Community Plan. As indicated throughout the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project 
Applicant has designed the Project to minimize visual and aesthetic intrusions and to protect existing 
views of the lake. The Project has been designed so that all residential lots are at least 0.5 acre in 
size, with the average lot size of 0.9 acre and with 12 lots over 1 acre in size. This allows the 
individual lot owner to develop their lots, while minimizing grading and preserving existing trees and 
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other natural features on their lots. In addition, no residential development will occur along the 
lakefront. This lack of development south of SR-38 will preserve lake views not only from existing 
residents to the northwest of the Project site but also for motorists travelling along SR-38. The 
County of San Bernardino respectfully disagrees with the commenter that the mere existence of 
streetlights, roads and curbs, pedestrian walkways, and parking areas destroy the community 
character. Additionally, development of Project will not adversely impact scenic views of motorists 
traveling on SR-18. Initially, as mentioned above, there is no lakeside development on the south side 
of SR-38, which would otherwise impede views from traveling motorists. Additionally, lots adjacent 
to SR-38 on the westernmost portion of the Project site have been designated as open space, 
thereby precluding development. Finally, there is already extensive residential development along 
SR-38 both north and south of the highway, to the southeast of the Project site. As mentioned 
above, this Project represents development which is consistent with development already in 
existence in the Fawnskin area.  

Response to SM&W-20 
As discussed in detail in Sections 4.1 and 4.5 of the RRDEIR No. 1, development of the Project as 
designed with incorporation of mitigation measures will not result in a significant environmental 
impact pursuant to CEQA. The commenter identifies several of the Mitigation Measures, such as 
including using earth-tone colors for the buildings and developing entry signs out of rock or rock 
appearance, as being inadequate to mitigate aesthetic and land use impacts. However, taken as a 
whole, implementation of the identified mitigation measures is sufficient to reduce any potentially 
significant impacts to a less than significant level. 

Response to SM&W-21 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, there is substantial evidence included in the RRDEIR No. 1 
to conclude that the Project’s visual impacts can be reduced to less than significant levels with 
implementation of identified mitigation measures. Moreover, the Project is not inconsistent with nor 
does it conflict with the General Plan, Community Plan, and the Forest Land Management Plan. 

Response to SM&W-22 
Please see Response to SM&W-1 and SM&W-10-11. Commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 1 failed 
to adequately analyze impacts related to the Project’s consistency with certain policies and programs 
of the County of San Bernardino General Plan. Specifically, the commenter asserts that the Project is 
inconsistent with Policy D/LU 1.1. This policy encourages low-density development by retaining Rural 
Living (RL) zoning in Community Plan areas that are outside of City’s spheres of influence and 
removed from more urbanized community. This General Plan policy is only applicable to 
development within the Desert Region. On the contrary, the Project is located within the Mountain 
Region as defined by the County General Plan. Additionally, the commenter cites Policy CI 11.10. This 
policy does not apply to the Project, as Project site is not currently identified as a groundwater 
recharge or storm flow retention area. Additionally, contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the 
Project is consistent with General Plan Policy CI-11.12, which requires the County to ensure that 
adequate and reliable water supplies and conveyance systems are available to support the 
development prior to the approval of new development. As discussed in detail in the RRDEIR No. 1 
and response to comments on the RRDEIR No. 1 and associated 2020 Final EIR, adequate water 
supplies have been identified for this Project and the Project will be required to construct and install 
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appropriate water conveyance systems as a condition of Project approval. Accordingly, the Project is 
consistent with all applicable provisions of County General Plan and Bear Valley Community Plan.  

Response to SM&W-23 
Please see Response to SM&W-1, SM&W-10 and -11, and SM&W-22. The RRDEIR No. 1 includes a 
comprehensive analysis of the Project’s consistency with applicable General Plan policies and 
programs and concludes that the Project is consistent with County of San Bernardino General Plan.  

Response to SM&W-24 
Potential impacts associated with groundwater production for the Project have been evaluated in 
the context of perennial yield estimates from Geoscience 2003a and pumping tests described in 
Geoscience 2008. Groundwater supply for the project will be from Well FP-2, located within Subarea 
A of the North Shore Subunit, and Well FP-4, located within Subarea D of the Grout Creek Subunit, as 
defined in Geoscience 2003a. Annual groundwater production for the proposed Moon Camp 
Development, in combination with estimates of existing private well production and production for 
other planned developments, will not exceed the most conservative estimates of perennial yield for 
the hydrologic subareas encompassing the supply wells. Further, pumping tests on Wells FP-2 and 
FP-4 have shown that operation of these wells at the pumping rates necessary to supply water to the 
development will result in minimal interference with existing wells in the area. The scope and 
findings of these studies are adequate to demonstrate the proposed Project’s impact on the region’s 
groundwater resources. 

Response to SM&W-25 
In calculating the amount Wells FP 2 and FP 4 can provide to the Tract, the most conservative annual 
groundwater yields have been used. In addition, the demand calculation is based upon 100 percent 
occupancy of all 50 lots for 365 days per year. Big Bear Valley’s occupancy rate is 33 percent 
permanent residents and 67 percent part-time residents. Occupancy of the similar Eagle Point 
Estates Tract is 17 percent permanent occupancy and 83 percent part-time occupancy. 

Response to SM&W-26 
Well FP 4 draws from Grout Creek Subarea D, which has an annual Perennial Yield of 66 acre-feet per 
year (Geoscience 2003). The only other groundwater production in this subarea is from 11 private 
wells and is calculated to be 3 acre-feet per year (no Department of Water and Power wells in 
Fawnskin are within this subarea). Combined with FP 4’s 5 acre-feet per year, this results in 8 acre-
feet per year of groundwater withdrawal which is well below the Perennial Yield of 66 acre-feet per 
year. Well FP 4 draws from the North Shore Subarea A which has a Perennial Yield range of 14 44 
acre-feet per year. The most conservative Annual Yield of 14 acre-feet per year was used for the 
Tract’s water supply. 

Response to SM&W-27 
Potential impacts associated with groundwater production for the Project have been evaluated in 
the context of perennial yield estimates from Geoscience 2003a and pumping tests described in 
Geoscience 2008. Groundwater supply for the project will be from Well FP-2, located within Subarea 
A of the North Shore Subunit, and Well FP-4, located within Subarea D of the Grout Creek Subunit, as 
defined in Geoscience 2003a. Annual groundwater production for the proposed Moon Camp 
Development, in combination with estimates of existing private well production and production for 
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other planned developments, will not exceed the most conservative estimates of perennial yield for 
the hydrologic subareas encompassing the supply wells. Further, pumping tests on Wells FP-2 and 
FP-4 have shown that operation of these wells at the pumping rates necessary to supply water to the 
development will result in minimal interference with existing wells in the area. The scope and 
findings of these studies are adequate to demonstrate the proposed Project’s impact on the region’s 
groundwater resources. 

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

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

Response to SM&W-28 through -30 
Water demand for the Tract is based upon the two Water Feasibility Studies conducted by 
Department of Water and Power and CSA 53C. Both Studies agreed with the 250 gallons per day per 
lot, which equates to 14 acre-feet per year. As Shute states at the bottom of page 12 of its June 10, 
2010, letter, “The estimated water use for any project will vary depending on existing parcel 
conditions.” The commenter cites a Napa County report which in no way represents existing water 
demand/conservation conditions in Big Bear Valley. The Department of Water and Power and CSA 
53C Reports reflect the existing conditions in Big Bear Valley and apply them to the water demand 
for this Tract. 

Response to SM&W-32 
Hydrogeological conditions, including estimates of the perennial basin yield for Grout Creek Subarea 
D and North Shore Subarea A, are described in detail in Geoscience 2003a. These subareas 
encompass the proposed Mooncamp Development. Further information on the hydrogeological 
conditions of the Mooncamp development, based on pumping tests and monitoring of the wells on 
and in the immediate vicinity of the Mooncamp Development, are provided in Appendix G.3 of the 
RRDEIR No. 1. These studies show that the Project’s total anticipated water demand is within the 
Perennial Yield of the hydrologic subareas that encompass the wells that will provide water supply to 
the Project. 
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Response to SM&W-33 
See Response to SM&W-32. The complete version of the report entitled “Focused Geohydrologic 
Evaluation of the Maximum Perennial Yield of the North Shore and Grout Creek Hydrologic Subunit 
Tributary Subareas,” dated December 2, 2003, is provided in Appendix 15-11 of the 2005 Final EIR 
(included as Appendix A-1 of the 2020 FEIR). The Geoscience report “Focused Geohydrologic 
Evaluation of the Maximum Perennial Yield of the North Shore and Grout Creek Hydrologic Subunit 
Tributary Subareas” (Geoscience 2003a) was prepared because previous estimates of the perennial 
yield of the North Shore Hydrologic Subunit addressed the subunit in whole and did not account for 
the fact that the east side of this relatively long subunit is hydrologically separated from the west side. 
This was significant because pumping on the east side accounted for most of the perennial yield. 
Geoscience 2003a divided the North Shore Hydrologic Subunit into six individual tributary subareas (A 
through F) and provided a basis for evaluating groundwater pumping and recharge for smaller portions 
of the North Shore Subunit that were not in direct hydraulic connection with the eastern portion 
(Subarea F) where most of the pumping has historically occurred. The perennial yield of Tributary 
Subarea A has not been fully utilized and the shallow groundwater levels in this portion of the North 
Shore Subunit indicate that this area is not in overdraft. 

In addition to Geoscience 2003a, pumping tests have been conducted since 2004 on Well FP-2 and 
FP-4 to provide an analysis of the hydrogeological conditions in the area and the potential impacts 
from pumping on existing wells and groundwater resources. These analyses, based on available data, 
are sufficient to conclude that there are adequate groundwater resources to support the project. See 
Response to SM&W-32 for additional related information. 

Response to SM&W-34 and 35 
Watershed models are typically calibrated to measured stream flow data. The watershed model 
described in the Geoscience 2003a report was not calibrated because there were no gaged streams 
in the Grout Creek or North Shore Subunits with which to calibrate the model. The model is, 
however, developed based on precipitation data and evapotranspiration data specific to the Big Bear 
area and is a reliable tool for water resource planning.  

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

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

Response to SM&W-36 
This would eventually happen in any well in any groundwater basin where production substantially 
exceeds perennial yield. Since the proposed groundwater production necessary to support the 
Project is at the low end of the range of estimated perennial yield for the area, significant declines in 
the groundwater table are not anticipated. Substantial lowering of the groundwater table is not 
anticipated because groundwater pumping for water supply will be maintained at the low end of the 
range of estimated perennial yield of the subarea. Until additional data can be collected to refine the 
perennial yield estimate of Subarea A, producing up to 14 acre-feet/year of groundwater from this 
subarea for existing pumpers and the proposed Moon Camp development is a very conservative 
approach to developing the groundwater resources of the area. Groundwater levels in the 
production wells will be monitored over time to assess groundwater level trends, which can be used 
to re-evaluate the perennial yield. 

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

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

Response to SM&W-37 
The Geoscience 2003 report also recommends that “development planning for tributary subareas be 
initially based on the maximum perennial yield estimates” described in that report. It goes on to say 
that “as groundwater production is initiated in each subarea, it will be very important to monitor 
groundwater levels . . .” Planned production for the Mooncamp Development is very conservatively 
based on the best available data and uses the low end of the perennial yield. 

Response to SM&W-38 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, there is no uncertainty with regard to adequacy of water 
supply to serve the proposed Project. Section 4.9 of the RRDEIR No. 1 includes a comprehensive 
analysis of proposed water consumption, of the Project, amount of water available to serve the 
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Project and a method by which water service would be provided to the Project (RRDEIR No. 1, page 
4.9-1 through 4.9-10). The proposed Project site lies primarily within a tributary aquifer of the 
Northshore Sub-Unit designated in Sub-Area A. There are three groundwater wells within the Project 
site which were constructed and are owned by the Project’s property owner and developer. The 
Project will be served by groundwater extracted from the Northshore Sub-Unit through the 
identified groundwater wells. Based on a significant amount of hydrogeologic modeling and analysis, 
evidence shows that there is sufficient groundwater within the Northshore Sub-Unit Sub-Area A to 
support Project development and its consumption needs which are conservatively projected to be 
14-acre-feet per year. In addition, and to be conservative in the analysis, considering the existing 
wells currently extracting water from the Northshore Sub-Unit, an additional well on-site will 
produce water from the Grout Creek Sub-Unit which is a hydrologically distinct and separate aquifer. 
Water service will be provided by Big Bear Department of Water and Power. Pursuant to the Outside 
Service Agreement for Potable Water Service entered into by CSA 53C and the Department of Water 
and Power dated November 17, 2015, the Department of Water and Power has agreed to be the 
water service agency for the Project. The Department of Water and Power will own the on-site wells 
and distribution infrastructure. 

Response to SM&W-39 
The Project provides its own, on-site secure water supply. The Department of Water and Power is no 
longer under Emergency Water Restrictions. An additional well on-site will also provide additional 
source of water to the Project. 

Response to SM&W-40 
Thomas Harder, Groundwater Consultant, has concurred that the two on-site wells provide an 
adequate, reliable and secure water supply for the Project. A more detailed explanation is located in 
Response to SM&W-72 of this document where the Harder, November 22, 2010, Response to 
Comments has been appended. A new well, FP-4, will provide further water supply to the Project. 

Response to SM&W-41 through -44 
The commenter states that the RRDEIR No. 1 fails to analyze global warming’s effect on water supply 
in determining the Project’s water supply impacts. Any potential change in available groundwater 
supply associated with global warming is not quantifiable. While warming could result in increased 
evapotranspiration, increased peak winter flows may result in increased groundwater recharge. Any 
climate-related impacts will need to be addressed through prudent groundwater management 
practices. 

Response to SM&W-45 through -47 
CSA 53C has provided a Water Availability/Feasibility Study dated January 13, 2011 which states that 
the District has completed a Feasibility Study which presents the improvements necessary for the 
District to provide water service to the Moon Camp Tract. The CSA 53C Feasibility Study uses the 
water demand projections and fire flow requirements contained in the Department of Water and 
Power’s Water Feasibility Study dated March 6, 2007, (ALDA) concluding that the Project will require 
14 acre-feet of water per year and 1,750 gpm of fire flow. The CSA 53C Feasibility Study storage 
requirements are 250,000 gallons for domestic and fire flow. The Department of Water and Power 
(ALDA) Feasibility Study identified 238,600 gallons of storage for domestic and fire flow. The CSA 53C 



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

 

 
2-210 FirstCarbon Solutions 

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

Feasibility Study and the Department of Water and Power (ALDA) Feasibility Study detail the 
requirements for: (1) the on-site Tract water lines and (2) the off-site water lines needed to 
interconnect the Tract’s water system to the Department of Water and Power Fawnskin Water 
System and provide an estimated cost for the construction $1,030,000. ALDA has verified the final 
alignment of the off-site pipelines in its February 7, 2011, letter to the Department of Water and 
Power. Please see Response to SM&W-5 for further discussion. 

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

Response to SM&W-49 
Any potential change in available groundwater supply associated with global warming is not 
quantifiable. While warming could result in increased evapotranspiration, increased peak winter 
flows may result in increased groundwater recharge. Any climate-related impacts will need to be 
addressed through prudent groundwater management practices. 

Response to SM&W-50 and 51 
The extension of the water and sewer pipelines are only within the Tract and within the 
interconnection to the Fawnskin Water System. These pipelines will not be available to serve any 
other parcels of land. All other surrounding parcels are already served by water and sewer. There are 
no growth inducing aspects to the water and sewer improvements. 

Response to SM&W-52 
The EIR’s growth inducing impact analysis is not deficient. The commenter asserts that the analysis is 
deficient because the approval of a General Plan Amendment could set precedent for interpreting 
the County of San Bernardino’s policies which could lead to further General Plan amendments, 
leading to additional residential growth within the Bear Valley Community. CEQA requires that an EIR 
consider all phases of the Project when evaluating its impacts on the environment. The 
consideration and discussion in an EIR must include analysis of potential growth inducing impacts of 
a project. The EIR must discuss the ways in which the Project could foster economic or population 
growth, where the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(D)). Projects that result in significant growth-
induced impacts are typically those that remove obstacles to population growth. Section 6.3 of the 
RRDEIR No. 1 discusses the growth inducing impacts of the proposed Project, implementation of the 
proposed Project would result in the development of up to 50 residential lots. Using the City of Big 
Bear Lake average household size multiplier of 2.31 persons per household, the proposed Project has 
the potential to increase population by approximately 115 persons at buildout. The RRDEIR No. 1 
analyzed potential for the increased population to result in physical changes to the environment 
from such things as need for additional public facilities, infrastructure, such as roadway 
improvements to accommodate additional traffic, and the need for new and expanded utilities 
services, such as water distribution facilities and wastewater facilities. However, CEQA does not 
require the lead agency to speculate or make unreasonable assumptions in its environmental impact 
analysis. There are no facts in the record to support a conclusion that the mere approval of a General 
Plan Land Use Designation amendment to facilitate development of the proposed Project would 
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directly or indirectly lead to further growth in the Big Bear area due to changes in County policy 
related to General Plan Amendments making it easier for future residential developments to exceed 
stated land use intensities. Therefore, County respectfully declined to include such assumptions in 
the RRDEIR No. 1 analysis. 

Response to SM&W-53 
The commenter recites statutory regulatory law relating to Cumulative Impacts analysis under CEQA. 
This comment does not allege any substantive deficiency with the RRDEIR No. 1 and, therefore, no 
further response is necessary. 

Response to SM&W-54 through -56 
The commenter asserts that the Cumulative Impacts analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1 was 
inadequate. The RRDEIR No. 1 included an analysis of the Project’s potential to have a cumulatively 
significant impact with regard to every impact area analyzed in the EIR. CEQA requires an EIR to 
discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the Project’s incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable. The cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the 
combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts. 
An appropriate cumulative impact analysis looks at a project’s potential impacts in relation to past, 
present and future probable projects within a cumulative impact area resulting in similar impacts. 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, Section 5 of the RRDEIR No. 1, includes the Cumulative Impacts 
discussion. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15130, the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzed the Project’s 
potential to result in cumulatively considerable impacts in light of the past, present and future 
probable projects within the Big Bear Valley, both within the jurisdiction of the County of San 
Bernardino and the jurisdiction of the City of Big Bear Lake. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, 
sufficient information is provided regarding the identified cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1, to 
provide meaningful information regarding potential cumulative impacts to the public and decision-
makers alike. First, the discussion of cumulative impacts need not be detailed or exhausted as the 
discussion project-specific impacts in an EIR. Second, the specific location of the identified 
cumulative projects does not impact the adequacy of the cumulative impact analysis. The impact 
areas for which the Project could result in a cumulatively significant impact, such as traffic and air 
quality, are regional in nature and not dependent upon specific location of a cumulative project. 
With regard to water supply and project impacts on groundwater levels, the EIR contains an 
exhaustive discussion of the issue in Section 5.3.9. As indicated in the EIR, water supply for the 
Project will be comprised of 100 percent groundwater extracted from wells located on the Project 
site; additionally, the DWP has agreed to serve the project, and the DWP’s Hydrogeologist, Thomas 
Harder, has shown that there are adequate groundwater supplies to serve the buildout of the 
Fawnskin area, including the Project (Appendix F). The RRDEIR No. 1 discusses the impact of the 
Project in association with other existing wells producing water from the same groundwater basin in 
concluding that the Project will not result in a cumulatively significant impact (RRDEIR No. 1, pages 
5-10 and 5-11). Accordingly, the Cumulative Impact analysis is adequate. 

Response to SM&W-57 
CEQA requires an EIR to analyze the cumulative impacts of a project. However, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15130 makes it clear that an EIR shall discuss the cumulative impacts of a project only when 
the project contributes to the impact. If a project does not have an “incremental effect” on a 
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particular impact, no analysis is necessary. The commenter does not identify any specific impact that 
it believes was inappropriately omitted from the cumulative impact analysis. 

Response to SM&W-58 
The RRDEIR No. 1 adequately analyzed the cumulative impact on water supply resulting from the 
Project. As discussed, all potable water for the Project is from on-site wells carefully designed to 
ensure that the amount of groundwater utilized for the Project did not exceed the minimum annual 
recharge in the groundwater basin, even considering other existing groundwater extraction activity. 
Accordingly, the RRDEIR No. 1 concluded there would be no cumulative impacts based on the 
anticipated annual recharge of the groundwater basin. There are no new projects identified that 
would increase pumping from the Northshore and Grout Creek Sub-Unit.  

Response to SM&W-59 
The Biological Resources section of the RRDEIR No. 1 has subsequently been recirculated and, 
therefore, responses to comments on the Biological Resources section will not be responded to here. 

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

Response to SM&W-61 through -65 
The commenter asserts that the Alternatives analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1 is inadequate and 
failed to comply with CEQA. CEQA requires a discussion of Alternatives to the Project that may avoid 
or substantially lessen identified Project impacts to be included in an EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6, requires the EIR to describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, or to the 
location of the Project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the Project. An EIR need not 
consider every conceivable Alternative to a project, rather it must consider a reasonable range of 
potential feasible Alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. The 
2005 EIR prepared for this Project analyzed development of lots, hundred-slip marina, realignment 
of SR-38 through the Project site, as well as substantial lakefront development. The 2005 EIR 
concluded that the Project would have numerous significant unavoidable environmental impacts. 
One of the Alternatives analyzed in the 2005 Draft EIR was a reduced intensity Alternative. After 
considering the conclusions of the 2005 Draft EIR and evaluating input from the public and 
governmental agencies, the Project Applicant chose to proceed with the reduced intensity 
Alternative. Although the County of San Bernardino, as CEQA lead agency, has the power to approve 
an Alternative to the proposed Project, the Project Applicant and County instead decided to 
recirculate the Draft EIR to provide more detailed information regarding a reduced intensity 
Alternative to both the reviewing public and decision-makers. Based on the findings of the RRDEIR 
No. 1, the only significant unavoidable impact on both a project level and cumulatively is to the 
American bald eagle. However, based on the County’s strict threshold of significance for impacts to 
the bald eagle, essentially any development on the Project site would likely have triggered a 
significance determination, thereby making any Project Alternative at eliminated or substantially less 
than the impact to the bald eagle, infeasible. The RRDEIR No. 1 analyzed a number of Alternatives to 
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the Project, thereby comparing the proposed impacts of the Project to the Alternatives in a manner 
consistent with the mandates of CEQA. 

Response to SM&W-66 and -67 
CEQA requires that a Draft EIR be recirculated for public review where significant new information is 
added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review but 
before certification (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5). Significant new information requiring 
recirculation includes new information identifying a new significant environmental impact, a 
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, or a feasible project Alternative or 
mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the 
environmental impacts of the Project. The commenter asserts that the EIR needs to be recirculated 
prior to consideration and certification by the County. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, there 
is no evidence in the record consisting of new information that otherwise requires County to 
recirculate the EIR. 

Response to SM&W-68 through -71 
The commenter asserts that the proposed Project is inconsistent with the County of San 
Bernardino’s General Plan and Bear Valley Community Plan. As discussed in Responses to SM&W-16 
through 21, the proposed Project is not inconsistent with the County General Plan or Bear Valley 
Community Plan. The proposed Project is seeking a General Plan Amendment to revise the land use 
and zoning designation of the site from BV/RL40 to RS-20000. Despite the increase in proposed 
density of the Project, the Project is still consistent and compatible with the policies of the Bear 
Valley Community Plan and portions of County General Plan as discussed in detail in Section 4.5 of 
the RRDEIR No. 1. 

Response to SM&W-72 
The commenter asserts the EIR needs to be revised and recirculated for public comment. The 
commenter also generally concludes that the proposed Project will conflict with the County of San 
Bernardino General Plan and Bear Valley Community Plan. As discussed in Responses to SM&W-1 
through 71, the proposed Project does not conflict with County General Plan and Bear Valley 
Community Plan nor are there any legal deficiencies precluding the County from certifying the 2020 
Final EIR. 

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

Perina Report: Letter dated February 2, 2008 

Page 1, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence: The report presents minimum background information about the 
purpose and context of the study performed. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ma Report: Report dated January 29, 2008 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Precipitation Station 
SBCFCD1 
Number 

Coordinates 

Period of 
Record 

Average Yearly 
Precipitation 

Latitude Longitude 
(inches/year) Latitude Longitude 

Big Bear Lake Dam  6032 34.241274 -116.9752 1883-Present 36 inches/year 

Fawnskin  6334 34.267063 -116.95282 1974-Present 19 inches/year 

Big Bear Lake Fire 
Department  6090 34.244422 -116.91072 1950-1980 23 inches/year 

Big Bear Hospital  6363 34.246059 -116.88578 1980-2001 22 inches/year 

Big Bear Ranger 
Station  6722 34.264030 -116.90075 1976-1983 22 inches/year 

Big Bear Community 
Services District  6091A 34.261343 -116.84403 1951-Present 14 inches/year 

Note: 
1 San Bernardino County Flood Control District Number 

 

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

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

No pumping tests have been conducted other than that reported in Appendix G.3 of the RRDEIR No. 
1. A spatial distribution of hydraulic properties cannot be conducted until additional wells are drilled 
and/or tested. 
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Sierra Club (SIERRA CLUB) 
Response to SIERRA CLUB-1 
The Sierra Club comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within 2011 RRDEIR 
No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments 
provided on the RRDEIR No. 1.  

Response to SIERRA CLUB-24 
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the 
Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the 
percentage of full-time residents.  

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

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

This topic is discussed on page 4.2-37 of the RRDEIR No. 1. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR No. 1, 
page 4.2-38), in particular, prohibits open-hearth fireplaces and permits only EPA Phase II certified 
fireplaces and wood stoves, pellet stoves, and natural gas fireplaces. The use of certified fireplaces 
and stoves will significantly increase the heating efficiency of fireplaces and reduce the amount of 
smoke particles and toxics emitted into the air compared with an ordinary open-hearth fireplace 
present in many homes in the neighboring area. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB-26 
As addressed within Section 4.1, Aesthetics, the 2011 Project would have substantially fewer 
aesthetic impacts than the Original Proposed Project. The views in the Original Proposed Project 
(2005 EIR) were significantly disrupted by the introduction of 31 residences to the lakefront and 
along the highway. These residences were highly visible from the lake, from the road, and in the view 
shed of existing residences situated above. In contrast, the revised Project has eliminated the 
lakeshore residences and a number of lots on the north side of the highway due to the introduction 
of 6.2 acres of open space conservation easements and a minimum lot size of 0.5 acre. Another 
major difference between the Original Proposed Project and the revised Project is the removal of the 
highway realignment segment of the Original Proposed Project. The realignment would have 
dramatically affected the aesthetics, both by destroying the rural, undulating character of the scenic 
highway and by removal of significantly more trees to achieve the objective. Over 600 trees were 
spared with the elimination of the realignment feature. 

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

Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

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

See Response to WINCH (b)-5. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB-29 
Descriptions within Table ES-3 contains a typographical error stating Chaffey Joint Union High School 
versus the Moon Camp header. Section 4, Errata of this FEIR document corrects the typographical 
error. The revision and minor modification to the document do not result in any new significant 
environmental impacts of the project or substantial increases in the severity of any environmental 
impact identified in the RRDEIR No. 1. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB-30 
The Sierra Club comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within 2011 RRDEIR 
No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments 
provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of 
this Response to Comment document.  
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2.2.7 - Individuals 

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

Response to ABATES-2 
Please see Responses to SM&W 1-4 and SM&W 21 through 26. The Project does not violate the 
County of San Bernardino’s Zoning Codes. County Code allows the Zone Change request when 
sufficient infrastructure is available to serve the needs of the Project. The Moon Camp RRDEIR No. 1 
has demonstrated that sufficient infrastructure is available to provide the necessary services to the 
50 half-acre residential lots. The current RL-40 zoning classification is utilized in the Bear Valley 
Community Plan as a “Holding Zone.” This designation was utilized by the County for larger parcels 
of land that were intended to be further subdivided at a later date. By applying the RL Holding Zone 
designation, the County allows the landowner to apply for a Zone Change at the time a specific 
project is presented for County review and approval. Several RL to RS Zone Change applications have 
been approved by the County in the Bear Valley Community Plan area over the last several years. 
After examination of the potential impacts of the Project, the RRDEIR No. 1 concludes that the 
Project is consistent with the Bear Valley Community Plan and the County General Plan and will not 
have a significant impact on surrounding properties. 

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

Response to ABATES-4 
Bates comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. However, 
the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within 2011 RRDEIR No. 2. 
Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments provided on 
the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response 
to Comment document. 

Response to ABATES-5 
The Project identifies, evaluates, and protects the sensitive species and natural beauty of the Moon 
Camp site. Two Conservation Open Space Lots (A and H) and lakefront open space lots (B and C) 
create 9.1 acres of open space area within the Project. This equates to over 14.5 percent of the 
Project being set aside as Conservation and Open Space. In addition to the 9.1 acres of 
Conservation/Open Space, the average lot size is 0.9 acre (39,000 square feet), which is significantly 
less densely developed than the surrounding developed lots, which have a zoning of 7,200 square 
feet. Most significantly, no residential development occurs between the State Highway and Big Bear 
Lake, thereby maintaining the beautiful, natural vistas as travelers and visitors traverse the site. 
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Bradley and Cathy Winch (a) (WINCH (a)) 
Response to WINCH (a)-1 
The commenter requests the County of San Bernardino to extend the close date of the public review 
period. The County extended the public review ending date for the RRDEIR No. 1 from May 19, 2010, 
to June 3, 2010. No additional response is necessary.  
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Bradley and Cathy Winch (b) (WINCH (b)) 
Response to WINCH (b)-1 
The commenter provides preface to the letter. No response is necessary.  

Response to WINCH (b)-2 
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1 
house per 0.5 acre. See Responses to SM&W-1 through -4 and SM&W-21 through -26 for a response 
regarding zoning of the Project site. No additional response is necessary.  

Response to WINCH (b)-3 
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the 
Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the 
percentage of full-time residents. Please see Response to FOF-239 for response regarding 
infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system. No additional response is necessary.  

Response to WINCH (b)-4 
The commenter expresses concern regarding infrastructure, roads/traffic, electricity, and police 
protection. An updated Traffic Impact Analysis (2007) (Appendix E of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted 
for the proposed Moon Camp Project, and a 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment was also 
prepared (see Appendix M of this 2020 Final EIR). According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, no areas are 
expected to have significant and unavoidable impacts for opening year and Horizon Year 2030 Traffic 
Conditions nor cumulative traffic impacts with the implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 
(RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.8-51). The 2018 Focused Traffic Impact Assessment also confirmed that no 
additional improvmenets beyond those previously identified in the 2007 updated Traffic Impact 
Analysis are required to achieve an acceptable level of service. In addition, as indicated within Section 
4.7, Public Services, of the RRDEIR No. 1, anticipated police calls that may occur include increased 
burglar alarm calls, general criminal investigations, missing or lost persons, emergency medical calls, 
thefts of boats, and vandalism. Although there would be an incremental need for increased police 
service, it is not anticipated that Proposed Alternative Project implementation would require any new 
police facilities. Each homeowner will be required to pay property taxes and development impact fees 
based on then-current rates. The Proposed Alternative Project’s increase in demand for police services 
would be offset through project related fees and taxes. Therefore, impacts to law enforcement services 
are expected to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are proposed. 

Further, as indicated within Section 4.9, Utilities, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project would result in an 
increased demand for electrical service. Based on a daily average of 16.66 kilowatts per unit, at 
project buildout the Proposed Alternative Project would utilize 833 kilowatts per day. BVE recently 
constructed a local power generating station to provide backup power and peak power to 
supplement the two power lines that feed the valley. According to BVE, service is available and of 
adequate supplies. The Project Applicant will also construct and fund all infrastructure related to the 
Proposed Alternative Project. In addition, the future residents of the site will pay monthly user fees 
that offset the cost of service and maintenance. Therefore, the impacts are considered less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 
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Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

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

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

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

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

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

Exhibit 2-5, in Section 2, Project Description, shows the required 100-foot fuel modification zone 
required for any development project that abuts USFS land. Ten of the residential lots are affected 
by this requirement and must abide by the Fuel Modification Plan required to be prepared for the 
Proposed Alternative Project. In addition, because the proposed residential lots would be sold as 
custom lots and would be developed as they are sold, fuel modification on individual lots may be 
required if a lot being developed is adjacent to other lots that have not been sold or remain 
undeveloped. Under this condition, Development Code Section 82.13.060(6) (B) would apply. This 
provision states in part that “when a development project is phased, individual phases may be 



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

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 2-245 
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec02-00 Responses RDEIR No 1.docx 

required to provide temporary fuel modification areas, where the development perimeter of a 
phase is contiguous to a subsequent phase of a project, which in its undeveloped state is a 
hazardous fire area. . .” 

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

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

Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

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

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

Response to WINCH (b)-7 
The commenter expresses concern regarding aesthetics, light, and glare. Generally, the attributes of 
the 2011 Project, including reduction in development intensity, elimination of the development of 
lakefront lots, elimination of the realignment of SR-38, reduction and relocation of the proposed 
marina, increase in permanently protected open space, and reduction in the number of trees 
removed from the site, enhance the aesthetic values of the project to reduce aesthetic impacts. In 
addition, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures A-1 through A-4 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.1-
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8 through 4.1-10), implementation of the 2011 Project would result in less than significant aesthetic, 
light, and glare impacts.  

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

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

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

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

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

MM A-2b New development shall be subordinate to the natural setting and minimize reflective 
surfaces. Building materials including siding and roof materials shall be selected to 
blend in hue and brightness with the surroundings. Colors shall be earth tones: 
shades of grays, tans, browns, greens, and pale yellows; and shall be consistent with 
the mountain character of the area. (MM 5.4-2b) 

MM A-2c Outside parking/storage areas associated with the boat dock activities shall be 
screened from view by the placement of landscaping and plantings which are 
compatible with the local environment and, where practicable, are capable of 
surviving with a minimum of maintenance and supplemental water. (MM 5.4-2c) 

MM A-2d Construction plans for each individual lot shall include the identification and 
placement of vegetation with the mature height of trees listed. Landscaping and 
plantings should not obstruct significant views, within or outside of the Project, 
either when installed or when they reach maturity. The removal of existing 
vegetation shall not be required to create views. (MM 5.4-2d) 

MM A-2e A Note shall be placed on the Composite Development Plan stating that during 
construction plans review and prior to issuance of building permits for each lot, the 
building inspector shall refer to the Mitigation Monitoring and Compliance Program 
regarding these aesthetic impact mitigation measures. The building inspector shall 
coordinate with the Planning Division the review and approval of building plans in 
relation to these aesthetic impact mitigation measures, prior to approval and 
issuance of building permits. (MM 5.4-2e) 
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MM A-3a Any entry sign for the development shall be a monument style sign compatible with 
the mountain character, preferably, rock or rock appearance. (MM 5.4-3a) 

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

MM A-4a All exterior lighting shall be designed and located as to avoid intrusive effects on 
adjacent residential properties and undeveloped areas adjacent to the Project site. 
Low intensity street lighting and low-intensity exterior lighting shall be used 
throughout the development to the extent feasible. Lighting fixtures shall use 
shielding, if necessary to prevent spill lighting on adjacent off-site uses. (MM 5.4 4a) 

MM A-4b Lighting used for various components of the development plan shall be reviewed for 
light intensity levels, fixture height, fixture location and design by an independent 
engineer, and reviewed and approved by the County Building and Safety Division to 
ensure that light emitted from the Project does not intrude onto adjacent residential 
properties. (MM 5.4-4b) 

MM A-4c The Project shall use minimally reflective glass. All other materials used on exterior 
buildings and structures shall be selected with attention to minimizing reflective 
glare. (MM 5.4-4c) 

MM A-4d Vegetated buffers shall be used along State Route 38 to reduce light intrusion on 
residential development and on forested areas located adjacent to the Project site. 
The vegetation buffers shall be reflected on the master landscape plan submitted to 
and approved by the County Land Use Services Department prior to the issuance of 
the first grading permit. (MM 5.4-4d) 

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

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

Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

Response to WINCH (b)-8 
The commenter expresses concern regarding air quality, water quality and cumulative impacts. Air 
quality, water quality and cumulative impacts were addressed within the RRDEIR No. 1. Mitigation 
Measures were implemented where appropriate. Although the opinions of the commenter regarding 
the merits of the Project expressed in this comment will be taken into consideration by County of 
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San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified 
in the comment, and no further response is required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

Response to WINCH (b)-9 
The commenter provides a closing statement. No response is necessary. 
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Carla and Roger Wilson (WILSON) 
Response to WILSON-1 
The commenter requests to be taken off the County of San Bernardino’s distribution list regarding 
the Moon Camp Project. The County will take Carla and Roger Wilson off the distribution list and no 
additional response is necessary. 
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Donald and Claudia Eads (EADS) 
Response to EADS-1 and 2 
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1 
house per 0.5 acre and sufficient infrastructure. Please see Response to SM&W-1 for a response 
regarding zoning of the Project site. No additional response is necessary. 

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

Response to EADS-4 and 5 
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the 
Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the 
percentage of full-time residents. Please see Response to FOF-239 for response regarding 
infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system. No additional response is necessary. 

Response to EADS-6 
The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts to roads and traffic. Please see Response to 
WINCH (b)-4. 

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

Response to EADS-8 
The commenter expresses concern regarding biological resources. Please see Response to WINCH 
(b)-5 and 6.  

Response to EADS-9 
The commenter expresses concern regarding aesthetics and noise. Please see Response to WINCH 
(b)-7 for responses regarding aesthetic impacts. In addition, a Noise Analysis (Appendix D of the 
RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted for the proposed Moon Camp Project. According to the Noise Analysis, 
no areas are expected to have significant and unavoidable impacts with the implementation of 
Mitigation Measures NOI-1 and NOI-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.6-16).  

Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

Response to EADS-10 
The commenter expresses concern regarding the marina and potential health and view of the lake. 
The Initial Study prepared for the Project in February 2002 addressed the potential impacts 
associated with Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The Initial Study concluded that the Project would 
include hazardous materials that are typical of residential developments (household chemicals, 
pesticides, etc.). It is also stated that the Project would include the storage of fuels associated with 
the marina facility. All hazardous materials would be subject to all local, state and federal regulations 
pertaining to the transport, use and storage of such material, which would ensure that any 
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potentially significant impact regarding hazardous materials would be reduced to less than 
significant levels (please refer to Response VII (a-c) in the Initial Study). In addition, see Response to 
WINCH (b)-7 for responses regarding aesthetic impacts. 
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Dori Myers (MYERS) 
Response to MYERS-1 
The commenter provides preface to the letter. No response is necessary.  

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

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

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

A Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted for the proposed Moon 
Camp Project. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, no areas are expected to have significant and 
unavoidable impacts for Horizon Year 2030 Traffic Conditions nor cumulative traffic impacts with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.8-51). In addition, as 
indicated within Section 4.7, Public Services, of the RRDEIR No. 1, anticipated police calls that may 
occur include increased burglar alarm calls, general criminal investigations, missing or lost persons, 
emergency medical calls, thefts of boats, and vandalism. Although there would be an incremental 
need for increased police service, it is not anticipated that Proposed Alternative Project 
implementation would require any new police facilities. Each homeowner will be required to pay 
property taxes and development impact fees based on then-current rates. The Proposed Alternative 
Project’s increase in demand for police services would be offset through project-related fees and 
taxes. Therefore, impacts to law enforcement services are expected to be less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are proposed.  

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

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

Response to MYERS-4 
The commenter provides a closing statement. No response is necessary. 
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Harold Allen (ALLEN) 
Response to ALLEN-1 
The commenter expresses concern regarding increased traffic to SR-38 and requests widening of the 
SR-38.  

The site plan for the Project proposes two points of access from SR-38: driveway number one, 
toward the western portion of Tentative Tract No. 16136, and another driveway providing access to 
the Project from SR-38 further to the east. San Bernardino County Municipal Code § 
87.06.030(c)(2)(E) states that “The subdivision in each of its phases shall have two points of 
vehicular ingress and egress from existing surrounding streets, one of which may be used for 
emergency use only.” Therefore, the Project’s vehicular ingress and egress design is consistent with 
County Code. In addition, a Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted 
for the proposed Moon Camp Project. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, no areas are 
expected to have significant and unavoidable impacts for opening year and Horizon Year 2030 Traffic 
Conditions nor cumulative traffic impacts to SR-38 or the surrounding area with the implementation 
of Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.8-51). No additional response is necessary. 
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Helen and Charles Stearns (STEARNS) 
Response to STEARNS-1 through -3 
The commenter expresses concern regarding additional fire and police as well as potential impacts 
to water quality and noise. Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the 
Project expressed in this comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino 
decision-makers, no specific deficiencies in the environmental analysis regarding population, fire and 
police protection, utilities or noise are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

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

Response to STEARNS-4 
The commenter provides a closing statement. No response is necessary.  
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James and Barbara Finlayson Pitts (PITTS (a)) 
Response to FINLAYSON-PITTS (a)-1 
The commenter requests the County of San Bernardino to extend the close date of the public review 
period. The County extended the public review ending date for the RRDEIR No. 1 from May 19, 2010, 
to June 3, 2010. No additional response is necessary.  
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James and Barbara Finlayson Pitts (PITTS (b)) 

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

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

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

Response to PITTS (General Comments) (b)-3 
The comment dealing with the need to perform air quality modeling is addressed in response to 
Detailed Comment 7. Even though the project covers a total area of approximately 62 acres, the area 
to be developed is actually about 18 acres. The URBEMIS land use emission model used to estimate 
construction emissions assumes that a maximum of 25 percent of the area to be developed would 
be disturbed in a single day. This amounts to an area of approximately 4.5 acres which therefore 
allows the estimation of emissions to use the SCAQMD’s mass rate emission look-up tables and 
obviates the need to do dispersion modeling. In addition, because of the relatively small amounts of 
operational emissions from the Project as estimated in the RRDEIR No. 1, it is highly doubtful that 
such emissions would have any measurable impact on ozone, particulates, or toxic secondary 
pollutants in the region surrounding the Project. The current state of photochemical models are 
neither spatially nor temporally finely resolved enough to identify potential photochemical impacts 
from the Project’s emissions. 

Response to PITTS (General Comments) (b)-4 
A potential source of TACs associated with the operation of the Project is related to wood burning in 
residential fireplaces. This topic is discussed on page 4.2-37 of the RRDEIR No. 1. In this discussion, it 
is noted that wood burning smoke includes toxics and/or cancer causing substances such as 
benzene, formaldehyde, benzo-a-pyrene, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. Mitigation Measure 
AQ-3 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-38), in particular, prohibits open-hearth fireplaces and permits only 
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EPA Phase II certified fireplaces and wood stoves, pellet stoves, and natural gas fireplaces. The use of 
certified fireplaces and stoves will significantly increase the heating efficiency of fireplaces and 
reduce the amount of smoke particles and toxics emitted into the air compare to an ordinary open-
hearth fireplace present in many homes in the neighboring area. 

Response to PITTS (General Comments) (b)-5 
The Marina Point Project has been added to the updated Cumulative Projects List in the Errata for 
this FEIR document, Section 5: Cumulative Impacts—Table 5-1: Cumulative Project List. 

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

Response to PITTS (General Comments) (b)-7 
Visibility is an important intrinsic attribute that attracts people to mountain recreational areas. 
However, an important source of impediments to local visibility come from the use of uncontrolled 
PM2.5 emissions from wood burning open-hearth fireplaces and stoves. A recent review of the 
emissions inventory in the South Coast Air Basin estimates PM2.5 emissions to range from 
approximately 10 to 20 tons per annual average day and up to 30 tons per day during periods with 
greater wood burning (generally, November through February). PM2.5 is a major contributor to 
visibility reduction. Reference: SCAQMD 2007. Preliminary Draft Staff Report Proposed Rule 445—
Wood Burning Appliances. This visibility issue is discussed on pages 4.2-37 through 4.2-39 of the 
RRDEIR No. 1. In particular, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-38) prohibits open-
hearth fireplaces and permits only EPA Phase II certified fireplaces and wood stoves, pellet stoves, 
and natural gas fireplaces. The use of certified fireplaces and stoves will significantly increase the 
heating efficiency of fireplaces and reduce the amount of smoke particles and toxics emitted into the 
air compare to an ordinary open-hearth fireplace present in many homes in the neighboring area. 

Detailed Comments 
Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-1 
The original Air Quality Report for the Moon Camp Project was prepared in July 2007. The federal 
ozone standard became effective on May 27, 2008, while the federal 1-hour nitrogen dioxide 
standard become effective on April 12, 2010, both standards well after the preparation of the 
original Air Quality Report.  

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-2 
The commenter is correct in that at tropospheric conditions the main pathway for the formation of 
nitrogen dioxide is via the photochemical reactions involving nitric oxide and VOC in the presence of 
sunlight. However, in high temperature combustion processes such as in vehicle and equipment 
engines, the combustion of a mixture of air and fuel produces combustion temperatures high 
enough to drive endothermic reactions between atmospheric nitrogen and oxygen in the flame, 
yielding various oxides of nitrogen, principally nitric oxide. In the presence of excess oxygen (O2), 
nitric oxide (NO) will be converted to nitrogen dioxide (NO2), with the time required dependent on 
the concentration in air. 

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

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

Airborne particulate matter (PM) is not a single pollutant, but rather a mixture of 
many chemical species. It is a complex mixture of solids and aerosols composed of 
small droplets of liquid, dry solid fragments, and solid cores with liquid coatings. 
Particles vary widely in size, shape and chemical composition, and may contain 
inorganic ions, metallic compounds, elemental carbon, organic compounds, and 
compounds from the earth’s crust. Particles are defined by their diameter for air 
quality regulatory purposes. Those with a diameter of 10 microns or less (PM10) are 
inhalable into the lungs and can induce adverse health effects. Fine particulate 
matter is defined as particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5). 
Therefore, PM2.5 comprises a portion of PM10. 

 

PM10 and PM2.5 often derive from different emissions sources, and also have 
different chemical compositions. Emissions from combustion of gasoline, oil, diesel 
fuel, or wood produce much of the PM2.5 pollution found in outdoor air, as well as a 
significant proportion of PM10. PM10 also includes dust from construction sites, 
landfills and agriculture, wildfires and brush/waste burning, industrial sources, wind-
blown dust from open lands, pollen, and fragments of bacteria. 

 

PM may be either directly emitted from sources (primary particles) or formed in the 
atmosphere through chemical reactions of gases (secondary particles) such as sulfur 
dioxide (SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOX), and certain organic compounds. These organic 
compounds can be emitted by both natural sources, such as trees and vegetation, as 
well as from man-made (anthropogenic) sources, such as industrial processes and 
motor vehicle exhaust. Reference: California Air Resources Board 2018. Inhalable 
Particulate Matter and Health (PM2.5 and PM10). Webpage: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/common-pollutants/pm/pm.htm 

 
Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-4 
The commenter is correct in that the current background atmospheric level of CO2 is around 390 
ppm. The level of 370 ppm was taken from an earlier reference and is the approximate level in the 
year 2000. 

Regardless of the value of the global average CO2, no single project including the proposed project 
will impact the global average CO2 level. What is important is the requirement to meet the 
regulatory requirements regarding the impacts of a proposed project on the environment. As 
discussed on Page 4.2-49 of the RRDEIR No. 1, the potential of the Proposed Alternative Project to 
create an impact on GHG is based on whether the Proposed Alternative Project would conflict with 
the attainment of the state’s goals of reducing GHG emissions as dictated by AB 32. The Proposed 
Alternative Project will not interfere with the state’s goals of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels 
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by the year 2020 as stated and an 80-percent reduction in GHG emissions below 1990 levels to 2050. 
As discussed herein, the Proposed Alternative Project will generate a limited amount of GHG 
generation during construction, and it will lead to a low amount of on-going operational emissions 
from the use of the 50 residential units. The Proposed Alternative Project would emit less than 50 
percent of the SCAQMD’s draft numerical GHG threshold of significance (see Response to Comment 
Pitts b-8, above), (currently proposed as 3,500 MTCO2e). Moreover, the Proposed Alternative Project 
will utilize high-efficiency design features that will even further reduce consumption of electricity, 
natural gas, and will result in a corresponding reduction in GHG emissions. Therefore, the Proposed 
Alternative Project will not significantly hinder or delay California’s ability to meet the reduction 
targets contained in AB 32. 

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-5 
As with all combustion engines, powered recreational boating is also an emitter of particulate matter 
and NOX. The particulate and NOX emissions from personal water craft are accounted for in Table 
4.2-9 of the RRDEIR No. 1 and discussed on page 4.2-34. 

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-6 
Black soot (also known as black carbon) and wood smoke is acknowledged as a primary source of 
local air pollutants in winter and can contribute to global warming; see page 4.2-15 of the RRDEIR 
No. 1. Black soot is within a group of constituents known as aerosols. Aerosols were not included in 
the inventory of greenhouse gases for the following reasons: 

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

 

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

 

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

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

RF is a measure of the influence that a factor has in altering the balance of incoming 
and outgoing energy in the Earth-atmosphere system and is an index of the 
importance of the factor as a potential climate change mechanism. Positive forcing 
tends to warm the surface while negative forcing tends to cool it. In this report, 
radiative forcing values are for 2005 relative to pre-industrial conditions defined at 
1750 and are expressed in watts per square meter (W/m2). 

 

Anthropogenic contributions to aerosols (primarily sulphate, organic carbon, black 
carbon, nitrate and dust) together produce a cooling effect, with a total direct 
radiative forcing of –0.5 [–0.9 to –0.1] W/m2 and an indirect cloud albedo forcing of 
–0.7 [–1.8 to –0.3] W/m2.…Changes in surface albedo, due to land cover changes 
and deposition of black carbon aerosols on snow, exert respective forcings of –0.2 [–
0.4 to 0.0] and +0.1 [0.0 to +0.2] W/m2 (IPCC 2007). 

 
Chapter 2 of the IPCC report (www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wg1/ar4-wg1-chapter2.pdf) 
discusses the uncertainty of the RF of individual aerosol species:  

The direct RF of the individual aerosol species is less certain than the total direct 
aerosol RF. The estimates are: sulphate, –0.4 [±0.2] W/m2; fossil fuel organic carbon, –
0.05 [±0.05] W/m2; fossil fuel black carbon, +0.2 [±0.15] W/m2; biomass burning, +0.03 
[±0.12] W/m2; nitrate, –0.1 [±0.1] W/m2; and mineral dust, –0.1 [±0.2] W/m2. For 
biomass burning, the estimate is strongly influenced by aerosol overlying clouds . . .  

 

Black carbon aerosol deposited on snow has reduced the surface albedo, producing 
an associated RF of +0.1 [±0.1] W/m2, with a low level of scientific understanding… 
The spatial patterns of RFs for non-long-lived greenhouse gases (LLGHG) (include 
ozone, aerosol direct and cloud albedo effects, and land use changes) have 
considerable uncertainties, in contrast to the relatively high confidence in that of the 
long-lived greenhouse gases . . .  

 

In summary, the IPCC report indicates that total indirect and direct RF of aerosols 
result in cooling effects of –1.2 W/m2. Changes in surface albedo from black carbon 
deposited on snow produce warming effects of +0.1 W/m2, though the level of 
scientific understanding of this phenomenon is low. The certainty of the individual 
aerosols effects on direct RF is not as well understood as the total effect of aerosols. 
Nevertheless, the IPCC report indicates that fossil fuel black carbon results in a 
warming effect of +0.2 W/m2.  
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The GWP for short-lived greenhouse gases, such as aerosols, are not included in the 
IPCC report. The 2nd chapter of the 2007 IPCC report indicates that the GWPs of 
long-lived GHG do not depend on location and time of the emissions. However, the 
GWPs for short-lived GHG are regionally and temporally dependent. The IPCC report 
suggests that, “the GWP concept may be too simplistic when applied to aerosols.” In 
summary, the potential of black carbon to contribute to climate change is uncertain. 

 
Diesel Exhaust Components 

Diesel exhaust contains many different chemical species, such as elemental carbon 
(black carbon), organic carbon, and sulfates. The IPCC report indicates RF values for 
sulfates are –0.4 [±0.2] W/m2, fossil fuel black carbon are +0.2 [±0.15] W/m2, and 
fossil fuel organic carbon are –0.05 [±0.05] W/m2. There is a low scientific 
understanding regarding the net GWP for diesel exhaust, as some of the 
components of diesel exhaust contribute to a cooling effect. 

 
Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-7 
Even though the Project encompasses an area of approximately 62 acres, the actual construction 
would be done on a much smaller area. The estimation of construction emissions contained in the 
2005 Draft EIR the RRDEIR No. 1 assumed that the actual home construction would have a footprint of 
approximately 18 acres. The URBEMIS land use model used to estimate emissions from various types 
of development projects assumes that a maximum of 25 percent of the area to be developed would be 
disturbed in a single day, or in the case of the Project, an area of 4.5 acres. Therefore, the SCAQMD LST 
emission look-up tables were used to estimate construction emissions and dispersion modeling was 
not required. As for the long-term localized operational impacts, the SCAQMD indicates that the LST 
methodology would typically not apply to the operational phase of a project because emissions are 
primarily generated by mobile sources traveling on local roadways over potentially large distances or 
areas.3 The Project would not be resolved within a photochemical model and would very likely not 
affect ozone levels downwind of the Project. The SCAQMD significance thresholds apply emissions of 
NOX and VOC as surrogates for potential impacts on ozone. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Mass grading activities shall be limited to a maximum of 5 acres per day. 
 
Please refer to Section 4: Errata of this FEIR document, showing detailed revisions to mitigation 
measures. 

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-8 
As noted earlier, the Air Quality Report for the project was prepared in early 2007. At that time, the 
version of the URBEMIS model that was publically available was the URBEMIS 2002 Version 8.7. This 
is the version of the model that was used in the Project Air Quality Report and EIR. The update to the 
URBEMIS model, Version 9.2, was released in June 2007 and URBEMIS Version 9.2.4 was released in 
February 2008, after the URBEMIS model runs had already been completed for the Project Air 
Quality Report and EIR analysis. The EMFAC2002 model that is used in estimating mobile source 
emissions as identified in the comment is a fundamental component of the URBEMIS model. Thus, 
the EMFAC2002 model was part and parcel of the URBEMIS2002 model. When the URBEMIS model 
was updated to the URBEMIS2007 version, the update also included the inclusion of the EMFAC2007 
model as well to handle mobile source emissions.  

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

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

As noted from Table 2-3, with the exception of NOX emissions, the estimated construction emissions 
from the CalEEMod model are lower than the corresponding emissions shown in RRDEIR No.1. 
Further, none of the emissions’ estimated using the CalEEMod model exceed any of the regional or 
localized emission significance thresholds. The estimated emissions shown in RRDEIR No.1 (Table 
4.2-6), however, exceed the SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds for PM10 and PM2.5 thereby 
requiring mitigation. After mitigation, as shown in Table 4.2-7 of the RRDEIR No.1 (page 4.2-32), the 
Project’s construction emissions would not exceed any SCAQMD’s construction emission significance 
thresholds. What this exercise shows is that the construction emissions contained in the RRDEIR 
No.1 provide a conservative emission estimate (in terms of overestimating construction emissions) 
when compared to those emissions calculated using the most up-to-date emissions estimating 
model, the CalEEMod model. Therefore, the Project’s construction emissions provided in the RRDEIR 
No.1 are sufficient in describing the impacts of the Project’s construction emissions. 

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

Analysis 

Construction Criteria Pollutants  
(pounds/day) 

VOC NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

RRDEIR No.1 (Table 4.2-6) 69.3 53.3 68.7 43.5 10.5 

CalEEMod 54.3 59.6 36.2 11.5 6.1 

SCAQMD Regional Construction 
Threshold 75 100 550 150 55 

Significant Impact? No No No No No 

Local Significant Threshold(1) 

N/A 

270 2,075 14 9 

Significant Impact? No No 

Yes in RRDEIR 
No. 1 
No for 

CalEEMod 

Yes for RRDEIR 
No. 1 

No for CalEEMod 
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Table 2-3 (cont.): Comparison of Project Emission—Construction (Unmitigated) 

Analysis 

Construction Criteria Pollutants  
(pounds/day) 

VOC NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Note: 
(1) The localized significance thresholds were updated to the latest values shown in the SCAQMD’s Mass Rate Emission 

Tables (2006-2008) for a 5-acre project, in Source Receptor Area 38 and a distance to sensitive receptor of 25 meters; 
website: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/appendix-c-
mass-rate-lst-look-up-tables.pdf 

N/A = the SCAQMD has not defined a localized threshold for VOC emissions 
Source of CalEEMod emissions: See Appendix H of this 2020 Final EIR 

 

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

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

Analysis 

Operational Criteria Pollutants  
(pounds/day) 

VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

RRDEIR No. 1 (Table 4.2-9 and 
Table 4.2-10)(1), (2) 36.8 8.8 104.8 12.6 7.4 

CalEEMod(1),(2) 9.5 10.8 32.2 4.5 1.9 

SCAQMD Regional 
Operational Threshold 55 55 550 150 55 

Significant Impact? No No No No No 

Notes: 
(1) The higher of the summer and winter emissions is listed for each pollutant 
(2) The pollutant emissions’ include the operation of personal watercraft, Table 4.2-9 of the RRDEIR 
Source: CalEEMod (Appendix H of this 2020 Final EIR) 

 

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

On December 6, 2011, subsequent to the preparation of the RRDEIR No. 1 for the Project, the San 
Bernardino County Board of Supervisors approved a countywide Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Reduction Plan (GHG Plan). In connection with this approval, the San Bernardino County Board of 
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Supervisors adopted a General Plan Amendment detailing a policy designed to reduce GHG 
emissions within the County boundaries which included adoption of the GHG Plan. With the 
application of the GHG performance standards, under the GHG Plan, any project that does not 
exceed 3,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (“MTCO2e”) per year is considered to be 
consistent with the Plan and determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative 
impact for GHG emissions. The adoption of the GHG Plan has no bearing on, nor does it affect the 
less than significant finding of the RRDEIR No. 1 as it relates to GHG emissions. As detailed in the Air 
Quality Analysis Report (Appendix A to the RRDEIR No. 1), the Project’s estimated combined 
construction and operational greenhouse gas emissions are 1955.59 MTCO2e, which is far less than 
the 3,000 MTCO2e benchmark under the GHG Plan. Accordingly, even if the Project was analyzed 
under the GHG Plan, it would only confirm the less than significant finding contained in the RRDEIR 
No. 1 as it relates to GHG emissions.  

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

Table 2-5: Comparison of Project GHG Emissions 

Assessment 
Annual GHG Emissions 

(Mt CO2e/year) 

RRDEIR No. 1 (Table 4.2-12 and Table 4.2-13) 1,604(1) 

CalEEMod 1,471(1) 

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

 

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

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

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-9 
The calculation of architectural coating emissions is done by totaling up the interior and exterior 
square footage of all of the residences (assumed in the URBEMIS model to be 1,800 square-feet per 
residence) and multiplying by the appropriate VOC emission factor for interior and exterior coating 
as specified by the SCAQMD. Thus, the calculation of VOC emissions attributable to architectural 
coating represents the total emissions aggregated from all of the residences which in the case of the 
RRDEIR No. 1 was 50 residences. 

In addition, the residential architectural coating VOC emission factor used in the original 2005 Draft 
EIR as contained in the URBEMIS model had a value of 0.0185 pounds of VOC per square-feet of area 
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coverage. This is equivalent to approximately 400 grams of VOC per liter of paint. It should be noted 
further that revisions to SCAQMD Rule 1113 have resulted in a significant lowering of the VOC 
content of paints after 2008 to 50 grams of VOC per liter of paint for residential interior coatings and 
100 grams of VOC per liter of paint for exterior residential coatings. These new VOC paint content 
limits will significantly reduce the architectural coating emissions to even lower levels than 
presented in the RRDEIR No. 1.  

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-10 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-31) will be modified to the following to further 
clarify its intent using a strike-out/underline revision format. 

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

• To the extent that equipment and technology is available and cost effective, the 
contractor shall uUse catalyst and filtration technologies on mobile construction 
equipment. 

• All diesel-fueled engines used in construction of the Project shall use ultra-low 
sulfur diesel fuel containing no more than 15-ppm sulfur, or a suitable alternative 
fuel. 

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

• Heavy-duty diesel equipment will be maintained in optimum running condition. 
 
Please refer to Section 4: Errata of this FEIR document, showing detailed revisions to mitigation 
measures. 

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-11 
The version of the URBEMIS model (URBEMIS 2002 Version 8.7) that was used to prepare Tables 4.2-
9 and 4.2-10 only provided estimates of PM10 construction emissions. The estimates of PM2.5 

contained in the above tables were derived using the methodology published in October 2006 by the 
SCAQMD in their document entitled: “Final PM2.5 Calculation Methodology and PM2.5 Significance 
Thresholds” In that document, the SCAQMD lays out a methodology for generating estimates of 
PM2.5 emissions from the calculated fugitive dust and exhaust PM10 emissions. The conversion factors 
from PM10 emissions to PM2.5 depend on the type of emission source of concern. For the types of 
emission sources to be involved in the Project, the following factors were used: 

• For construction equipment exhaust: PM2.5 = PM10 x 0.92 
• For construction fugitive dust: PM2.5 = PM10 x 0.21 

 
The exhaust and fugitive dust PM2.5 components are summed to derive a total PM2.5 emission. The 
calculated PM10 emissions already include the PM2.5 component (PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are not 
additive; PM2.5 is a portion of PM10). 
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As noted in response Comment Pitts (b)-8, the Project’s construction and operational criteria 
pollutant and GHG emissions were recalculated using the CalEEMod emission model with direct 
estimates of PM10 and PM2.5. The resulting CalEEMod GHG emissions were slightly lower than the 
GHG emissions presented in the RRDEIR No. 1, Table 4.2-12 (page 4.2-43) and Table 4.2-13 (page 4.2-
44). Please refer to Appendix H of this 2020 Final EIR for a memorandum on the CalEEMod analysis 
and the data files. 

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

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

 

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

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

The second factor dealing with the assumptions regarding the usage of hearth equipment has a larger 
impact on the estimation of emissions. In the original 2005 Draft EIR, the report assumed that 100 
percent of the residences would have wood burning fireplaces that would be used to heat the 
residences. Additionally, it was assumed that 25 percent of the residences would have outdoor stoves 
and that there would be no natural gas fireplaces. In the RRDEIR No. 1, a different set of assumptions 
was used allowing for 10 percent of the homes having wood fireplaces, 35 percent would have wood 
stoves, and 55 percent would have natural gas fireplaces. Since wood fireplaces emit substantially 
more than do wood stoves or natural gas fireplaces, the emissions estimated in the original 2005 Draft 
EIR were substantially greater than the emissions shown in the RRDEIR No. 1. The hearth assumptions 
used in the RRDEIR No. 1 and resulting emissions reflect two important considerations: 1) it is highly 
unlikely that the construction of new residences would place a 100 percent reliance on the use of 
wood fireplaces to supply virtually all of the space heating in the residence. A more likely scenario 
would be to utilize natural gas heating to supply heating requirements and use natural gas-fired 
fireplaces to provide perhaps supplemental heating and the “mountain experience.” 2) Mitigation 
Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-38) specifically requires the installation and operation of only 
EPA Phase II certified fireplaces and wood stoves,4 pellet stoves, or natural gas fireplaces even though 
such equipment is exempt from SCAQMD Rule 445—Wood Burning Devices because of the elevation 
of the Project. The use of EPA Phase II certified fireplaces and stoves, for instance, can reduce 
particulate matter emissions by about 85 to 90 percent from a conventional open burning wood 
fireplace.5 Natural gas fireplaces would reduce fireplace emissions even further to levels that are a 

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

/woodstoves/certifiedwood.pdf 
5 Current uncontrolled conventional wood hearth fireplaces have a particulate matter emission rate of about 57 grams/hour . The EPA 

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

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

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-14 
Regardless of whether the public expects wood burning as part of the “mountain experience” or 
whether or not an activity is governed by a particular law or regulation, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 
(RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-38) prohibits open-hearth fireplaces in any residential unit unless the 
fireplace is an EPA Phase II Certified fireplace and wood stove, pellet stove, or a natural gas fireplace. 
The mitigation measure would become part of the Project’s mitigation monitoring plan and 
depending on municipal requirements, the measure would be incorporated into the acceptance of 
the Project’s design plan as submitted to the City for approval, as a condition to the approval of a 
building permit, or as a part of the Project’s conditional use permit to ensure that the Mitigation 
Measure is fully implemented. 

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

Response to PITTS (Detailed Comments) (b)-15 
The use of a generator would only occur during an emergency power outage and during a small 
number of hours per year (as many as 50 hours per year as limited by the SCAQMD permit 
requirements) for maintenance requirements. There is no intent for generator usage to occur on a 
routine basis. 
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James and Lola McGrew (MCGREW) 
Response to MCGREW-1 
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1 
house per 0.5 acre and sufficient infrastructure. 

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

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

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

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

As indicated within Section 4.9, Utilities, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project would result in an 
increased demand for electrical service. Based on a daily average of 16.66 kilowatts per unit, at 
project buildout the Proposed Alternative Project would utilize 833 kilowatts per day. BVE recently 
constructed a local power generating station to provide backup power and peak power to 
supplement the two power lines that feed the valley. According to BVE, service is available and of 
adequate supplies. The Project Applicant will also construct and fund all infrastructure related to the 
Proposed Alternative Project. In addition, the future residents of the site will pay monthly user fees 
that offset the cost of service and maintenance. Therefore, the impacts are considered less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 

Response to MCGREW-4 
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the 
Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the 
percentage of full-time residents.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 
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John DeLandtsheer (DELANDTSHEER) 
Response to DELANDTSHEER-1 
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the 
Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the 
percentage of full-time residents.  

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

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

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

Response to DELANDTSHEER 3 
As indicated within Section 4.7, Public Services, of the RRDEIR No. 1, anticipated police calls that may 
occur include increased burglar alarm calls, general criminal investigations, missing or lost persons, 
emergency medical calls, thefts of boats, and vandalism. Although there would be an incremental 
need for increased police service, it is not anticipated that Proposed Alternative Project 
implementation would require any new police facilities. Each homeowner will be required to pay 
property taxes and development impact fees based on then-current rates. The Proposed Alternative 
Project’s increase in demand for police services would be offset through project related fees and 
taxes. Therefore, impacts to law enforcement services are expected to be less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are proposed. 

In addition, as evaluated in RRDEIR No. 1, Section 4.8, Transportation, Circulation, and Parking, 
Subsection 4.8.2, Project Impact Analysis, the site plan for the project proposes two points of access 
from SR-38; driveway number one, toward the western portion of Tentative Tract No. 16136, with 
another driveway providing access to the project from SR-38 further to the east. San Bernardino 
County Municipal Code § 87.06.030(c)(2)(E) states that: The subdivision in each of its phases shall 
have two points of vehicular ingress and egress from existing surrounding streets, one of which may 
be used for emergency use only. Therefore, the Project’s vehicular ingress and egress design is 
consistent with County Code. In addition, a Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of the RRDEIR No. 1) 
was conducted for the proposed Moon Camp Project. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, no 
areas are expected to have significant and unavoidable impacts for opening year and Horizon Year 
2030 Traffic Conditions nor cumulative traffic impacts to SR-38 or the surrounding area with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.8-51). No additional 
response is necessary. 

Response to DELANDTSHEER-4 
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1 
house per 0.5 acre and sufficient infrastructure. 
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See Response to SM&W-1 for a response regarding zoning of the Project site, as well as sufficiency of 
infrastructure.  

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

Response to DELANDTSHEER-5 

The commenter expresses concern regarding biological resources. 

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

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

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

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

The commenter provides a closing statement. No comment is necessary.  
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Joseph and Barbara Francuz (FRANCUZ) 
Response to FRANCUZ-1 through 5 
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1 
house per 0.5 acre. The commenter requests a valid reason for changing the zoning, when there is 
sufficient infrastructure and if the change is in the best interest of the public. 

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

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

Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

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

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

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

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

In addition, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-38), in particular, prohibits open-
hearth fireplaces and permits only EPA Phase II certified fireplaces and wood stoves, pellet stoves, 
and natural gas fireplaces. The use of certified fireplaces and stoves will significantly increase the 
heating efficiency of fireplaces and reduce the amount of smoke particles and toxics emitted into the 
air compare to an ordinary open-hearth fireplace present in many homes in the neighboring area. 
See Response to Pitts (b)-12 for additional information. 
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Response to FRANCUZ-10 
The commenter expresses concern regarding boats pulled by cars or trucks will impacts emergency 
vehicles who share the same road. 

The site plan for the Project proposes two points of access from SR-38; driveway number one, 
toward the western portion of Tentative Tract No. 16136, with another driveway providing access to 
the Project from SR-38 further to the east. San Bernardino County Municipal Code § 
87.06.030(c)(2)(E) states that: The subdivision in each of its phases shall have two points of vehicular 
ingress and egress from existing surrounding streets, one of which may be used for emergency use 
only. Therefore, the Project’s vehicular ingress and egress design is consistent with County of San 
Bernardino Code. In addition, a Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of the RRDEIR No. 1) was 
conducted for the proposed Moon Camp Project. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, no areas 
are expected to have significant and unavoidable impacts for opening year and Horizon Year 2030 
Traffic Conditions nor cumulative traffic impacts to SR-38 or the surrounding area with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.8-51). No additional 
response is necessary. 

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

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

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

See Response to FRANCUZ-10. 

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

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

Response to FRANCUZ-15 and -16 
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the 
Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the 
percentage of full-time residents.  

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

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

See Response to FRANCUZ-9. 
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Response to FRANCUZ-20 
Mr. Francuz comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within 2011 RRDEIR 
No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments 
provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of 
this Response to Comment document. 

Response to FRANCUZ-21 
The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts from light and noise.  

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

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

Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 
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Karin Powell (POWELL) 
Response to POWELL-1 
The commenter states that there are various vacant lots and residences within the area.  

See Response to SM&W-1.  

Response to POWELL-2 
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the 
Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the 
percentage of full-time residents.  

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

Response to POWELL-3 
Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 
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Kim MacDonald (MACDONALD) 
Response to MACDONALD-1 
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1 
house per 0.5 acre and sufficient infrastructure. 

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

Response to MACDONALD-2 
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the 
Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the 
percentage of full-time residents.  

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

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

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

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

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

Response to MACDONALD-5 
Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 
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Loretta Gardiner (Gardiner) 
Response to GARDINER-1 and -2 
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and the 
Department of Water and Power says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the 
percentage of full-time residents.  

See Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin 
system. No additional response is necessary. 
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M. Hill (HILL) 
Response to HILL-1 
The commenter states they are in favor of the Project. No response is necessary. 
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Marlene Thurston (THURSTON) 
Response to THURSTON-1 through 3 
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and DWP 
says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the percentage of full-time residents.  

See Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin 
system. No additional response is necessary. 
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MJ Lilhan (LILHAN) 
Response to LILHAN-1 
The commenter states they are in favor of the Project. No response is necessary. 
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Paul Lasky (LASKY) 
Response to LASKY-1 
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1 
house per 0.5 acre and sufficient infrastructure. 

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

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

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

Response to LASKY-3 
The commenter expresses concern regarding utilities. In addition, the commenter states 
infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and DWP says that the supply 
cannot support any significant increase in the percentage of full-time residents.  

As indicated within Section 4.9, Utilities, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project would result in an 
increased demand for electrical service. Based on a daily average of 16.66 kilowatts per unit, at 
project buildout the Proposed Alternative Project would utilize 833 kilowatts per day. BVE recently 
constructed a local power generating station to provide backup power and peak power to 
supplement the two power lines that feed the valley. According to BVE, service is available and of 
adequate supplies. The Project Applicant will also construct and fund all infrastructure related to the 
Proposed Alternative Project. In addition, the future residents of the site will pay monthly user fees 
that offset the cost of service and maintenance. Therefore, the impacts are considered less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 
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Peter and Mary Tennyson (TENNYSON) 
Response to TENNYSON-1 and -2 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-1, the commenter provides introductory remarks to 
preface the comment letter and does not raise any issue with the EIR. No substantive response is 
necessary. 

Response to TENNYSON-3 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-2, the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes the Proposed 
Alternative Project’s environmental impacts against the environmental baseline, not the impacts of 
the Original Proposed Project.  

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

Response to TENNYSON-4 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-3, The RRDEIR No. 1 does relate impacts compared 
with the current site as well as compared with the Original Proposed Project (92 lots). The findings of 
less than significant throughout the RRDEIR No. 1 are made related to the current status of the site. 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 1 improperly minimizes the actual impacts to the 
proposed Project by comparing the impacts of the Proposed Alternative Project to those of the 
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Original Proposed Project, not the existing environment as required by CEQA. In determining 
whether environmental impacts of a project are significant, an EIR is required to compare potential 
impacts of the Project with pre-project environmental conditions, or the “environmental baseline” 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)). The environmental baseline against which the Proposed 
Alternative Project’s potential environmental impacts are determined is the current, vacant 
condition of the property. Although the RRDEIR No. 1 does compare the identified impacts of the 
Proposed Alternative Project analyzed therein to the characteristics and impacts of the Original 
Proposed Project analyzed in the 2005 EIR, this comparison is in addition to the analysis included in 
the document analyzing the potential impacts of the Proposed Alternative Project. The RRDEIR No. 1 
generally focuses on those impact areas where the 2005 EIR concluded the original Project would 
result in a significant impact (Biology, Aesthetics, Water Supply, Air Quality, Public Services and 
Utilities), as well as areas such as, Land Use, Noise and Traffic. Where changes in the existing 
environment (noise, traffic) or applicable law (land use) occurred since 2005, the County of San 
Bernardino believed it was important to include a detailed analysis to confirm that the impacts of 
the Proposed Alternative Project are still less than significant. Considering the Proposed Alternative 
Project is a variation of the reduced intensity alternative analyzed in the 2005 EIR, and considering 
the Proposed Alternative Project was specifically designed to reduce or eliminate specifically 
identified significant impacts resulting from implementation of the Original Proposed Project, 
County believed it was imperative that impacts to the Proposed Alternative Project be compared 
with those identified in the 2005 EIR to inform the reviewing public of the impact of the Proposed 
Alternative Project. The specific revisions to the Project design embodied in the Proposed 
Alternative Project directly result in a finding less than significant impact for several of the impact 
areas, including aesthetics, water supply, public utilities, and air quality. However, for each of those 
impact areas the RRDEIR No. 1 expressly provides an analysis of the potential impacts of the 
Proposed Alternative Project against the existing environmental baseline.  

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

Response to TENNYSON-5 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-4 a public agency shall provide that measures to 
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment are fully enforceable through permit 
conditions, agreements, or other measures. All mitigation measures for the project meet this 
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standard. A broad statement that “mitigation proposed throughout the RRDEIR No. 1 are ‘paper’ 
mitigations” is not sufficiently specific so that the agency has the opportunity to evaluate and 
adequately respond. However, comments with specific examples of concern are provided below.  

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

As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-5, the FOF comment letter was received during the 
RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. However, the RRDEIR No. 1 Biological Resources Section 
was recirculated in the 2011 RRDEIR No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding 
biological resource comments provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are 
addressed within Section 3 of this Response to Comment document (which includes Sierra Club 
comments 1 through 23).  

As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-6, an active HOA will assure that all new 
homeowners/resale homeowners receive all the flyers and copies of the Mitigation Measures they 
are required to adhere to. These are mitigation measures that are used in connection with various 
other CEQA documents across the mountain and county. 

Response to TENNYSON-6 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-4, A public agency shall provide that measures to 
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment are fully enforceable through permit 
conditions, agreements, or other measures. All mitigation measures for the project meet this 
standard. A broad statement that “mitigation proposed throughout the RRDEIR No. 1 are ‘paper’ 
mitigations” is not sufficiently specific so that the agency has the opportunity to evaluate and 
adequately respond. However, comments with specific examples of concern are provided below.  

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

Response to TENNYSON-7 
See previous Response to TENNYSON-6 referencing Response to FOF (b)-4. 

Response to TENNYSON-8 
See Response to FOF-a 3 through 8. To be legally adequate pursuant to CEQA, a mitigation measure 
must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding 
instruments (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4). By setting up a regulatory scheme where 
prohibitions identified in RRDEIR mitigation measures may be enforced by the Homeowners 
Association, individual residents, or the County of San Bernardino, the approving agency for this 
Project, and mitigation measures are “fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or 
other legally binding instruments.” CEQA does not require conclusive evidence that the restrictions 
will be enforced, only that the mitigation measures are accompanied by enforcement mechanisms 
that make the measures enforceable. 

Response to TENNYSON-9 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-6, an active HOA will assure that all new 
homeowners/resale homeowners receive all the flyers and copies of the Mitigation Measures they 
are required to adhere to. These are mitigation measures that are used in connection with various 
other CEQA documents across the mountain and county. 

Response to TENNYSON-10 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-8, as noted in RRDEIR No. 1, Section 1.3.3 (pages 1 
through 4), the comments provided during the public scoping process going as far back as 2002 were 
addressed. As such, the RRDEIR No. 1 adequately addresses all the issues that were presented in the 
public scoping sessions. 

Response to TENNYSON-11 
As previously provided in Response to FOF (b)-9 and Response to FOF (b)-10, a slope density legend 
is provided below, showing a 0 percent to 40 percent slope and the Project’s compliance with USFS 
slope density requirements for total area, percentage of total area, maximum allowed density and 
total units allowed on-site. 
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Response to TENNYSON-12 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-12, surrounding property land use percentages 
include the following: 42 percent residential, 26 percent lakefront, and 32 percent USFS lands. In 
addition, the Tentative Tract Map has been designed as an extension of the existing land use pattern 
(i.e., neighboring single-family residential uses), but with much less density (minimum 7,200 square 
feet for neighboring lots and minimum 20,000 square feet for the Project). The Project offers a 
cohesively planned development, which would be subject to compliance with the County of San 
Bernardino’s administrative design guidelines and development standards specific to the BV/RS-20M 
District. The minimum lot size in the Project is 20,000 square feet; however, all of the proposed 
residential lots are at least 0.5 acre in size, with the average lot size of 0.90 acre, and 12 lots are over 
1 acre in size.  

As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-13, The small, westernmost drainage is an on-site 
drainage area and was determined not to meet jurisdictional requirements (see Appendix C of the 
RRDEIR No. 1). FCS biologist Dennis Peterson visited the site on May 18, 2018, to verify and confirm 
that the jurisdictional delineation boundaries have not changed. Please see Appendix E of this 2020 
Final EIR for the memorandum dated May 28, 2018, describing the site conditions during the 
jurisdictional delineation confirmation visit. 

Response to TENNYSON-13 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-14, the proposed launch ramp has been removed 
from the Project by the developer. No additional response is necessary. 

Response to TENNYSON-14 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-15, installation of off-site water lines will be located 
within existing public streets and will be constructed in accordance with County of San Bernardino 
Code requirements. All referenced impacts are temporary and considered less than significant upon 
consistency with County Code requirements. In addition, the RRDEIR No. 1 provides mitigation 
measures (A-1a, A-1b, AQ-1, AQ-2, and NOI-1 through NOI-4) to further reduce referenced 
temporary impacts to a level of less than significant. 

Response to TENNYSON-15 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-16, the commenter notes a typographical error in 
RRDEIR No. 1 regarding project commencement date. This comment does not raise an issue 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR and, therefore, no substantive response is necessary. 
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Response to TENNYSON-16 
The comment asserts that various sections of the RRDEIR No. 1 make comparisons with the 1989 
General Plan and sometimes the 2007 General Plan. Each environmental impact area utilized the 
applicable general plan document to evaluate environmental impacts.  

Response to TENNYSON-17 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-17 and -18, as outlined within Section 2, Project 
Description, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project will have a minimum lot size of 0.5 acre and an average 
lot size is 0.9 acre. Ultimately, as previously stated, the Tentative Tract Map has been designed as an 
extension of the existing land use pattern (i.e., neighboring single-family residential uses), but with 
much less density (minimum 7,200 square feet for neighboring lots and minimum 20,000 square feet 
for the Project). The Project offers a cohesively planned development, which would be subject to 
compliance with the County of San Bernardino’s administrative design guidelines and development 
standards specific to the BV/RS-20M District. The minimum lot size in the Project is 20,000 square 
feet; however, all of the proposed residential lots are at least 0.5 acre in size, with the average lot 
size of 0.90 acre, and 12 lots are over 1 acre in size.  

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

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

Response to TENNYSON-18 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-31 and -32, the overall density of the Project is one 
lot per 1.25 acres. No lakefront homes are to be built. This is much less dense than the entire 
Fawnskin area it adjoins and this low-density provides a natural, open aesthetic for this area of the 
North Shore. 

Response to TENNYSON-19 
See Response to TENNYSON-17 which references Response to FOF (b)-17 and -18. 
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Response to TENNYSON-20 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-20, the commenter re-emphasizes the revised 
Project’s potential impacts on scenic views. 

Please see Response to TENNYSON-17, which references Response to FOF (b)-17 and -18. 

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

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

Response to TENNYSON-22 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-25, no launch ramp or boat trailer parking will occur 
at the marina. In addition, the marina parking is for day use only and not for trailers. Further, Exhibits 
4.1-4 and 4.1-6 are provided as visual resources for the natural and cultural features of the 
environment that can be seen by the public, and influence the aesthetic appeal an area may have for 
viewers. The overall objective of Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light and Glare, is to describe existing 
landscape and visual resource conditions at the affected portions of the Project site and surrounding 
vicinity and to identify the impacts that could result from the implementation of the Proposed 
Alternative Project. Section 4.1 takes into consideration all potentially affected areas (including views 
from the shoreline to the National Forest) and mitigates those potential impacts to a level of less 
than significant. 

Response to TENNYSON-23 
See previous Response to TENNYSON-22.. 

Response to TENNYSON-24 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-28 no streetlights are proposed or required. The only 
outdoor lighting is within the 50 lots, which are spread out over 62 acres, 1.25 acres per lot. 
Significantly, these would be less dense than the surrounding residential areas. Moreover, project 
development and design will have to comply with County lighting requirements to minimize impacts 
to night skies and surrounding residential uses. The Project will also be required to implement 
Mitigation Measures A-4a through A-4f (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.1-9, and 4.1-10) to reduce light and 
glare impacts to less than significant levels. 

Response to TENNYSON-25 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-29, no lakefront lots are included in the Project. This 
completely maintains the entire lake view and views of the southerly ridgeline. The lake views are the 
most scenic views within the entire Project area. 
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Response to TENNYSON-26 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-31 and -32, the overall density of the Project is one 
lot per 1.25 acres. No lakefront homes are to be built. This is much less dense than the entire 
Fawnskin area it adjoins and this low-density provides a natural, open aesthetic for this area of the 
North Shore. 

Response to TENNYSON-27 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-33 and -34, the commenter states implementation of 
the Project (new construction) will be a blight to the marina and the scenic byway corridor. Please 
see Response to FOF (b)-15. 

Response to TENNYSON-28 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-33 and -34, the commenter states implementation of 
the Project (new construction) will be a blight to the marina and the scenic byway corridor. Please 
see Response to FOF (b)-15. 

Response to TENNYSON-29 
As discussed in Response to FOF (b)-35, as part of the Standard Conditions and Uniform Code, as 
outlined within Section 4.1 of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project shall be designed to blend into the 
natural landscape and maximize visual attributes of the natural vegetation and terrain. Project 
design should also provide for the maintenance of a natural open space, which should be visible 
from the right-of-way. No additional response is necessary. 

Response to TENNYSON-30 
As discussed in Response to FOF (b)-38, the marina parking is for day use only and the launch ramp 
has been eliminated as a project component. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that there would be any 
trailer parking in the marina parking lot. Determining where and how many boat trailers will park in 
and near the Project site is speculative at this point. 

Response to TENNYSON-31 
As discussed in Response to FOF (b)-51 regarding the use of fireplaces within the Project. Mitigation 
Measure AQ-3 (RRDEIR No.1, page 4.2-38), in particular, prohibits open-hearth fireplaces and 
permits only EPA Phase II certified fireplaces and wood stoves, pellet stoves, and natural gas 
fireplaces. The use of certified fireplaces and stoves will significantly increase the heating efficiency 
of fireplaces and reduce the amount of smoke particles and toxics emitted into the air compare to an 
ordinary open-hearth fireplace present in many homes in the neighboring area. See Response to 
Pitts 12 for additional related information. 

Response to TENNYSON-32 
The comment expresses concerns regarding the RRDEIR No. 1’s discussion of impacts to the bald 
eagle, ashy-gray paintbrush and other pebble plain plants, and other biological resources. 

As discussed previously in Response to FOF (b)-58 through -95, no responses will be prepared 
regarding biological resource comments provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource 
comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response to Comment document. 
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Response to TENNYSON-33 
The comment states that the project site is an important roosting and perching habitat for the bald 
eagle population, and states that the RRDEIR No. 1 should elaborate the discussion of the 
unavoidable impacts to bald eagles, as well as cumulative impacts and mitigation efforts. 

As discussed previously in Response to FOF (b)-58 through -95, no responses will be prepared 
regarding biological resource comments provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource 
comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response to Comment document. 

Response to TENNYSON-34 
The comment restates the findings of RRDEIR No. 1 regarding significant and unavoidable impacts to 
bald eagles, and expresses the importance of bald eagles to the region. 

As discussed previously in Response to FOF (b)-58 through -95, no responses will be prepared 
regarding biological resource comments provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource 
comments are addressed within Section 3 of this Response to Comment document. 

Response to TENNYSON-35 
The comment states that the RRDEIR No. 1 attempts to minimize the size of the pebble plain habitat 
and states that the RRDEIR No. 1 must disclose the impact and indicate habitat preservation 
measures. The comment states that over 36 acres of off-site mitigation would be required and that 
the RRDEIR No. 1 fails to include a discussion of off-site mitigation requirements.As discussed 
previously in Response to FOF (b)-58 through -95, no responses will be prepared regarding biological 
resource comments provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed 
within Section 3 of this Response to Comment document. 

Response to TENNYSON-36 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-231, regarding the assumptions used in the well 
pump and aquifer test included as Appendix G3 to the RRDEIR No. 1, the referenced report was 
prepared by Geoscience Support Services, Inc., and stamped and signed by registered Certified 
Hydrogeologists. The commenter’s assertions appear to be her own personal opinion and not based 
on specific information tending to call the report’s methodology into questions. Hydrogeological 
conditions, including estimates of the perennial basin yield for Grout Creek Subarea D and North 
Shore Subarea A, are described in detail in Geoscience 2003a (see attached). These subareas 
encompass the proposed Mooncamp Development. Further information on the hydrogeologic 
conditions of the Mooncamp development, based on pumping tests and monitoring of the wells on 
and in the immediate vicinity of the Mooncamp Development, are provided in Appendix G.3 of the 
RRDEIR No. 1. These studies show that the Project’s total anticipated water demand is within the 
Perennial Yield of the hydrologic subareas that encompass the wells that will provide water supply to 
the Project. 

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

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

Response to TENNYSON-37 
See previous response to TENNYSON-36, which references Response to FOF (b)-231.Response to TENNYSON-38 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-99, bioretention basins will be constructed by the 
developer at each lot. Homeowners will be responsible for the minimal maintenance that the basins 
require. These are design requirements that will be enforced by the County of San Bernardino during 
the construction plan review process. 

Response to TENNYSON-39 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-100, the Project is designed to preserve existing site 
drainage to the extent possible. As discussed on page 4.4-7 of the RRDEIR No. 1, “Post-project runoff 
flows are proposed to generally remain in the existing drainage pattern, with culverts crossings 
occurring at low points along the highway….” The post-development drainage pattern will remain 
largely unchanged in both location and quantity. 

Response to TENNYSON-40 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-101, seeding and planting for erosion control will not 
occur within sensitive plant areas. There are no sensitive plants in the open space parcel below the 
highway. 

Response to TENNYSON-41 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-107 through FOF (b)-110, the commenter provides 
conclusive statement that does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR. 
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Response to TENNYSON-42 
As previously discussed in Responses to FOF (b)-110 through -136, the commenter states zoning 
must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1 house per 0.5 acre. The 
commenter requests a valid reason for changing the zoning, when there is sufficient infrastructure 
and if the change is in the best interest of the public. No lakefront lots are included in the Project. 
This completely maintains the entire lake view and views of the southerly ridgeline. The views from 
the lake are the most scenic views within the entire Project area. The minimum lot size is 0.5 acre. 
The average lot size is 0.9 acre. Fifty lots on 62 acres equates to 1.25 acres per lot. A total of 9.8 
percent (6.12 acres) of the entire Project (62.43 acres), is natural open space that is visible from the 
scenic highway. In addition, see Response to SM&W-1 and SM&W-4 for a response regarding zoning 
consistency for the Project site. 

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

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

The commenter states the EIR does not provide a slope analysis in comparison to the Project’s 
proposed uses. Please see Response to FOF (b)-9 and 10. 

The adjoining lakeshore includes a Project provided 0.82-acre public access area with 891 lineal feet 
of public lake access. The adjoining USFS land abuts 16 Moon Camp low-density parcels that are 0.6 
acre up to 2.7 acres in size. 
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The commenter states Exhibit 2-4 incorrectly portrays the Project’s 100-foot fuel modification zone. 
Descriptions within Section 4.5, Land Use, contains a typographical error stating Exhibit 2-4 
incorrectly portrays the Project’s 100-foot fuel modification zone. Section 4, Errata of this response 
to comment corrects the typographical error. The revision and minor modification to the document 
do not result in any new significant environmental impacts of the Project or substantial increases in 
the severity of any environmental impact identified in the Draft EIR. Further, the current version of 
the revised Tract Map accurately designates the Fuel Modification Zone.  

The fire flow storage is within the domestic reservoir(s). Such water is tested for bacteria and 
required to meet all state water quality standards. 

The FOF comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within the 2011 
RRDEIR No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments 
provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of 
this Response to Comment document. In addition, see Response to WINCH (b)-5 for wildfire hazards 
and setbacks. Further, see Response to SM&W-1 for information on water supply and infrastructure.  

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

The commenter questions the use of flyers and enforcement. Please see Response to Pitts 14. 

See Response to WINCH (b)-5 for discussion of wildfire hazards and setbacks. 

The commenter provides a conclusive statement that does not raise any issue concerning the EIR’s 
adequacy. No further response is necessary.  

Response to TENNYSON-43 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-138, Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1 contains a 
comprehensive analysis of noise impacts resulting from the Project. The commenter correctly notes 
that part of the analysis includes a determination of impacts from additions of project traffic along 
area roadways. The analysis concludes that impacts related to traffic-related noise generated by the 
Project would be less than significant. The commenter asserts that analysis of traffic-related noise 
impacts on roadways located farther from the Project site and the community of Fawnskin are of 
little value. Comment noted. Roadways located farther from the Project site, such as North Shore 
Drive at Stanfield Cutoff and Big Bear Boulevard at Stanfield Cutoff, were analyzed because these 
roadways currently have higher existing traffic trips. 

Response to TENNYSON-44 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-140, the commenter asserts that the noise analysis 
was deficient because it fails to take into account noise generated by boats using the marina. Section 
4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes potential noise impacts from watercraft use, including boats and jet 
skis, that may be using the Project’s marina. The analysis concluded that existing watercraft noise 
levels for a ski-boat were 46 to 59 A-weighted decibel (dBA) at 100 feet and a jet-ski was 103 dBA at 
80 feet with an outboard motor on a fishing boat reaching noise levels of approximately 100 dBA. Big 
Bear Municipal Water District estimates that daily use of boats on the lake is approximately 106 with 



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

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 2-379 
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec02-00 Responses RDEIR No 1.docx 

peak day average use being 207 on the weekends. The Project will result in the development of a 55-
slip marina that could potentially add additional watercraft in proximities to the existing Fawnskin 
community. Where the proposed marina is located, there are no residential sensitive receptors 
within 300 feet of the marina. Therefore, even assuming the sound levels of watercraft as stated 
above, the noise attenuation resulting from the distance between the marina and residential uses 
would result in impacts being less than significant. 

Response to TENNYSON-45 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-139 regarding noise impacts on the Forest Service 
campgrounds, the Forest Service campgrounds are a significant distance from the Project site. Based 
on attenuation of sound when receiver is farther away from the source of the noise, construction 
and operational impacts on the Forest Service campgrounds will be negligible. As concluded in the 
RRDEIR No. 1, construction and operational noise impacts of the Project will be less than significant. 

Response to TENNYSON-46 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-140, regarding noise generated by boats using the 
marina, Section 4.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes potential noise impacts from watercraft use, 
including boats and jet skis, that may be using the Project’s marina. The analysis concluded that 
existing watercraft noise levels for a ski-boat were 46 to 59 A-weighted decibel (dBA) at 100 feet and 
a jet-ski was 103 dBA at 80 feet with an outboard motor on a fishing boat reaching noise levels of 
approximately 100 dBA. Big Bear Municipal Water District estimates that daily use of boats on the 
lake is approximately 106 with peak day average use being 207 on the weekends. The Project will 
result in the development of a 55-slip marina that could potentially add additional watercraft in 
proximities to the existing Fawnskin community. Where the proposed marina is located, there are no 
residential sensitive receptors within 300 feet of the marina. Therefore, even assuming the sound 
levels of watercraft as stated above, the noise attenuation resulting from the distance between the 
marina and residential uses would result in impacts being less than significant. 

Response to TENNYSON-47 
See Response to TENNYSON-46. 

Response to TENNYSON-48 
See Response to TENNYSON-46. 

Response to TENNYSON-49 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-146, the construction impact analysis included in the 
RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes potential impacts on adjacent sensitive receptors, such as residents in the 
adjacent community of Fawnskin along Canyon Drive and residential uses southeast of the Project 
site across SR-38. The analysis specifically focuses on construction impacts at the sensitive receptors 
in determining the significance of the impact. The season or time of year during which construction 
activity takes place is immaterial in that the identified closest sensitive receptors to the Project site 
remain year-round and form the basis of the analysis. The exact schedule of construction is 
speculative at this point and therefore has not been specifically determined. The noise analysis 
analyzes the worst-case construction scenario, which includes construction of those portions of the 
Project that are the closest to existing sensitive receptors. Any construction activity that is further 
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away from the sensitive receptors, due to noise attenuation, would be less intense than the impacts 
analyzed in the RRDEIR No. 1. 

As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-147, regarding equipment to be used in construction 
activity, including saws and drills, Table 4.6-6 includes a list of typical construction equipment utilized 
in this type of development and which the County of San Bernardino believes forms a reasonable 
basis for the assumptions used in the construction portion of the noise analysis. 

As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-148, the commenter asserts that the construction 
noise analysis should analyze potential impacts on the recreational areas adjacent to the Lake, in 
addition to the residential sensitive receptors. The analysis does indicate noise levels for various 
distances from the Project site. However, when, where, and how many visitors are going to visit to 
use recreational areas adjacent to the Project site is speculative. The analysis included in the EIR 
contains sufficient information regarding construction noise impacts to the important decision-
maker of the impacts to the Project pursuant to the mandates of CEQA. 

Response to TENNYSON-50 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-149, the CC&Rs for the Project will include a 
prohibition on rentals for less than 30 days. 

Response to TENNYSON-51 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-191 through -206, see Response to SM&W-1 and 
SM&W-4 for a response regarding zoning consistency for the Project site. In addition, see Response 
to WINCH (b)-5 for wildfire hazards and setbacks. Further, see Response to SM&W-1 for information 
on water supply and infrastructure. 

Response to TENNYSON-52 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-209, no launch ramp is included in the Project; 
therefore, no boat trailer parking will exist at the marina. 

Response to TENNYSON-53 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-210, based upon the Traffic Impact Analysis 
conducted for the Project, the existing curve radius of the State Highway (which is required to 
remain as a part of the Project) design provides proper sight distance for the Project. In addition, 
Caltrans will issue a permit to construct the proposed road improvements, which will include the 
design of the two intersections, turning movements, signage and striping. 

Response to TENNYSON-54 
See previous discussion in Response to FOF (b)-211, which responds to a comment stating that the 
RRDEIR No. 1 uses traffic measurements for the entire valley as the existing condition from which to 
calculate increases due to this project. This comment is not sufficiently specific so that the agency 
has the opportunity to evaluate and adequately respond. The traffic study properly uses the existing 
conditions in the localized study area to assess impacts. This includes utilization of existing traffic 
along area roadways and the impact of the addition of projected project related traffic trips. 
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Response to TENNYSON-55 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-212 regardubg the Cumulative Projects list and the 
Cumulative Impacts Analysis, Marina Point has been added to the updated Cumulative Projects List 
as shown in the Errata. 

Response to TENNYSON-56 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-214, CEQA requires consideration of all past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the cumulative impacts analysis. There are a number 
of existing undeveloped subdivided lots in the Big Bear Valley area. However, the majority of these 
lots were created long ago and have yet to be developed. Under the circumstances, it is not 
reasonable to assume these lots will all be developed within the foreseeable future. Otherwise, the 
EIR would present an unreasonable view of the projects cumulative impact. 

Response to TENNYSON-57 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-217, Based upon the Traffic Impact Analysis 
conducted for the Project, the existing curve radius of the State Highway (which is required to 
remain as a part of the Project) design provides proper sight distance for the Project. In addition, 
Caltrans will issue a permit to construct the proposed road improvements, which will include the 
design of the two intersections, turning movements, signage, and striping. 

Response to TENNYSON-58 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-225, the author provides a conclusive statement that 
does not raise any issue regarding the EIR. No further response is necessary. 

Response to TENNYSON-59 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-164, the commenter questions why the noise analysis 
does not analyze impacts on residential uses and recreational campground uses. Section 4.6 of the 
RRDEIR No. 1 does analyze potential impacts on sensitive residential receptors, as well as 
recreational uses, such as the campgrounds. 

Response to TENNYSON-60 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-168, the commenter questions the justification of 
including the marina as a project component. This comment does not raise an issue regarding the 
adequacy of the EIR and, therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to TENNYSON-61 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-169, the Project will be governed by CC&Rs that 
prohibit short-term rental of residential units. 

Response to TENNYSON-62 
The RRDEIR No. 1 does include mitigation measures to ensure the Project does not cause 
unnecessary light pollution. The commenter is directed to Mitigation Measures A-4a through A-4f 
(RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.1-9 to 4.1-10). 



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

 

 
2-382 FirstCarbon Solutions 

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

Response to TENNYSON-63 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-170, The Biological Resource Section of the RRDEIR 
No. 1 was recirculated in 2011, and, therefore, comments regarding the adequacy of the Biological 
Resource section of the RRDEIR No. 1 will not be responded to here. 

Response to TENNYSON-64 
Please see Response to SM&W-36 through -44, as shown below. 

Response to SM&W-36: This would eventually happen in any well in any groundwater basin where 
production substantially exceeds perennial yield. Since the proposed groundwater production 
necessary to support the Project is at the low end of the range of estimated perennial yield for the 
area, significant declines in the groundwater table are not anticipated. Substantial lowering of the 
groundwater table is not anticipated because groundwater pumping for water supply will be 
maintained at the low end of the range of estimated perennial yield of the subarea. Until additional 
data can be collected to refine the perennial yield estimate of Subarea A, producing up to 14 acre-
feet/year of groundwater from this subarea for existing pumpers and the proposed Moon Camp 
development is a very conservative approach to developing the groundwater resources of the area. 
Groundwater levels in the production wells will be monitored over time to assess groundwater level 
trends, which can be used to re-evaluate the perennial yield. 

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

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

Response to SM&W-37: The Geoscience 2003 report also recommends that “development planning 
for tributary subareas be initially based on the maximum perennial yield estimates” described in that 
report. It goes on to say that “as groundwater production is initiated in each subarea, it will be very 
important to monitor groundwater levels . . .” Planned production for the Mooncamp Development 
is very conservatively based on the best available data and uses the low end of the perennial yield. 
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Response to SM&W-38: Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, there is no uncertainty with regard 
to adequacy of water supply to serve the proposed Project. Section 4.9 of the RRDEIR No. 1 includes 
a comprehensive analysis of proposed water consumption, of the Project, amount of water available 
to serve the Project and a method by which water service would be provided to the Project (RRDEIR 
No. 1, page 4.9-1 through 4.9-10). The proposed Project site lies primarily within a tributary aquifer 
of the Northshore Sub-Unit designated in Sub-Area A. There are three groundwater wells within the 
Project site which were constructed and are owned by the Project’s property owner and developer. 
The Project will be served by groundwater extracted from the Northshore Sub-Unit through the 
identified groundwater wells. Based on a significant amount of hydrogeologic modeling and analysis, 
evidence shows that there is sufficient groundwater within the Northshore Sub-Unit Sub-Area A to 
support Project development and its consumption needs which are conservatively projected to be 
14-acre-feet per year. In addition, and to be conservative in the analysis, considering the existing 
wells currently extracting water from the Northshore Sub-Unit, an additional well on-site will 
produce water from the Grout Creek Sub-Unit which is a hydrologically distinct and separate aquifer. 
Water service will be provided by Big Bear Department of Water and Power. Pursuant to the Outside 
Service Agreement for Potable Water Service entered into by CSA 53C and the Department of Water 
and Power dated November 17, 2015, the Department of Water and Power has agreed to be the 
water service agency for the Project. The Department of Water and Power will own the on-site wells 
and distribution infrastructure. 

Response to SM&W-39: The Project provides its own, on-site secure water supply. The Department 
of Water and Power is no longer under Emergency Water Restrictions. An additional well on-site will 
also provide additional source of water to the Project. 

Response to SM&W-40: Thomas Harder, Groundwater Consultant, has concurred that the two on-
site wells provide an adequate, reliable and secure water supply for the Project. A more detailed 
explanation is located in Response to SM&W-72 of this document where the Harder, November 22, 
2010, Response to Comments has been appended. A new well, FP-4, will provide further water 
supply to the Project. 

Response to SM&W-41 through -44: The commenter states that the RRDEIR No. 1 fails to analyze 
global warming’s effect on water supply in determining the Project’s water supply impacts. Any 
potential change in available groundwater supply associated with global warming is not quantifiable. 
While warming could result in increased evapotranspiration, increased peak winter flows may result 
in increased groundwater recharge. Any climate-related impacts will need to be addressed through 
prudent groundwater management practices. 

Response to TENNYSON-65 

The RRDEIR No. 1 did analyze potential hazards from roadway design, including the location of the 
entrances and exits to the marina parking lot and concluded impacts would be less than significant. 
In addition, the launch ramp has been removed from the Project thereby reducing usage of the 
marina parking lot. No shortage of parking is anticipated. 
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Response to TENNYSON-66 
As previously discussed in Response to FOF (b)-252, the commenter provides a conclusory summary 
statement. No response is necessary. 
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Peter Medellin (MEDELLIN) 
Response to MEDELLIN-1 
The commenter provides a preface to the letter. No response is necessary.  

Response to MEDELLIN-2 
The commenter expresses concern regarding re-zoning of the site and if the change is in the best 
interest of the public. 

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

Response to MEDELLIN-3 
The commenter expresses concern regarding infrastructure, police protection, traffic, and water 
supply. 

See Response to WINCH (b)-4 for responses regarding transportation and traffic impacts from the 
Project. In addition, see Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water 
supplies in the Fawnskin system. No additional response is necessary. 

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

Response to MEDELLIN-4 
The commenter expresses general concern regarding wildfire hazards. No further response is 
necessary. 

See Response to WINCH (b)-5. 

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

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



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

 

 
2-388 FirstCarbon Solutions 

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

Response to MEDELLIN-6 
The commenter re-expresses concern regarding re-zoning of the site and if the change is in the best 
interest of the public. 

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

Response to MEDELLIN-7 and -8 
Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis regarding noise, traffic, or pollution are identified in the 
comment, and no further response is required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 
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Raymond Shelden (SHELDEN) 
Response to SHELDEN-1 through -4 
The commenter questions the use of streetlights and the potential impacts.  

No streetlights are proposed or required. The only outdoor lighting is within the 50 lots, which are 
spread out over 62 acres, 1.25 acres per lot. Significantly, less dense than the surrounding residential 
areas. 

Response to SHELDEN-5 through -14 
Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

Response to SHELDEN-15 
The commenter provides a closing statement and no response is necessary.  
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Richard Bates (RBATES) 
Response to RBATES-1 and -2 
The commenter provides preface to the letter. No response is necessary.  

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

Response to RBATES-4 
The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts to roads and traffic as well as potential 
impacts to law enforcement. In addition, the commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in 
the Fawnskin system are limited, and DWP says that the supply cannot support any significant 
increase in the percentage of full-time residents.  

See Response to WINCH (b)-4 for responses regarding transportation and traffic impacts from the 
Project. In addition, see Response to FOF-239 for response regarding infrastructure and water 
supplies in the Fawnskin system. No additional response is necessary. 

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

Response to RBATES-5 
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1 
house per 0.5 acre. Can you give us a valid reason for changing the zoning, especially since the 
County of San Bernardino General Plan requires that zone changes be done only when there is 
sufficient infrastructure, when the change is in the best interest of the public and when it will not 
adversely affect surrounding property. 

See Response to SM&W-1 for a response regarding zoning of the Project site. No additional response 
is necessary. 
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Robert Scott (a) (SCOTT (a)) 
Response to SCOTT (a)-1 
The commenter provided two (2) comment letters to the County of San Bernardino via mail and 
email. Both letters are a duplicate. A response to both comment letters are located within Response 
to SCOTT (b), below. No additional response is necessary.  
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Robert Scott (b) (SCOTT (b)) 
Response to SCOTT (b)-1 
The commenter provides preface to the letter. No response is necessary.  

Response to SCOTT (b)-2 
The commenter expresses concern for the boat dock regarding noise danger and lake view.  

Although it is not certain as to what the commenter is referencing to specifically as to danger, the 
hazards upon operation of the boat dock were analyzed within the RRDEIR No. 1 and were 
determined to be less than significant. In addition, a Noise Analysis (Appendix D of the RRDEIR No. 1) 
was conducted for the proposed Moon Camp Project. According to the Noise Analysis, no areas are 
expected to have significant and unavoidable impacts with the implementation of Mitigation 
Measures NOI-1 and NOI-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.6-16).  

Further, despite requesting a General Plan amendment changing the land use designation from 
BV/RL-40 to RS-20000, the average lot size is 0.90 acre with 12 lots over 1 acre in size. The 
development proposed by the Moon Camp Project is significantly less intense than the existing 
development within the community of Fawnskin and is a logical transition of land use from higher 
density residential uses to open space represented by undeveloped property in the jurisdiction of 
the United States Forest Service. The Project has been designed to be compatible with surrounding 
uses and provide a logical transition in the area’s development. The design of the Project was 
specifically tailored to preserve quality of visual resources as experienced by travelers along SR-38 
and recreational visitors observing the area from the lake. The Project will set aside approximately 6 
acres of the site for open space/conservation, as well as avoid development along the lake’s edge, 
south of SR-38. The location of the open space/conservation easements limits the number of 
residential lots bordering SR-38, including no lots south of SR-38 bordering Big Bear Lake. This 
limitation of residential lots abutting SR-38 will preserve scenic views along SR-38, including 
unobstructed views of Big Bear Lake. As reflected in the aesthetics discussion in Section 4.1 of the 
RRDEIR No. 1 and supported by the visual simulations included therein, the Project will be designed 
to reduce visual impacts to less than significant levels. Section 4.1.6 of the RRDEIR No. 1 lists 
numerous mitigation measures that will ensure that the Project is developed in a manner that 
maintains its compatibility with community character and surrounding environment. Moreover, the 
Project is required to leave trees and downed logs in place to the extent that clearing is not required 
by the development process to maintain the existing visual character of the Project site. The Project 
is also required to avoid impacts to trees that are larger than 24 inches in diameter and, if such trees 
are required to be removed, that a replacement ratio of 2:1 is required to mitigate any such impacts. 
Finally, development standards will be incorporated into the Conditions of Approval which will result 
in the custom homes being developed in a manner that complements the surrounding environment 
and natural setting, including requiring the use of building materials that will complement the 
surrounding community and environment. 

Response to SCOTT (b)-3 
The commenter re-states his concern about noise for adjacent uses.  
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As previously stated, a Noise Analysis (Appendix D of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted for the 
proposed Moon Camp Project. According to the Noise Analysis, no areas are expected to have 
significant and unavoidable impacts with the implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1 and 
NOI-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.6-16). No additional response is needed.  

Response to SCOTT (b)-4 
The commenter expresses concern about potential impacts from an adjacent natural gas pipeline 
within the marina.  

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 
included impacts from hazards and hazardous materials. Specifically, the Initial Study determined the 
private marina would not be significantly impacted and would generally 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.  

Response to SCOTT (b)-5 
The commenter re-states potential impacts from implementation of the boat dock and lake views to 
the from the eastern shore. 

See Response to SCOTT (b)-2. No additional response is needed.  
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Robin and Scott Eliason (ELIASON) 
Response to ELIASON-1 and -2 
The commenter provides an introductory comment prefacing the comment letter. No response is 
needed. 

Response to ELIASON-3 
The commenter states there is no reason the Project should allow a statement of overriding 
consideration because there are various vacant lots and residences within the area.  

See Response to SM&W-1 regarding various vacant lots and residences within the area. In addition, 
as outlined within the RRDEIR No. 1, impacts to specific biological resources were the only significant 
and unavoidable impact upon implementation of the Project. However, the Biological Resource 
Section was re-circulated. All comments pertaining to biological resources are located within Section 
3 of this Response to Comment document. If the County of San Bernardino approves the Proposed 
Alternative Project, the County shall be required to cite its findings in accordance with CEQA Section 
15091 and prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations in accordance with CEQA Section 
15093. No additional significant impacts related to implementation of the Project have been 
identified following implementation of recommended mitigation measures and/or compliance with 
applicable standards, requirements and/or policies by the County of San Bernardino.  

Response to ELIASON-4 and -5 
The commenter expresses concern regarding water supply and potential overdraft of groundwater.  

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

Response to ELIASON-6 
The commenter expresses concern regarding wildfire hazards.  

See Response to WINCH (b)-5. 

Response to ELIASON-7 and -8 
Mrs. Eliason comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within 2011 RRDEIR 
No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments 
provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of 
this Response to Comment document. 

Response to ELIASON-9 
The commenter expresses concern regarding potential impacts from increased traffic. 

The site plan for the Project proposes two points of access from SR-38: driveway number one, 
toward the western portion of Tentative Tract No. 16136, and another driveway providing access to 
the Project from SR-38 further to the east. San Bernardino County Municipal Code § 
87.06.030(c)(2)(E) states that “The subdivision in each of its phases shall have two points of 
vehicular ingress and egress from existing surrounding streets, one of which may be used for 
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emergency use only.” Therefore, the Project’s vehicular ingress and egress design is consistent with 
County Code. In addition, a Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted 
for the proposed Moon Camp Project. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, no areas are 
expected to have significant and unavoidable impacts for opening year and Horizon Year 2030 Traffic 
Conditions nor cumulative traffic impacts to SR-38 or the surrounding area with the implementation 
of Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.8-51). No additional response is necessary. 

Response to ELIASON-10 through 13 
Mrs. Eliason comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within 2011 RRDEIR 
No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments 
provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of 
this Response to Comment document. 

Response to ELIASON-14 
The commenter expresses concern regarding potential visual impacts from construction equipment. 

The 2011 Project eliminates the realignment of SR-38. In addition, as outlined within Section 4, 
Errata of this Response to Comment document, with implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 
(RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.2-31), mass grading activities than be limited to a maximum of 5 acres per day. 
In addition to mitigations provided within the 2005 EIR, the RRDEIR No. 1 will include the following 
mitigation measures to further reduce visual impacts from construction of the Project: 

Short-Term Aesthetic/Light and Glare Impact Mitigation 

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

 

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

 
Response to ELIASON-15 
The commenter expresses concern regarding night glow from outdoor lighting. 

The only outdoor lighting is within the 50 lots, which are spread out over 62 acres, 1.25 acres per lot. 
Significantly, less dense than the surrounding residential areas Generally, the attributes of the 2011 
Project—including reduction in development intensity, elimination of the development of lakefront 
lots, elimination of the realignment of SR-38, reduction and relocation of the proposed marina, 
increase in permanently protected open space, and reduction in the number of trees removed from 
the site—enhance the aesthetic values of the Project to reduce aesthetic impacts. In addition, with 
the implementation of Mitigation Measures A-1 through A-4 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.1-8 through 4.1-
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10), implementation of the 2011 Project would result in less than significant aesthetic, light, and 
glare impacts. 

Response to ELIASON-16 
The commenter expresses concern regarding noise. 

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

Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

Response to ELIASON-17 
The commenter suggests that the EIR should analyze an alternative that would adjust the 
developable lot layout in a manner that completely avoids occupied ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
habitat. CEQA requires an EIR to describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, which 
would feasibly obtain most of the basic objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant effects of the Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). An EIR need not consider and 
analyze every conceivable alternative to the Project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). As indicated in Section 2 of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project will 
not have a significant unavoidable impact on the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. Accordingly, the 
RRDEIR No. 1 is not required to analyze an alternative that would avoid or substantially lessen 
impacts to ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. 
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Sandra Ellis (ELLIS) 
Response to ELLIS-1 through -3 
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1 
house per 0.5 acre. The commenter states the changing of zoning is not within the best interest of 
the public, especially when it will adversely affect surrounding property. 

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

Response to ELLIS-4 
Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

Response to ELLIS-5 
The commenter re-states the changing of zoning and compatibility. 

See Response to ELLIS-1 through -3. No additional response is necessary. 

Response to ELLIS-6 
Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis regarding population, fire and police protection, libraries 
or utilities are identified in the comment, and no further response is required (see CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088). 

Response to ELLIS-7 
The commenter expresses concern regarding erosion and potential impacts to water quality of the 
lake. 

As outlined within Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality of the RRDEIR No. 1, the County of San 
Bernardino follows state standards for water quality. During construction, projects will be required to 
obtain coverage under the State’s General Permit for Construction Activities that is administered by 
the California RWQCB. The Proposed Alternative Project will obtain coverage under the statewide 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for construction activities, and 
develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP) to control erosion and 
protect water quality during the construction phase of the Proposed Alternative Project as well as 
operating under an approved WQMP. 

At a minimum, the SWPPP would address the following items:  

• Erosion control. Employ measures to prevent the movement of soil by wind or water during 
construction and may include watering, and physical barriers to the movement of soil particles. 

 

• Tracking of Soil. Employ measures to effectively minimize the tracking of soil by vehicles and 
may include gravel driveways, wheel washes, and street sweeping.  
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• Wastes and Cleanup. The SWPPP must also address washout, cleanup and disposal related to 
debris, trash, concrete, asphalt, paint, coatings, solvents and other materials applicable to 
preparation and construction at the project site.  

 
Other Reasonable BMPs. The SWPPP must also implement other applicable BMPs as needed to keep 
pollutants away from stormwater. The SWPPP must also identify additional applicable measures 
taken during the storm season and when storms are anticipated. 

At a minimum, the WQMP would keep stormwater separate from potential pollutants and address 
the following items: 

• Parking Lot Runoff. Parking lot drainage points should be equipped with oil/water separators 
which shall be maintained according to the manufacturer’s requirements for maintenance.  

 

• Material Storage Area. Any materials stored outdoors must be covered such that material 
cannot meet materials.  

 

• Other Reasonable BMPs. WQMP and BMPs used on-site should be reviewed and revised as 
necessary to keep pollutants away from stormwater and the lake. 

 
In addition, Mitigation Measures HYD-1 through HYD-17 (RRDEIR No.1, page 4.415 through 4.422) 
are required to further reduce potential water quality impacts during construction and operation of 
the Project. Consistency with County code and Mitigation Measures HYD-1 through HYD-17 will 
therefore reduce impacts to a level of less than significant. No additional response is necessary.  

Response to ELLIS-8 
The commenter expresses concern regarding the 55 boat slip and the health of the lake. 

As outlined within Section 4.4, Hydrology, and Water Quality of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Proposed 
Alternative Project includes 55 boat slips. This would require no dredging, just the sinking of posts 
for support of the boat slip structure. Big Bear Lake is listed by the SWRCB as an impaired water 
body. Pursuant to The Clean Water Act, before the USACE can issue a permit for the marina/boat 
ramp/slip dock, the Project Applicant must receive an individual Conditional Water Quality 
Certification. However, the proposed launch ramp has been removed from the Project by the 
developer. Therefore, compliance with this procedure would reduce the level of impact to less than 
significant. No additional response is necessary. 

Response to ELLIS-9 
The commenter expresses concern regarding water supply and potential overdraft of groundwater.  

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

Response to ELLIS-10 
Mrs. Ellis comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within 2011 RRDEIR 
No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments 
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provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of 
this Response to Comment document.  

Response to ELLIS-11 
The commenter re-states the changing of zoning and compatibility. 

See Response to ELLIS-1 through 3. No additional response is necessary. 
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Sheree Coates (COATES) 
Response to COATES-1 
The commenter provides preface to the letter. No response is necessary.  

Response to COATES-2 
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1 
house per 0.5 acre. Can you give us a valid reason for changing the zoning, especially since the 
County of San Bernardino General Plan requires that zone changes be done only when there is 
sufficient infrastructure, when the change is in the best interest of the public and when it will not 
adversely affect surrounding property. 

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

Response to COATES-3 
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and DWP 
says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the percentage of full-time residents.  

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

Response to COATES-4 
The commenter expresses concern regarding infrastructure, roads/traffic, electricity, and police 
protection. 

A Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted for the proposed Moon 
Camp Project. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, no areas are expected to have significant and 
unavoidable impacts for Horizon Year 2030 Traffic Conditions nor cumulative traffic impacts with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.851). In addition, as 
indicated within Section 4.7, Public Services, of the RRDEIR No. 1, anticipated police calls that may 
occur include increased burglar alarm calls, general criminal investigations, missing or lost persons, 
emergency medical calls, thefts of boats, and vandalism. Although there would be an incremental 
need for increased police service, it is not anticipated that Proposed Alternative Project 
implementation would require any new police facilities. Each homeowner will be required to pay 
property taxes and development impact fees based on then-current rates. The Proposed Alternative 
Project’s increase in demand for police services would be offset through project related fees and 
taxes. Therefore, impacts to law enforcement services are expected to be less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are proposed.  

Further, as indicated within Section 4.9, Utilities of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project would result in an 
increased demand for electrical service. Based on a daily average of 16.66 kilowatts per unit, at 
project buildout the Proposed Alternative Project would utilize 833 kilowatts per day. BVE recently 
constructed a local power generating station to provide backup power and peak power to 
supplement the two power lines that feed the valley. According to BVE, service is available and of 
adequate supplies. The Project Applicant will also construct and fund all infrastructure related to the 
Proposed Alternative Project. In addition, the future residents of the site will pay monthly user fees 
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that offset the cost of service and maintenance. Therefore, the impacts are considered less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 

Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

Response to COATES-5 
The commenter expresses concern regarding wildfire hazards.  

See Response to WINCH (b)-5. 

Response to COATES-6 
Mrs. Coates comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
However, the Biological Resources Section of the RRDEIR No. 1 was recirculated within 2011 RRDEIR 
No. 2. Consequently, no responses will be prepared regarding biological resource comments 
provided on the RRDEIR No. 1. All biological resource comments are addressed within Section 3 of 
this Response to Comment document.  

Response to COATES-7 
The commenter expresses concern regarding aesthetics, light, and glare. 

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

Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

Response to COATES-8 
The commenter expresses concern regarding water quality with two marinas adjacent to each other 
as well as potential cumulative impacts to air quality. 

As outlined within Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Proposed 
Alternative Project includes 55 boat slips. This would require no dredging, just the sinking of posts 
for support of the boat slip structure. Big Bear Lake is listed by the SWRCB as an impaired water 
body. Pursuant to The Clean Water Act, before the USACE can issue a permit for the marina/boat 
ramp/slip dock, the Project Applicant must receive an individual Conditional Water Quality 
Certification. However, the proposed launch ramp has been removed from the Project by the 
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developer. Therefore, compliance with this procedure would reduce the level of impact to water 
quality within the marina to less than significant.  

In addition, an air quality analysis was conducted for construction and operation of the Project, 
including operation of vessels within the marina. As concluded within Section 4.2, Air Quality of the 
RRDEIR No. 1, consistency with Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4 (page 4.2-31 and 4.2-32; 
4.2-38 and 4.2-39) would reduce potential impacts from construction and operation of the Project to 
a level of less than significant. Further, consistency with Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4 
would reduce potential cumulative air impacts to a level of less than significant. No additional 
response is necessary. 

Response to COATES-9 
The commenter provides a closing statement. Although the opinions of the commenter regarding 
the merits of the Project expressed in this comment will be taken into consideration by County of 
San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified 
in the comment, and no further response is required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 
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Susan and Donall Piestrup (PIESTRUP) 
Response to PIESTRUP-1 
The commenter requests the County of San Bernardino to extend the close date of the public review 
period. The County extended the public review ending date for the RRDEIR No. 1 from May 19, 2010 
to June 3, 2010. No additional response is necessary.  
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Tom Brown (Brown) 
Response to Brown-1 
The commenter provides an introductory statement. No response is necessary.  

Response to Brown-2 and -3 
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and DWP 
says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the percentage of full-time residents.  

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

Response to Brown-4 
The commenter states zoning must be changed from a rural classification (1 house per 40 acres) to 1 
house per 0.5 acre. Can you give us a valid reason for changing the zoning, especially since the 
County of San Bernardino General Plan requires that zone changes be done only when there is 
sufficient infrastructure, when the change is in the best interest of the public and when it will not 
adversely affect surrounding property. 

See Response to SM&W-1 for a response regarding zoning of the Project site. No additional response 
is necessary. 
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Victor Clotts (CLOTTS) 
Response to CLOTTS-1 
The commenter states infrastructure and water supplies in the Fawnskin system are limited and DWP 
says that the supply cannot support any significant increase in the percentage of full-time residents.  

This is not true. Annual BBLDWP groundwater production in the Fawnskin area has averaged 106 
acre-feet/year between 2003 and 2007 (TH&Co 2009). However, the perennial yield (available 
groundwater resources) of the Grout Creek Subunit encompassing the wells is 280 acre-feet/year. 
The projected ultimate water demand of the Fawnskin area is estimated to be 204 acre-feet/year, 
which is still below the estimated perennial yield (CDM 2006). Thus, there is a sufficient amount of 
available perennial yield that can be developed. Water supply limitations in this area are due to 
available infrastructure and the ability to extract the water due to shallow bedrock. 

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

Response to CLOTTS-2 
The commenter expresses concern regarding infrastructure, roads/traffic, electricity, and police 
protection.  

A Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of the RRDEIR No. 1) was conducted for the proposed Moon 
Camp Project. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, no areas are expected to have significant and 
unavoidable impacts for Horizon Year 2030 Traffic Conditions nor cumulative traffic impacts with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.8-51). In addition, as 
indicated within Section 4.7, Public Services, of the RRDEIR No. 1, anticipated police calls that may 
occur include increased burglar alarm calls, general criminal investigations, missing or lost persons, 
emergency medical calls, thefts of boats, and vandalism. Although there would be an incremental 
need for increased police service, it is not anticipated that Proposed Alternative Project 
implementation would require any new police facilities. Each homeowner will be required to pay 
property taxes and development impact fees based on then-current rates. The Proposed Alternative 
Project’s increase in demand for police services would be offset through project related fees and 
taxes. Therefore, impacts to law enforcement services are expected to be less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are proposed.  

Further, as indicated within Section 4.9, Utilities, of the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project would result in an 
increased demand for electrical service. Based on a daily average of 16.66 kilowatts per unit, at 
project buildout the Proposed Alternative Project would utilize 833 kilowatts per day. BVE recently 
constructed a local power generating station to provide backup power and peak power to 
supplement the two power lines that feed the valley. According to BVE, service is available and of 
adequate supplies. The Project Applicant will also construct and fund all infrastructure related to the 
Proposed Alternative Project. In addition, the future residents of the site will pay monthly user fees 
that offset the cost of service and maintenance. Therefore, the impacts are considered less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 
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Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

Response to CLOTTS-3 
The commenter expresses concern regarding wildfire hazards.  

See Response to WINCH (b)-5. 

Response to CLOTTS-4 
The commenter expresses concern regarding water quality with two marinas adjacent to each other 
as well as potential cumulative impacts to air quality. 

See Response to COATES-8. 

Response to CLOTTS-5 
Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the Project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 
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Wendy Bates (W. BATES) 
Response to W. BATES-1 
The commenter provides an introductory statement. No response is necessary.  

Response to W. BATES-2 
The commenter requests a valid reason for changing the zoning, especially since the County of San 
Bernardino General Plan requires that zone changes be done only when there is sufficient 
infrastructure, when the change is in the best interest of the public and when it will not adversely 
affect surrounding property. 

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

 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



HAZEWINKEL

HAZEWINKEL-1

HAZEWINKEL-2

HAZEWINKEL-3

HAZEWINKEL-4

HAZEWINKEL-5

HAZEWINKEL-6

HAZEWINKEL-7

HAZEWINKEL-8

HAZEWINKEL-9

HAZEWINKEL-10



HAZEWINKEL-11

HAZEWINKEL-12

HAZEWINKEL-13

HAZEWINKEL-14

HAZEWINKEL-15









THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



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

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 2-449 
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec02-00 Responses RDEIR No 1.docx 

WM Hazewinkel (HAZEWINKEL) 
Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-1 
The commenter provides an introductory statement to preface the comment letter. No response is 
needed. 

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

Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-3 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 1 improperly minimizes the actual impacts to the 
proposed Project by comparing the impacts of the Proposed Alternative Project to those of the 
Original Proposed Project, not the existing environment as required by CEQA. In determining 
whether environmental impacts of a project are significant, an EIR is required to compare potential 
impacts of the project with pre-project environmental conditions, or the “environmental baseline” 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)). The environmental baseline against which the Proposed 
Alternative Project’s potential environmental impacts are determined is the current, vacant 
condition of the property. Although the RRDEIR No. 1 does compare the identified impacts of the 
Proposed Alternative Project analyzed therein to the characteristics and impacts of the Original 
Proposed Project analyzed in the 2005 EIR, this comparison is in addition to the analysis included in 
the document analyzing the potential impacts of the Proposed Alternative Project. The RRDEIR No. 1 
generally focuses on those impact areas where the 2005 EIR concluded the original Project would 
result in a significant impact (biology, aesthetics, water supply, air quality, public services, and 
utilities), as well as areas such as land use, noise and traffic. Where changes in the existing 
environment (noise, traffic) or applicable law (land use) occurred since 2005, the County of San 
Bernardino believed it was important to include a detailed analysis to confirm that the impacts of 
the Proposed Alternative Project are still less than significant. Considering the Proposed Alternative 
Project is a variation of the reduced intensity alternative analyzed in the 2005 EIR, and considering 
the Proposed Alternative Project was specifically designed to reduce or eliminate specifically 
identified significant impacts resulting from implementation of the Original Proposed Project, 
County believed it was imperative that impacts to the Proposed Alternative Project be compared 
with those identified in the 2005 EIR to inform the reviewing public of the impact of the Proposed 
Alternative Project. The specific revisions to the Project design embodied in the Proposed 
Alternative Project directly result in a finding less than significant impact for several of the impact 
areas, including aesthetics, water supply, public utilities, and air quality. However, for each of those 
impact areas the RRDEIR No. 1 expressly provides an analysis of the potential impacts of the 
Proposed Alternative Project against the existing environmental baseline. 

Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-4 
Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of the project expressed in this 
comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers, no specific 
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deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further response is 
required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-5 
Discussion of groundwater production from the new northwesterly well (Well FP-4) is provided on 
page 4.9-8 and Appendix G.4 of the RRDEIR No. 1. Well FP-4 is planned to be pumped at a rate of 
approximately 3 gpm, which will result in an annual production of 5 acre-feet/year. When combined 
with groundwater pumping from Well FP-2 (9 acre-feet/year), this amount of production is adequate 
to supply the needs of the development (14 acre-feet/year). 

Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-6 
Mr. Hazewinkel comment letter was received during the RRDEIR No. 1 45-day public review period. 
The RRDEIR No. 1 Biological Resources Section was recirculated in 2011 (RRDEIR No. 2). The 2011 
RRDEIR No. 2, provided very minor changes from the 2010 Alternative Project, consisting entirely of 
reconfiguration of residential lots and Open Space Conservation Areas. The changes are summarized 
below: 

• Redesigned Residential Lot Layout. The 2011 Alternative Project still reflects development of 
50 residential lots on approximately 62.43 acres. The 2011 Alternate Project does not increase 
development intensity but merely proposes a revised lot configuration. However, Lots 1-3, 
which were located north of Street A on the western-most portion of the Project site have 
been shifted east and will be located in an area previously occupied by a portion of Lot A 
which was designated as Open Space Conservation Easement. (Please see Exhibit 1-4.) 

 

• Creation of Open Space Lot H. To compensate for the loss of a portion of Lot A, previously 
designated as Open Space Conservation Easement, and in response to the Supplemental 
Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (August 29, 2010) which identified significant 
occurrences of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush in the area previously designated for 
development, a 1.98 acre portion of the Project site previously occupied by Lots 1-3 will now 
become lettered Lot H which, like Lot A, is designated Open Space/Conservation Easement. 
Lot A and Lot H together comprise 4.84 acres of occupied ashy-grey Indian paintbrush that will 
be preserved in perpetuity. 

 
Additional comments and responses to the re-configuration of the lots are located within Section 3 
of this Response to Comment document. No additional response is necessary.  

Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-7 
The commenter states to not include the launch ramp as part of the Project. 

The proposed launch ramp has been removed from the Project by the developer. 

Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-8 
The commenter states Lots A and B should be larger. 

See Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-6.  
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Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-9 
The commenter urges that the EIR makes comparisons with laws in effect for both previous and 
current General Plan, whichever is in the best interest of the Developer. This comment misstates the 
analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 1. The RRDEIR No. 1 analyzed the revised Project’s consistency 
with the 2007 General Plan and Development Code and not the General Plan and Development 
Code in existence prior to 2007. The RRDEIR No. 1 acknowledges that pursuant to County 
Development Code Section 81.01.090, Land Use Applications are to be processed pursuant to the 
provisions of the General Plan and Development Code in effect at the time the application was 
deemed complete (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.5-2). Because the County accepted the Moon Camp 
application as complete prior to April 12, 2007, (the date of the adoption of the current General 
Plan), County Development Code Section 81.01.090 directs the County to consider the application 
under the prior version of the General Plan and Development Code. However, the RRDEIR No. 1 goes 
on to acknowledge that CEQA requires a lead agency to analyze whether a Project is consistent with 
existing zoning, plans or other applicable land use controls (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.5-2). Accordingly, 
the RRDEIR No. 1 analyzes whether the proposed Project is consistent with the existing General Plan 
and Development Code, not the prior version of the General Plan and Development Code in 
existence at the time the application was submitted. Therefore, the RRDEIR No. 1 does not 
improperly analyze the Project’s consistency with the County General Plan and Development Code. 

Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-10 
The Proposed Alternative Project would provide the right-of-way that would allow a bikeway to 
follow Northshore Drive (SR-38). Although the opinions of the commenter regarding the merits of 
the Project expressed in this comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino 
decision-makers, no specific deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the 
comment, and no further response is required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 

Response to W. HAZEWINKE-11 
The commenter states there is not mention of a gradient drop and potential impacts to the sewage 
line. 

As outlined within Section 4.9, Utilities of the RRDEIR No. 1, So and Associates Engineers Inc. 
prepared a wastewater feasibility study for the Proposed Alternative Project (So 2007; Appendix G.1 
to RRDEIR No. 1). According to So and Associates, the Project would generate approximately 10,750 
gallons of effluent per day, with an estimated peak flow of 43,000 gallons per day. According to the 
study, the existing sewer system has the capacity to service the Proposed Alternative Project.  

Before service can be extended to the site, both on- and off-site improvements would be necessary. 
The improvements include an extension of 1,200 linear feet along North Shore Drive to connect to 
the existing 8-inch collector sewer southwest of the property. Other requirements include that (1) all 
gravity facilities must be minimum 8-inch diameter; (2) all on-site facilities must meet CSA 53B 
standards and specifications and construction plans must be submitted for plan check and approval 
by the District Engineer; and (3) the Project Applicant will be required to construct 4,400 lineal feet 
of on-site collector sewer mainlines as shown in Exhibit 2-7, Proposed Sewer Facilities.  
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The Proposed Alternative Project would convey part of the wastewater flow via gravity sewer to the 
existing Pump Station B, southeast of the property (see Exhibit 2-7 of the wastewater feasibility 
study). However, depending upon where houses are built on each lot, some of the lots may require 
individual, on-site, household pump stations. This will depend on the individual lot design and will be 
decided at the time each lot is developed. The future homeowner will fund and install the lot-
specific sewer improvements.  

In addition, the sewer line design and connection details must be submitted to the County’s Special 
Districts Department (SDD) for plan check and approval. The Project Applicant will pay the sewer line 
design and inspection fees that are related to the common infrastructure. Individual lot 
owners/home builders do not pay any of these fees. Individual home builders would pay an 
inspection fee to CSA 53B for the inspection of their house lateral connection to the common 
infrastructure. Therefore, impacts are less than significant and no additional response is necessary. 

Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-12 
The commenter expresses concern regarding forest fire and evacuation route adequacy.  

See Response to WINCH (b)-5. 

Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-13 
The commenter states the traffic trips and lot size might indicate a large density. 

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

Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-14 
The commenter expresses concern regarding new northwesterly well and water supply.  

See Response to SM&W-45 through 47 for water resource impacts.  

Response to W. HAZEWINKEL-15 
The commenter requests a provision be added that no lot splits will be applicable.  

There will be CC&Rs and deed restrictions prohibiting lot splits.  
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2.2.8 - Form Letters 
Response to Form Letters 
The above comments are in a FORM letter format. The Following response applies to each of the 
commenting individuals who signed and submitted the FORM letter. The commenters request the 
County of San Bernardino to extend the close date of the public review period. The County extended 
the public review ending date for the RRDEIR No. 1 from May 19, 2010, to June 3, 2010. No 
additional response is necessary. 
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SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE REVISED AND 
RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR NO. 2 

3.1 - List of Authors 

During the 45-day public review period for the Revised and Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact 
Report No. 2 (RRDEIR No. 2) from December 12, 2012, through February 7, 2012, 32 comment 
letters were received. A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided 
comments on the RRDEIR No. 2 is presented below. Each comment has been assigned a code. 
Individual comments within each communication have been numbered so comments can be 
crossed-referenced with responses. Following this list, the text of the communication is reprinted 
and followed by the corresponding response. 

Author Author Code 

Federal Agencies 

U.S. Department of Agriculture (February 7, 2012) ........................................................................ USDA 

State Agencies 

State of California, Office of Planning and Research (January 26, 2012) .......................................... OPR 
State of California, Department of Fish and Game (January 24, 2012) ........................................... CDFG 
State of California, Department of Transportation, District #8 (December 20, 2011) ...................... DOT 

Regional agencies 

County of San Bernardino, Department of Public Works (January 18, 2012) .................................. DPW 
Native American Heritage Commission (December 19, 2011) ........................................................ NAHC 

Organizations 

Center for Biological Diversity (Ileene Anderson) (January 23, 2012) ............................................. CBD1 
Center for Biological Diversity (Ileene Anderson) (January 23, 2012) ............................................. CBD2 
Friends of Fawnskin (January 10, 2012) ............................................................................................. FOF 
Friends of Fawnskin (January 20, 2011) ........................................................................................... FOF2 
Local Agency Formation Commission (January 23, 2012) .............................................................. LAFCO 
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (February 7, 2012) ........................................................ SBVAS1 
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (January 23, 2012) ........................................................ SBVAS2 
Sierra Club (Ed Wallace) (February 7, 2012) ...................................................................... SIERRA CLUB1 
Sierra Club (Big Bear Group) (January 10, 2012) ............................................................... SIERRA CLUB2 
Sierra Club (Big Bear Group) (January 22, 2012) ............................................................... SIERRA CLUB3 

Individuals 

Donald and Claudia Eads (February 5, 2012) ................................................................................... EADS 
Donald and Claudia Eads (February 5, 2012) ................................................................................. EADS1 
Donald and Claudia Eads (February 5, 2012) ................................................................................. EADS2 
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Drew Feldmann (January 23, 2012) ....................................................................................... FELDMANN 
Elain Lasnik-Broida (February 6, 2012) ................................................................................... LASNIK-BROIDA 
Gary Raskin and Mary Devlin (February 6, 2012) ......................................................................... RASKIN 
Glenda Webster (February 6, 2012) .......................................................................................... WEBSTER 
James and Lola McGrew (February 2, 2012) ............................................................................. MCGREW 
Joseph and Barbara Francuz (February 7, 2012) ....................................................................... FRANCUZ 
Lee Whitney (February 7, 2012) ............................................................................................... WHITNEY 
Milton (No Date) .......................................................................................................................... MILTON 
Nancy Walker (February 1, 2012) ............................................................................................... WALKER 
Robin and Scott Eliason (January 22, 2012) ................................................................................ ELIASON 
Ross Humphreys (February 6, 2012) .................................................................................... HUMPHREYS 
Sandy Ellis (February 6, 2012) ...........................................................................................................ELLIS 
Sandi Steers (January 23, 2012) .................................................................................................... STEERS 

3.2 - Responses to Comments 

3.2.1 - Introduction 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the 
County of San Bernardino, as the lead agency, evaluated the written comments received on the 
Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 (State Clearinghouse No. 2002021105) (RRDEIR No. 2) for 
the Moon Camp 50-Lot Residential Subdivision, TT No. 16136, and has prepared the following 
responses to the comments received. This Response to Comments document becomes part of the 
Final EIR for the Project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. 

3.2.2 - Comment Letters and Individual Responses 
The comment letters reproduced in the following pages follow the same organization as is used in 
the List of Authors. Responses to each of the comment letters are provided on the following pages. 
The comment number (e.g., USDA-1) is provided in the upper-right corner of each comment letter, 
and individual comment points within each letter are identified by index numbers located along the 
right-hand margin of each letter. The County’s responses immediately follow each letter, with each 
individual response referenced by the index number of each individual comment. 
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3.2.4 - Federal Agencies 

United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
Response to USDA-1 
The commenter provides introductory remarks to preface the letter. No response is necessary. 

Response to USDA-2 
The commenter is concerned about potential impacts of the Project on rare plants in the habitat on 
adjacent United States Forest Service (USFS) lands. As indicated in the RRDEIR No. 2, the Project 
abuts San Bernardino National Forest lands to the north and east of the Project site. The Project 
does not include any component that would result in the disturbance of USFS lands. The County 
does not believe that the Project will result in any impacts to rare plants in their habitat on adjacent 
USFS lands. There are no trails from the Moon Camp property up to the USFS pebble plain. The slope 
between the proposed lots and the USFS pebble plain are steep and brush-covered. It is very unlikely 
that residents will work hard to climb up to that pebble plain. If residents are accessing the USFS 
pebble plain and such access is identified by the Conservation Entity during project monitoring, then 
remedial actions shall be implemented, such as fencing, laying brush across the access areas, and/or 
informing the residents of the sensitive resources. These restrictions shall be included in the Project 
Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&Rs).  

Response to USDA-3 
The Fuel Modification Zone is designed to be directly adjacent to the USFS lands that abut the Moon 
Camp Subdivision. This is consistent with the County’s Fire Safety Overlay Zone, FS1, requirements.  

See Response to Sierra Club-16 for a detailed response concerning wildfire hazard.  

Response to USDA-4 
As discussed in the RRDEIR No. 2, the only state-listed species that may be impacted by the Moon 
Camp Project is the bald eagle. However, County does not believe that development of the Moon 
Camp Project will result in a take of bald eagles as defined by the California Endangered Species Act 
requiring issuance of an Incidental Take Permit by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) prior to Project development. The RRDEIR No. 2 analyzed the potential for the Moon Camp 
Project to have a significant impact on the American bald eagle. The RRDEIR No. 2 acknowledged 
that the bald eagles are known to be present and roost on the Project site in the winter (RRDEIR No. 
2, page 2-29). Many of the trees located on the Project site have been identified as bald eagle perch 
trees. Surveys and records searches were conducted for the Project site in the winter of 2002 and 
2007, which determined that bald eagles use the site extensively. Bald eagle perch locations were 
recorded and individual trees were marked with numbered tags (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). However, 
there are no records showing that bald eagles had historically nested on the Project site and neither 
the 2002 nor 2007 survey found nesting bald eagles on the Project Site. The proposed mitigation 
measures prohibit the intentional removal of identified perch trees as a component of Project 
development, but noted that perch trees may need to be removed in the future if they create a 
hazardous condition. The potential for future removal of bald eagle perch trees, along with 
additional light and glare/noise introduced into the area by the Project, is considered a potentially 
significant CEQA impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BR-4, BR-6, and BR-7 (RRDEIR No. 
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2, page 2-59, as updated in Section 4, Errata, of this FEIR document) will reduce impacts to the bald 
eagle. These mitigation measures include: 

• Replacement of removed perch trees (should that be necessary) either at a ratio of 5:1 with 
creation of artificial perch trees within the Conservation Areas or by enhancing other trees by 
trimming and limbing to make suitable for eagle perching (Mitigation Measure BR-4) 

 

• Replacement of identified non-perch trees larger than 24 inches diameter at breast height 
(dbh), removed as part of Project development, at a ratio of 2:1 (Mitigation Measure BR-4) 

 

• Pre-construction survey of trees to identify existence of active nests. Active nests will be 
protected and avoided (Mitigation Measure BR-6) 

 

• All vegetation removal, clearing, and grading on the Project site must be performed outside the 
breeding and nesting season to minimize effects to the bald eagle (Mitigation Measure BR-7) 

 
Despite implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts were determined to be significant 
unavoidable due to the very strict County of San Bernardino criteria for determining CEQA impacts 
to bald eagles. Any removal of perch trees or human activity resulting in the introduction of 
additional light and/or noise impacts is considered a significant impact under CEQA. However, a 
significant unavoidable impact to the bald eagle does not mean that the Project will result in a take 
of a bald eagle pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), or any other applicable law 
regulating impacts to the bald eagle. With few exceptions, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
(16 USC 668–668d) prohibits take of bald eagles and golden eagles. Unlike the MBTA, which defines 
“take” to mean only direct killing or taking of birds or their body parts, eggs, and nests, the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act defines take in a manner similar to FESA as including “pursuing, 
shooting, shooting at, poisoning, wounding, killing, capturing, trapping, collecting, molesting, and 
disturbing,” with “disturb” further defined (50 CFR 22.3) as “to agitate or bother a Bald or Golden 
Eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, based on the best scientific information available; 
(1) injury to an eagle, (2) a decrease in its productivity, by substantially interfering with normal 
breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or (3) nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with 
normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior.” The requirements for guarding against impacts to 
eagles generally are far more stringent than those required by the MBTA alone. Therefore, the 
Project is designed to avoid known perching trees along the shoreline of Big Bear Lake and 
mitigation measures are in place to replace trees that have to be removed with artificial perches. As 
explained and referenced in the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database for the Moon 
Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting, the bald eagles are becoming more accustomed to 
human interaction and take of the species is not expected as a result of the Moon Camp Project 
(Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR). As indicated above, mitigation measures proposed in the RRDEIR 
No. 2 (page 2-59) would provide for avoidance of direct impacts to the bald eagle through habitat 
restoration and avoidance of active nesting locations. Accordingly, the County of San Bernardino 
does not believe that an Incidental Take Permit or a Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act permit for 
the bald eagle is required in connection with development of the Moon Camp Project. 
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Response to USDA-5 
The commenter requests that the RRDEIR No. 2 include analysis of a project alternative that would 
reduce the scale of the development and increase the amount of open space. CEQA requires an EIR 
to describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, which would feasibly obtain most of 
the basic objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the Project 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). An EIR need not consider and analyze every conceivable 
alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(a)). There is no ironclad rule governing the nature and scope of the alternatives to 
be discussed other than the rule of reason (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 
52 Cal.3d 553). The RRDEIR No. 2 analyzed four Project Alternatives in addition to the statutory 
mandated No Project Alternative. These Alternatives included: 

• Original proposed Project (92 residential lots, 103 slip marina and realignment of State Route 
38 [SR-38]) 

 

• No Project-Existing General Plan Land Use Development. Development pursuant to the existing 
general plan land use designation (40-acre minimum lots, no marina, no SR-38 realignment) 

 

• Reduced Density (62 Lots), Without SR-38 Realignment, without Marina alternatives (as 
compared to the Original proposed Project) 

 

• Proposed Project Alternative (50 residential lots, 55 slip marina, Open Space) 
 
The RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that, outside of the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project 
Alternative was the Environmentally Superior Alternative (RRDEIR No. 2, pages 7-29 and 7-30). The 
alternatives discussed in the RRDEIR No. 2 represent a reasonable range of Alternatives consistent 
with CEQA’s mandates. 

The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 should have included a project alternative showing 
reduced levels of development and an increased amount of open space. As indicated above, CEQA 
requires discussion of alternatives that avoid or substantially reduce identified significant impacts 
and meet most of the basic project objectives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). Among the factors 
that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR is the inability to 
avoid significant environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)). As indicated in the 
RRDEIR No. 2, the only significant unavoidable impact of the Project is the impact to the American 
bald eagle. The County of San Bernardino General Plan and Mountain Region Community Plan both 
identify goals to conserve eagle perch trees and protect the wintering population of bald eagles in 
Southern California. The County of San Bernardino considers potential impacts to any eagle perch 
trees, as well as human activity resulting in the addition of human activity resulting in noise, light, 
and glare within bald eagle habitat, to be significant and unavoidable. Accordingly, any development 
on the Project site would result in a significant unavoidable impact to the bald eagle under CEQA. 
Therefore, aside from the No Project Alternative, there are no feasible Project Alternatives that 
could avoid or substantially reduce impacts to bald eagles while meeting most of the basic objectives 
of the Project. Impacts to all other threatened and endangered species are determined to be less 
than significant with mitigation. Accordingly, CEQA does not require consideration of an additional 
reduced intensity alternative as asserted by the commenter. 
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3.2.5 - State Agencies 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
Response to OPR-1 
The commenter confirms the County of San Bernardino’s extension to close the public review period 
for the RRDEIR No. 2 to February 7, 2012. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research comment 
is also noted. No additional response is necessary.  
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3.2.6 - State Agencies 

California Department of Fish and Game1  
Response to CDFG-1 
The commenter provides introductory remarks to preface the letter. As this comment does not raise 
any issue concerning the adequacy of the RRDEIR No. 2, no formal written response is necessary. 

Response to CDFG-2 
The commenter asserts that all biological resource surveys should be conducted within 1 year of the 
release of the EIR for public review. The commenter directs the County of San Bernardino’s attention 
to Department of Fish and Game guidance document regarding protocols for survey and evaluation 
of impacts to biological resources. As noted by the commenter, the Project site contains sensitive 
habitat for a number of special-status species, including the San Bernardino flying squirrel, the 
American bald eagle, southwestern willow flycatcher, spotted owl, and southern rubber boa. 
Focused surveys for each of these species were conducted prior to the release of the RRDEIR No. 2 
for public review. Initially, the County of San Bernardino notes that the Notice of Preparation for this 
Project was issued by the County in 2002, with the Draft EIR being released for public review in 
March 2004. Prior to release of the Draft EIR for public review, biological habitat and impact 
assessments were conducted for sensitive plant species, bald eagle, southwestern willow flycatcher, 
spotted owl, and southern rubber boa. These studies were then updated in 2007 prior to the 
recirculation of the RRDEIR No. 2 to confirm the findings of the prior studies. The southwestern 
willow flycatcher focused surveys concluded that the potential for the species to occur on the 
Project site for foraging is considered to be high, but its potential to nest on the Project site is 
considered low. Surveys for the species conducted in spring/summer of 2002 and 2007 show that no 
breeding or individual southwestern willow flycatchers existed on the Project site and that the lack 
of Willows or dense-growth Willow thickets favored by the species precluded their existence on-site 
as a breeding population (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). The lack of individual species on-site and lack of 
suitable breeding habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher suggests impacts to this species 
from Project development are less than significant. Additionally, the focused surveys for the 
southern rubber boa, conducted in 2002 and again in 2007, concluded that there were no southern 
rubber boa occupying the site, and it is unlikely that the species would ever be present on-site due 
to location of the Project site (north-facing slope). Moreover, a review of historical records showed 
that the species has not been found in the vicinity of the Project site (RRDEIR No 2, page 2-27). There 
has been no evidence subsequent that would suggest a different conclusion. Accordingly, the 
focused surveys for the southern rubber boa and southwestern willow flycatcher are adequate and 
represent substantial evidence that the Project will have a less than significant impact on those 
species. The bald eagle surveys conducted in 2002 and 2007 indicate that bald eagles utilize portions 
of the Project to perch and roost. The RRDEIR No. 2 concludes that the Project will have a significant 
unavoidable impact to bald eagles due to potential removal of known perch trees (that may become 
hazards in the future), as well as introduction of light and noise by project development that could 
disturb bald eagle populations. Despite the implementation of mitigation measures that preclude 
removal of identified perch trees and require replacement of removed perch trees or enhancement 
of existing trees, in the event they represent a hazardous condition, a 5:1 mitigation ratio and pre-

 
1  Please note that the California Department of Fish and Game is now known as the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
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construction surveys to ensure that identified bald eagle nests (should any be found) are not 
disturbed during the breeding season. Impacts to the bald eagle are considered significant. 
Accordingly, the County of San Bernardino does not believe that conducting updated bald eagle 
surveys would provide any additional information regarding Project impacts on the bald eagle. A 
focused survey for San Bernardino flying squirrels was conducted on the Project site in 2007 and the 
results were negative. However, an individual of the species was trapped in 1998 by the USFS, 
approximately 0.5 mile north of the northern boundary of the Project site (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-33). 
The analysis concluded that the Project site provided suitable foraging habitat for the species and 
the potential for occurrence is considered high despite the negative 2007 Focused Survey. Based on 
the moderate potential for occurrence, the RRDEIR No. 2 proposed Mitigation Measure BR-3 (page 
2-58) has been revised to require the following: 

BR-3 The project proponent shall have a biologist qualified with San Bernardino flying 
squirrel (SBFS) as a monitor during tree removal. Minimize the number of trees, snags, 
and downed wood removed for project implementation. Compensating the removal 
of snags containing cavities; this would be achieved by constructing and erecting two 
nest boxes and one aggregate box per snag removed. Appendix A of this Revised and 
Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 provides the specifications of the nest and aggregate 
boxes (Flying Squirrels 2007). These boxes should be located on the adjacent U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) land (with their permission) and the locations marked with a 
global positioning system. The locations of the boxes shall be provided to the USFS so 
that their biologists could monitor the boxes for occupation by SBFS. 

 Provide new homeowners with a flyer that would provide information on the biology 
of SBFS and how they are susceptible to depredation by cats. The flyer would also 
outline steps that homeowners could take to reduce their urban edge effects. 

 Given the negative results of on-site surveys, and the available technical and peer 
reviewed literature, negative effects to the San Bernardino flying squirrel are not 
expected. However, because marginal foraging habitat was found on-site, the 
following mitigation measures will be implemented in the lots with densely forested 
areas and snags. These mitigation measures are to be implemented to avoid and 
minimize impacts to San Bernardino flying squirrels: 

• The Project Applicant shall have a qualified biologist as a monitor just prior to and 
during all tree removal on-site. 

• Minimize the removal of large coarse woody debris (>10cm diameter), which 
provide microhabitat for the growth of hypogeous fungi. 

• Limit removal of standing snags (>25cm dbh) and large trees (>25cm dbh), which 
provide both structural complexity and potential nesting habitat. 

• Prioritize the retention of large trees and snags with visible potential cavity 
nesting structures, which are associated with higher densities of northern flying 
squirrels. 
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• Minimize the loss of continuous canopy closure, especially in the drainages, which 
provides protection from predators while foraging and may play an important role 
in maintaining habitat connectivity. 

• The Project Applicant must compensate for the removal of suitable habitat 
through construction and erection of two nest boxes and one aggregate box per 
snag removed.  

• The Project Applicant is required to provide homeowners with information on the 
biology of the San Bernardino flying squirrel and suggest steps that homeowners 
can take to reduce their urban-edge effects.  

• All subsequent home developers must comply with these provisions, which shall 
be enforced by the County of San Bernardino through implementation of the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as mandated by CEQA.  

 
 If the monitoring biologist observes a San Bernardino flying squirrel during pre-

construction and/or construction monitoring, the biologist will immediately halt 
work until the occupied tree can be vacated prior to felling the tree; however, if the 
work is during the nesting season (generally March through May) when baby 
squirrels could be present, the nest will not be vacated until after the nesting season 
ends (June 1st), as cleared by the monitoring biologist.  

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

Considering the RRDEIR No. 2 already considers impacts to the San Bernardino flying squirrel to be 
potentially significant requiring mitigation, the County of San Bernardino does not believe another 
survey for the species would provide additional information affecting the significance 
determinations in the RRDEIR No. 2. Finally, concerning the sensitive plant species located on-site, 
there are no fewer than four focused special-status plant species surveys that have been conducted 
on the Project site since 2002. Surveys were conducted in years where there was less than average 
precipitation (2002 and 2007), as well as years where there was normal or above-average 
precipitation (2008 and 2010). The County of San Bernardino believes that four surveys in an 8-year 
period in both normal and abnormal rainfall conditions adequately document the special-status 
plant species and habitat occurring on the Project site to allow for a comprehensive and informed 
impact analysis in the Project EIR. The County of San Bernardino is not of aware of, and has not been 
presented with, any contrary information indicating that wildlife and special-status plant species’ 
impacts are different than identified and analyzed in the Project EIR.  

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional known and potential 
special-status species.  

Response to CDFG-3 
As discussed in detail in Section 3 of the RRDEIR No. 2 (pages 2-2 through 2-10), surveys of the 
Project site were conducted to determine the presence of all California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
1B plants with a moderate or high potential to be found on the site. As outlined within Table 2-2, 81 
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special-status plant species are known to occur on the Project region, 30 of which occur or have 
moderate or high potential to occur on the Project site. In addition, six of these special-status plant 
species have been observed on the Project site. Additionally, the RRDEIR No. 2 analyzed federally 
and state listed species of special concern with a moderate to high potential to occur on the Project 
site. As reflected in Table 2-4, 53 special-status wildlife species are known to occur within the region, 
22 of which have a moderate or high potential to occur within the Project site. The RRDEIR No. 2 also 
includes a detailed analysis of the Project’s potential impacts on the San Bernardino flying squirrel. 
As noted by the commenter, the San Bernardino flying squirrel survey noted that flying squirrels 
were trapped approximately 0.5 mile to the north and that the northern half of the site supports 
suitable habitat for San Bernardino flying squirrel. However, the San Bernardino flying squirrel survey 
did not identify any individuals on the Project site. Because development of the Project would 
impact suitable habitat for the San Bernardino flying squirrel, the EIR recommended implementation 
of Mitigation Measure BR-3, which requires compensating for the removal of snags containing 
cavities by constructing and erecting two nest boxes and one aggregate box per snag removed. This 
mitigation measure reduces impacts to less than significant levels. 

Response to CDFG-4 
The commenter notes that the RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that the Project site provides suitable bald 
eagle perch habitat due to its location and proximity to the lake. The bald eagle survey prepared in 
connection with the EIR specifically identified all of the existing bald eagle perch trees. Location of 
these perch trees are identified in Exhibit 2-3. Mitigation Measure BR-4 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59), 
requires preservation of the existing perch trees to the extent possible and if any should become 
hazardous and need to be removed, replacement will be at a 5:1 ratio with the creation of artificial 
perch trees along shoreline designated open space. This mitigation measure is more than adequate 
to mitigate impacts to the bald eagle. As such, a 2081 is not necessary and the proposed mitigation 
measures ensure compliance with the Bald and Gold Eagle Act. 

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species, including the bald eagle.  

Response to CDFG-5 
The commenter asserts that additional surveys for the southern rubber boa are required despite the 
fact that prior surveys showed southern rubber boa did not occupy the Project site. Multiple surveys 
for the southern rubber boa were conducted on the Project site. Glen Stewart, PhD, Professor 
Emeritus of Zoology and Environmental Sciences, Cal Poly Pomona, concluded that the Project site 
was highly unlikely to support the existence of southern rubber boa because of negative results of 
two independent focused surveys and lack of historical records of individuals in the immediate 
vicinity of the Project site (Appendix J of this 2020 Final EIR). No further surveys are necessary. 
Furthermore, Dr. Stewart’s habitat assessment showed that the Moon Camp Tract is poor southern 
rubber boa habitat and outside the area mapped as potential southern rubber boa habitat in the 
USFS habitat management guide. There have been no southern rubber boa sightings in the area. 
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Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species 

Response to CDFG-6 
The commenter asserts that the Project site contains five of the nine plant species associated with 
pebble plant habitat and two of the indicator species. As discussed in the RRDEIR No. 2 and the 2010 
Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Survey prepared by Dr. Tim Krantz, no true pebble plain 
habitat exists on the Project site. A small, 0.69-acre area of pebble plain-like soil condition exists in a 
small area partially within Conservation Area Lot A. However, all other locations on the Project site 
that contain plant species generally associated with pebble plain habitat are only weak indicators. 
(Several weakly associated sensitive plant species are lacking the characteristic clay soils with 
Saragossa quartzite pebbles on the surface.) Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, there are no 
rare, sensitive, threatened, or endangered meadow plant species on the Project site.  

The ashy-grey Indian paintbrush population exhibits no adverse “edge” effects from the adjacent 
residential lots immediately to the west and north of proposed Lot H, although these lots have been 
in existence there since the 1960s. Furthermore, the pebble plain-like soils inhibit most other non-
native weeds because the clay soils make it difficult for other non-adapted plant species to become 
established. The only non-native of concern observed on-site is cheat grass, Bromus tectorum, which 
is ubiquitous throughout Big Bear Valley; this despite the fact that the habitats in the vicinity of Lots 
A and H have had adjacent residential development for decades, and the area was subject to 
unregulated off-highway vehicle use until the Applicant fenced off the highway access several years 
ago.  

Response to CDFG-7 
The survey conducted by Scott White in 2007 was admittedly (by the author) accomplished late in 
the season and in a drought year, when observations were less than reliable. Hence, subsequent rare 
plant surveys were completed by Dr. Krantz in 2008, 2010, and 2011, with particular focus on 
verifying presence/absence of all potential rare, threatened, or endangered plant species on-site. 
The Krantz surveys delineated the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences using GPS, rendering a 
more accurate occupied habitat calculation for the species than was rendered in the White report or 
in the 2008 Krantz survey. Additionally, an updated survey completed in 2016 by Dr. Krantz notes 
that there are essentially no changes in the distribution of rare plant species occurring on the Moon 
Camp property in comparison with previous surveys, and as described in the RRDEIR No. 2 (see also 
Appendix K of this 2020 Final EIR). 

Response to CDFG-8 
The commenter asserts that Project development impacts on State jurisdictional waters were not 
analyzed in the RRDEIR No. 2. The RRDEIR No. 2 includes a discussion of potential impacts to 
jurisdictional waters. As indicated therein, a delineation of federal and State jurisdictional waters 
was prepared in connection with the Project EIR. The delineation concluded that there are several 
unnamed drainages located within the Project site that may fall under an agency’s jurisdiction. 
Based on the results of the field observations and data collection, there is approximately 0.15 acre of 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) jurisdictional waters of the United States within the 
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Project site (RRDEIR No. 2, pages 2-35 and 2-36). Utilizing most current development plans, it was 
determined that roadway improvements would impact approximately 0.04 acre of jurisdictional 
waters. Moreover, the Project would impact approximately 0.04 acre of California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) jurisdictional waters. As such, the Project will be required to submit a 
Notice and Application for Streambed Alteration Permit as part of the Project development process. 

Response to CDFG-9 
The commenter generally summarizes proposed mitigation measures to mitigate impacts to 
Biological Resources. No substantive comment as to the adequacy of said mitigation measures is 
included within this comment, and, therefore, no formal written response is necessary. These 
comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration prior to Project approval. 

Response to CDFG-10 
The commenter requests additional surveys for sensitive plant and wildlife species and additional 
mitigation measures to offset impacts to the Project. A number of the commenter’s requests have 
already been addressed through incorporation of additional analysis in the RRDEIR No. 2. These are, 
primarily: (1) inclusion of a discussion of the conflicting acreage figures of the pebble plain habitat, 
(2) requirement of replacement of bald eagle perch trees at a 5:1 ratio, (3) dedication of 
conservation easements to protect sensitive habitat, and (4) a cumulative impact analysis of impacts 
to special-status species. 

Response to CDFG-11 
As requested in the RRDEIR No. 2, the only state-listed species that may be impacted by the Moon 
Camp Project is the bald eagle. However, the County of San Bernardino does not believe that 
development of the Moon Camp Project will result in a take of bald eagles as defined by the 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) requiring issuance of an Incidental Take Permit by the 
California Department of Fish and Game prior to Project development. As discussed in detail in the 
RRDEIR No. 2, surveys conducted in 2002 and 2007 determined that wintering populations of bald 
eagles utilize trees located on the Project site to perch and roost. The locations of those trees are 
documented in Exhibit 4.3-2 in the RRDEIR No. 2. The RRDEIR No. 2 acknowledges that part of the 
Project could impact some of the documented perch trees. Moreover, the County of San Bernardino 
has developed a stringent threshold of significance for determining impacts to the Project on bald 
eagles to where removal of any perch trees or initiation of development that will introduce new light 
and/or noise sources in an area known to be occupied to by bald eagles will be considered a 
significant impact under CEQA. The RRDEIR No. 2 imposes numerous mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to the bald eagle species to the extent feasible. These mitigation measures include 
replacement of perch trees at a 5:1 ratio or by enhancing other trees to make them suitable for 
perching, pre-construction surveys and avoidance of eagle nests during construction activities, 
limiting construction activities to non-breeding seasons, and replacement of non-perch trees that 
exceed 24 inches in diameter at a 2:1 ratio (RRDEIR No. 2, pages 2-59 and 2-60, as updated in the 
Errata section of this Final EIR). Implementation of the identified mitigation measures will avoid any 
take of bald eagles, and therefore ensure compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
(16 USC 668–668d) and CESA. The act specifically prohibits take of bald eagles and golden eagles. 
Unlike the MBTA, which defines “take” to mean only direct killing or taking of birds or their body 
parts, eggs, and nests, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act defines take in a manner similar to 
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FESA as including “pursuing, shooting, shooting at, poisoning, wounding, killing, capturing, trapping, 
collecting, molesting, and disturbing,” with “disturb” further defined (50 CFR 22.3) as “to agitate or 
bother a Bald or Golden Eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, based on the best 
scientific information available; (1) injury to an eagle, (2) a decrease in its productivity, by 
substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or (3) nest 
abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior.” 
Therefore, the requirements for guarding against impacts to eagles generally are far more stringent 
than those required by the MBTA alone. Therefore, the Project is designed to avoid known perching 
trees along the shoreline of Big Bear Lake and mitigation measures are in place to replace trees that 
have to be removed with artificial perches. As explained and referenced in the recent Technical 
Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting, the 
bald eagles are becoming more accustomed to human interaction and take of the species is not 
expected as a result of the Moon Camp Project (Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR). 

Response to CDFG-12 and -13 
The commenter expresses a general opposition to elimination of natural drainage and Riparian 
habitat on-site, and that impacts need to be compensated at a 3:1 ratio. As indicated in the RRDEIR 
No. 2, the Project’s design minimizes impacts to jurisdictional drainage features located on-site to 
the maximum extent feasible. The jurisdictional delineation prepared for the Project identified 
approximately 1.5 acres of potentially jurisdictional drainage features. Of that, only 0.04 acre will be 
impacted by development of the proposed Project roadways. Outside of these minimal impacts, the 
natural drainage features will be retained. Additionally, Mitigation Measure BR-13 (RRDEIR No. 2, 
page 2-61) requires mitigation of direct impacts to jurisdictional drainages on a 3:1 basis through 
onset restoration, offset restoration, or purchase of credits, as requested by the commenter. 

Response to CDFG-14 
The commenter asserts that the EIR should have included mitigation measures for impacts to 
jurisdictional drainages. Contrary to this assertion, Mitigation Measure BR-13 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-
61) requires the Project Applicant to offset direct impacts to jurisdictional drainage through on-site 
restoration, off-site restoration, or purchase of credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank in the 
region at a 3:1 ratio. Indirect impacts must be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio. The County of San Bernardino 
believes this is adequate mitigation for such impacts. 
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California Department of Transportation (DOT) 
Response to DOT-1 
The commenter expresses the DOT’s appreciation for the opportunity to review the Traffic Impact 
Analysis for the Moon Camp Project and states their comments on May 11, 2010, still stand. The 
County of San Bernardino acknowledges this comment. Responses to the May 11, 2010, comment 
letter are located within RRDEIR No. 1, Responses to CALTRANS-1 through -7. No additional response 
is necessary.  
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3.2.7 - Regional Agencies 

County of San Bernardino Department of Public Works (DPW) 
Response to DPW-1 
The commenter confirms receipt of the RRDEIR No. 2. The commenter states the DPW does not have 
any comments. The DPW’s comment is noted. No additional response is necessary.  
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Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
Response to NAHC-1 
This comment letter is the standard form letter issued by the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) to lead agencies in response to a Draft EIR. The letter contains recommendations for a 
cultural resources record search, an archaeological survey, preparation of archaeological reports, and 
mitigation measures created as a result of such work. No project-specific comments were provided, 
except that it was reiterated that the previously conducted NAHC Sacred Lands File search did not 
identify any Native American cultural resources within the Project area. The comment letter also 
includes a list of Native American contacts with knowledge of the potential religious and cultural 
significance of the historic properties in the Project area.  

The County of San Bernardino appreciates the NAHC’s participation in the environmental assessment 
process relating to the Moon Camp Project. The RRDEIR No. 2 does not include an additional 
evaluation of the impacts of the 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 concerning those specific environmental areas. This 
finding was confirmed by the Cultural Resources Analysis prepared by McKenna, et al., dated 
September 17, 2016 (Appendix O). 
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3.2.8 - Organizations 

Center of Biological Diversity (CBD1) 
Response to CBD1-1 
The commenter acknowledges extension of the RRDEIR No. 2 public review close period for 
adequate review. The commenter states CBD may have comments at that point. The County of San 
Bernardino acknowledges CBD’s comment and no response is necessary.  
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Center of Biological Diversity (CBD2) 
Response to CBD2-1 
The commenter expresses their appreciation for the opportunity to review the RRDEIR No. 2 for the 
Moon Camp Project and states their comments replace comments made on January 22, 2012. The 
County of San Bernardino acknowledges the comment. No additional response is necessary. 

Response to CBD2-2 
The commenter is concerned that by recirculating a portion of the DEIR, the County of San 
Bernardino is forcing reviewers to review multiple versions of the DEIR in order to evaluate the 
overall impacts and proposed mitigations, and urges the County to require recirculation of one 
comprehensive EIR for public review. Portions of the DEIR for the Moon Camp Project have been 
recirculated for public review on several occasions. In 2010, because of significant Project revisions 
which resulted in the down-sizing of the Project, the County of San Bernardino recirculated the 
majority of EIR sections for public review (RRDEIR No. 1). Thereafter, based on the results of 
additional focused special-status plant species studies, the County of San Bernardino recirculated the 
Executive Summary, Project Description, and Biological Resource section of the DEIR to address new 
information related to potential Project impacts to threatened, endangered and sensitive plant and 
animal species and a resulting project design modification that redistributed developable lots to 
avoid occurrences of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, a Federally Threatened species, and create 
additional Conservation Areas (RRDEIR No. 2). Although it is true that the reviewing public must 
refer to several documents circulated for public review, CEQA not only authorizes but also 
encourages this approach. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c) provides that if revisions are limited 
to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need only recirculate the chapters or 
portions that were modified. Because the most recent Project revisions (addition of Lot H for an 
Open Space Conservation Easement, and redistribution of buildable lots to avoid sensitive plant 
habitats), only required revisions to the Executive Summary, Project Description, and Biological 
Resources sections of the DEIR, the County of San Bernardino appropriately only recirculated those 
sections of the DEIR. The RRDEIR No. 2 is combined with previously circulated versions of the DEIR, 
and the County’s response to written comments thereon to comprise the Final EIR that will be 
presented to the County of San Bernardino decision-makers for consideration prior to Project 
approval. 

Response to CBD2-3 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 incorrectly assessed and analyzed the existence of, 
and project impacts to, pebble plain habitat on the Project site. The commenter suggests that the 
RRDEIR No. 2 and Supplement Focused Special Status Plant Survey conducted by Dr. Krantz in 2010 
utilized the incorrect definition of pebble plain in determining the extent of pebble plain habitat on 
the Project site. The author of the 2010 Supplement Focused Special Status Plant Survey, Dr. Krantz, 
the preeminent authority on pebble plain habitat and related plant species, concluded that true 
pebble plain habitat is characterized by the existence of clay soils with a vestiture of Saragossa 
quartzite pebbles and presence of indicator plant species (presence of Eriogonum kennedyi ssp. and 
Arenaria ursina together, as originally mapped by the author in 1983). The “pebble plain soil 
conditions” identified on the central knoll on-site was identified as such and has been included and 
preserved in large part by Letter Lot A. The 2010 Supplement Focused Special Status Plant Survey 
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concluded that the 0.69-acre area that had been previously characterized as true pebble plain 
habitat was in fact not true pebble plain habitat due to the lack of the existence of the two (2) 
primary indicator species, Eriogonum kennedyi ssp. and Arenaria ursine. The clay soils with a 
vestiture of Saragossa quartzite pebbles are the signature characteristic of the unique plant 
community that is called “pebble plains.” In fact, Dr. Krantz was the first to actually apply the term to 
this plant community (Krantz 1983). To suggest that all other areas “occupied by Castilleja cinerea, 
Ivesia argyrocoma, and Arabis parishii are, by definition, pebble plains” is inappropriate and would 
greatly expand the definition to include much of Big Bear Valley, including all of Sugarloaf Ridge, 
which has Arabis parishii and Castilleja cinerea, but is in fact a lodgepole pine forest without any 
similar soils. Ashy-grey Indian paintbrush or Ivesia argyrocoma are also known to occur in meadows; 
Arabis parishii is found on limestone, and Ivesia argyrocoma is also found in Baja California, none of 
which are even remotely considered pebble plain habitats.  

The comment cites the USFS Pebble Plain Habitat Management Guide (2002). Although the USFS 
Pebble Plain Habitat Management Guide purports to provide a points system for determining the 
existence of pebble plain habitat, according to Dr. Krantz, application of the Guide’s point system 
results in overly inclusive results and would lead to characterization of lands that are not truly 
pebble plains as pebble plain habitat, even those areas that do not have clay soils. Even by these 
standards, the on-site occurrence of pebble plain-like soils on the Moon Camp property would be 
limited to the 0.69-acre Knoll area, largely contained within Lot A. It should be noted that the USFS 
definition of pebble plains describes five “strong indicators” (given 2 points each): clay soils 
(marginal on the Knoll), presence of Eriogonum kennedyi ssp. Kennedyi or ssp. austromontanum 
(neither on-site), Arenaria ursina (not on-site), and Ivesia argyrocoma (on-site). The only good 
“strong indicator” on-site is the presence of pebble plain-like soils. The presence of Ivesia 
argyrocoma, which occurs on many non-pebble plain habitats in the San Bernardino Mountains and 
in Baja California, is not considered a “strong indicator” by Dr. Krantz. The other “weak indicators” 
are truly only weak indicators—all occurring in a wide range of non-pebble plain habitats throughout 
the Big Bear-Holcomb Valley areas.  

Response to CBD2-4 
The County of San Bernardino acknowledges that this Project is subject to the Federal Endangered 
Species Act (FESA), as well as CESA. However, contrary to the commenter’s assertions, activities 
adversely impacting federally listed plant species, such as the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, are not 
subject to Section 9’s prohibition. Section 9(a)(1)(B) prohibits the take of any threatened or 
endangered species of fish or wildlife anywhere within the United States or the territorial seas of the 
United States. With regard to wildlife species, Section 9 prohibits the “take” of any such species, 
whether on private, State, or federal lands, without issuance of an Incidental Take Permit. This 
restriction is not applicable to impacts to threatened or endangered plant species. Section 9(a)(2)(B) 
makes it unlawful to remove and reduce to possession any [plant] species from areas under federal 
jurisdiction or to maliciously damage or destroy any species on federal lands. Section 9 of the FESA 
does not regulate impacts to threatened or endangered plant species on private lands. Accordingly, 
Section 9(a)(2)(b) does not regulate actions that harm the listed plant species on private property, 
unless that action occurs in knowing violation of a State law or regulation or in the course of a 
violation of a State criminal trespass law. The Moon Camp Project is located entirely on private 
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property, and, therefore, the FESA does not prohibit or regulate actions involving the take of 
threatened or endangered plant species incidental to otherwise lawful activities. 

Response to CBD2-5 
The ashy-grey Indian paintbrush is a perennial plant and is readily visible during the flowering season 
where it occurs, even in years with substandard rainfall. Furthermore, as a hemi-parasite on its host 
plants, ashy-grey Indian paintbrush does not readily disburse, dropping its seeds in the immediate 
vicinity of the host plants themselves. Thus, the actual occupied habitat for ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush does not generally change from year to year. The Supplement Focused Special Status 
Plant Survey conducted by Dr. Krantz in 2010 revealed that there were no ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush occurrences on the southeastern portions of the Project site, as indicated by Mr. White in 
2007. Mr. White’s survey was conducted in late July, during a drought year, when reliable plant 
identifications would be questionable for someone unfamiliar with the target species. Mr. White 
identified the existence of Wright’s matting buckwheat in portions of the Project site and assumed 
that, because Wright’s matting buckwheat is often a host species, the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
would otherwise occur in this area during years of normal or above-average precipitation. However, 
as mentioned, ashy-grey Indian paintbrush does not spread to areas just because the host plant 
species is found there. Changes in the dimensions and extent of occurrences are very limited in 
scope from year to year, and, therefore, the assumptions regarding potential occurrences of ashy-
grey Indian paintbrush on the southeastern portion of the Project site were incorrect. 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, there is no Southern mountain buckwheat on-site. Mr. 
White misidentified Wright’s matting buckwheat, which resembles the Southern mountain 
buckwheat that has highly branched inflorescences. Occasional intergrades between the two taxa 
have been identified by Dr. Krantz across a line between open pebble plain (with all Southern 
mountain buckwheat) in Jeffrey Pine Forest (with all Wright’s matting buckwheat), but this is not the 
case on the Project site. 

An updated survey completed in 2016 by Dr. Krantz notes that there are essentially no changes in 
the distributions of rare plant species occurring on the Moon Camp property in comparison with 
previous surveys and as described in the RRDEIR No. 2 (see Appendix K of this 2020 Final EIR). 

Response to CBD2-6 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 fails to adequately analyze the Project’s potential 
long-term impacts to the identified Conservation Areas or analyze an alternative that resulted in 
total avoidance of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences on the Project site. Initially, the Project 
will not result in a long-term adverse impact on the pebble plain habitat and ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush occurrences within the identified Conservation Areas. As required by Mitigation Measure 
BR-1c (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57, as updated/revised in Section 4, Errata, of this FEIR), Conservation 
Areas shall be appropriately fenced with signage placed indicating the sensitive nature of the 
Conservation Areas and prohibiting access thereto. The Project consists of 50 residential lots, the 
majority of which will be utilized as second-home/vacation homes and will therefore only be 
occupied during limited times of the year. The fencing and limited traffic through the Project area 
will limit impacts on the identified Conservation Areas. Moreover, the Conservation Entity 
responsible for managing the Conservation Areas will be responsible for taking necessary steps to 
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reduce long-term impacts to the Conservation Areas. As further evidence of the lack of long-term 
impacts to the Conservation Areas, sensitive plant habitats on the Project site have been subject to 
“edge-effects” from adjacent development to the west and north of the proposed Conservation 
Areas for decades. The Conservation Areas have existed without protection of fencing or signage, 
but have continued to represent exceptionally high-quality habitat for the ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush. 

Response to CBD2-7 
The commenter refers to calculation of the mitigation ratio for ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. The 
Project proposes to establish permanent Conservation Easements over Lots A and H, comprising 
4.84 acres of occupied ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat that will be preserved in perpetuity. 
Altogether, the affected areas of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat outside of the conserved Letter 
Lots comprise a total of 2.87 acres of occupied habitat. However, Lots A and H contain 4,895 
individual ashy-grey Indian paintbrush plants in the 4.84-acre occupied by the species, while the 2.87 
acres outside of Lots A and H contain 672 plants. This results in a mitigation ratio of 7:1 for ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush plant occurrences; and 1.68:1 for actual occupied ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
habitat on the site, but does not take in to consideration the 10-acre Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain 
habitat conservation mitigation of “pebble plains soils” and other rare plant species. The Project will 
not result in significant adverse impacts to the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush or other sensitive 
species, and, therefore, deletion or relocation of Lots 1-5, 47-50, and Lot F is not necessary. Refer to 
Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database for the 
Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and potential 
special-status species.  

Response to CBD2-8 
Scott White’s 2007 report identified some “potential” introgression of Southern mountain 
buckwheat in the more ubiquitous Wright’s matting buckwheat on the Project site. The two taxa are 
differentiated by the branched inflorescences of the latter, as opposed to unbranched, capitate 
inflorescences of the former. During Dr. Krantz’s 2010 Survey, Krantz observed no unbranched 
specimens on-site, whatsoever. For there to be genetic introgression into Wright’s matting 
buckwheat population on-site, one would have to have an area of entirely unbranched specimens 
with intergrades between the two populations. Dr. Krantz has documented introgressions between 
the two taxa in populations in Holcomb Valley, but the Moon Camp property Wright’s matting 
buckwheat is not an example of this phenomenon. Therefore, there is no Southern mountain 
buckwheat on the Project site. 

Response to CBD2-9 
Biological surveys conducted by Tim Krantz in 2010 did not identify any Big Bear Valley Sandwort on-
site. This is a perennial species that is narrowly restricted to actual pebble plain plant communities. 
Although the RRDEIR No. 2 does identify that it could be located on-site, no actual occurrences were 
identified.  

Response to CBD2-10 
The RRDEIR No. 1 included a comprehensive discussion of the Project’s potential to result in a 
significant global climate change impact (RRDEIR No. 1, pages 4.2-42 through 4.2-49). As indicated in 
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Section 4.2 of the RRDEIR No. 1 (page 4.2-1), the Moon Camp Project will result in a less than 
significant global climate change impact through the incorporation of Project energy-efficient and 
site design features that would reduce greenhouse gas emissions. As reflected in Table 4.2-13, the 
vast majority of greenhouse gas emissions will result from motor vehicle emissions generated by the 
Project. However, total greenhouse gas emissions from the Project are extremely small when 
compared to annual emissions worldwide. The Moon Camp Project is consistent with, and will not 
inhibit reaching the statewide emission reduction goals identified in, AB-32. Because of the 
extremely small amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Project, there is no 
evidence that the greenhouse gas emissions from the Project would contribute to a potentially 
significant impact to threatened or endangered plant species on-site. Accordingly, the RRDEIR No. 2 
did not include analysis of such impacts. 

Response to CBD2-11 
The rare plant habitats to be conserved on-site will be subjected to some indirect impacts as a result 
of residential development. Potential indirect impacts could result from fuel modification programs, 
unpermitted recreational activities, introduction of non-native plants, and loss/disruption of 
essential habitat due to “edge” effects. To eliminate or reduce such indirect impacts, the following 
measures should be incorporated into the conditions of approval for the Project.  

• Fuel modification zones and programs shall not be implemented in Lots A or H (because of the 
brush-free nature of the rare plant habitat on-site, these areas are not subject to fuel 
modification in any case, and represent naturally occurring low-fuel open space areas); 

 

• Letter Lots A and H shall be fenced, signed, and monitored by the Conservation Entity to 
enforce restrictions on unauthorized recreational activities in sensitive areas; 

 

• The Conservation Entity shall conduct routine monitoring of rare plant resources on Lots A 
and H. The occurrence of non-native species outbreaks, or other examples of ecological 
disturbance as a result of indirect impacts of development in and around Lots A and H shall be 
reported in the annual biological monitoring reports and remedial actions shall be 
implemented by the Preserve Management Committee.  

 

• Lots A and H are configured to encompass a continuous area from the top of the “knoll pebble 
plain” to the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat along the west side of the access road. Aside 
from the road crossing itself, there are no new “edge” effects created by the proposed 
subdivision of the Moon Camp property. Biological monitoring shall be focused on the road 
crossing, with particular attention to potential impacts as a result of erosion, non-native plant 
species, or other results of creating an ecological “edge” along the road. Other “edge” effects 
have already been mitigated by the Project Applicant voluntarily fencing the highway frontage, 
where off-highway vehicle recreational use was a problem until the present landowners 
constructed the barbed wire fence along the north side of SR-38.  

 
Response to CBD2-12 
Fortunately, the “pebble plains-like” soils on-site inhibit most non-native plant species from 
becoming established in such habitats in the Big Bear area. There are, nonetheless, several non-
native taxa that occur widely on pebble plains, most notably Bromus tectorum and Erodium 



County of San Bernardino – Moon Camp 
Responses to Comments to the RRDEIR No.2 Final Environmental Impact Report 

 

 
3-66 FirstCarbon Solutions 

\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec03-00 Responses RDEIR No 2.docx 

cicutarium. As long as there is no surface disturbance of the clay-quartzite soils that comprise Lots A 
and H, these two ubiquitous, non-native annuals are not expected to become a serious problem on 
the rare plant Conservation Areas. The botanical monitoring program shall identify any non-native 
species issues and propose remedial actions if deemed necessary.  

Response to CBD2-13 
This comment refers to provision of buffers to the Conservation Areas proposed for Lots A and H. 
The conservation lots have been delineated to conserve everything north of the highway, from the 
western property boundary to the drainage swale bounding the eastern side of Lot A. The ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush population exhibits no adverse “edge” effects from the adjacent residential lots 
immediately to the west and north of proposed Lot H, although these lots have been in existence 
there since the 1960s. Furthermore, the pebble plain-like soils inhibit most other non-native weeds 
because the clay soils are difficult for other non-adapted plant species to become established. The 
only non-native taxon of concern observed on-site is cheat grass, Bromus tectorum, which is 
ubiquitous throughout Big Bear Valley; this despite the fact that the habitats in the vicinity of Lots A 
and H have had adjacent residential development for decades, and the area was subject to 
unregulated off-highway vehicle use until the Applicant fenced off the highway access several years 
ago.  

The Project Applicant proposes to establish a Conservation Entity to conduct on-going biological 
monitoring and maintenance of the conservation letter lots, providing on-site mitigation and 
protection of sensitive resources in perpetuity. The Project Applicant has already experienced 
substantial restoration of rare plant resource values by fencing and excluding off-highway vehicle 
traffic from SR-38 on to sensitive plant habitats; and the Project Applicant proposes to establish a 
permanent rare plant Conservation Area of the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain off-site.  

Response to CBD2-14 and -15 
Appropriate mitigation measures addressing all of the concerns summarized in this comment have 
been drafted, adopted, and enforced upon recordation, construction, and buildout of the Project. 
The sensitive botanical resources on the Moon Camp property are largely protected within Lots A 
and H. There is no need for a 200- to 300-foot setback, as exemplified by Lot H, which has thrived 
immediately adjacent to existing residential lots to the west and north of the parcel for 40 to 50 
years when those tracts were first constructed. These resources are not hydrologically dependent on 
upstream flows, as are some other sensitive plant resources in Big Bear Valley; and these resources 
are less subject to indirect impacts from adjacent land uses other than trampling or unauthorized 
pedestrian or OHV use that was uncontrolled until the Applicant fenced the highway frontage and 
exterior property lines to the west and northwest.  

Response to CBD2-16 
The County of San Bernardino acknowledges that this Project is subject to FESA and CESA. However, 
contrary to the commenter’s assertions, activities adversely impacting federally listed plant species, 
such as the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, are not subject to the Section 9 prohibition. Section 
9(a)(1)(B) prohibits the take of any threatened or endangered species of fish or wildlife anywhere 
within the United States or the territorial seas of the United States. With regard to wildlife species, 
Section 9 prohibits the “take” of any such species, whether on private, State, or federal lands, 
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without issuance of an Incidental Take Permit. This restriction is not applicable to impacts to 
threatened or endangered plant species. Section 9(a)(2)(B) makes it unlawful to remove and reduce 
to possession any [plant] species from areas under federal jurisdiction or to maliciously damage or 
destroy any species on federal lands. Section 9 of the FESA does not regulate impacts to threatened 
or endangered plant species on private lands. Accordingly, Section 9(a)(2)(b) does not regulate 
actions that harm the listed plant species on private property, unless that action occurs in knowing 
violation of a State law or regulation or in the course of a violation of a state criminal trespass law. 
The Moon Camp Project is located entirely on private property, and, therefore, the FESA does not 
prohibit or regulate actions involving the take of threatened or endangered plant species incidental 
to otherwise lawful activities. Additionally, the Project will not require an Incidental Take Permit 
pursuant to CESA. The CESA similarly prohibits any person from “taking” any species that the state 
determines to be an endangered or threatened species without first obtaining authorization through 
the issuance of an Incidental Take Permit (California Fish and Game Code §§ 2080 and 2081). There 
are no California-listed threatened or endangered species present on the Project site. The ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush is not a State-listed species. Accordingly, the Project will not require an Incidental 
Take Permit pursuant to the CESA. 

In addition, the RRDEIR No. 2 analyzed the potential for the Moon Camp Project to have a significant 
impact on the American bald eagle. Although the American bald eagle was removed as a federal-
listed endangered species in August 2007, it remains endangered in California, and remains a 
special-status wildlife species. The RRDEIR No. 2 acknowledged that bald eagles were known to be 
present and roost on the Project site in the winter (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). Many of the trees 
located on the Project site have been identified as bald eagle perch trees. Surveys and records 
searches were conducted for the Project site in the winter of 2002 and 2007, which determined that 
bald eagles use the site extensively. Bald eagle perch locations were recorded and individual trees 
were marked with numbered tags (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). However, there are no records showing 
that bald eagles had historically nested on the Project site and neither the 2002 nor 2007 survey 
found nesting bald eagles on the Project Site. The proposed mitigation measures prohibit the 
intentional removal of identified perch trees as a component of Project development, but noted that 
perch trees may need to be removed in the future if they create a hazardous condition. The potential 
for future removal of bald eagle perch trees, along with additional light and glare/noise introduced 
into the area by the Project, is considered a potentially significant CEQA impact. Mitigation Measures 
BR-4, BR-6, and BR-7 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59 and 2-60, as revised in Section 4, Errata, of this FEIR 
document) will reduce impacts to the bald eagle. These mitigation measures include: 

• Replacement of removed perch trees (should that be necessary) either at a ratio of 5:1 with 
creation of artificial perch trees within the Conservation Areas or by enhancing other trees by 
trimming and limbing to make suitable for eagle perching. The exact method of perch tree 
replacement shall be made after consultation with a certified arborist. Prior to 
commencement of construction activity, the applicant shall have a qualified consultant survey 
all trees on-site to determine the location of all perch trees to be preserved. (Mitigation 
Measure BR-4) 

 

• Replacement of identified non-perch trees larger than 24 inches dbh, removed as part of 
project development, at a ratio of 2:1. Replacement of identified non-perch trees larger than 
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24 inches dbh, removed as part of project development, at a ratio of 2:1. Whenever an eagle 
perch tree or other non-perch tree larger than 24 inches dbh is removed, the Homeowners 
Association shall retain a qualified consultant to oversee removal and compliance with the 
replacement requirement. (Mitigation Measure BR-4) 

 

• Pre-construction survey of trees to identify existence of active nests. Active nests will be 
protected and avoided (Mitigation Measure BR-6) 

 

• All vegetation removal, clearing, and grading on the Project site must be performed outside the 
breeding and nesting season to minimize effects to the bald eagle (Mitigation Measure BR-7) 

 
Despite implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts were determined to be significant 
and unavoidable due to the very strict County of San Bernardino criteria for determining CEQA 
impacts to bald eagles. Any removal of perch trees or human activity resulting in the introduction of 
additional light and/or noise impacts is considered a significant impact under CEQA. However, a 
significant unavoidable impact to the bald eagle does not mean that the Project will result in a take 
of a bald eagle pursuant to CESA, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC 668–668d), or 
any other applicable law regulating impacts to the bald eagle. As indicated above, mitigation 
measures proposed in the RRDEIR No. 2 would provide for avoidance of direct impacts to the bald 
eagle through habitat restoration and avoidance of active nesting locations. Accordingly, the County 
of San Bernardino does not believe that an Incidental Take Permit for the bald eagle is required in 
connection with development of the Moon Camp Project. 

Response to CBD2-17 
The Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain is one of the most discrete pebble plain occurrences existing in the 
Big Bear Valley. It sits on an isolated bench-top surrounded by undeveloped forest covered privately 
owned property, with the exception of a couple residences at the northern terminus of Dixie Lee 
Lane. This privately owned property is currently fenced and has been fenced for approximately 25 
years. Unauthorized access to the Dixie Lee Lane property is regularly monitored by neighbors in the 
area. However, as proposed by the Project, the 10-acre property would be placed under a formal 
conservation easement that would provide formal legal protection for the property, thereby 
enhancing its continued values as sensitive habitat for the pebble plain and pebble plain-related 
plant species. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the RRDEIR No. 2 does not indicate that the 
Dixie Lee Lane property is already partial mitigation lands for impacts related to the development of 
the high school. The revised Supplemental Focus Special Status Plant Species Survey prepared by Dr. 
Krantz in August of 2010, and included as Appendix A.11 of the RRDEIR No. 2, summarized the 
current status of the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain property. The plant study stated, “The Dixie Lee 
Lane pebble plain was originally proposed as a mitigation bank for the partial offset of impacts of 
development of the Big Bear High School on Maple Lane, which was formerly the site of a large 
pebble plain of the Sugarloaf series. The development of the high school required a minor 
subdivision of the parent parcel, including the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain. At the time, pebble plains 
and their associated species were not formally listed nor protected as endangered or threatened 
species; any establishment of an off-site mitigation bank for the high school was considered 
adequate mitigation for the impacts of the high school project. The complete 10-acre pebble plain 
was surveyed by Hicks & Hartwick Engineering, with the idea that 2 acres of the 10-acre pebble plain 
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would be used to mitigate for the high school, and the remainder would be available for mitigation 
on other projects with pebble plain-related impacts. However, the 10-acre mitigation bank and 2-
acre subdivisions of it were never actually recorded” (emphasis added). As indicated by the above 
passage from the Krantz Report, although a portion of the Dixie Lee Lane property was originally 
proposed as mitigation of impacts from development of a high school, there is no evidence that any 
portion of the property was actually pledged as mitigation. The CBD itself admits the protection of 
the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain “could mitigate for impacts to the pebble plains on the [Moon Camp] 
project site.” The CBD goes on to comment, however, that “this proposal does not offset impacts to 
the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, which would require additional mitigation.” Thus, the Moon Camp 
project will establish the first of its kind rare plant preserve dedicated to ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, 
protecting nearly 90 percent of the threatened plant species on-site, and the preservation of Dixie 
Lee Lane pebble plain, though not containing an abundance of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
occurrences, will add to the incremental value of such a preserve. Refer to Table 1 in the Technical 
Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for 
additional analysis of this species and the Dixie Lee conservation site (see Appendix I of this 2020 
Final EIR). 

Response to CBD2-18 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 improperly defers identification and analysis of 
impacts to the Project, as well as formulation of specific mitigation measures to a later stage of 
Project development in violation of CEQA. However, the commenter does not indicate what portion 
of the analysis and formulation of mitigation measures is deferred. Generally, CEQA requires that an 
EIR be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information 
which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental 
consequences (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151). The RRDEIR No. 2 includes comprehensive analysis 
of all potential impact areas based on information currently known about the project consistent with 
CEQA requirements. The RRDEIR No. 2 does not defer analysis of potential impacts to an 
undetermined point in the future nor does it defer formulation of mitigation measures in violation of 
CEQA. The commenter also asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 failed to analyze the Project’s interface 
with the adjacent USFS lands and that impacts to adjacent USFS land are not fully disclosed. The 
RRDEIR No. 2 discusses the interface between the Project site and USFS administered land. The 
RRDEIR No. 2 includes an analysis of whether the Project would conflict with the San Bernardino 
National Forest Land Use Management Plan, which regulates activities on the adjacent USFS lands. 
The RRDEIR No. 2 discusses the Project’s consistency with the 100-foot fuel modification zone 
requirement for any development project that abuts USFS land. Residential lots that abut the USFS 
lands will be required to comply with the 100-foot fuel modification requirement (RRDEIR No. 2, 
page 4.5-12). The document also analyzes whether the Project would adversely impact the scenic 
values of the site and be inconsistent with the classification of the Project site as a high scenic 
integrity objective area in the Forest Land Use Management Plan (RRDEIR No. 2, page 4.5-11). The 
RRDEIR No. 2 concludes that the Project will result in a less than significant impact on aesthetics, 
and, therefore, the Project would be consistent with the Forest Land Use Management Plan. The 
commenter is correct that there is no discussion concerning impacts on illegal trails on Forest Service 
lands. There is no evidence that development of the Moon Camp Project would have any impacts on 
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any illegal trails and as such, no discussion of this impact was included in the RRDEIR No. 2. An EIR 
need not analyze impacts that are too speculative (CEQA Guidelines Section 15145).  

Response to CBD2-19 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 failed to describe a reasonable range of Alternatives 
to the Moon Camp Project. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the RRDEIR No. 2 is consistent 
with CEQA’s mandate to analyze a reasonable range of Alternatives in the DEIR. CEQA requires an EIR 
to describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, which would feasibly obtain most of 
the basic objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the Project 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). An EIR need not consider and analyze every conceivable 
alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(a)). There is no ironclad rule governing the nature and scope of the alternatives to 
be discussed other than the rule of reason (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 
52 Cal.3d 553). The RRDEIR No. 2 analyzed four Project Alternatives in addition to the statutory 
mandated No Project Alternative. These Alternatives included: 

• Original proposed Project. (92 residential lots, 103 slip marina and realignment of SR-38) 
 

• No Project-Existing General Plan Land Use Development. Development pursuant to the existing 
general plan land use designation (40-acre minimum lots, no marina, no SR-38 realignment) 

 

• Reduced Density (62 Lots), Without SR-38 Realignment, without Marina alternatives 
(compared with the Original proposed Project) 

 

• Proposed Project Alternative (50 residential lots, 55 slip marina, Open Space) 
 
The RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that, outside of the No Project Alternative, the proposed Project 
Alternative was the Environmentally Superior Alternative (RRDEIR No. 2, pages 7-29 and 7-30). The 
alternatives discussed in the RRDEIR No. 2 represent a reasonable range of Alternatives consistent 
with CEQA’s mandates. 

The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 should have included a project alternative based on 
preservation of all portions of the site that are habitat for federally threatened plant species. As 
indicated above, CEQA requires discussion of alternatives that avoid or substantially reduce 
identified significant impacts and meet most of the basic project objectives (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6). Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration 
in an EIR is the inability to avoid significant environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(c)). As indicated in the RRDEIR No. 2, the only significant unavoidable impact of the Project 
is the impact to the American bald eagle. (Please refer to Response to CBD2-16 above). The County 
of San Bernardino General Plan and Mountain Region Community Plan both identify goals to 
conserve eagle perch trees and protect the wintering population of bald eagles in Southern 
California. The County considers potential impacts to any eagle perch trees, as well as human activity 
resulting in the addition of human activity resulting in noise, light, and glare within bald eagle 
habitat, to be significant and unavoidable. Accordingly, any development on the Project site would 
result in a significant unavoidable impact to the bald eagle under CEQA. Therefore, aside from the 
No Project Alternative, there are no feasible Project Alternatives that could avoid or substantially 
reduce impacts to bald eagles while meeting most of the basic objectives of the Project. Impacts to 
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all other threatened and endangered species are determined to be less than significant with 
mitigation. Accordingly, CEQA does not require consideration of an alternative based on preservation 
of all parts of the site or habitat for federally threatened species, as asserted by the commenter.  

Response to CBD2-20 
The County of San Bernardino acknowledges the commenter’s statements concerning the legal 
requirements for recirculation of an EIR (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5). The County of San 
Bernardino respectfully disagrees with the commenter that statements and information included in 
the commenter’s letter require recirculation of the DEIR. 
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Friends of Fawnskin (FOF) 
Response to FOF-1 
The commenter requests the County of San Bernardino to extend the close of the public review 
period for adequate review. The County of San Bernardino extended the public review period to 
February 7, 2012, for additional review of the RRDEIR No. 2. No additional response is necessary.  
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Friends of Fawnskin (FOF2) 
Response to FOF2-1 
The County of San Bernardino acknowledges the commenter’s general concerns and objections 
about the Project. The commenter’s concerns will be forwarded to the County of San Bernardino 
decision-makers prior to consideration of the Project for approval. 

Response to FOF2-2 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the RRDEIR No. 2 analyzes the impacts of the Project on 
current existing environmental conditions. The commenter is correct that the Executive Summary 
portion of the RRDEIR No. 2 does contain a discussion and summary of the evolution of the Project 
since the release of the original Notice of Preparation in 2002. However, this discussion is for 
informational purposes only and does not form the basis for the analysis and significance 
determinations included in the RRDEIR No. 2. The analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 2 is based on 
impacts of the 2011 Alternative Project as designed and discussed in Section 1 of the RRDEIR No. 2, 
page 1-9 to 1-11, on the existing environment. 

Response to FOF2-3 
The commenter is concerned that Mitigation Measure BR-1c (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57) is ineffective 
in that it is written in a manner that is vague, voluntary, and unenforceable and therefore would be 
ineffective at protecting the site’s sensitive plant species. Mitigation Measure BR-1c (RRDEIR No. 2, 
page 2-57) is intended to provide protection for the Open Space/Conservation Areas identified on-
site. The specific provision at issue includes provisions to be included in the Project’s CC&Rs 
restricting access to the Conservation Areas, including provisions allowing the Homeowner’s 
Association, individual residents within the Project, and/or the County of San Bernardino the ability 
to enforce any violations of the prohibitions intended for the protection of sensitive plant species 
located within Lot A and Lot H (RRDEIR No. 2, pages 2-57, 2-58). In order for a mitigation measure to 
be legally adequate pursuant to CEQA, the measure must be fully enforceable through permit 
conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(a)(2). Mitigation Measure BR-1c (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57) is fully enforceable by requiring 
provisions to be inserted in the Project CC&Rs prohibiting access to the restricted Open 
Space/Conservation Areas and providing multiple entities (the Homeowner’s Association, individual 
residents, and County of San Bernardino) with the ability to enforce these restrictions. CEQA does 
not require conclusive evidence that the restrictions will be enforced, only that the mitigation 
measures are accompanied by enforcement mechanisms that make the measures enforceable. 
Accordingly, the mitigation measure is fully enforceable and therefore legally adequate pursuant to 
CEQA. However, to clarify and strengthen Mitigation Measure BR-1c, it has been revised as follows:  

BR-1c The Project Applicant shall take the following actions to further ensure the 
permanent preservation of the Conservation Areas (Lot A and Lot H): 

• Except for access by residents to Lot B & C between April 1 and December 1, 
rRestrict access by pedestrians and motor vehicles to the Conservation Areas. The 
Conservation Areas shall be secured through installation of fencing or other 
barriers to prevent access to Conservation Areas. Barriers shall be installed prior 
to commencement of any construction activities on-site. The Project Applicant 
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shall also include provisions in the CC&Rs for the Project instituting penalties to 
residents who violate the restrictions and cause any damage to the protected 
plant habitat and Bald Eagle perch trees.  

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

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

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

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

• The Project Applicant or appointed conservation entity Appointed Conservation 
Entity shall monitor Conservation Areas on a periodic basis to ensure invasive, 
non-native species are not present. All non-nature invasive plant species shall be 
removed from Conservation Areas. 

• Fuel modification zones and programs shall not be implemented in Lots A and H. 
• The Conservation Entity shall prepare an annual biological monitoring report 

identifying the current status of the rare plant species and any necessary actions 
to further enhance and protect the habitat. 

• The Conservation Entity shall conduct routine monitoring of rare plant resources 
on Lot A and H. The occurrence of non-native species outbreaks, or other 
examples of ecological disturbance as a result of indirect impacts of development 
in and around Lots A and H shall be reported in the annual biological monitoring 
reports and remedial action shall be recommended and implemented by the 
Conservation Entity. 

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

Response to FOF2-4 
For the reasons cited by FOF concerning other instances of lack of enforcement by homeowner 
associations in Big Bear, the Moon Camp Project proposes to establish an independent non-profit 
Conservation Entity to monitor and maintain the sensitive biological resources on- and off-site. The 
make-up of the board of directors of the Conservation Entity shall be comprised of members of 
concerned environmental groups, resource, and municipal agencies, as well as members of the 
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public. The Conservation Entity shall be sufficiently endowed to provide adequate funding to 
maintain fencing, signs, and other resource management provisions in the long term.  

Response to FOF2-5 
The commenter is concerned that including restrictions in Project CC&Rs prohibiting access to and 
disturbance of Open Space/Conservation Areas would be ineffective to protect the sensitive plant 
habitat. As evidence of this concern, the commenter cites two examples of perceived ineffectiveness 
of CC&Rs and apparent routine violations of CC&Rs governing activities at other residential 
developments in the mountain areas. The County of San Bernardino does not have specific 
knowledge of circumstances surrounding the effectiveness of CC&Rs governing other residential 
developments. The County of San Bernardino does not believe that violation of CC&Rs and failure of 
enforcement mechanisms included therein in those instances are substantial evidence that the 
restrictions and enforcement mechanisms included in Mitigation Measure BR-1c (RRDEIR No. 2, page 
2-57) will be ineffective in mitigating the Project’s impacts to sensitive plant species on-site. 
Moreover, unlike the vast majority of CC&Rs, Mitigation Measure BR-1c includes the County of San 
Bernardino as an entity able to enforce violations of restrictions intended to protect the sensitive 
plant species within Open Space/Conservation Areas. Additionally, the restrictions included in the 
CC&Rs are not the sole mechanism by which the Project proposes to restrict access to the Open 
Space/Conservation Areas. Mitigation Measure BR-1c requires Conservation Areas to be secured 
through installation of fencing or other barriers to prevent access, as well as installation of 
appropriate signage identifying location of Conservation Areas, the sensitive nature of such areas, 
and the fact that access is prohibited. Therefore, contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the 
addition of restrictive fencing and appropriate signage indicating the prohibition against access to 
the Open Space/Conservation Areas will be apparent to all residents and guests of residents 
throughout the Project and will not merely be a paper restriction that becomes forgotten over time. 

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

Response to FOF2-6 
Please refer to Response to FOF2-4 and FOF2-5. 

Response to FOF2-7 
Please refer to Response to FOF2-4 and FOF2-5.  

Response to FOF2-8 
Please see Response to FOF2-3. The commenter asserts that there is no evidence that the County of 
San Bernardino, or any other entity, would enforce Project mitigation measures in perpetuity. To be 
legally adequate pursuant to CEQA, a mitigation measure must be fully enforceable through permit 
conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4). By 
setting up a regulatory scheme whereby the prohibitions identified in Mitigation Measure BR-1c 
(RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57) may be enforced by the Homeowner’s Association, individual residents, or 
the County of San Bernardino, the lead and approving agency for this project, the mitigation 
measure is “fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding 
instruments.” 
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Response to FOF2-9 
CEQA does not require a lead agency to prepare specific written responses to comments received 
from members of the public during public-scoping meetings conducted on a Project prior to release 
of a Draft EIR for public review. The County of San Bernardino is only obligated to prepare written 
responses to comments received during the designated Draft EIR review period. Therefore, the 
County of San Bernardino has prepared responses to all written comment letters received, 
commenting on the RRDEIR No. 2 between December 12, 2011, and February 7, 2012, consistent 
with CEQA’s mandate. Additionally, CEQA requires the County of San Bernardino to prepare formal 
written response to comment letters received on prior versions of the Draft EIR, received during the 
public review period, with the exception of comments concerning those portions of the Draft EIR 
recirculated as part of the RRDEIR No. 2. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 allows the County of San 
Bernardino to request that review is limited to comments to the revised chapters or portions of a 
Recirculated EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) In that instance, the lead agency need only 
respond to (1) comments received during the initial circulation period that relate to chapters or 
portions of the document that were not revised or recirculated, and (2) comments received during 
the recirculation period that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised 
and recirculated. Ultimately, each version of the Draft EIR prepared and circulated for public review 
to date, as well as written comment letters and responses thereto, consistent with the provisions of 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, will comprise the 2020 Final EIR for the Project that will be 
considered by the County of San Bernardino decision-makers prior to making any decision on the 
Project. 

Response to FOF2-10 
The commenter is incorrect that the Project is inconsistent with County of San Bernardino code 
requirements related to minimum lot size in relation to slopes. The Project does not violate the 
County of San Bernardino code in that way. Please see Responses to FOF2-9 and -10. 

Response to FOF2-11 
The Project will comply with all applicable County and Water District regulations related to use of 
the proposed marina. Initially, it must be pointed out that a proposed marina is for use of 
homeowners within the Project only and not for general public use. Additionally, the launch ramp 
has been removed as a project component. Therefore, this significantly reduces the potential impact 
of introduction of foreign species, including the quagga muscle, into Big Bear Lake because of the 
relatively consistent presence of motor craft using the marina. Accordingly, there will be a less than 
significant impact.  

Response to FOF2-12 
The RRDEIR No. 2 analyzed all potential indirect impacts to sensitive plant and animal species 
located on the Project site. The commenter does not assert any specific impact that was not 
analyzed in the EIR. However, the RRDEIR No. 2 specifically analyzed impacts to human habitation, as 
well as light intrusion on sensitive plant and animal species, primarily the American bald eagle, and 
suggested mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to less than significant levels. For instance, 
Mitigation Measure BR-6 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59) restricts construction activity on-site between 
February 1 and July 31, due to the potential of active bird nesting on-site, recognizing that activities 
on-site during this period could result in a significant impact to nesting birds. Additionally, Mitigation 
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Measure BR-8 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-60) restricts motorized boating from December 1 to April 1, 
coinciding with occupation of site by bald eagle and other nesting raptors. Finally, Mitigation 
Measure BR-9 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-60) restricts street lamp height to 20 feet and requires lights to 
be fully shielded to focus light onto the street surface avoiding light spillover that could impact 
sensitive animal species. 

Response to FOF2-13 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 failed to describe a reasonable range of Alternatives 
to the Moon Camp Project. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the RRDEIR No. 2 is consistent 
with CEQA’s mandate to analyze a reasonable range of Alternatives in the RRDEIR No. 2. CEQA 
requires an EIR to describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, which would feasibly 
obtain most of the basic objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of 
the Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). An EIR need not consider and analyze every 
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially 
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). There is no ironclad rule governing the nature and scope of the 
alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553). The RRDEIR No. 2 analyzed four (4) Project Alternatives in 
addition to the statutory mandated No Project Alternative. These Alternatives included: 

• Original proposed Project (92 residential lots, 103 slip marina and realignment of SR-38) 
 

• No Project-Existing General Plan Land Use Development. Development pursuant to the 
existing general plan land use designation (40-acre minimum lots, no marina, no SR-38 
realignment)  

 

• Reduced Density (62 Lots), Without SR-38 Realignment, without Marina, alternatives 
(compared with the Original proposed Project) 

 

• Proposed Project Alternative (50 residential lots, 55 slip marina, Open Space) 
 
The RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that, outside of the No Project Alternative, the Project Alternative was 
the Environmentally Superior Alternative (RRDEIR No. 2, pages 7-29, 7-30). The alternatives 
discussed in the RRDEIR No. 2 represent a reasonable range of Alternatives consistent with CEQA’s 
mandates. 

The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 should have included a project alternative with less 
than 50 homes. As indicated above, CEQA requires discussion of alternatives that avoid or 
substantially reduce identified significant impacts and meet most of the basic project objectives 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives 
from detailed consideration in an EIR is the inability to avoid significant environmental impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)). As indicated in the RRDEIR No. 2, the only significant 
unavoidable impact of the Project is the impact to the American bald eagle. (Please refer to 
Response to FOF2-12, above). The County of San Bernardino General Plan and Mountain Region 
Community Plan both identify goals to conserve eagle perch trees and protect the wintering 
population of bald eagles in Southern California. The County considers potential impacts to any eagle 
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perch trees, as well as human activity resulting in the addition of human activity resulting in noise, 
light, and glare within bald eagle habitat, to be significant unavoidable. Accordingly, any 
development on the Project site would result in a significant unavoidable impact to the bald eagle 
under CEQA. Therefore, aside from the No Project Alternative, there are no feasible Project 
Alternatives that could avoid or substantially reduce impacts to bald eagles while meeting most of 
the basic objectives of the Project. Impacts to all other threatened and endangered species are 
determined to be less than significant with mitigation. Accordingly, CEQA does not require analysis 
of a further reduced intensity alternative. An alternative site was not analyzed as a potentially 
feasible alternative because there are no other potential project sites of the size necessary to 
develop the Project, in private ownership and suitable for development along the shoreline of Big 
Bear Lake. 

Response to FOF2-14 and -15 
Please see Response to SBVAS-43.  

Response to FOF2-16 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 incorrectly assessed and analyzed the existence of, 
and project impacts to, pebble plain habitat on the Project site. The commenter suggests that the 
RRDEIR No. 2 and Supplement Focused Special Status Plant Survey, conducted by Dr. Krantz in 2010, 
utilized the incorrect definition of pebble plain in determining the extent of pebble plain habitat on 
the Project site. The author of the 2010 Supplement Focused Special Status Plant Survey, Dr. Krantz, 
the preeminent authority on pebble plain habitat and related plant species, concluded that true 
pebble plain habitat is characterized by the existence of clay soils with a vestiture of Saragossa 
quartzite pebbles and presence of indicator plant species (presence of Eriogonum kennedyi ssp. and 
Arenaria ursina together, as originally mapped by the author in 1983). The “pebble plain like soil 
conditions” identified on the central knoll on-site was identified as such and has been included and 
preserved in large part by Letter Lot A. The 2010 Supplement Focused Special Status Plant Survey 
concluded that the .69-acre area that had been previously characterized as true pebble plain habitat, 
was in fact not true pebble plain habitat due to the lack of the existence of the two primary indicator 
species, Eriogonum kennedyi ssp. and Arenaria ursine. The clay soils with a vestiture of Saragossa 
quartzite pebbles are the signature characteristic of the unique plant community that is called 
“pebble plains.” In fact, Dr. Krantz was the first to actually apply the term to this plant community 
(Krantz 1983). To suggest that all other areas “occupied by Castilleja cinerea, Ivesia argyrocoma, and 
Arabis parishii are, by definition, pebble plains” is inappropriate and would greatly expand the 
definition to include much of Big Bear Valley, including all of Sugarloaf Ridge, which has Arabis 
parishii and Castilleja cinerea, but is in fact a lodgepole pine forest without any similar soils. Ashy-
grey Indian paintbrush or Ivesia argyrocoma are also known to occur in meadows; Arabis parishii is 
found on limestone, and Ivesia argyrocoma is also found in Baja California, none of which are even 
remotely considered pebble plain habitats.  

The commenter cites the USFS Pebble Plain Habitat Management Guide (2002). Although the USFS 
Pebble Plain Habitat Management Guide purports to provide a points system for determining the 
existence of pebble plain habitat, according to Dr. Krantz, application of the Guide’s point system 
results in overly inclusive results and would lead to characterization of lands that are not truly 
pebble plain, as pebble plain habitat, even those areas that do not have clay soils. Even by these 
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standards, the on-site occurrence of pebble plain-like soils on the Moon Camp property would be 
limited to the 0.69-acre Knoll area, largely contained within Lot A. It should be noted that the USFS 
definition of pebble plains describes five “strong indicators” (given 2 points each): clay soils 
(marginal on the Knoll), presence of Eriogonum kennedyi ssp. Kennedyi or ssp. austromontanum 
(neither on-site), Arenaria ursina (not on-site), and Ivesia argyrocoma (on-site). The only good 
“strong indicator” on-site is the presence of pebble plain-like soils. The presence of Ivesia 
argyrocoma, which occurs on many non-pebble plain habitats in the San Bernardino Mountains and 
in Baja California, is not considered to be a “strong indicator” by Dr. Krantz. The other “weak 
indicators” are truly only weak indicators—all occurring in a wide range of non-pebble plain habitats 
throughout the Big Bear-Holcomb Valley areas.  

The commenter goes on to mention that the Dixie Lee Lane Conservation Area is high-quality pebble 
plain habitat that would adequately offset project-related impacts to pebble plain habitat on-site, 
but would not be adequate mitigation for impacts to ashy-grey Indian paintbrush or other rare 
plants. The County of San Bernardino agrees that to the extent the Project has any impacts to pebble 
plain habitat, preservation of the Dixie Lee Lane parcel would be adequate to offset such impacts.  

Response to FOF2-17 
The commenter asserts that the significance determinations regarding impacts to wildlife species 
included in the RRDEIR No. 2 are not supported by substantial evidence. Section 2 of the RRDEIR No. 
2, pages 2-43 through 2-56, provides comprehensive analysis of the Project’s potential impacts to 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive plant and wildlife species occurring or potentially occurring 
on the Project site. The RRDEIR No. 2, pages 2-46 and 2-47, includes a detailed analysis of the 
Project’s potential impacts to 27 special-status plant species and 22 special-status wildlife species. 
The RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-62, concluded that the Project would have a less than significant impact, 
with incorporation of mitigation, to all special-status plant and wildlife species with the exception of 
the American bald eagle. With regard to special-status wildlife species, except for the American bald 
eagle, the RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that “the loss of habitat, loss of wildlife, wildlife displacement, 
and habitat fragmentation that would result from construction of the 2011 Alternative Project would 
not be considered significant because these impacts would substantially diminish habitat from 
wildlife in the region nor reduce any specific wildlife populations in the region to below self-
sustaining numbers” (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-50). Initially, this conclusion is supported by the limited 
development footprint of the Project. The Project proposes development of 50 single-family 
residents upon approximately 62 acres. Of those 62 acres, approximately 10 acres on-site will be 
maintained as Open Space. Additionally, as mitigation for impacts to sensitive plant species, an 
additional 10-acre off-site parcel will be permanently preserved and burdened by creation of a 
conservation easement. Project lot layout and location of the Open Space areas was strategically 
developed to maximize conservation of sensitive plant and wildlife species. The Project also involves 
the development of a 55-slip marina. However, as indicated in the RRDEIR No. 2, the lake shoreline 
adjacent to the Project site contains approximately 4 acres of ruderal lake shoreline plant species 
that would be impacted by the Project (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-50). The 2008 and 2010 Supplemental 
Focused Special Status Plant Surveys concluded that the shoreline portion of the Project site does 
not support any sensitive plant species. Additionally, focused surveys conducted for the 
southwestern willow flycatcher concluded that, although this species may visit the Project site, the 
quality and quantity of the habitat along the shoreline is not sufficient to support breeding 
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populations of the species (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). Accordingly, development of the marina 
portion of the Project will not result in a significant impact to sensitive wildlife species. With regard 
to the southern rubber boa and San Bernardino flying squirrel, multiple Focused Surveys analyzing 
the Project’s impact to these species concluded that implementation of the Project would not result 
in a significant impact. With regard to the southern rubber boa, Focused Surveys conducted in 2002 
and 2007 confirm the absence of the species on-site. The surveys also concluded that the southern 
rubber boa was not likely to occupy the Project site due to Project’s location and other habitat 
characteristics absent from Project site (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-27). A focused survey for San 
Bernardino flying squirrels was conducted on the Project site in 2007 and the results were negative. 
However, an individual of the species was trapped in 1998, by the USFS, approximately 0.5-mile 
north of the northern boundary of the Project site (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-33). The analysis concluded 
that the Project site provided suitable foraging habitat for the species and the potential for 
occurrence is considered high despite the negative 2007 Focused Survey. Based on the moderate 
potential for occurrence, the RRDEIR No. 2 proposed Mitigation Measure BR-3 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 
2-58) has been revised to require the following: 

BR-3 The project proponent shall have a biologist qualified with San Bernardino flying 
squirrel (SBFS) as a monitor during tree removal. Minimize the number of trees, snags, 
and downed wood removed for project implementation. Compensating the removal 
of snags containing cavities; this would be achieved by constructing and erecting two 
nest boxes and one aggregate box per snag removed. Appendix A of this Revised and 
Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 provides the specifications of the nest and aggregate 
boxes (Flying Squirrels 2007). These boxes should be located on the adjacent U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) land (with their permission) and the locations marked with a 
global positioning system. The locations of the boxes shall be provided to the USFS so 
that their biologists could monitor the boxes for occupation by SBFS. 

 Provide new homeowners with a flyer that would provide information on the biology 
of SBFS and how they are susceptible to depredation by cats. The flyer would also 
outline steps that homeowners could take to reduce their urban edge effects. 

 Given the negative results of on-site surveys and the available technical and peer 
reviewed literature, negative effects to the San Bernardino flying squirrel are not 
expected. However, because marginal foraging habitat was found on-site, the 
following mitigation measures will be implemented in the lots with densely forested 
areas and snags. These mitigation measures are to be implemented to avoid and 
minimize impacts to San Bernardino flying squirrels: 

• The Project Applicant shall have a qualified biologist as a monitor just prior to and 
during all tree removal on-site.  

• Minimize the removal of large coarse woody debris (>10cm diameter), which 
provide microhabitat for the growth of hypogeous fungi. 

• Limit removal of standing snags (>25cm dbh) and large trees (>25cm dbh), which 
provide both structural complexity and potential nesting habitat. 
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• Prioritize the retention of large trees and snags with visible potential cavity 
nesting structures, which are associated with higher densities of northern flying 
squirrels. 

• Minimize the loss of continuous canopy closure, especially in the drainages, which 
provides protection from predators while foraging and may play an important role 
in maintaining habitat connectivity. 

• The Project Applicant must compensate for the removal of suitable habitat 
through construction and erection of two nest boxes and one aggregate box per 
snag removed.  

• The Project Applicant is required to provide homeowners with information on the 
biology of the San Bernardino flying squirrel and suggest steps that homeowners 
can take to reduce their urban-edge effects.  

• All subsequent home developers must comply with these provisions which shall 
be enforced by the County of San Bernardino through implementation of the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as mandated by CEQA.  

 
 If the monitoring biologist observes a San Bernardino flying squirrel during pre-

construction and/or construction monitoring, the biologist will immediately halt 
work until the occupied tree can be vacated prior to felling the tree; however, if the 
work is during the nesting season (generally March through May), when baby 
squirrels could be present, the nest will not be vacated until after the nesting season 
ends (June 1st), as cleared by the monitoring biologist.  

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

With limited habitat disturbance and implementation of mitigation measures, the RRDEIR No. 2 
includes substantial evidence that impacts to the San Bernardino flying squirrel will be less than 
significant. The RRDEIR No. 2 does identify potentially significant impacts to the American bald 
eagle. The Project will be developed consistent with the County of San Bernardino Plant Protection 
and Management Ordinance (County Code Section 89.0110(b)), which prohibits the removal of bald 
eagle perch trees within an identified American bald eagle habitat unless the perch tree creates a 
hazardous condition. The RRDEIR No. 2 imposed multiple mitigation measures to reduce the impact 
to the bald eagle, including requirements to replace perch trees (should they become hazardous and 
require removal) at a ratio of 5:1 or enhance existing trees to make them suitable for purchasing, as 
well as the replacement of trees 24 inches dbh and larger that are removed during construction 
activities at a ratio of 2:1. Therefore, even if perch trees or other large trees that may be used by the 
bald eagle are removed, they will be replaced to sufficiently mitigate the impacts. Based on this 
analysis, there is no evidence that the Project, as designed, will directly reduce the number of any 
sensitive wildlife species.  

Similarly, the RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that the Project would have a less than significant indirect 
impact to wildlife species due to loss of habitat or habitat fragmentation. Initially, the Project site is 
adjacent to the community of Fawnskin on the north, northwest, and west side of the Project site. 
The community of Fawnskin is developed with single-family residential uses primarily with little 
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preserved Open Space providing connective habitat to the Project site. After Project development, 
the northeast and eastern portions of the Project site will remain undisturbed San Bernardino 
National Forest land under the management of the USFS. Accordingly, the Project is not fragmenting 
any special-status wildlife species habitat, since the Project is the extension of development in 
Fawnskin to the south and southeast. Therefore, the RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that the Project site 
did not consist of any wildlife crossings or corridors (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-55). Additionally, the 
Project site is dominated by Jeffrey Pine Forest habitat totaling approximately 54.92 acres (RRDEIR 
No. 2, pages 2-3 and 2-4). Approximately 50 acres of Jeffrey Pine Forest, including 13.81 acres of 
open Jeffrey Pine Forest. As indicated in the RRDEIR No. 2, approximately 58,526 acres of Jeffrey 
Pine Forest occurs in the San Bernardino National Forest (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-49). Accordingly, 
development of the Project within approximately 50 acres of Jeffrey Pine Forest does not result in a 
significant impact to the Jeffrey Pine Forest habitat, and the special-status wildlife species that 
occupy such habitat, considering the amounts of similar habitat that continues to exist in the Project 
area, including those portions of the USFS-managed lands adjacent to the Project site. In conclusion, 
the RRDEIR No. 2 does contain an adequate analysis of direct and indirect impacts of the Project. 

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species.  

Response to FOF2-18 
Please see Response to FOF2-17. The commenter asserts that creation of Open Space Lot H does not 
compensate for the loss of a portion of Open Space Lot A (due to lot layout redesign), since the 
habitat for the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush continues to be reduced in size and in number. Section 2 
of the RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57, includes a comprehensive analysis of the potential impacts to the 
Project on special-status plant and wildlife species and focuses on the impacts of the Project to ashy-
grey Indian paintbrush. The 2011 Alternative Project design was influenced by prior concerns raised 
in comments received on the RRDEIR No. 1 and Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species 
Survey conducted in August of 2010 (RRDEIR No. 2, page ES-3). Based on the prior comments and 
Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Survey, the Project Applicant redesigned the Project to 
avoid impacts to areas on-site containing highest density of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. The 
commenter is correct that the redesign Project impacts 1.5 acres of the area previously designated 
as Lot A Open Space. However, the Project redesign also preserves, in perpetuity, 1.9 acres of habitat 
containing high densities of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, in an area previously slated for 
development. The Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Survey showed that Lot A 
Conservation Area contained minimal amounts of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, only approximately 
230 individual occurrences (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-18). By comparison, the 1.9 acres of Lot H 
contained approximately 4,665 occurrences. The revised Project design, which impacts 
approximately 1.4 acres of previously identified Lot A Conservation Area, will impact only a portion 
of the limited occurrences ashy-grey Indian paintbrush in Lot A. Moreover, the Supplemental 
Focused Special Status Plant Survey discovered the area within Lot A, previously identified as pebble 
plain habitat, is not true pebble plain habitat, and, therefore, the Project redesign does not impact 
that identified sensitive habitat (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-43 and 2-44). Finally, Mitigation Measure BR-
1a (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57) requires permanent conservation of a 10-acre parcel, known as the 
Dixie Lee Lane parcel that contains high-quality pebble plain habitat. Although the Focused Special 
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Status Plant Survey did not identify significant occurrences of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush on the 
Dixie Lee Lane mitigation parcel, the 10-acre parcel does comprise suitable habitat for the ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush. The creation of Lot A and Lot H Conservation Areas, along with the revised Project 
developable lot layout, will preserve eight-eight percent (88 percent) of the ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush occurrences on-site. This permanent conservation of existing occurrences combined with 
the conservation of the 10-acre Dixie Lee Lane parcel adequately mitigates both the short- and long-
term impacts of the Project to sensitive plant species occurring on-site.  

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR, Table 1 in the Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting.  

Response to FOF2-19 
Impacts of the road alignment between Lots A and H have been calculated in terms of acreage (0.2 
acre and numbers of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush plants (40 plants). The road alignment was 
purposefully designed to keep to the original dirt road track that traversed the property at that 
location, and was delineated to keep to a densely vegetated draw without sensitive resources 
between the two lots, so as to minimize impacts to rare plants and their habitat. Refer to Appendix I 
of this 2020 Final EIR, Table 1 in the Technical Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp 
Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting. 

Response to FOF2-20 
The commenter asserts that there is no evidence that the redistribution of buildable lots as shown on 
the site plan included as Exhibit 1-4 in the RRDEIR No. 2 minimizes impacts to the ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush. As discussed in length in the RRDEIR No. 2, the results of the 2010 Supplemental Focused 
Sensitive Plant Survey, conducted by Dr. Krantz, revealed significant occurrences of ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush on the westernmost portion of the property (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-17). Approximately 
4,665 individuals of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush were located within an area previously designate for 
residential development. Based on the results of the survey, the Project Applicant revised the 
developable lot layout to move Lots 1 through 3 (which encompassed the area of dense ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush occurrences) to an area to the east where the survey showed significantly fewer 
plant occurrences (within the northern portion of Lot A). Based on the Project redesign the Project will 
conserve approximately 88 percent of the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences. Accordingly, the 
County of San Bernardino believes that there is substantial evidence to support the RRDEIR No. 2’s 
conclusion that impacts to ashy-grey Indian paintbrush are less than significant. Refer to Appendix I of 
this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp 
Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and potential special-status 
species. Specifically, pages 2 through 4, and Table 1 address this species. 

Essentially, the conservation Letter Lots were re-designed to include the substantial ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush resources that were previously included within residential Lots 1-3. The new Lots 1-3, 
while still representing a “take” of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush plants, will result in taking of only 
several hundred plants, as opposed to several thousand plants. 
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Response to FOF2-21 
The commenter asserts that the mitigation measures included in the RRDEIR No. 2 to reduce impacts 
to biological resources do not in fact reduce impacts to less than significant levels.  

Section 2 of the RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-1, provides comprehensive analysis of the Project’s potential 
impacts to threatened, endangered and sensitive plant and wildlife species occurring or potentially 
occurring on the Project site. The RRDEIR No. 2, pages 2-46 through 2-49, includes a detailed analysis 
of the Project’s potential impacts to 27 special-status plant species and 22 special-status wildlife 
species. The RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that the Project would have a less than significant impact, with 
incorporation of mitigation, to all special-status plant and wildlife species with the exception of the 
American bald eagle. With regard to special-status wildlife species, except for the American bald 
eagle, the RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that “the loss of habitat, loss of wildlife, wildlife displacement, 
and habitat fragmentation that would result from construction of the 2011 Alternative Project would 
not be considered significant because these impacts would substantially diminish habitat from 
wildlife in the region nor reduce any specific wildlife populations in the region to below self-
sustaining numbers” (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-50). Initially, this conclusion is supported by the limited 
development footprint of the Project. The Project Applicant proposes development of 50 single-
family residents upon approximately 62 acres. Of those 62 acres, approximately 10 acres on-site will 
be maintained as Open Space. Additionally, as mitigation for impacts to sensitive plant species, an 
additional 10-acre off-site parcel will be permanently preserved and burdened by creation of a 
conservation easement. Project lot layout and location of the Open Space areas was strategically 
developed to maximize conservation of sensitive plant and wildlife species. The Project also involves 
the development of a 55-slip marina. However, as indicated in the RRDEIR No. 2, the lake shoreline 
adjacent to the Project site contains approximately 4 acres of ruderal lake shoreline plant species 
that would be impacted by the Project (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-50). The 2008 and 2010 Supplemental 
Focused Special Status Plant Surveys concluded that the shoreline portion of the Project site does 
not support any sensitive plant species. Additionally, focused surveys conducted for the 
southwestern willow flycatcher concluded that, although this species may visit the Project site, the 
quality and quantity of the habitat along the shoreline is not sufficient to support breeding 
populations of the species (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). Accordingly, development of the marina 
portion of the Project will not result in a significant impact to sensitive wildlife species. With regard 
to the southern rubber boa and San Bernardino flying squirrel, multiple Focused Surveys analyzing 
the Project’s impact to these species concluded that implementation of the Project would not result 
in a significant impact. With regard to the southern rubber boa, Focused Surveys conducted in 2002 
and 2007 confirmed the absence of the species on-site. The surveys also concluded that the 
southern rubber boa was not likely to occupy the Project site due to Project’s location and other 
habitat characteristics absent from Project site (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-27). A focused survey for the 
San Bernardino flying squirrel was conducted on the Project site in 2007 and the results were 
negative. However, an individual of the species was trapped in 1998, by the USFS, approximately 0.5 
mile north of the northern boundary of the Project site (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-33). The analysis 
concluded that the Project site provided suitable foraging habitat for the species and the potential 
for occurrence is considered high despite the negative 2007 Focused Survey. Based on the moderate 
potential for occurrence, the RRDEIR No. 2 proposed Mitigation Measure BR-3 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 
2-58) has been revised to require the following: 
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BR-3 The project proponent shall have a biologist qualified with San Bernardino flying 
squirrel (SBFS) as a monitor during tree removal. Minimize the number of trees, snags, 
and downed wood removed for project implementation. Compensating the removal 
of snags containing cavities; this would be achieved by constructing and erecting two 
nest boxes and one aggregate box per snag removed. Appendix A of this Revised and 
Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 provides the specifications of the nest and aggregate 
boxes (Flying Squirrels 2007). These boxes should be located on the adjacent U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) land (with their permission) and the locations marked with a 
global positioning system. The locations of the boxes shall be provided to the USFS so 
that their biologists could monitor the boxes for occupation by SBFS. 

 Provide new homeowners with a flyer that would provide information on the biology 
of SBFS and how they are susceptible to depredation by cats. The flyer would also 
outline steps that homeowners could take to reduce their urban edge effects. 

 Given the negative results of on-site surveys and the available technical and peer 
reviewed literature, negative effects to the San Bernardino flying squirrel are not 
expected. However, because marginal foraging habitat was found on-site, the 
following mitigation measures will be implemented in the lots with densely forested 
areas and snags. These mitigation measures are to be implemented to avoid and 
minimize impacts to San Bernardino flying squirrels: 

• The Project Applicant shall have a qualified biologist as a monitor just prior to and 
during all tree removal on-site.  

• Minimize the removal of large coarse woody debris (>10cm diameter), which 
provide microhabitat for the growth of hypogeous fungi. 

• Limit removal of standing snags (>25cm dbh) and large trees (>25cm dbh), which 
provide both structural complexity and potential nesting habitat. 

• Prioritize the retention of large trees and snags with visible potential cavity 
nesting structures, which are associated with higher densities of northern flying 
squirrels. 

• Minimize the loss of continuous canopy closure, especially in the drainages, which 
provides protection from predators while foraging and may play an important role 
in maintaining habitat connectivity. 

• The Project Applicant must compensate for the removal of suitable habitat 
through construction and erection of two nest boxes and one aggregate box per 
snag removed.  

• The Project Applicant is required to provide homeowners with information on the 
biology of the San Bernardino flying squirrel and suggest steps that homeowners 
can take to reduce their urban-edge effects.  

• All subsequent home developers must comply with these provisions which shall 
be enforced by the County of San Bernardino through implementation of the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as mandated by CEQA. 
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 If the monitoring biologist observes a San Bernardino flying squirrel during pre-
construction and/or construction monitoring, the biologist will immediately halt 
work until the occupied tree can be vacated prior to felling the tree; however, if the 
work is during the nesting season (generally March through May), when baby 
squirrels could be present, the nest will not be vacated until after the nesting season 
ends (June 1st), as cleared by the monitoring biologist.  

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

With limited habitat disturbance and implementation of mitigation measures, the RRDEIR No. 2 
includes substantial evidence that impacts to the San Bernardino flying squirrel will be less than 
significant. The RRDEIR No. 2 does identify potentially significant impacts to the American bald 
eagle. The Project will be developed consistent with the County of San Bernardino Plant Protection 
and Management Ordinance (County Code § 89.0110(b)), which prohibits the removal of bald eagle 
perch trees within an identified American bald eagle habitat unless the perch tree creates a 
hazardous condition. The RRDEIR No. 2 imposed multiple mitigation measures to reduce the impact 
to the bald eagle, including requirements to replace perch trees (should they become hazardous and 
require removal) at a ratio of 5:1, replacement of trees 24 inches dbh and larger that are removed 
during construction activities at a ratio of 2:1. Therefore, even if perch trees or other large trees that 
may be used by the bald eagle are removed, they will be replaced to sufficiently mitigate the 
impacts. Based on this analysis, there is no evidence that the Project, as designed, will directly 
reduce the number of any sensitive wildlife species.  

Similarly, the RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that the Project would have a less than significant indirect 
impact to wildlife species due to loss of habitat or habitat fragmentation. Initially, the Project site is 
adjacent to the community of Fawnskin on the north, northwest, and west side of the Project site. 
The community of Fawnskin is developed with single-family residential uses primarily with little 
preserved Open Space providing connective habitat to the Project site. After Project development, 
the northeast and eastern portions of the Project site will remain undisturbed San Bernardino 
National Forest land under the management of the USFS. Accordingly, the Project is not fragmenting 
any special-status wildlife species habitat as the Project is the extension of development in Fawnskin 
to the south and southeast. Therefore, the RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that the Project site did not 
consist of any wildlife crossings or corridors (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-55). Additionally, the Project site 
is dominated by Jeffrey Pine Forest habitat totaling approximately 54.92 acres (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-
3 and 2-4). Approximately 50 acres of Jeffrey Pine Forest, including 13.81 acres of open Jeffrey Pine 
Forest. As indicated in the RRDEIR No. 2, approximately 58,526 acres of Jeffrey Pine Forest occurs in 
the San Bernardino National Forest (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-49). Accordingly, development of the 
Project within approximately 50 acres of Jeffrey Pine Forest does not result in a significant impact to 
the Jeffrey Pine Forest habitat, and the special-status wildlife species that occupy such habitat, 
considering the amounts of similar habitat that continues to exist in the Project area, including those 
portions of the USFS-managed lands adjacent to the Project site.  

With regard to the Federally Threatened ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, Project design and Mitigation 
Measures BR-1a-BR-1d (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57 and 2-58) do in fact reduce impacts to less than 
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significant levels. Based on the prior comments and 2010 Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant 
Survey, the Project Applicant redesigned the Project to avoid impacts to areas on-site containing 
highest density of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. The Project redesign preserves, in perpetuity, 1.9 
acres of habitat containing high densities of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, in an area previously slated 
for development. The Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Survey showed that Lot A 
Conservation Area contained minimal amounts of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, only approximately 
230 individual plants (RRDEIR, page 2-18). By comparison, the 1.9 acres of Lot H contained 
approximately 4,665 plants. The revised Project design, which impacts approximately 1.4 acres of 
previously identified Lot A Conservation Area, will impact only a portion of the limited occurrences 
ashy-grey Indian paintbrush in Lot A. Moreover, the 2010 Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant 
Survey discovered the area within Lot A, previously identified as pebble plain habitat, is not true 
pebble plain habitat, and, therefore, the Project redesign does not impact that identified sensitive 
habitat (RRDEIR No. 2, pages 2-43 and 2-44). Finally, Mitigation Measure BR-1a requires permanent 
conservation of a 10-acre parcel, known as the Dixie Lee Lane parcel that contains high-quality 
pebble plain habitat. Although the Focused Special Status Plant Survey did not identify significant 
occurrences of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush on the Dixie Lee Lane mitigation parcel, the 10-acre 
parcel does comprise suitable habitat for the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. The creation of Lot A and 
Lot H Conservation Areas, along with the revised Project developable lot layout, will preserve 88 
percent of the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences on-site. This permanent conservation of 
existing occurrences combined with the conservation of the 10-acre Dixie Lee Lane parcel 
adequately mitigates both the short and long-term impacts of the Project to sensitive plant species 
occurring on-site.  

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special status species.  

Response to FOF2-22 
The total conserved area of the on-site conservation easements equals 4.849.1 acres coveringin Lots 
A and Lot , B, C, D, and H. The commenter is directed to review Mitigation Measure BR-1b (RRDEIR 
No. 2, page 2-57), which states, in pertinent part “[p]rior to the initiation of clearing or grading 
activities on the Project site, the 4.849.1-acre on-site conservation easements (including Lot-A and 
Lot-H) covering Lots A, B, C, D, and H shall be established.” Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR 
for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared 
by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and potential special-status species, and refer to 
Section 4.0: Errata of this FEIR document for the detailed revisions made to the modified mitigation 
measure.  

Response to FOF2-23 
The commenter suggests that there is no explanation as to how mitigation compliance will be 
monitored and measured. As part of the enforcement process, mitigation measures are subject to 
monitoring and reporting to ensure the measures will be implemented: “The reporting or 
monitoring program shall be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation” (Pub. 
Resources Code § 21081.6, subd. (a)). The purpose of these monitoring requirements is to ensure 
that feasible mitigation measure will actually be implemented as a condition of development, and 
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not merely adopted and then neglected or disregarded. The adequacy of a mitigation monitoring 
program is evaluated with the “rule of reason,” a rule that requires that the mitigation measures be 
“reasonably feasible.” The commenter appears to confuse the difference between the mitigation 
measures discussed in the RRDEIR No. 2 and the mitigation monitoring and reporting program, both 
which comply with CEQA. A public agency shall provide that measures to mitigate or avoid significant 
effects on the environment are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other 
measures. All mitigation measures for the Project meet this standard. A broad statement that the 
“RDEIR fails to include any explanation as how to mitigation compliance will be monitored and 
measured” is vague and not sufficiently specific so that the agency has the opportunity to evaluate 
and adequately respond. No specific mitigation measure is identified. 

Response to FOF2-24 
The potential for the southwestern willow flycatcher is considered low. Surveys for this species were 
conducted in the spring and summer of 2002 and again in 2007. No breeding or individual 
southwestern willow flycatchers were detected during the surveys. Willows along the shoreline are 
patchy and lack the dense growth or willow thicket favored by this species as territorial or breeding 
habitat. Therefore, breeding southwestern willow flycatchers are not expected to occur on the 
Project site. Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the 
Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional 
analysis of known and potential special-status species.  

Response to FOF2-25 through -30 
CEQA requires four mandatory items to be included in a Project Description: (1) a detailed map with 
the precise location and boundaries of the Project, (2) a statement of Project objectives, (3) a 
general description of the Project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics, and (4) a 
statement briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR and listing the agencies involved with, and 
the approvals required for, implementation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15124). The Guidelines also 
advise that the Project Description should not “supply extensive detail beyond that needed for 
evaluation and review of the [project’s] environmental impact” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15124). 
The comments on the Project Description far exceed this scope. The commenter is advised to note 
that sections have been modified only related to the revised biological resources and to reflect the 
minor changes to the site plan that have been made to accommodate the mitigation provided for 
the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. Because of the limited scope of revisions to the 2010 Alternative 
Project, the analysis included in the original EIR (2005), as modified by RRDEIR No. 1, for all other 
impact areas besides biological resources is still applicable to the 2011 Alternative project, and, 
therefore, those sections will not be recirculated. The commenter may wish to revisit responses to 
comments, including responses to comments on its prior comment letter with respect to the RRDEIR 
No. 1, with respect to its land use comments which exceed the scope of this EIR.  

Response to FOF2-31 
The westernmost drainage originally identified in the 2005 Draft EIR was omitted from Exhibit 2-4 of 
the RRDEIR No. 2 because it was determined not to be jurisdictional. Additionally, that area is now 
entirely within Lot H, is a Conservation Area, and, therefore, would not be impacted by development 
of the Project. FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS) biologist Dennis Peterson visited the site on May 18, 2018, 
to verify that the Jurisdictional Determination boundaries have not changed. Please see the 



County of San Bernardino – Moon Camp 
Final Environmental Impact Report Responses to Comments to the RRDEIR No.2 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 3-125 
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec03-00 Responses RDEIR No 2.docx 

memorandum dated May 28, 2018, describing the site conditions during the updated jurisdictional 
delineation, including a description of the abandoned driveway that is not a jurisdictional feature by 
State or federal definitions (see Appendix E of this 2020 Final EIR). 

Response to FOF2-32 
The RRDEIR No. 2 acknowledges that development of the Project will impact drainages that have 
been identified as jurisdictional on both the federal and State level. Based on the jurisdictional 
delineation, impacts to jurisdictional drainages are approximately 0.04 acre. Mitigation Measure BR-
13 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-61) requires impacts be mitigated on a 3-to-1 basis through on-site 
restoration, off-site restoration, or purchase of credits and an agency-approved mitigation bank. The 
mitigation measures provide a range of potential options with the understanding that by the time 
Project is approved, and appropriate permit applications are submitted to the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife and USACE, the specific type of mitigation will be determined. 

Response to FOF2-33 
The commenter is correct that Mitigation Measure BR-2 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-58) requires that a 
50-foot setback be maintained along the deepest ravine at the eastern edge of the property to 
manage the drainage and, therefore, provide additional habitat preservation for sensitive wildlife 
species. In addition to preservation on-site of jurisdictional drainages, Mitigation Measure BR-13 
(RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-61) requires either on-site restoration, or off-site acquisition of additional 
mitigation for any disturbance to jurisdictional drainages. These two mitigation measures together 
adequately mitigate impacts to sensitive plant and animal species, due to development within the 
jurisdictional areas. The commenter asserts that there is no guarantee that future residents will 
respect the 50-foot setback area. Any violation of that setback will be enforceable through the 
CC&Rs for the Project site, which provides the Homeowner’s Association, individual residents, and 
the County of San Bernardino the ability to enforce them up to and including initiation of legal action 
to remove/correct any violation.  

Response to FOF2-34 
The Project is being analyzed pursuant to CEQA. The commenter appears to request analysis of the 
Project versus a prior Proposed Project. CEQA does not require such an analysis. In determining 
whether environmental impacts of a project are significant, an EIR is required to compare potential 
impacts of the Project with pre-project environmental conditions, or the “environmental baseline” 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)). The environmental baseline against which the Proposed 
Alternative Project’s potential environmental impacts are determined is the current, vacant 
condition of the property.  

Response to FOF2-35 
The commenter is correct that with the new revised Project design, conservation Lot A would be 
directly behind the developable lots. However, this fact alone will not result in additional impacts to 
the continued preservation and quality of the habitat within Lot A. Based on project design 
requirements, as enforced through the adoption and recordation of CC&Rs, the rear yards of Lots 1 
through 3 would be required to be fenced and all access from those lots will be prohibited. 
Mitigation Measure BR-1c (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57) requires that appropriate signage be placed 
around the Conservation Areas alerting residents and their guests to the prohibition against 
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accessing the Conservation Areas. The Homeowner’s Association, individual owners, the County of 
San Bernardino, and the qualified Conservation Entity who manages the Conservation Areas will 
have the authority to enforce these prohibitions. Accordingly, with the implementation of these 
mitigation measures, the County of San Bernardino does not anticipate additional adverse impacts 
to Conservation Areas due to the proximity of the developable lots to the Conservation Areas. 

Response to FOF2-36 
Subsequent to preparation of the RRDEIR No. 2, the County of San Bernardino and the Project 
Applicant have determined what entity will provide potable water service to the project. Water service 
will be provided by the City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power (DWP). However, the 
Project site will not be annexed into the DWP service area. Rather, DWP and County Service Area (CSA) 
53C entered into an Outside Service Agreement for Potable Water Services, whereby DWP will own 
and operate the water service facilities constructed by the Project Applicant. Water for the project will 
still be provided by the on-site wells as discussed in detail in the RRDEIR No. 2. 

Response to FOF2-37 
See FOF2-36.  

Response to FOF2-38 
The purpose of the Project Description is not to “analyze or discuss impacts.” The project description 
is merely the basis for analyzing impacts. Thus, an accurate project description is necessary for an 
intelligent evaluation of the potential environmental effects of a proposed activity. Impacts of the 
Project to traffic, aesthetics, noise, and air quality were discussed in detail in the RRDEIR No. 1 and 
therefore are beyond the scope of this document. However, for informational purposes, the sewer 
lines in Northshore Drive already exist. The Project will merely connect to these lines. See also the 
Response to FOF2-36. 

Response to FOF2-39 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the development of the proposed sewer lines for the Project 
will not disturb sensitive plant habitat that was not already considered impacted in the Biological 
Resource Analysis portion of the RRDEIR No. 2. Exhibit 2-2 and Table 2-3 show that sensitive plant 
habitat and individual occurrences of the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush will be disturbed and impacted 
by construction of the roadway facilities (see revised Table 2-3 in Section 4.0: Errata of this FEIR 
document). As indicated in Exhibit 2-7 of the RRDEIR No. 2, all new sewer lines developed as part of 
the Project will be placed within project roadway right-of-way. All sewer, water, and other utility lines 
will be installed within the right-of-way. Accordingly, impacts associated with construction of new 
sewer facilities were adequately analyzed in the EIR. 

Response to FOF2-40 
The purpose of the Project Description is not to “analyze or discuss impacts.” The project description 
is merely the basis for analyzing impacts. Thus, an accurate project description is necessary for an 
intelligent evaluation of the potential environmental effects of a proposed activity.  

See Response to FOF-19 for a specific response to the bisecting roadway. 
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Response to FOF2-41 
The Forester Report is contained within RBF’s Final EIR, Appendix 15.6. 

Response to FOF2-42 through -60 
See Response to FOF2-25 through -30. 

Response to FOF2-61 
The County of San Bernardino acknowledges the commenter’s general concerns regarding the 
inadequacy of the analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 2 regarding impacts to bald eagle, ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush, pebble plains special-status plants, and other biological resources. The 
commenter also asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 fails to impose mitigation measures adequate to 
reduce impacts to these species to below levels of significance. The County of San Bernardino 
believes that the RRDEIR No. 2 and its analysis of the Project’s potential impacts to special-status 
plant wildlife species is sufficient and supported by substantial evidence. The RRDEIR No. 2 
concluded that impacts to American bald eagle would be significant unavoidable despite 
implementation of numerous mitigation measures. The RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that impacts to all 
other special-status plant and wildlife species can be mitigated to less than significant levels, this 
analysis is supported by the analysis, including Section 2 of the RRDEIR No. 2 and imposition of 
Mitigation Measures BR-1 through BR-13 (RRDEIR No. 2, pages 2-57 through 2-62, as revised in 
Section 4.0: Errata of this FEIR document). The commenter has not identified any specific deficiency 
in the RRDEIR No. 2’s analysis. Therefore, the County of San Bernardino is unable to provide a more 
detailed response to this comment. A general response is sufficient when a comment is relatively 
general and non-specific. See Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 
Cal. App. 4th 859, 874.  

Response to FOF2-62 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 improperly characterizes the extent of mitigation for 
impacts to the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush and that application of the appropriate mitigation 
standards under CEQA show that the impacts cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels, and, 
therefore, the analysis in the RRDEIR No. 2 is misleading and inaccurate. The County of San 
Bernardino respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of the legal standard for 
mitigating impacts to special-status plant species. The Project as designed will result in a creation of 
two conservation easements (Lot A, a 3.4-acre Open Space/Conservation Area and Lot H, a 1.9-acre 
Open Space/Conservation Area, which contain 4.84 total acres of occupied ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush habitat) for preservation of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, as well as preservation of a 10-
acre parcel off-site, the Dixie Lee Lane property, which is comprised of pebble plain habitat. The 
commenter asserts that avoidance of impacts to ashy-grey Indian paintbrush and permanent 
preservation of on-site habitat may not be utilized as “mitigation” for a species otherwise impacted 
by the proposed development. Instead, the commenter asserts species impacted by the Project only 
can be mitigated through preservation of off-site habitat. This is not a correct statement of the law. 
Initially, CEQA does not require imposition of mitigation measures where there is no identified 
significant impact (Public Resource Code § 21100(b)(3), § 21150; CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(a)—discussion of mitigation measure is required only for significant environmental 
impacts). Therefore, if an impact is avoided in its entirety, no mitigation is required. As a result, 
contrary to the commenter’s assertions, preservation of the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences 
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in the identified Open Space/Conservation Areas is not “mitigation” for the plant occurrences within 
those designated areas. CEQA authorizes preservation of special-status plant species occurring on-
site as mitigation for impacts to those species. See Miramar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside 
(2004) 119 Cal. App. 4th 477. Accordingly, the RRDEIR No. 2 appropriately characterized preservation 
of an on-site occurrence of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush as mitigation for impacts to that species 
occurring elsewhere on the Project site. Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent 
Technical Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT 
Consulting for additional analysis of known and potential special-status species, including extensive 
discussion of the proposed paintbrush conservation measures. 

Response to FOF2-63 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the 10-acre Dixie Lee Lane property is approximately 10 
acres of actual pebble plain habitat. The Dixie Lee Lane property was originally surveyed by Hicks 
and Hartwick Engineering as a 10-acre pebble plain, the exterior lines of the parcel conforming to 
the bench top opening of the pebble plain, including Pinon Pines and Jeffrey Pines within the general 
distribution of the pebble plain habitat. Hence, the delineation of the 10-acre parcel generally 
conforms to the actual pebble plain configuration such that the proposed 10-acre parcel conforms 
very closely to the distribution of pebble plains species found on the ground. Additionally, the Dixie 
Lee Lane property has not been previously pledged as mitigation for another development project in 
the Big Bear area as mentioned by the commenter. First, the RRDEIR No. 2 did not identify 
potentially significant impact to pebble plain habitat. The Supplemental Focused Sensitive Plant 
Survey, conducted by Dr. Krantz, identified an area of approximately 0.69 acre where pebble plain 
like soil conditions occur. However, Dr. Krantz concluded that prior biological surveys had 
mischaracterized the 0.69-acre portion of the project site as true pebble plain due to lack of two 
indicator plant species. Therefore, the Dixie Lee Lane parcel is not technically mitigation for any 
impacts to pebble plain habitat. However, even if the 0.69-acre area were determined to be true 
pebble plain habitat, the Dixie Lee Lane parcel would adequately mitigate for those impacts. The 
Dixie Lee Lane parcel was previously proposed for mitigation, but that proposal was not completed. 
The Dixie Lee Lane parcel is still available for mitigation purposes. This parcel, as well as other 
Conservation Areas identified and set aside as part of the project development, will be placed under 
a conservation easement that will be held by a legitimate Conservation Entity that will be supported 
by a non-wasting endowment that will support the continued maintenance and conservation of the 
Conservation Areas consistent with Mitigation Measure BR-1a (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57). This 
comment is also addressed throughout the responses to Sierra Club1, including Sierra Club1-1, Sierra 
Club1-2 and Sierra Club1-15. 

Response to FOF2-64 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the 10-acre Dixie Lee Lane property is approximately 10 
acres of actual pebble plain habitat. The Dixie Lee Lane property was originally surveyed by Hicks 
and Hartwick Engineering as a 10-acre pebble plain, the exterior lines of the parcel conforming to 
the bench top opening of the pebble plain, including Pinyon Pines and Jeffrey Pines within the 
general distribution of the pebble plain habitat. Hence, the delineation of the 10-acre parcel 
generally conforms to the actual pebble plain configuration such that the proposed 10-acre parcel 
conforms very closely to the distribution of pebble plains species found on the ground. In any event, 
as reflected in the RRDEIR No. 2, the Project will not have a significant impact on pebble plain 
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habitat; hence, no mitigation is required (RRDEIR No. 2, pages 2-43 and 2-44). Therefore, the Dixie 
Lee Lane parcel is not technically mitigation for any impacts to pebble plain habitat. However, even if 
the 0.69-acre area were determined to be true pebble plain habitat, the Dixie Lee Lane parcel would 
adequately mitigate for those impacts. Additionally, the Dixie Lee Lane property has not been 
previously pledged as mitigation for another development project in the Big Bear area as mentioned 
by the commenter. Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the 
Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional 
analysis of known and potential special-status species.  

Response to FOF2-65 
The commenter asserts that the methodology used in mapping occurrences and habitat of the ashy-
grey Indian paintbrush and determining appropriate mitigation for impacts thereto is unsupported. 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the extent of the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences 
and their host plants were carefully delineated and recorded as part of the 2010 Supplemental 
Focused Special Status Plant Survey conducted by Dr. Krantz. It is important to note that ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush is a hemi-parasite on its host plants and therefore does not readily disperse, 
dropping its seeds in the immediate vicinity of host plants themselves. Thus, the actual occupied 
habitat for ashy-grey Indian paintbrush does not generally change from year to year. Therefore, 
although other portions of the Project site that will be developed do contain “host plants” for ashy-
grey Indian paintbrush such as the Wright’s matting buckwheat, the current lack of ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush occurrences in these areas of the Project site provide a strong indication that ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush will never occur in those locations. This phenomenon is exhibited on the Dixie Lee 
Lane property. The Dixie Lee Lane property consists of 10 acres of high-quality pebble plain habitat 
and supports ashy-grey Indian paintbrush host plants. Despite this, recent surveys show only 27 
plant occurrences, over the entire 10-acre property. In conclusion, appropriate mitigation includes 
protection of the host plants and ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences. This is the most effective 
way to protect the continued existence of high-quality habitat supporting ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush. Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the 
Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional 
analysis of known and potential special-status species.  

Response to FOF2-66 
As a short-lived perennial, ashy-grey Indian paintbrush is typically visible in any given year. The White 
survey in 2007 illustrates this fact, that, although the valley experienced only about half of normal 
precipitation in that year, ashy-grey Indian paintbrush plants were still visible and identifiable to the 
trained observer. That said, the survey years of 2008 and 2010 were average and above-average 
precipitation years, with ashy-grey Indian paintbrush plants not only present but with showy and 
long-lasting above-ground flowering stems. In such years, all plants, including non-flowering 
seedlings, are assumed to be aboveground and biologically active. This was certainly the case on the 
Moon Camp property, with large, showy patches of mature flowering plants and the presence of 
many seedlings, rendering a more accurate delineation of the actual occupied habitat than the 
drought year of 2007.  
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Response to FOF2-67 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the RRDEIR No. 2 did analyze the project’s impact to the 
federally threatened ashy-grey Indian paintbrush both on an individual occurrence basis and 
occupied habitat basis. As discussed on page 2-45 of the RRDEIR No. 2, the Project, with its 
redesigned lot configuration and additional Conservation Areas, will preserve 4,895 of the 5,567 
individual plants on the Project site. This represents 88 percent of the total number of plants of ashy-
grey Indian paintbrush within the Project site (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-19). Additionally, Appendix I of 
this 2020 Final EIR provides an updated analysis prepared by Dr. Krantz (May 23, 2018) of the ashy-
grey Indian paintbrush habitat and concluded that the Project includes approximately 7.71 acres of 
occupied ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat, of which a total of 4.84 acres of the occupied ashy-
grey Indian paintbrush habitat is included within Lot A and Lot H Conservation Areas. The remaining 
2.87 acres of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat will be disturbed by development of the Project. 
The 2.87 acres that will be disturbed are located within Lots 1 through 45, Lots 47 through 50, 
portions of Lot F, and road right-of-ways (RRDEIR, page 2-45). Accordingly, the analysis does analyze 
impacts to the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush on both an occurrence basis and a habitat basis. Contrary 
to the commenter’s assertions, the RRDEIR No. 2 was not required to analyze a project alternative 
that avoided all impacts to the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. CEQA requires an EIR to describe a 
reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, which would feasibly obtain most of the basic 
objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the Project (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6). An EIR not need consider and analyze every conceivable alternative to a 
Project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 
informed decision-making and public participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). Here, the 
RRDEIR No. 2 did not identify a significant impact to the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush (RRDEIR No. 2, 
page 2-62). Accordingly, the EIR’s range of alternatives did not need to include an alternative that 
avoided all ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences on-site. Moreover, the commenter 
misrepresents the stated threshold of significance utilized in the RRDEIR No. 2 for impacts to 
sensitive plant species. The threshold of significance is whether the project “has a substantial 
adverse effect, through either direct, or indirect, modification of potential or suitable or occupied 
habitat, or direct take, to any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS” (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-43). 
Pursuant to this threshold of significance, the Project will not have a significant impact on a sensitive 
plant species just because it has any effect. Effect needs to be substantial and adverse. Mere net 
reduction in number of species is not, in and of itself, a significant impact. Based on the design of the 
Project, the creation of Conservation Areas (Lot A, Lot H, and Dixie Lee Lane property), as well as 
other identifiable mitigation included in the RRDEIR No. 2 (Mitigation Measures BR-1a through BR-
1d, RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57 and 2-58), there is substantial evidence to support the determination 
that the Project will not have a significant unavoidable impact on the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. 

The permanent protection of the vast majority of the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush plants on-site in 
Letter Lots A and H, together with the protection of the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain with its full suite 
of Threatened and Endangered plant species, comprise a mitigation program that more than 
compensates for the loss of some habitat/plants as a result of development. The County of San 
Bernardino believes that the permanent protection of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences and 
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habitat on-site and at Dixie Lee Lane represents adequate mitigation for potential adverse impacts to 
rare plants on-site.  

Response to FOF2-68 
The ashy-grey Indian paintbrush is a perennial plant, and is readily visible during the flowering 
season where it occurs, even in years with substandard rainfall. Furthermore, as a hemi-parasite on 
its host plants, ashy-grey Indian paintbrush does not readily disperse, dropping its seeds in the 
immediate vicinity of the host plants themselves. Thus, the actual occupied habitat for ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush does not generally change from year to year. The Supplement Focused Special 
Status Plant Survey conducted by Dr. Krantz in 2010, revealed that there were no ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush occurrences on the southeastern portions of the Project site, as indicated by White in 
2007. Mr. White’s survey was conducted in late July, during a drought year, when reliable plant 
identifications would be questionable for someone unfamiliar with the target species. Mr. White 
identified the existence of Wright’s matting buckwheat in portions of the Project site and assumed 
that, because Wright’s matting buckwheat is often a host species, the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
would otherwise occur in this area during years of normal or above-average precipitation. However, 
as mentioned, ashy-grey Indian paintbrush does not spread to areas just because the host plant 
species is found there. Changes in the occupied habitat are very limited from year to year, and, 
therefore, the assumptions regarding potential occurrences of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush on the 
southeastern portion of the Project site are incorrect. Refer to pages 1-4 of the recent Technical 
Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for 
additional analysis of known and potential special-status species, including a discussion of ashy-grey 
paintbrush conservation measures (see Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR).  

Response to FOF2-69 
Scott White’s 2007 report identified some “potential” introgression of Southern mountain 
buckwheat in the more ubiquitous Wright’s matting buckwheat on the Project site. The two taxa are 
differentiated by the branched inflorescences of the latter, as opposed to unbranched, capitate 
inflorescences of the former. During Dr. Krantz’s 2010 Survey, Krantz observed no unbranched 
specimens on-site, whatsoever. For there to be genetic introgression into Wright’s matting 
buckwheat population on-site, one would have to have an area of entirely unbranched specimens 
with intergrades between the two populations. Dr. Krantz has documented introgressions between 
the two taxa in populations in Holcomb Valley, but the Moon Camp property Wright’s matting 
buckwheat is not an example of this phenomenon.  

Response to FOF2-70 
The ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences on these Lots are all situated at the very bottom of the 
sloping lots, immediately above the highway roadcuts. Occupied rare plant habitats within these lots 
fall naturally within the highway buffer and rear building setback areas on the lots, effectively 
precluding any construction within the sensitive habitat areas. However, although the ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush occurrences and habitat within these lots are located in areas that are unlikely to 
be disturbed, the RRDEIR No. 2, taking a very conservative approach, assumed for purposes of a 
significance determination, that these occurrences would be disturbed because of the lack of formal 
conservation easements protecting them. These occurrences were included within the 2.87 acres of 
ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat disturbed by the project. However, with the preservation of the 
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most valuable 4.84 acres of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat within conservation Lots A and H, as 
well as protection of the Dixie Lee Lane property, which supports modest population of ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush, the loss of the 2.87 acres is not a significant unavoidable impact. Accordingly, no 
further mitigation is required. Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical 
Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for 
additional analysis of known and potential special-status species, including a discussion of ashy-grey 
paintbrush conservation measures.  

Response to FOF2-71 
The commenter is concerned that Mitigation Measures BR-1b and BR-1c (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57) 
are vague and therefore ineffective as mitigation measures. Mitigation Measure BR-1b obligates the 
Project Applicant to place the 9.1-acre open space areas (including Lot-A and Lot-H) within the 
boundaries of a recorded conservation easement. The conservation easement shall be in favor of a 
qualified Conservation Entity and shall provide for the continued protection and preservation of the 
property. The management entity is required to be approved by the CDFW. Mitigation measure BR-
1C requires creation or recordation of CC&Rs further protecting the Conservation Areas and 
providing enforcement mechanisms for violation of the terms of the CC&Rs. In order for any 
mitigation measure to be legally adequate pursuant to CEQA, the measure must be fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(a)(2)). Mitigation Measure BR-1b is legally adequate in that the creation of the 
conservation easement will restrict, at a minimum, all access to the Conservation Areas, as well as 
provide for ongoing management and protection of the Conservation Areas by a CDFW approved 
management entity. The protection of the Conservation Areas and the sensitive habitat contained 
therein are further enhanced through Mitigation Measure BR-1c which specifically requires project 
CC&Rs to include provisions restricting access to the Conservation Areas and providing enforcement 
mechanisms for violation of the terms. The commenter’s opinion that it is likely that the terms of the 
CC&Rs and conservation easement will not be enforced, based on violation of CC&Rs by other 
housing projects in the Big Bear area, is not substantial evidence of the inadequacy of the mitigation 
measures. The commenter cites two examples of perceived ineffectiveness of CC&Rs in an apparent 
routine violation of the CC&Rs governing the activities of other residential developments. The 
County does not have specific knowledge of circumstances surrounding the effectiveness of CC&Rs 
governing other residential developments. The County of San Bernardino does not believe that 
violation of CC&Rs and failure of enforcement mechanisms included therein in those instances are 
substantial evidence that the restrictions and enforcement mechanisms included in Mitigation 
Measure BR-1c will be ineffective in mitigating the Project’s impacts to sensitive plant species on-
site. Moreover, unlike the vast majority of CC&Rs, Mitigation Measure BR-1c includes the County of 
San Bernardino as an entity able to enforce violations of restrictions intended to protect the 
sensitive plant species within Open Space/Conservation Areas. Additionally, the restrictions included 
in the CC&Rs are not the sole mechanism by which the Project proposes to restrict access to the 
Open Space/Conservation Areas. Mitigation Measure BR-1c requires Conservation Areas to be 
secured through installation of fencing or other barriers to prevent access, as well as installation of 
appropriate signage identifying location of Conservation Areas, the sensitive nature of such areas, 
and the fact that access is prohibited. Therefore, contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the 
addition of restrictive fencing and appropriate signage indicating the prohibition against access to 
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the Open Space/Conservation Areas will be apparent to all residents and guests of residents 
throughout the Project and will not merely be a paper restriction that becomes forgotten over time. 
Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species, including a discussion of ashy-grey paintbrush conservation 
measures and the Dixie Lee site.  

Response to FOF2-72 
See Response to FOF2-71. 

Response to FOF2-73 
See Response to FOF2-71. 

Response to FOF2-74 
The rare plant habitats to be conserved on-site will be subjected to minor indirect impacts as a result 
of residential development. Potential indirect impacts could result from fuel modification programs, 
unpermitted recreational activities, introduction of non-native plants, and loss/disruption of 
essential habitat due to “edge” effects. To eliminate or reduce such indirect impacts, the following 
measures should be incorporated into project conditions of approval.  

• Fuel modification zones and programs shall not be implemented in Lots A or H (because of the 
brush-free nature of “pebble plains,” these areas are not subject to fuel modification in any 
case, and represent naturally occurring low-fuel open space areas); 

 

• Letter Lots A and H shall be fenced, signed, and monitored by the Conservation Entity to 
enforce restrictions on unauthorized recreational activities in sensitive areas; 

 

• The Conservation Entity shall conduct routine monitoring of rare plant resources on Lot A and 
H. The occurrence of non-native species outbreaks, or other examples of ecological 
disturbance as a result of indirect impacts of development in and around Lots A and H shall be 
reported in the annual biological monitoring reports and remedial actions shall be 
implemented by the Preserve Management Committee.  

 

• Lots A and H are configured to encompass a continuous area from the top of the “knoll pebble 
plain” to the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat along the west side of the access road. Aside 
from the road crossing itself, there are no new “edge” effects created by the proposed 
subdivision of the Moon Camp property. Biological monitoring shall be focused on the road 
crossing, with particular attention to potential impacts as a result of erosion, non-native plant 
species, or other results of creating an ecological “edge” along the road. Other “edge” effects 
have already been mitigated by the Project Applicant voluntarily fencing the highway frontage, 
where off-highway vehicle recreational use was a problem until the present landowners 
constructed the barbed wire fence along the north side of SR-38.  

 
Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species, including extensive discussion of the proposed paintbrush 
conservation measures. 
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Response to FOF2-75 
There are no trails from the Moon Camp property to the USFS pebble plain. The slope between the 
proposed lots and the USFS pebble plain are steep and brush-covered. These topographic barriers 
will discourage residents and their guests from climbing through the Project site to reach the pebble 
plain. Impacts to the USFS pebble plain today are from uncontrolled off-highway vehicle use by 
motorcycles and vehicles coming off Polique Canyon Road, and a designated USFS roadway, 
northeast of the pebble plain. It is much more likely that residents, should they desire to access the 
pebble plain habitat on the USFS property, would utilize these previously created accessways. 
Because of the location of these accessways, the County of San Bernardino does not have the legal 
capability to restrict such access. Finally, any impacts to the USFS pebble plain habitat resulting from 
residents on the Project accessing USFS property are entirely speculative. Refer to Appendix I of this 
2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project 
Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and potential special-status 
species, including extensive discussion of the proposed paintbrush conservation measures. Further, 
baseline conditions were established with the release of the NOP; the Applicant is not responsible to 
return the property to a speculative or unknown future or historic condition. 

Response to FOF2-76 
The USFS rare plant maps on private property are very generic, and are based on non-site specific 
historical collection records and uncorroborated anecdotal “sightings.” The site-specific surveys 
replace such generic maps with more precise location data. The commenter asserts that the areas 
where pebble plain species were disturbed by unauthorized off-highway activities will recover if 
appropriate restrictive measures are taken. This is true, as has been seen on the Moon Camp 
property after the Knoll pebble plain was fenced, and on the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain after that 
property was fenced and off-highway vehicles were excluded. This does not mean, however, that 
such pebble plains species will recolonize areas with inappropriate soil conditions; and in the case of 
Moon Camp, these “pebble plains”-like soil conditions are limited to the Knoll, which is largely 
included within Lot A. Therefore, even if there was unauthorized activities on the Project site that 
may have disturbed sensitive plant species in the past, restriction of such activities will not lead to 
new pebble plain species due to the lack of appropriate soil conditions.  

Response to FOF2-77 
The RRDEIR No. 2 analyzed the potential for the Project to have a significant impact on the American 
bald eagle. Although the American bald eagle was removed as a federal-listed endangered species in 
August 2007, it remains endangered in California, and remains a special-status wildlife species. The 
RRDEIR No. 2 acknowledged that the bald eagles were known to be present and roost on the Project 
site in the winter (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). Many of the trees located on the Project site have been 
identified as bald eagle perch trees. Surveys and records searches were conducted for the Project 
site in the winter of 2002 and 2007, which determined that bald eagles use the site extensively. Bald 
eagle perch locations were recorded and individual trees were marked with numbered tags (RRDEIR 
No. 2, page 2-29). However, there are no records showing that bald eagles had historically nested on 
the Project site and neither the 2002 nor 2007 survey found nesting bald eagles on the Project Site. 
The proposed mitigation measures prohibit the intentional removal of identified perch trees as a 
component of Project development, but noted that perch trees may need to be removed in the 
future if they create a hazardous condition. The potential for future removal of bald eagle perch 
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trees, along with additional light and glare/noise introduced into the area by the project, is 
considered a potentially significant CEQA impact. Mitigation Measures BR-4, BR-6, and BR-7 (RRDEIR 
No. 2, page 2-59 and 2-60) will reduce impacts to the bald eagle. These mitigation measures include: 

• Replacement of removed perch trees (should that be necessary) at a ratio of 5:1 with creation 
of artificial perch trees within the Conservation Areas or by enhancing other trees by trimming 
and limbing to make suitable for eagle perching. The exact method of perch tree replacement 
shall be made after consultation with a certified arborist. Prior to commencement of 
construction activity, the applicant shall have a qualified consultant survey all trees on-site to 
determine the location of all perch trees to be preserved.  (Mitigation Measure BR-4) 

 

• Replacement of identified non-perch trees larger than 24 inches dbh, removed as part of 
project development, at a ratio of 2:1. Whenever an eagle perch tree or other non-perch tree 
larger than 24 inches dbh is removed, the Homeowners Association shall retain a qualified 
consultant to oversee removal and compliance with the replacement requirement.  
(Mitigation Measure BR-4) 

 

• Pre-construction survey of trees to identify existence of active nests. Active nests will be 
protected and avoided (Mitigation Measure BR-6) 

 

• All vegetation removal, clearing, and grading on the Project site must be performed outside the 
breeding and nesting season to minimize effects to the bald eagle (Mitigation Measure BR-7) 

 
Despite implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts were determined to be significant 
and unavoidable due to the very strict County of San Bernardino criteria for determining CEQA 
impacts to bald eagles. Any removal of perch trees or human activity resulting in the introduction of 
additional light and/or noise impacts is considered a significant impact under CEQA. Based on the 
County of San Bernardino’s strict threshold of significance, any development activity is considered to 
result in a significant impact to the bald eagle. However, as indicated above, the Project is not likely 
to directly impact the eagle. Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review 
of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for 
additional analysis of known and potential special-status species, including discussion of the bald 
eagle. The Project would not result in take, as defined in California Fish and Game Code and the Bald 
and Gold Eagle Protection Act, so the Project is in compliance with both.  

Response to FOF2-78 
Please see Response to FOF2-77. 

Response to FOF2-79 
Mitigation Measure BR-4 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59) provides for the preservation of eagle perch 
trees that were identified in the 2002 Bonterra Consulting Bald Eagle Survey prepared for the Project 
to be preserved in place upon Project completion. The only way that the perch trees will not be 
protected is if there condition deteriorates and they become hazards to human safety. In that 
instance, and only in that instance, will the existing the existing bald eagle perch tree be removed. 
Upon removal of a hazardous perch tree, the Project is obligated to replace the lost perch tree with 
artificial perch trees on a 5:1 basis or the enhancement of trees by trimming and limbing to make 
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them suitable for eagle perching. The County of San Bernardino believes that this mitigation 
measure is effective to reduce potential impacts to the bald eagle though impact is still recognized as 
significant and unavoidable according to CEQA, but would not be considered take according to the 
federal and state definitions. Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical 
Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for 
additional analysis of known and potential special-status species, including discussion of the bald 
eagle on pages 1 and 2. The Project would not result in take, as defined in California Fish and Game 
Code and the Bald and Gold Eagle Protection Act, so the Project is in compliance with both.  

Response to FOF2-80 
The Project is specifically designed to ensure that the majority of bald eagle perch trees are located 
within designated Conservation Areas and open space lots. Only three of the identified bald eagle 
perch trees are located within the boundaries of a proposed developable lot. However, as indicated 
in Mitigation Measure BR-4 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59), such trees must be preserved in place upon 
Project completion. They may be removed only if they become a hazard to human health. If such 
perch trees are removed due to their hazardous nature, the Project Applicant must replace the perch 
trees with artificial perch trees on a 5:1 basis or enhance other trees by limbing and trimming them 
to make them suitable for eagle perching. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, just because a 
perch tree is located within a developable lot, does not automatically assure that the perch tree will 
not be protected. The perch trees that are within the developable lot are located near the 
boundaries of the lot allowing for development of the specific lots without interfering with the 
continued existence of the perch tree. The commenter requests that the County of San Bernardino 
evaluate a mitigation measure requiring each perch tree to be located within a conservation lot and 
preclude them from being removed other than on the occurrence of a natural event. As indicated 
above, Mitigation Measure BR-4 precludes removal of the perch trees unless, due to a natural event, 
they become a hazard to human health. The County of San Bernardino believes the Mitigation 
Measure BR-4 adequately addresses preservation of existing bald eagle perch trees and no further 
mitigation measure is required. 

Response to FOF2-81 
See Response to FOF2-77 through -80. 

Response to FOF2-82 
The commenter is correct that the RRDEIR No. 2 does identify potentially significant impacts to the 
American bald eagle. The Project will be developed consistent with the County of San Bernardino 
Plant Protection and Management Ordinance (County Code Section 89.0110(b)), which prohibits the 
removal of bald eagle perch trees within an identified American bald eagle habitat, unless the perch 
tree creates a hazardous condition. The RRDEIR No. 2 imposes multiple mitigation measures to 
reduce the impact to the bald eagle, including requirements to replace perch trees (should they 
become hazardous and require removal) at a ratio of 5:1 or enhancement of trees by limbing and 
trimming, as well as the replacement of trees 24 inches dbh and larger that are removed during 
construction activities at a ratio of 2:1. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the EIR does require 
preconstruction surveys for active eagle and raptor nests prior to construction activity as part of the 
Project mitigation. Mitigation Measure BR-6 requires that a qualified biologist shall survey within the 
limits of project disturbance for the presence of any active raptor nests seven days prior to the onset 
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of construction activities. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure BR-6 requires preservation of active 
nests until nesting activities have ended. Additionally, Mitigation Measure BR-6 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 
2-59) implements restrictions on construction activity between February 1 and July 31, the nesting 
season for raptors and bald eagles in the region. Additionally, Mitigation Measure BR-8 (RRDEIR No. 
2, page 2-60) prohibits the use of the boat dock for motorized boating during the bald eagle nesting 
season. Accordingly, the EIR has implemented all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures to 
mitigate impacts to the bald eagle. Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical 
Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for 
additional analysis of known and potential special-status species, including discussion of the bald 
eagle on pages 1 and 2. The Project would not result in take, as defined in the California Fish and 
Game Code and the Bald and Gold Eagle Protection Act, so the Project is in compliance with both.  

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

Response to FOF2-83 
See Response to FOF2-82. The RRDEIR No. 2 contains comprehensive analysis of potential impacts to 
sensitive species, including the American bald eagle from the loss of habitat due to development of 
the Project site. As discussed, the Project site consists of approximately 62 acres bounded by SR-38 
and Big Bear Lake to the south, the community of Fawnskin to the west and northwest, existing 
residential development to the southeast and USFS-managed land to the north and northeast. The 
RRDEIR No. 2 noted the Project’s potential impacts to sensitive species and applied all feasible 
mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant levels, and where impacts cannot be reduced to 
less than significant levels (American bald eagle) all feasible mitigation was identified. For example, 
the RRDEIR No. 2 identified the scope of bald eagle habitat on the Project site and the potential for 
the species to use the site for nesting activities. The RRDEIR No. 2 noted that the bald eagle has been 
present on the Project site and that it could potentially nest on the Project site (RRDEIR No. 2, page 
2-29). The bald eagle perch and roost locations were recorded and individual trees were marked 
with numbered tags. Exhibit 2-3 in the RRDEIR No. 2 notes the location of the perch trees. The 
RRDEIR No. 2 also concludes that the development of the Project could impact the bald eagle and, 
therefore, proposes a number of mitigation measures to lessen those impacts to the extent feasible. 
The bald eagle habitat is required to be preserved on-site to the extent feasible and any perch trees 
removed due to hazardous conditions must be replaced by artificial perch trees or existing trees 
must be enhanced at a 5:1 ratio. Accordingly, through implementation of the Project and compliance 
with the mitigation measures, the bald eagle habitat will be preserved and/or enhanced. The RRDEIR 
No. 2 did a similar analysis for other sensitive species in the area. The RRDEIR No. 2 also concluded 
that, because of the limited size of the Project site and its proximity to existing development and 
human habitation, development of the Project would not result in a significant impact due to 
incremental loss of habitat for some species. Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent 
Technical Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT 
Consulting for additional analysis of known and potential special-status species, including a summary 
table for impacts and conservation of special-status plant species.  

Response to FOF2-84 
The commenter notes statement from at 2002 Forest Service Burned Area Emergency Response 
team (BAER) reporting to show the significance of cumulative impacts to the bald eagle from 
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development of the Project site. It is noted that the BAER identified the Project site as important 
forging/perch habitat available for bald eagles. The RRDEIR No. 2 does not disagree with this 
conclusion and in fact concludes that the Project may have a significant impact on bald eagles. 
However, the assumption in the 2002 Forest Service BAER is that development of the site would 
result in the loss of suitable perch/nesting trees. Contrary to that conclusion, implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in the RRDEIR No. 2 will preserve perch trees and/or enhance 
perch/nesting locations on the Project site. There will be no loss of perch trees from the Project. 
Therefore, there is no expected cumulative impacts to bald eagle from the Project. 

Response to FOF2-85 
The commenter concludes that Mitigation Measure BR-4 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59) is inadequate 
and unenforceable and does not reduce the significance of the impacts to the bald eagle. The 
commenter provides no further support for this conclusion. Contrary, the County of San Bernardino 
believes that preservation of the perch trees and/or replacement with artificial perch trees within 
the Conservation Areas or enhancement of existing trees at a 5:1 ratio should any existing perch tree 
be removed because of hazardous condition does provide mitigation for the bald eagle. Any 
development that may occur within the Project site and in the individual lots must avoid impacts to 
trees larger than 24 inches dbh and their root structures to the maximum extent feasible. If any 
additional non-perch trees on-site larger than 24 inches dbh are removed, then a replacement ratio 
of 2:1 shall be required and replacement trees shall be 24-inch box trees or larger. However, the 
RRDEIR No. 2 duly notes that impacts will remain significant and unavoidable even after 
implementation of mitigation. 

Response to FOF2-86 
The commenter asserts that there are two trees currently used for forging by bald eagles that are 
omitted from Exhibit 3-2 in the RRDEIR No. 2. Although the commenter provides no evidence of the 
exact location of the subject tree or that it is used by bald eagles for perching/nesting, Mitigation 
Measure BR-4 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59) is amended to require confirmation of perch trees prior to 
commencement of construction activity. 

Response to FOF2-87 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 failed to analyze the Project’s impacts on forging 
habitats of the bald eagle due to Project development. The RRDEIR No. 2 does conclude that the 
Project has a significant unavoidable impact on the bald eagle primarily due to the existence of 
human habitation and proximity to bald eagle forging habitat. The RRDEIR No. 2 concludes that 
despite imposition of mitigation measures regarding preservation of perch trees, replacing of perch 
trees, restriction of construction activity during nesting periods and restriction on the use of the 
marina during bald eagle nesting periods, the Project would still have a significant unavoidable 
impact to the bald eagle. Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of 
the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional 
analysis of known and potential special-status species, including discussion of the bald eagle. The 
Project would not result in take, as defined in California Fish and Game Code and the Bald and Gold 
Eagle Protection Act, so the Project is in compliance with both.  
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Response to FOF2-88 
Please see Response to FOF2-87.  

Response to FOF2-89 
Please see Response to FOF2-87. The commenter asserts that Mitigation Measure BR-4 (RRDEIR No. 
2, page 2-59) requiring placement of trees that are larger than 24 inches dbh with 24-inch box trees 
is inadequate as mitigation for impacts to the bald eagle. Mitigation Measure BR-4 requires 
development of the Project to conserve existing non-perch trees that are 24 inches dbh or larger, but 
if any such trees are lost during Project development, they must be replaced by 24-inch box trees or 
larger at a 2:1 ratio. The commenter does not provide any evidence supporting the conclusion that 
mitigation would not assist in reducing impacts to the bald eagle. As stated previously, impacts will 
remain significant and unavoidable irrespective of implementation of such mitigation. 

Response to FOF2-90 
The commenter asserts that the environmental baseline discussion of the Project Description is 
inadequate and inaccurate because some of the trees on the property have recently died or have 
been cut since the RRDEIR No. 2 was released from public review. Even assuming the commenter is 
correct and a number of pine trees have been removed from the Project site, the existing project 
description remains valid and legally adequate for CEQA purposes. The general description of the 
environmental setting and resources existing on-site is general in nature and intended to give the 
reviewing public an understanding of the environmental baseline against which the impacts to the 
Project are analyzed. The loss of a few trees does not alter the informational value presented by the 
existing project description, nor does it invalidate the environmental analysis on which it is based. 

Response to FOF2-91 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the Project will not impact any identified wetlands on the 
part of the Project site located south of SR-38. The supplemental focused rare plant survey prepared 
by Dr. Krantz (June 2008), included as an Appendix A.11 to the RRDEIR No. 2 confirmed, through 
Project site visit, that the area located south of SR-38 does not contain any wetlands. The shoreline 
habitat consists of ruderal shoreline plant species that does not support any sensitive plan or wildlife 
species. 

Response to FOF2-92 
See Response to FOF2-16. As indicated in the RRDEIR No. 2 and accompanying Supplemental 
Focused Rare Plant Survey prepared by Dr. Krantz (August 2010) and included as an Appendix A.11 to 
the RRDEIR No. 2, there are no pebble plain soils located on the Project site. The “pebble plain 
habitat” previously mapped within Lot A—as well as Lots 1, 2, and 3 as identified in previous 
botanical reports—has some of the soil characteristics of a true pebble plain but lacks the two 
indicator threatened plant species that accompany true pebble plain habitat. Therefore, there is 
technically no pebble plain on the property but merely pebble plain like soil conditions. Accordingly, 
the Project redesign to shift Lots 1, 2, and 3 into the area previously designated as the northern 
portion of Lot A and does not result in an increase in impacts resulting from the Project. On the 
contrary, the redesign to shift Lots 1, 2, and 3 results in a significant preservation of ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush occurrences and habitat. Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent 
Technical Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT 
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Consulting for additional analysis of known and potential special-status species and further 
explanation of the on-site rare plant habitat and soil types.  

Response to FOF2-93 
Exhibit 2-2 accurately reflects the area of potential impacts to ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
occurrences and habitat. The area of the road not shown as within the area of impacts to ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush is so designated because Focused Plant Surveys conducted by Dr. Krantz did not 
show any ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences within the boundaries of the future roadway at 
those points.  

Response to FOF2-94 
Please see Response to CBD2-11 and -12. Fortunately, the “pebble plains-like” soils on-site inhibit 
most non-native plant species from becoming established in such habitats in the Big Bear area. 
There are, nonetheless, several non-native taxa that occur widely on pebble plains, most notably 
Bromus tectorum and Erodium cicutarium. As long as there is no surface disturbance of the clay-
quartzite soils that comprise Lots A and H, these two ubiquitous, non-native annuals are not 
expected to become a serious problem on the rare plant Conservation Areas. The botanical 
monitoring program shall identify any non-native species issues and propose remedial actions if 
deemed necessary.  

Response to FOF2-95 
The southwestern willow flycatcher is a federal and State-listed endangered species. The analysis in 
the RRDEIR No. 2 and supporting Biological Resource Analysis concluded that although the potential 
for the species to occur on Project site as a forging migrant is high, its potential to nest on the 
Project site is considered low. Surveys for the species concluded that no breeding or individual 
southwestern willow flycatchers were detected on the Project site. Habitat along the shoreline is 
considered to be of low quality, lacking the dense growth or willow thickets favored by the species 
(RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). Therefore, impacts to this habitat is not considered a substantially 
significant impact requiring mitigation 

Response to FOF2-96 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the RRDEIR No. 2 did include a substantive analysis of 
potential impacts of the Project on the San Bernardino flying squirrel. A focused survey for San 
Bernardino flying squirrel was conducted on the Project site and results were negative. However, an 
individual of the species was trapped in 1998 by the USFS. The analysis concluded that the Project 
site provided suitable forging habitat for the species and a potential for the occurrence is considered 
high despite the negative focused survey. Based on the moderate potential for occurrence, the 
RRDEIR No. 2 proposed Mitigation Measure BR-3 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-58) has been revised to 
require the following:. 

BR-3 The project proponent shall have a biologist qualified with San Bernardino flying 
squirrel (SBFS) as a monitor during tree removal. Minimize the number of trees, snags, 
and downed wood removed for project implementation. Compensating the removal 
of snags containing cavities; this would be achieved by constructing and erecting two 
nest boxes and one aggregate box per snag removed. Appendix A of this Revised and 
Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 provides the specifications of the nest and aggregate 
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boxes (Flying Squirrels 2007). These boxes should be located on the adjacent U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) land (with their permission) and the locations marked with a 
global positioning system. The locations of the boxes shall be provided to the USFS so 
that their biologists could monitor the boxes for occupation by SBFS. 

 Provide new homeowners with a flyer that would provide information on the biology 
of SBFS and how they are susceptible to depredation by cats. The flyer would also 
outline steps that homeowners could take to reduce their urban edge effects. 

 Given the negative results of on-site surveys and the available technical and peer 
reviewed literature, negative effects to the San Bernardino flying squirrel are not 
expected. However, because marginal foraging habitat was found on-site, the 
following mitigation measures will be implemented in the lots with densely forested 
areas and snags. These mitigation measures are to be implemented to avoid and 
minimize impacts to San Bernardino flying squirrels: 

• The Project Applicant shall have a qualified biologist as a monitor just prior to and 
during all tree removal on-site.  

• Minimize the removal of large coarse woody debris (>10cm diameter), which 
provide microhabitat for the growth of hypogeous fungi. 

• Limit removal of standing snags (>25cm dbh) and large trees (>25cm dbh), which 
provide both structural complexity and potential nesting habitat. 

• Prioritize the retention of large trees and snags with visible potential cavity 
nesting structures, which are associated with higher densities of northern flying 
squirrels. 

• Minimize the loss of continuous canopy closure, especially in the drainages, which 
provides protection from predators while foraging and may play an important role 
in maintaining habitat connectivity. 

• The Project Applicant must compensate for the removal of suitable habitat 
through construction and erection of two nest boxes and one aggregate box per 
snag removed.  

• The Project Applicant is required to provide homeowners with information on the 
biology of the San Bernardino flying squirrel and suggest steps that homeowners 
can take to reduce their urban-edge effects.  

• All subsequent home developers must comply with these provisions which shall 
be enforced by the County of San Bernardino through implementation of the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as mandated by CEQA.  

 
 If the monitoring biologist observes a San Bernardino flying squirrel during pre-

construction and/or construction monitoring, the biologist will immediately halt 
work until the occupied tree can be vacated prior to felling the tree; however, if the 
work is during the nesting season (generally March through May), when baby 
squirrels could be present, the nest will not be vacated until after the nesting season 
ends (June 1st), as cleared by the monitoring biologist.  
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Please refer to Section 4: Errata of this FEIR, showing detailed revisions to mitigation measures. 

With limited habitat disturbance and implementation of mitigation measures, the RRDEIR No. 2 
includes substantial evidence that impacts the San Bernardino flying squirrel will be less than 
significant. 

Response to FOF2-97 
The commenter asserts that the Project EIR did not include an arborous survey regarding Jeffrey 
Pines and other native forest trees on the site. The commenter also asserts that such survey is 
recommended by the County of San Bernardino Native Plant Protection and Management Policies. 
The County of San Bernardino Code Chapter 88.01 does regulate management of plant resources in 
unincorporated areas of the County. This Code provision requires a tree or plant removal permit 
under certain circumstances. Section 88.01.050 provides that the County of San Bernardino may 
require certification from an appropriate arborous, registered professional forester, or a desert 
native plant expert to support the issuance of removal permit. Such arborous analysis is only 
required, if at all, through the tree removal permit process. Should a tree removal permit be 
required as part of implementation of the Project, appropriate conditions thereto shall be 
determined at the time of permit application.  

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

Response to FOF2-98 
The commenter asserts that Mitigation Measure BR-5 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59) has no “long term 
enforceability and therefore ineffective as mitigation.” The commenter also ask who will be checking 
if individual property owners call an arborist and ask for trees to be removed.  

The first comment simply makes a naked conclusion that there is no long-term enforceability 
without any discussion. As identified in the mitigation measure, the enforceability is perpetual and 
there is no distinction between short-term and long-term enforceability.  

With regards to the second comment, the answer is that no individual or entity will be checking to 
see if an individual property owners call an arborist and ask for trees to be removed. The reason for 
that answer is that no mitigation measure has been proposed regarding calls to an arborist. Such a 
mitigation measure would be infeasible, and if it could be implemented, that measure would be less 
effective compared to the proposed mitigation measures that mitigate any potential impact to a 
level that is less than significant. Prior to vegetation clearing, grading, or other disturbance, the 
Project site shall be surveyed to identify all large trees (i.e., greater than 20 inches in diameter at 4.5 
feet from the ground) within 600 feet from the high water line. Trees identified on the Project site as 
having a diameter in excess of 20 inches at 4.5 feet from the ground within 600 feet of the shoreline 
shall be documented and tagged. Any development that may occur within the Project site and in the 
individual lots shall avoid impacts to tagged trees and their root structures. If such trees cannot be 
avoided, their removal shall be coordinated with the County of San Bernardino to minimize impacts 
to the extent feasible. All construction or landscaping improvements, including irrigation, will be 
prohibited on or around the exposed root structures or within the dripline of these trees. These 
restrictions on development of individual lots must be clearly presented and explained to any 
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potential prospective developers and/or homeowners prior to assumption of title and close of 
escrow. This measure shall be identified as a Note on the Composite Development Plan. 

Response to FOF2-99 
The RRDEIR No. 2 included a substantive discussion about the Project potential impacts to the 
southern rubber boa, a species of concern on the federal level and the State-listed threatened 
species. The analysis is supported by multiple focused surveys conducted to determine whether the 
southern rubber boa occupies the Project site. Both focused surveys confirm the absence of this 
species on-site. The focused surveys noted that the species usually occurs in moist woodlands and 
conifer forests with deep, well-developed soils. Surveys noted that there is a lack of historical 
records indicating southern rubber boa occurrences in the immediate vicinity of the Project site, and 
the negative results of two independent focused surveys, the EIR concluded that the southern 
rubber boa had a low potential to occur on the Projects site. The commenter asserts that “the 
survey stops short of following recommended DFG protocol.” However, the commenter does not 
indicate what component of the surveys failed to comply with CDFW protocol. To the contrary, the 
2007 Focused Survey was conducted by Glenn Stewart, PhD, Professor of Zoology and Environmental 
Sciences, Cal Poly Pomona, a noted authority on the southern rubber boa. Based on his survey of the 
Project site and his vast and extensive knowledge of the southern rubber boa, the EIR concluded 
that the Project would not result in impacts to the southern rubber boa (see Appendix J of this 2020 
Final EIR). Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological 
Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of 
known and potential special-status species. Furthermore, Dr. Stewart’s habitat assessment showed 
that the Moon Camp Tract is poor southern rubber boa habitat and is outside the area mapped as 
potential southern rubber boa habitat in the Forest Service habitat management guide. There have 
been no southern rubber boa sightings in the area; therefore, there is no suitable habitat to map. 

Response to FOF2-100 
The commenter asserts that the mitigation for southern rubber boa “Mitigation Measure BR-2” 
(RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-58) is inadequate since the required setbacks would be on private lots and 
there are no enforcement options provided that would assure its effectiveness. Mitigation Measure 
BR-2 requires that trees and downed-logs remain in place and that a 50-foot setback “measured on 
each side of the center line” must be maintained along the deepest ravine at the eastern edge of the 
property. Although it may be true that the setbacks would extend into private developable lots, the 
County of San Bernardino, as approving agency will enforce compliance with this mitigation 
measure. Accordingly, the County of San Bernardino believes that Mitigation Measure BR-2 is 
sufficient to mitigate potential impacts to the southern rubber boa. Refer to the recent Technical 
Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for 
additional analysis of known and potential special-status species (see Appendix I of this 2020 Final 
EIR). Furthermore, Dr. Stewart’s habitat assessment (February 2007) showed that the Moon Camp 
Tract is poor southern rubber boa habitat and is outside the area mapped as potential southern 
rubber boa habitat in the Forest Service habitat management guide. There have been no southern 
rubber boa sightings in the area; therefore, there is no suitable habitat to map. 
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Response to FOF2-101 
The RRDEIR No. 2 includes a discussion of whether the Project would impact existing wildlife 
corridors and wildlife movement.  

The Project site is identified on the County of San Bernardino Land Use Plan—General Plan—Open 
Space Element map as a Major Open Space Area. Specifically, it is listed as Major Open Space Area 
Number 42, Big Bear Lake Watershed, with the following description: “Big Bear Lake Watershed-This 
area includes the entire watershed of Big Bear Lake, and contains a number of specialized habitat 
area, which support a large number of endangered plants and animals (as well as commonly 
occurring mountain species). Habitat values here should be maintained, potentially by controlling 
development to prevent damage to important habitat areas.” While the San County of Bernardino 
Land Use Plan—General Plan—Open Space Element map does identify “Wildlife Corridors” within 
the county, according to the map, the Project site does not fall within a Wildlife Corridor. The Project 
site is located within what is designated as a “Policy Area.” This designation is not defined on the 
map or within the General Plan documents. The Project area is not located within any other 
designation listed on the map. The map is available at 
http://cms.sbcounty.gov/Portals/5/Planning/ZoningOverlaymaps/OpenSpaceCountywide.pdf 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the Project would not result in a substantially significant 
impact due to the destruction or impairment of wildlife corridor. The Project represents continuation 
of residential development to the east, along the north shore of Big Bear Lake. The Project site is 
bounded on the west and northwest by existing residential development in the community of 
Fawnskin. The Project is further bordered by Big Bear Lake and SR-38 to the south of the Project site 
with further existing residential development to the south and southeast of the Project site. As such, 
wildlife movement and use of the Project site as a wildlife corridor is currently constrained by 
existing development and other features restricting wildlife movement.  

As such, development of the Project will not result in the destruction or impairment of existing 
wildlife corridors.  

Response to FOF2-102 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 improperly characterizes SR-38 as a barrier to wildlife 
movement along the Project site. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be presented to the 
decision-makers prior to certification of the 2020 Final EIR. 

Response to FOF2-103 
The commenter asserts that Mitigation Measure BR-11 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-61) has been shown to 
be ineffective and therefore is not valid, or legally enforceable mitigation. Mitigation Measure BR-11 
requires the Project Applicant to post signs along the northern and eastern perimeter of the Project 
site, where the property boundary abuts the USFS open space, indicating the existence of sensitive 
plant and wildlife habitat on federal lands and to request that people utilize existing trails on such 
federal lands to limit the amount of human disturbance on the adjacent natural open space areas. 
The analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 2 acknowledged that the Project could result in an indirect 
impact to the adjacent Forest Service open space natural habitat areas (RRDEIR No. 2, pages 2-51 
and 2-52). Of note, the RRDEIR No. 2 noted that the Polique Canyon pebble plains are situated on 
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the USFS land approximately 1,056 feet northeast of the Moon Camp Project site at an elevation of 
about 200 feet above the Project site. The County believes that Mitigation Measure BR-11 is 
sufficient to mitigate any potential impacts to the extent feasible. First, there is no evidence to 
suggest that future residents of the Project site, as a matter of course, will hike into the USFS open 
space areas where no designated trails exist. This is particularly true considering the severe increase 
in grade moving north into USFS lands. Additionally, neither the Project Applicant nor the County of 
San Bernardino has a legal authority to preclude public access to federal lands which are not 
otherwise closed to public access. Accordingly, requiring the signage to be placed on the northern 
and eastern boundaries of the Project site adjacent to the USFS lands is sufficient to mitigate any 
potential impact that may be caused by development of the Project. 

Response to FOF2-104 
The commenter asserts that Mitigation Measure BR-12 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-61) is ineffective and 
unenforceable as a mitigation measure because “there is no agency that could conceivably be 
expected to follow through on checking to be certain that homeowners are not planting invasive or 
non-native species.” Mitigation Measure BR-12 requires a landscaping plan to be submitted for the 
entire tract prior to recordation of the final subdivision map. The County of San Bernardino, prior to 
recordation of the final subdivision map, shall review and approve the landscaping plan for the Project. 
A note will be placed on the Composite Development Plan indicating that all future landscaping plans 
submitted for approval by individual lot owners shall conform to the landscaping plan for the entire 
tract. The requirement that each individual lots landscaping plan be consistent with the overall 
landscaping plan approved for the Project shall also be included as a requirement in the Project CC&Rs. 
To be legally adequate mitigation, the mitigation measure needs to be enforceable through permit 
conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.4(A)(2)). 
Here, mitigation measure is enforceable through multiple mechanisms, including a County-approved 
landscape plan, as well as provisions of the Project CC&Rs. Such enforcement mechanisms are 
appropriate and render the mitigation legally adequate. The commenter’s opinion that the County of 
San Bernardino will not enforce such mitigation measures will be forwarded to County of San 
Bernardino decision-makers prior to certification of the EIR. 

Response to FOF2-105 
The noted 100-foot fuel modification setback discussed in the RRDEIR No. 2 is mandated by the 
County of San Bernardino Fire Department pursuant to County ordinance. The Project will comply 
with all existing County of San Bernardino and USFS fuel modifications and requirements. As 
discussed in the RRDEIR No. 2, there are multiple mitigation measures proposed that will result in 
the preservation of sensitive plant and wildlife habitat. Implementation of fuel modification 
requirements consistent with County ordinance will not result in additional potentially significant 
impacts not identified in the RRDEIR No. 2 and mitigated through implementation of Mitigations 
Measures BR-1 through BR-2 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57 and 2-58). Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 
Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site 
prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and potential special-status species. 
Specifically, see pages 2 through 4 for discussion of this species. 
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Response to FOF2-106 
Please see Response to FOF2-67. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the RRDEIR No. 2 did 
analyze the Project’s impact to the federally threatened ashy-grey Indian paintbrush both on an 
individual occurrence basis and occupied habitat basis. As discussed on page 2-45 of the RRDEIR No. 
2, the Project, with its redesigned lot configuration and additional Conservation Areas, will preserve 
4,895 of the 5,567 occurrences on the Project site. This represents 88 percent of the total 
occurrences of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush within the Project site (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-19). 
Additionally, Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR, dated May 23, 2018 provides an updated analysis of 
the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat; the analysis concluded that the Project included 
approximately 7.17 acres of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat. A total of 4.84 acres of the 
occupied ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat is included within Lot A and Lot H Conservation Areas. 
The remaining 2.87 acres of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat will be disturbed by development of 
the Project. That 2.87 acres is located within Lots 1 through 45, Lots 47 through 50 and portions of 
Lot F, and road right-of-ways (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-45). Accordingly, the analysis does analyze 
impacts to the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush both on an occurrence basis, as well as a habitat basis. 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the RRDEIR No. 2 was not required to analyze a project 
alternative that avoided all impacts to the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. CEQA requires an EIR to 
describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, which would feasibly obtain most of the 
basic objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the Project (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6). An EIR not need consider and analyze every conceivable alternative to a 
Project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 
informed decision-making and public participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). Here, the 
RRDEIR No. 2 did not identify a significant impact to the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush (RRDEIR No. 2, 
page 2-62). Accordingly, the EIR’s range of alternatives did not need to include an alternative that 
avoided all ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences on-site. Moreover, the commenter 
misrepresents the stated threshold of significance utilized in the RRDEIR No. 2 for impacts to 
sensitive plant species. The threshold of significance is whether the project “has a substantial 
adverse effect, through either direct, or indirect, modification of potential or suitable or occupied 
habitat, or direct take, to any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS.” (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-43). 
Pursuant to this threshold of significance, the Project will not have a significant impact on a sensitive 
plant species just because it has any effect. Effect needs to be substantial and adverse. Mere net 
reduction in number of species is not, in and of itself, a significant impact. Based on the design of the 
Project, the creation of Conservation Areas (Lot A, Lot H, and Dixie Lee Lane property), as well as 
other identifiable mitigation included in the RRDEIR, (Mitigation measures BR-1a through BR-1d 
there is substantial evidence to support the determination that the Project will not have a significant 
unavoidable impact on the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. 

The permanent protection of the vast majority of the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush plants on-site in 
Letter Lots A and H, together with the protection of the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain with its full suite 
of Threatened and Endangered plant species, comprise a mitigation program that more than 
compensates for the loss of some habitat/plants as a result of development. The County of San 
Bernardino believes that the permanent protection of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences and 
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habitat on-site and at Dixie Lee Lane represents adequate mitigation for potential adverse impacts to 
rare plants on-site.  

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species. Specifically, see pages 2 through 4 for discussion of this species. 

Response to FOF2-107 
Please see Response to ELIASON-18 and Response to FOF2-62. Four other list 1B rare plants occur 
on-site: Arabis parishii, Ivesia argyrocoma, Mimulus purpureus, and Phlox dolichantha. All four of 
these species, although restricted or nearly restricted to the Big Bear area (the Mimulus and Ivesia 
both also occur in Baja California), are distributed rather widely throughout the area, occurring in a 
wide range of habitats other than pebble plains. All four of these species are found on the Dixie Lee 
Lane pebble plain and adjacent black oak woodland (Phlox dolichantha). The Arabis parishii, Ivesia 
argyrocoma, and Mimulus purpureus all occur on Lots A and H as well. Arabis parishii occurs 
primarily on the knoll pebble plain-like soils and several plants on the small openings on Lots 32 and 
34. Ivesia argyrocoma occurs primarily on the knoll and rear swale of Lot 50. Mimulus purpureus 
occurs rather widely in forest openings, occurring in openings in the Jeffrey pine forest and on Lots A 
and H. Phlox dolichantha occurs widely on steeper, black oak-wooded slopes, as below the USFS 
Polique Canyon pebble plain, and also under black oaks on edges of the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain. 
All four occur on and around the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain in greater densities than here. See also 
Response CBD2-3 and CBD2-4 concerning distribution of these four List 1B species. “Mandatory 
Findings of Significance,” as cited under the CEQA, require that an Environmental Impact Report 
must be prepared to address these potential impacts to the environment. This has been done not 
once, but twice in the case of the Moon Camp Project—once for the initial 100-lot proposal and 
again, in response to the findings of the first DEIR, for the 50-lot proposal; and then the DEIR has 
been recirculated yet again concerning the revised Lot configurations and Letter Lots proposed with 
the current revised Application.  

Response to FOF2-108 
The commenter claims that the EIR does not contain any analysis regarding the Project site being 
located in a 50-year or 100-year flood plain, though historic photographs tend to suggest that the 
Project site is vulnerable to flooding. The analysis of the Project site’s potential to be subject to 
flooding is not a topic of the RRDEIR No. 2 and therefore is beyond the scope of this document. 
However, as discussed in the RRDEIR No. 1, the Project area is located in flood control district zone 
number 6, which is a low-flood potential zone. This is because the upstream watershed is relatively 
small and run-off is incapable of producing floods with huge amounts of water (RRDEIR No. 1, page 
4.4-7). Despite the low probability of significant flooding on the Project site, RRDEIR No. 1 applied 
Mitigation Measures HYD-1 through HYD-3 (RRDEIR No. 1, page 4.4-15) to reduce the potential of 
flooding on-site to less than significant levels. 

Response to FOF2-109 
The RRDEIR No. 2 includes comprehensive discussion of potential impacts to special-status plant 
species from the loss of habitat due to construction of the Project. For instance, the RRDEIR No. 2 
indicates that approximately 50 acres of Jeffrey Pine Forest, including 13.818 acres of open Jeffrey 
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Pine Forest are present on the Project site and will be impacted by development of the Project. 
However, the RRDEIR No. 2 also indicates that there are approximately 58,526 acres of Jeffrey Pine 
Forest within the San Bernardino National Forest (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-49). Therefore, development 
of the Project resulting in the loss or disturbance of 50 acres of Jeffrey Pine Forest does not result in 
a significant impact to the Jeffrey Pine Forest habitat, and the special-status wildlife species that 
occupies such habitat considering the amount of similar habitat that continues to exist in proximity 
to the Project site, including those portions of the USFS-managed land adjacent to the Project site. 
Moreover, the RRDEIR No. 2 analyzed impacts to federally listed ashy-grey Indian paintbrush due to 
development of the Project. The RRDEIR No. 2 noted that development of the Project will disturb 
suitable habitat for the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush but that the loss of this habitat will not result in 
a significant impact to the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush because of the creation of Lot A and Lot H 
Conservation Areas along with the revised Project design that limits impacts to ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush occurrences and habitat, as well as implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-1A 
(RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57), which requires permanent conservation of a 10-acre parcel that contains 
high-quality pebble plain habitat and ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences. Accordingly, the 
County of San Bernardino believes that the RRDEIR No. 2 does in fact contain inadequate analysis 
regarding impacts to sensitive species through loss of habitat. Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final 
EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site 
prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and potential special-status species. 
Specifically, see pages 2 through 4 for discussion of this species. 

Response to FOF2-110 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 should have included an analysis regarding the Project 
potential impacts to the spotted owl. The California spotted owl is a federal species of concern and a 
State species of special concern. This species occurs in all of the major mountain ranges in southern 
California. Focused surveys were conducted for the California spotted owl on the Project site. The 
surveys concluded that one male spotted owl was detected approximately 1 mile to the northwest of 
the Project site but no nesting pairs or individuals were observed on the Project site. The San 
Bernardino National Forest has been conducting focused spotted owl surveys for several years, and 
is monitoring the non-breeding owls, which are located in territories several miles north of the 
Project site in the dense conifer forest. Although the spotted owl could use the Project site for 
forging, the loss of the forging habitat has less than significant impact. The Project site makes up only 
approximately 62 acres of open Jeffrey Pine Forest located close to existing development in the 
community of Fawnskin. The loss of 62 acres of potential forging habitat is not a potentially 
significant impact to the California spotted owl considering the thousands of acres of similar habitat 
remaining throughout the Big Bear Valley, the majority of which remains under the control of the 
USFS. Accordingly, the County of San Bernardino believes that the analysis in the RRDEIR No. 2 
regarding impacts to the California spotted owl is adequate. 

Response to FOF2-111 
Please see Response to FOF2-110. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the County of San 
Bernardino believes that the mitigation measures incorporated into the RRDEIR No. 2 to reduce 
impacts to the San Bernardino flying squirrel are adequate to reduce impacts to less than significant 
levels. The RRDEIR No. 2 proposes Mitigation Measure BR-3 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-58), revised to 
require the following: 
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BR-3 The project proponent shall have a biologist qualified with San Bernardino flying 
squirrel (SBFS) as a monitor during tree removal. Minimize the number of trees, snags, 
and downed wood removed for project implementation. Compensating the removal 
of snags containing cavities; this would be achieved by constructing and erecting two 
nest boxes and one aggregate box per snag removed. Appendix A of this Revised and 
Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 provides the specifications of the nest and aggregate 
boxes (Flying Squirrels 2007). These boxes should be located on the adjacent U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) land (with their permission) and the locations marked with a 
global positioning system. The locations of the boxes shall be provided to the USFS so 
that their biologists could monitor the boxes for occupation by SBFS. 

 Provide new homeowners with a flyer that would provide information on the biology 
of SBFS and how they are susceptible to depredation by cats. The flyer would also 
outline steps that homeowners could take to reduce their urban edge effects. 

 Given the negative results of on-site surveys and the available technical and peer 
reviewed literature, negative effects to the San Bernardino flying squirrel are not 
expected. However, because marginal foraging habitat was found on-site, the 
following mitigation measures will be implemented in the lots with densely forested 
areas and snags. These mitigation measures are to be implemented to avoid and 
minimize impacts to San Bernardino flying squirrels: 

• The Project Applicant shall have a qualified biologist as a monitor just prior to and 
during all tree removal on-site.  

• Minimize the removal of large coarse woody debris (>10cm diameter), which 
provide microhabitat for the growth of hypogeous fungi. 

• Limit removal of standing snags (>25cm dbh) and large trees (>25cm dbh), which 
provide both structural complexity and potential nesting habitat. 

• Prioritize the retention of large trees and snags with visible potential cavity 
nesting structures, which are associated with higher densities of northern flying 
squirrels. 

• Minimize the loss of continuous canopy closure, especially in the drainages, which 
provides protection from predators while foraging and may play an important role 
in maintaining habitat connectivity. 

• The Project Applicant must compensate for the removal of suitable habitat 
through construction and erection of two nest boxes and one aggregate box per 
snag removed.  

• The Project Applicant is required to provide homeowners with information on the 
biology of the San Bernardino flying squirrel and suggest steps that homeowners 
can take to reduce their urban-edge effects.  

• All subsequent home developers must comply with these provisions which shall 
be enforced by the County of San Bernardino through implementation of the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as mandated by CEQA.  
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 If the monitoring biologist observes a San Bernardino flying squirrel during pre-
construction and/or construction monitoring, the biologist will immediately halt 
work until the occupied tree can be vacated prior to felling the tree; however, if the 
work is during the nesting season (generally March through May), when baby 
squirrels could be present, the nest will not be vacated until after the nesting season 
ends (June 1st), as cleared by the monitoring biologist.  

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

With limited habitat disturbance and implementation of mitigation measures, the RRDEIR No. 2 
includes substantial evidence that impacts the San Bernardino flying squirrel will be less than 
significant. 

The commenter has provided no evidence that suggests any residual impacts to the San Bernardino 
flying squirrel from development of the Project that will result in a potentially significant impact to 
the California spotted owl. The commenter’s opinion will be forwarded to the decision-maker for 
consideration prior to certification of the EIR. 

Response to FOF2-112 
The commenter asserts that the Project is inconsistent with certain goals for the County of San 
Bernardino General Plan related to managing natural resources. The County of San Bernardino 
respectfully disagrees with the commenter that the Project is in fact inconsistent with the General 
Plan goals listed by the commenter. The commenter’s opinion will be forwarded to the decision-
make for consideration prior to certification of the EIR. 

Response to FOF2-113 
This summary comment is noted. The comment is a summary and conclusion of the comment letter 
and does not address any specific issues regarding the RRDEIR No. 2. 
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Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
Response to LAFCO-1 
The commenter provides introductory comments to preface the letter. No response is necessary. 

Response to LAFCO-2 
The commenter provides suggested revision to text provided within Section 1, Project Description, of 
the RRDEIR No. 2, page 1-1. Subsequent to circulation of the RRDEIR No. 2 for public review and 
receipt of the comment letter from the commenter, the Project Applicant has secured the services of 
a water supply agency to provide potable water service. As discussed in the RRDEIR No. 2, County of 
San Bernardino CSA 53C has authority to provide water and wastewater services to the Project site. 
However, CSA 53C does not have potable water facilities in the Big Bear Valley and are unable to 
economically provide water service to the Project site. By way of an Outside Service Agreement for 
Potable Water Services between CSA 53C and the BBDWP, BBDWP has agreed to be the water 
supplier to the Project. Consistent with the analysis in the RRDEIR No. 2, DWP will own the water 
distribution facility as well as the on-site groundwater wells. Appropriate changes to the EIR text 
have been made and included in the Final EIR Errata section. 
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San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (1) (SBVAS1) 
Response to SBVAS1-1 
The commenter provides general comment about the identity and purpose of the San Bernardino 
Valley Audubon Society. No specific comment regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
document is included. Therefore, no formal written response is necessary. 

Response to SBVAS1-2 
The commenter provides general statement regarding the Project’s significant detrimental effect. No 
specific comment regarding the adequacy of the environmental document is included. Therefore, no 
formal written response is necessary. 

Response to SBVAS1-3 
The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation of only the Biological Resources section of the 
Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related to the Biological Resource analysis are outside 
the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require formal written response. This relates to land use 
and zoning issues. 

Response to SBVAS1-4 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  

Response to SBVAS1-5 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response. 

Response to SBVAS1-6 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response. 

Response to SBVAS1-7 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  

Response to SBVAS1-8 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  
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Response to SBVAS1-9 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  

Response to SBVAS1-10 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  

Response to SBVAS1-11 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response. 

Response to SBVAS1-12 
The RRDEIR No. 2 analyzed the potential for the Moon Camp Project to have a significant impact on 
the American bald eagle. Although the American bald eagle was removed as a federal-listed 
endangered species in August 2007, it remains endangered in California, and remains a special-
status wildlife species. The RRDEIR No. 2 acknowledged that bald eagles were known to be present 
and roost on the Project site in the winter (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). Many of the trees located on 
the Project site have been identified as bald eagle perch trees. Surveys and records searches were 
conducted for the Project site in the winter of 2002 and 2007, which determined that bald eagles 
use the site extensively. Bald eagle perch locations were recorded and individual trees were marked 
with numbered tags (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). However, there are no records showing that bald 
eagles had historically nested on the Project site and neither the 2002 nor 2007 survey found nesting 
bald eagles on the Project Site. The proposed mitigation measures prohibit the intentional removal 
of identified perch trees as a component of Project development, but noted that perch trees may 
need to be removed in the future if they create a hazardous condition. The potential for future 
removal of bald eagle perch trees, along with additional light and glare/noise introduced into the 
area by the Project, is considered a potentially significant CEQA impact. Mitigation Measures BR-4, 
BR-6, and BR-7 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59 to 2-60) will reduce impacts to the bald eagle. These 
mitigation measures include: 

• Replacement of removed perch trees (should that be necessary) at a ratio of 5:1 with creation 
of artificial perch trees along the shoreline designated Open Space (Mitigation Measure BR-4) 

 

• Replacement of identified non-perch trees larger than 24 inches dbh, removed as part of 
project development, at a ratio of 2:1 (Mitigation Measure BR-4) 

 

• Pre-construction survey of trees to identify existence of active nests. Active nests will be 
protected and avoided (Mitigation Measure BR-6) 
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• All vegetation removal, clearing, and grading on the Project site must be performed outside the 
breeding and nesting season to minimize effects to the Bald Eagle (Mitigation Measure BR-7) 

 
Despite implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts were determined to be significant 
and unavoidable, due to the very strict County of San Bernardino criteria for determining CEQA 
impacts to bald eagles. Any removal of perch trees or human activity resulting in the introduction of 
additional light and/or noise impacts is considered a significant impact under CEQA. Therefore, 
although the impacts are identified as significant and unavoidable, the proposed mitigation 
measures significantly reduce these impacts. The commenter is correct that the County of San 
Bernardino will be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations prior to Project 
approval. 

Response to SBVAS1-13 
The commenter makes a general assertion regarding impact of a General Plan Amendment and zone 
change on the surrounding Forest Service lands. The commenter does not make any comment 
regarding the content or adequacy of the RRDEIR No. 2. Therefore, no formal written response is 
necessary. This comment will be forwarded to decision-makers for consideration. 

Response to SBVAS1-14 
The commenter makes a general assertion regarding the perceived negative impact of the Project on 
Forest Service lands. The commenter also asserts that the mitigation for impacts to the San 
Bernardino flying squirrel is inadequate. Mitigation Measure BR-3 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-58) requires 
the Project to have biologist qualified with San Bernardino flying squirrel to be present as a monitor 
during tree removal. Where tree snag and downed wood containing cavities suitable for San 
Bernardino flying squirrel nesting are required to be removed as part of Project development, such 
loss of habitat shall be mitigated by constructing and erecting two nest boxes and one aggregate box 
per snag removed (Mitigation Measure BR-3). Appendix A to the RRDEIR No. 2 provides 
specifications for the nest and aggregate boxes. Additionally, the Project Applicant will provide new 
homeowners with a flyer that provides information on the biology of the San Bernardino flying 
squirrel and how they are susceptible to predation by domestic cats. Contrary to the commenter’s 
assertion, the flyer given to prospective homeowners was not the only mitigation required and the 
requirement for replacement habitat is sufficient to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 

Response to SBVAS1-15 
The commenter makes the general claim that any adverse impact to sensitive species is inconsistent 
with County of San Bernardino General Plan goals and policies to maintain enhanced biological 
diversity and healthy ecosystem throughout the County. Although the County of San Bernardino 
Code and General Plan do provide goals and policies relating to maintaining a diverse in healthy 
ecosystems throughout the County of San Bernardino, projects that result in potentially significant 
impacts to sensitive species are not inconsistent with such goals and policies merely because of 
those impacts. The RRDEIR No. 1 and RRDEIR No. 2 include sufficient discussion related to projects 
consistency with the County of San Bernardino General Plan goals and policies, including those 
related to conserving biological resources. 
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Response to SBVAS1-16 
See Response to SBVAS1-15. 

Response to SBVAS1-17 
The commenter provides a general comment that mitigation measures for impacts to sensitive 
biological resources such as the American bald eagle and the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush are not 
realistic or adequate to ensure long-term survival of the resources. The commenter also generally 
states that the existing County of San Bernardino General Plan designation must be maintained to 
ensure continued preservation of sensitive species otherwise potentially impacted by the project. 

The County of San Bernardino respectfully disagrees with the commenter. The RRDEIR No. 2 
implements a number of mitigation measures that reduce impacts to these sensitive species. 
Moreover, the Project site plan was significantly redesigned to protect, in perpetuity, areas of 
sensitive habitat for the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush to ensure continued viability of that species. 

Response to SBVAS1-18 
The commenter makes a general claim regarding the inadequacy of mitigation measures for impacts 
to the bald eagle. The County respectfully disagrees and believes that the mitigation measures are 
sufficient to reduce impacts to the extent feasible. 

Response to SBVAS1-19 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  

Response to SBVAS1-20 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  

Response to SBVAS1-21 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  

Response to SBVAS1-22 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  

Response to SBVAS1-23 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
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to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  

Response to SBVAS1-24 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  

Response to SBVAS1-25 
The RRDEIR No. 2 analyzed impacts to on-site jurisdictional drainages. Based on jurisdictional 
delineation prepared for the Project, development of the Project will result in disturbance of 
approximately 1.5 acres of jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.” within the Project site. The identified 
drainages are ephemeral in nature and do not represent right pairing in the wetlands habitat. Based 
on the current site plan, the Project would impact approximately 0.04 acre of jurisdictional 
drainages. Such impacts shall be mitigated through implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-13 
(RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-61) reducing such impacts to less than significant levels. Therefore, the Project 
is consistent with County of San Bernardino General Plan goals and policies relating to preservation 
of existing streams and waterways. 

FCS Biologist Dennis Peterson visited the site on May 18, 2018, to verify that the Jurisdictional 
Delineation boundaries have not changed. Please see the memorandum dated May 28, 2018, 
describing the site conditions during the updated jurisdictional delineation (see Appendix E of this 
2020 Final EIR). A total of 1.5 acres of jurisdictional waters were mapped on-site, of which only 0.04 
acre will be impacted. 

Response to SBVAS1-26 
The commenter asserts that introduction of new source lights through streets lights for the Project 
will result in significant impacts to the Fawnskin community’s cherished dark skies and the best way 
to preserve the dark night sky is to preserve the existing General Plan designation. Mitigation 
Measure BR-9 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-60) specifically requires that street lamps on the Project site 
shall not exceed 20 feet in height and shall be fully shielded to focus light onto the street surface 
avoiding any light spillover onto adjacent open space or properties. Furthermore, the streetlights are 
required to utilize low color temperature lighting to further reduce light and glare. Finally, Mitigation 
Measure BR-10 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-61) also limits the brightness of all outdoor lighting for any 
proposed homes developed within the Project site. These mitigation measures will reduce the 
impacts from the Project to less than significant level and ensure consistency with County of San 
Bernardino’s General Plan goals and policies relating to mountain region dark-night sky resources. 

Response to SBVAS1-27 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  
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Response to SBVAS1-28 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  

Response to SBVAS1-29 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response. 

Response to SBVAS1-30 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response. 

Response to SBVAS1-31 
The comment relates to land use and zoning issues. The RRDEIR No. 2 represented the recirculation 
of only the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR, and, therefore, any comments not related 
to the Biological Resource analysis are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 and do not require 
formal written response.  

Response to SBVAS1-32 
The commenter asserts that the significance determinations regarding impacts to wildlife species 
included in the RRDEIR No. 2 are not supported by substantial evidence. Section 2, page 2-1, of the 
RRDEIR No. 2 provides comprehensive analysis of the Project’s potential impacts to threatened, 
endangered and sensitive plant and wildlife species occurring or potentially occurring on the Project 
site. The RRDEIR No. 2 includes a detailed analysis of the Project’s potential impacts to 27 special-
status plant species and 22 special-status wildlife species. The RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that the 
Project would have a less than significant impact, with incorporation of mitigation, to all special-
status plant and wildlife species with the exception of the American bald eagle. With regard to 
special-status wildlife species, except for the American bald eagle, the RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that 
“the loss of habitat, loss of wildlife, wildlife displacement, and habitat fragmentation that would 
result from construction of the 2011 Alternative Project would not be considered significant because 
these impacts would substantially diminish habitat from wildlife in the region nor reduce any specific 
wildlife populations in the region to below self-sustaining numbers” (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-50). 
Initially, this conclusion is supported by the limited development footprint of the Project. The Project 
proposes development of 50 single-family residents upon approximately 62 acres. Of those 62 acres, 
approximately 10 acres on-site will be maintained as Open Space. Additionally, as mitigation for 
impacts to sensitive plant species, an additional 10-acre off-site parcel will be permanently 
preserved and burdened by creation of a conservation easement. Project lot layout and location of 
the Open Space areas was strategically developed to maximize conservation of sensitive plant and 
wildlife species. The Project also involves the development of a 55-slip marina. However, as indicated 
in the RRDEIR No. 2, the lake shoreline adjacent to the Project site contains approximately 4 acres of 
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ruderal lake shoreline plant species that would be impacted by the Project (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-
50). The 2008 and 2010 Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Surveys concluded that the 
shoreline portion of the Project site does not support any sensitive plant species. Additionally, 
focused surveys conducted for the southwestern willow flycatcher concluded that, although this 
species may visit the Project site, the quality and quantity of the habitat along the shoreline is not 
sufficient to support breeding populations of the species (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). Accordingly, 
development of the marina portion of the Project will not result in a significant impact to sensitive 
wildlife species. With regard to the southern rubber boa and San Bernardino mountain flying 
squirrel, multiple Focused Surveys analyzing the Project’s impact to these species concluded that 
implementation of the Project would not result in a significant impact. With regard to the southern 
rubber boa, Focused Surveys conducted in 2002 and 2007 confirm the absence of the species on-
site. The surveys also concluded that the southern rubber boa was not likely to occupy the Project 
site because of Project’s location and other habitat characteristics absent from Project site (RRDEIR 
No. 2, page 2-27). A focused survey for San Bernardino flying squirrels was conducted on the Project 
site in 2007 and the results were negative. However, an individual of the species was trapped in 1998 
by the USFS approximately 0.5-mile north of the northern boundary of the Project site (RRDEIR No. 
2, page 2-33). The analysis concluded that the Project site provided suitable foraging habitat for the 
species and the potential for occurrence is considered high despite the negative 2007 Focused 
Survey. Based on the moderate potential for occurrence, the RRDEIR No. 2 proposed Mitigation 
Measure BR-3 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-58) has been revised to require the following: 

BR-3 The project proponent shall have a biologist qualified with San Bernardino flying 
squirrel (SBFS) as a monitor during tree removal. Minimize the number of trees, snags, 
and downed wood removed for project implementation. Compensating the removal 
of snags containing cavities; this would be achieved by constructing and erecting two 
nest boxes and one aggregate box per snag removed. Appendix A of this Revised and 
Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 provides the specifications of the nest and aggregate 
boxes (Flying Squirrels 2007). These boxes should be located on the adjacent U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) land (with their permission) and the locations marked with a 
global positioning system. The locations of the boxes shall be provided to the USFS so 
that their biologists could monitor the boxes for occupation by SBFS. 

 Provide new homeowners with a flyer that would provide information on the biology 
of SBFS and how they are susceptible to depredation by cats. The flyer would also 
outline steps that homeowners could take to reduce their urban edge effects. 

 Given the negative results of on-site surveys and the available technical and peer 
reviewed literature, negative effects to the San Bernardino flying squirrel are not 
expected. However, because marginal foraging habitat was found on-site, the 
following mitigation measures will be implemented in the lots with densely forested 
areas and snags. These mitigation measures are to be implemented to avoid and 
minimize impacts to San Bernardino flying squirrels: 

• The Project Applicant shall have a qualified biologist as a monitor just prior to and 
during all tree removal on-site.  
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• Minimize the removal of large coarse woody debris (>10cm diameter), which 
provide microhabitat for the growth of hypogeous fungi. 

• Limit removal of standing snags (>25cm dbh) and large trees (>25cm dbh), which 
provide both structural complexity and potential nesting habitat. 

• Prioritize the retention of large trees and snags with visible potential cavity 
nesting structures, which are associated with higher densities of northern flying 
squirrels. 

• Minimize the loss of continuous canopy closure, especially in the drainages, which 
provides protection from predators while foraging and may play an important role 
in maintaining habitat connectivity. 

• The Project Applicant must compensate for the removal of suitable habitat 
through construction and erection of two nest boxes and one aggregate box per 
snag removed.  

• The Project Applicant is required to provide homeowners with information on the 
biology of the San Bernardino flying squirrel and suggest steps that homeowners 
can take to reduce their urban-edge effects.  

• All subsequent home developers must comply with these provisions which shall 
be enforced by the County of San Bernardino through implementation of the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as mandated by CEQA.  

 

 If the monitoring biologist observes a San Bernardino flying squirrel during pre-
construction and/or construction monitoring, the biologist will immediately halt 
work until the occupied tree can be vacated prior to felling the tree; however, if the 
work is during the nesting season (generally March through May), when baby 
squirrels could be present, the nest will not be vacated until after the nesting season 
ends (June 1st), as cleared by the monitoring biologist.  

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

With limited habitat disturbance and implementation of mitigation measures, the RRDEIR No. 2 
includes substantial evidence that impacts to the San Bernardino flying squirrel will be less than 
significant. The RRDEIR No. 2 does identify potentially significant impacts to the American bald 
eagle. The Project will be developed consistent with the County of San Bernardino Plant Protection 
and Management Ordinance (County Code § 89.0110(b)), which prohibits the removal of bald eagle 
perch trees within an identified American bald eagle habitat unless the perch tree creates a 
hazardous condition. The RRDEIR No. 2 imposed multiple mitigation measures to reduce the impact 
to the bald eagle, including requirements to replace perch trees (should they become hazardous and 
require removal) at a ratio of 5:1, replacement of trees 24 inches dbh and larger that are removed 
during construction activities at a ratio of 2:1. Therefore, even if perch trees or other large trees that 
may be used by the bald eagle are removed, they will be replaced to sufficiently mitigate the 
impacts. Based on this analysis, there is no evidence that the Project, as designed, will directly 
reduce the number of any sensitive wildlife species.  

Similarly, the RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that the Project would have a less than significant indirect 
impact to wildlife species due to loss of habitat or habitat fragmentation. Initially, the Project site is 
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adjacent to the community of Fawnskin on the north, northwest, and west side of the Project site. 
The community of Fawnskin is developed with single-family residential uses primarily with little 
preserved Open Space providing connective habitat to the Project site. After Project development, 
the northeast and eastern portions of the Project site will remain undisturbed San Bernardino 
National Forest land under the management of the USFS. Accordingly, the Project is not fragmenting 
any special-status wildlife species habitat as the Project is the extension of development in Fawnskin 
to the south and southeast. Therefore, the RRDEIR No. 2 concluded that the Project site did not 
consist of any wildlife crossings or corridors (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-55). Additionally, the Project site 
is dominated by Jeffrey Pine Forest habitat totaling approximately 54.92 acres (RRDEIR No. 2, pages 
2-3 and 2-4). Approximately 50 acres of Jeffrey Pine Forest, including 13.81 acres of open Jeffrey Pine 
Forest. As indicated in the RRDEIR No. 2, approximately 58,526 acres of Jeffrey Pine Forest occurs in 
the San Bernardino National Forest (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-49). Accordingly, development of the 
Project within approximately 50 acres of Jeffrey Pine Forest does not result in a significant impact to 
the Jeffrey Pine Forest habitat, and the special-status wildlife species that occupy such habitat, 
considering the amounts of similar habitat that continues to exist in the Project area, including those 
portions of the USFS-managed lands adjacent to the Project site.  

Response to SBVAS1-33 
The commenter believes the RRDEIR No. 2 does not contain evidence to support the conclusion that 
loss of forging habitat for wildlife species would be considered adverse or less than significant. The 
dominant plant community and characteristics of the Project site is Jeffrey Pine Forest. A total of 
approximately 50 acres of Jeffrey Pine Forest, including 13.81 acres of open Jeffrey Pine Forest would 
be impacted by development of the Project (RRDEIR No. 2, pages 2-49 and 2-50). Jeffrey Pine Forest 
is a dominant habitat throughout the Big Bear area. There are approximately 58,526 acres of Jeffrey 
Pine Forest occurs in the San Bernardino National Forest. Because the Project will impact an 
extremely small portion of rather abundant Jeffrey Pine Forest habitat, the RRDEIR No. 2 concluded 
that the Project would have a less than significant impact on special-status wildlife species due to 
loss of habitat. Additionally, the Project will impact approximately 4 acres of ruderal shoreline plant 
species. The 2008 and 2010 Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Surveys concluded that the 
shoreline portion of the Project site does not support any sensitive plant species. Additionally, 
focused surveys conducted for the southwestern willow flycatcher concluded that, although this 
species may visit the Project site, the quality and quantity of the habitat along the shoreline is not 
sufficient to support breeding populations of the species (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). Impacts to only 
4 acres of shoreline habitat are insufficient to result in a significant indirect impact to special-status 
wildlife plant species. 

Response to SBVAS1-34 
The RRDEIR No. 2 includes a comprehensive analysis of the Project’s potential impacts to the 
American bald eagle. Many of the trees located on the Project site have been identified as bald eagle 
perch trees. Surveys and records searches were conducted for the Project site in the winter of 2002 
and 2007, which determined that bald eagles use the site extensively. Bald eagle perch locations 
were recorded and individual trees were marked with numbered tags (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). 
However, there are no records showing that bald eagles had historically nested on the Project site 
and neither the 2002 nor 2007 survey found nesting bald eagles on the Project Site. The proposed 
mitigation measures prohibit the intentional removal of identified perch trees as a component of 
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Project development, but noted that perch trees may need to be removed in the future if they 
create a hazardous condition. The potential for future removal of bald eagle perch trees, along with 
additional light and glare/noise introduced into the area by the Project, is considered a potentially 
significant CEQA impact. Mitigation Measures BR-4, BR-6 and BR-7 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59 and 2-
60) will reduce impacts to the bald eagle. These mitigation measures include: 

• Replacement of removed perch trees (should that be necessary) at a ratio of 5:1 with creation 
of artificial perch trees within the Conservation Areas or by enhancing other trees by trimming 
and limbing to make suitable for eagle perching. The exact method of perch tree replacement 
shall be made after consultation with a certified arborist. Prior to commencement of 
construction activity, the applicant shall have a qualified consultant survey all trees on-site to 
determine the location of all perch trees to be preserved. (Mitigation Measure BR-4) 

 

• Replacement of identified non-perch trees larger than 24 inches dbh, removed as part of 
project development, at a ratio of 2:1 (Mitigation Measure BR-4) 

 

• Pre-construction survey of trees to identify existence of active nests. Active nests will be 
protected and avoided (Mitigation Measure BR-6) 

 

• All vegetation removal, clearing, and grading on the Project site must be performed outside the 
breeding and nesting season to minimize effects to the Bald Eagle (Mitigation Measure BR-7) 

 
The commenter is concerned about the enforceability of the bald eagle mitigation measures. All of 
these mitigation measures will be enforced by the County of San Bernardino as part of the Project’s 
Mitigation Monitoring program that will be adopted as part of the Project approval process. Despite 
implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts were determined to be significant 
unavoidable, due to the very strict County of San Bernardino criteria for determining CEQA impacts 
to bald eagles. Any removal of perch trees or human activity resulting in the introduction of 
additional light and/or noise impacts is considered a significant impact under CEQA. Therefore, 
although the impacts are identified as significant and unavoidable, the proposed mitigation 
measures significantly reduce these impacts. Neither the focused surveys nor the RRDEIR No. 2 
concludes that the Project will have a direct impact on the bald eagle resulting in the decline of the 
species in the Big Bear area.  

Response to SBVAS1-35 
The commenter is concerned that the RRDEIR No. 2 does not propose adequate mitigation for the 
protection of bald eagle perch trees. Focused bald eagle surveys conducted in 2002 and 2007 
identified the most important bald eagle perch trees on-site. As reflected in Exhibit 2-3 of the 
RRDEIR No. 2, the surveys identified nine (9) known bald eagle perch trees on-site. The Project is 
designed so that six (6) of the trees are located within Open Space areas that will not be disturbed 
during Project development. The remaining three perch trees are located within the boundaries of 
developable lots. Initially, it is noted that the County of San Bernardino Plant Protection and 
Management Ordinance (County Code § 89.0110(b)) prohibits the removal of bald eagle perch trees, 
within an identified American bald eagle habitat, unless the perch tree creates a hazardous 
condition. Additionally, the RRDEIR No. 2 imposes mitigation designed to protect the continued 
existence of these important perch trees. These mitigation measures include: 
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• Replacement of removed perch trees (should that be necessary) at a ratio of 5:1 with creation 
of artificial perch trees along the shoreline designated Open Space or by enhancing other 
trees by trimming and limbing to make suitable for eagle perching. The exact method of perch 
tree replacement shall be made after consultation with a certified arborist. Prior to 
commencement of construction activity, the applicant shall have a qualified consultant survey 
all trees on-site to determine the location of all perch trees to be preserved. (Mitigation 
Measure BR-4 [RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59]) 

 

• Replacement of identified non-perch trees larger than 24 inches dbh, removed as part of 
Project development, at a ratio of 2:1 (Mitigation Measure BR-4) 

 
Even though the removal of perch trees is already prohibited by the County Code, the RRDEIR No. 2 
imposes an additional prohibition upon removal that will become part of the project conditions of 
approval and enforced by the County of San Bernardino as part of the Project’s Mitigation and 
Monitoring program in compliance with CEQA. A total prohibition on perch tree removal, with 
possible civil and criminal penalties for violation of the prohibition is a strong deterrent that 
promotes the perpetual protection of the trees. In the unfortunate situation where a perch tree 
must be removed to protect the health and safety of the public, it must be replaces at a ratio of 5:1. 
The commenter requests that the perch trees located on developable lots should be placed in Open 
Space areas. Because of the location of those three trees, Project redesign resulting in elimination of 
three lots would be required. Because of the significant reduction in density since the original 
Project was proposed in 2002, such a redesign is infeasible from an economic and planning 
perspective. Moreover, creating additional Open Space areas for these three perch trees would not 
eliminate the significant impact due to the introduction of additional light and noise sources through 
Project development. 

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species.  

Response to SBVAS1-36 
Surveys and records searches were conducted for the Project site in the winter of 2002 and 2007, 
which determined that bald eagles use the site extensively. Bald eagle perch locations were recorded 
and individual trees were marked with numbered tags (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-29). However, there are 
no records showing that bald eagles had historically nested on the Project site and neither the 2002 
nor 2007 survey found nesting bald eagles on the Project Site. Although no nesting bald eagles were 
discovered on-site during the focused surveys, the site provides suitable nesting habitat. To ensure 
impacts to nesting bald eagles is limited to the extent feasible, the RRDEIR No. 2 proposes Mitigation 
Measure BR-6. Mitigation measure BR-6 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59) requires pre-construction surveys 
for active nests by a qualified biologist. If active nests are found, the nest must be protected until 
nesting activity has ended. Required protective measures include establishment of a 300-foot buffer 
zone around active nests (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-60). Moreover, use of the marina is prohibited 
between December 1 and April 1, the bald eagle wintering season in the Big Bear area (Mitigation 
Measure BR-8 [RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-60]). Therefore, should bald eagles nest on the Project site, the 
imposition of the mitigation measures will reduce the Project’s impacts. 
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With few exceptions, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC 668–668d) prohibits take of 
Bald Eagles and Golden Eagles. Unlike the MBTA, which defines “take” to mean only direct killing or 
taking of birds or their body parts, eggs, and nests, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act defines 
take in a manner similar to FESA as including “pursuing, shooting, shooting at, poisoning, wounding, 
killing, capturing, trapping, collecting, molesting, and disturbing,” with “disturb” further defined (50 
CFR 22.3) as “to agitate or bother a Bald or Golden Eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, 
based on the best scientific information available; (1) injury to an eagle, (2) a decrease in its 
productivity, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or (3) 
nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering 
behavior.” The requirements for guarding against impacts to eagles generally are far more stringent 
than those required by the MBTA alone. Therefore, the Project is designed to avoid known perching 
trees along the shoreline of Big Bear Lake and mitigation measures are in place to replace trees that 
have to be removed with artificial perches. As explained and referenced on pages 1 and 2 in the 
Technical Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT 
Consulting, the bald eagles are becoming more accustomed to human interaction and take of the 
species is not expected as a result of the Moon Camp Project (see Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR). 

Response to SBVAS1-37 
Please see Responses to SBVAS1-34 through -36 above. 

Response to SBVAS1-38 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 failed to analyze the Project’s impacts on forging 
habitats of the bald eagle due to Project development. The RRDEIR No. 2 does conclude that the 
Project has a significant unavoidable impact on the bald eagle primarily due to the existence of 
human habitation and close proximity to bald eagle forging habitat. The RRDEIR No. 2 concludes that 
despite imposition of mitigation measures regarding preservation of perch trees, replacing of perch 
trees, restriction of construction activity during nesting periods and restriction on the use of the 
marina during bald eagle nesting periods, the Project would still have a significant unavoidable 
impact to the bald eagle, but would not result in take as defined pursuant to the CESA and the Bald 
and Golden Eagle Protection Act. With few exceptions, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 
USC 668–668d) prohibits take of Bald Eagles and Golden Eagles. Unlike the MBTA, which defines 
“take” to mean only direct killing or taking of birds or their body parts, eggs, and nests, the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act defines take in a manner similar to FESA as including “pursuing, 
shooting, shooting at, poisoning, wounding, killing, capturing, trapping, collecting, molesting, and 
disturbing,” with “disturb” further defined (50 CFR 22.3) as “to agitate or bother a Bald or Golden 
Eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, based on the best scientific information available; 
(1) injury to an eagle, (2) a decrease in its productivity, by substantially interfering with normal 
breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or (3) nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with 
normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior. “ Therefore, the requirements for guarding against 
impacts to eagles generally are far more stringent than those required by the MBTA alone. 
Therefore, the Project is designed to avoid known perching trees along the shoreline of Big Bear Lake 
and mitigation measures are in place to replace trees that have to be removed with artificial 
perches. As explained and referenced in the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database for 
the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting, the bald eagles are becoming more 
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accustomed to human interaction, and take of the species is not expected as a result of the Moon 
Camp Project (see Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR). 

Response to SBVAS1-39 
See Response to Response to SBVAS1-38. 

Response to SBVAS1-40 
The commenter asserts that the environmental baseline discussion of the Project Description is 
inadequate and inaccurate because some of the trees on the property have recently died or have 
been cut since the RRDEIR No. 2 was released from public review. Even assuming the commenter is 
correct and a number of pine trees have been removed from the Project site, the existing project 
description remains valid and legally adequate for CEQA purposes. The general description of the 
environmental setting and resources existing on-site is general in nature and intended to give the 
reviewing public an understanding of the environmental baseline against which the impacts to the 
Project are analyzed. The loss of a few trees does not alter the informational value presented by the 
existing project description, nor does it invalidate the environmental analysis based thereon, 

Response to SBVAS1-41 
Please see Response to SBVAS1-34 through -36 above. The commenter is correct that replacement 
of trees larger than 24-inch dbh does not reduce the significant impacts to the bald eagle. As 
indicated in the RRDEIR No. 2, impacts to the bald eagle are considered significant and unavoidable. 
However, although trees removed may be much larger than 24 inches dbh, replacement of such 
trees at a 2:1 ratio helps limit Project impacts to the bald eagle. The County of San Bernardino 
acknowledges that such mitigation will not totally mitigate the impacts of the loss of much larger 
trees that bald eagles are familiar with and have potentially used in the past. However, it is infeasible 
to replace any lost trees with trees of the exact size and stature of those removed.  

Response to SBVAS1-42 
Please see Response to SBVAS1-34 through 36 above. 

Response to SBVAS1-43 
The commenter questions the adequacy of the proposed mitigation for the ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush. The 2010 Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Survey prepared by Dr. Krantz 
concluded that, based on careful examination of the Project site and documentation of individual 
occurrences of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, there were 5,567 individual plant occurrences on the 
Project site, 4,895 of which are located within the identified Conservation Areas Lot A and Lot H. 
Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR provides updated 2018 totals for the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
habitat, where it was concluded that there were approximately 7.71 acres of occupied ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush habitat on the Project site, 4.84 of which is permanently preserved in the creation 
of Conservation Areas represented by Lot A and Lot H. Utilizing individual plant occurrences, 
creation of Lot A and Lot H results in preservation of 88 percent of the identified individuals, or 
mitigation of a ratio of 7:1. Utilizing occupied habitat acreage, the Project provides mitigation in 
excess of 1.68:1. Although other portions of the Project site contain plant species that have been 
associated with ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, such as the Wright’s matting buckwheat, the lifecycle of 
the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush species is such that it is unlikely that the Wright’s matting 
buckwheat would ever host ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences. Ashy-grey Indian paintbrush is 
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a hemi-parasite on its host plants, and does not readily disperse; dropping its seeds in the immediate 
vicinity of the host plants themselves. Thus, the actual occupied habitat for ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush does not change from year to year. According to CEQA Mandatory Findings of 
Significance, the Project will result in a significant adverse impact on threatened species such as the 
ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. However, the County of San Bernardino believes that the permanent 
protection of 88 percent of the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush population on-site, together with 
protection of the Knoll “pebble plain” on-site, and the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain off-site represent 
substantial benefits to these same resources that override the adverse impacts of loss of some ashy-
grey Indian paintbrush habitat.  

An updated survey completed in 2016 by Dr. Krantz notes that there are essentially no changes in 
the distributions of rare plant species occurring on the Moon Camp property in comparison with 
previous surveys and as described in the RRDEIR (see Appendix K of this 2020 Final EIR). 

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species. Pages 2 through 4 address the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, and 
Table 1 shows the habitat numbers for ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. 

Response to SBVAS1-44 
The Project as designed will result in a creation of two conservation easements (Lot A, a 3.4-acre 
Open Space/Conservation Area and Lot H, a 1.9-acre Open Space/Conservation Area; which 
combined contain 4.84 acres of occupied ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat) for preservation of 
ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, as well as preservation of a 10-acre parcel off-site, the Dixie Lee Lane 
property, comprised of pebble plain habitat. The commenter asserts that avoidance of impacts to 
ashy-grey Indian paintbrush and permanent preservation of on-site habitat may not be utilized as 
“mitigation” for a species otherwise impacted by the proposed development. Instead, commenter 
asserts species impacted by the Project only can be mitigated through preservation of off-site 
habitat. This is not a correct statement of the law. Initially, CEQA does not require imposition of 
mitigation measures where there is no identified significant impact (Public Resource Code § 
21100(b)(3), § 21150; CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)—discussion of Mitigation Measure is 
required only for significant environmental impacts). Therefore, if an impact is avoided in its entirety, 
no mitigation is required. As a result, contrary to the commenter’s assertions, preservation of the 
ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences in the identified Open Space/Conservation Areas is not 
“mitigation” for the plant occurrences within those designated areas. CEQA authorizes preservation 
of special-status plant species occurring on-site as mitigation for impacts to those species. See 
Miramar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal. App. 4th 477. Accordingly, the 
RRDEIR No. 2 appropriately characterized preservation of an on-site occurrence of ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush as mitigation for impacts to that species occurring elsewhere on the Project site. 
Additionally, Appendix K of this 2020 Final EIR provides an updated survey completed in 2016 by Dr. 
Krantz noting that there are essentially no changes in the distributions of rare plant species occurring 
on the Moon Camp property in comparison with previous surveys, and as described in the RRDEIR. 

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
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potential special-status species. Pages 2 through 4 address the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, and 
Table 1 shows the habitat numbers for ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. 

Response to SBVAS1-45 and -46 
Please refer to Response to SBVAS No. 44. One of the primary objectives of the Supplemental 
Focused Special Status Plant Survey was to provide both quantitative and qualitative information on 
the rare plant populations occurring on the Moon Camp site, as well as on the proposed off-site 
mitigation area at Dixie Lee Lane in Sugarloaf. Populations of sensitive plant or animal species can be 
calculated in terms of acreage or actual numbers. Raw acreage is a discrete means of comparing 
“occupied” habitat on-site with other occupied habitats but does not provide qualitative habitat 
information. In the case of Moon Camp populations, the occupied habitat acreage of ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush exhibits typical low-to-high densities on Lots 1-5, 47, 49, and Lot A, with numbers 
of individuals ranging from a few dozen to several hundred individuals per acre. A simple calculation 
of occupied habitat by itself, however, would completely ignore the fact that the population included 
within the newly established Lot H contains densities of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush as much as 
twenty times that of the other areas—indeed, one of the highest densities that Dr. Krantz has 
observed throughout the distribution of the species. Hence, Lot H was created to protect this unique 
occurrence of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, and the actual estimated numbers (based on quantitative 
belt transects within Lot H) of individual plants was calculated and used to help delineate the Letter 
Lot so as to conserve the best (qualitatively) habitat on the Moon Camp property. 

Response to SBVAS1-47 
During the surveys that led to the 2010 Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Survey, Dr. Krantz 
utilized GPS technology to identify and locate discrete occurrences of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
occurring throughout the Project site. Total occupied habitat located within Lots 1 through 5, 47 
through 50, Lot F and driveway, and road and road right-of-way, equals 2.87 acres. Although a good 
portion of the 2.87 acres is located within identified building setbacks and therefore may not be 
disturbed through Project development, the RRDEIR No. 2 utilized a worst-case analysis and 
assumed that all 2.87 acres of occupied habitat would be disturbed due to a lack of formal 
protection for these areas. The RRDEIR No. 2 has been revised to clarify this calculation. 

Additionally, Appendix K of this 2020 Final EIR provides an updated survey completed in 2016 by Dr. 
Krantz noting that there are essentially no changes in the distributions of rare plant species occurring 
on the Moon Camp property in comparison with previous surveys, and as described in the RRDEIR. 

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species. Pages 2 through 4 address the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, and 
Table 1 shows the habitat numbers for ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. 

Response to SBVAS1-48 
The Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain was originally surveyed by Hicks & Hartwick Engineering as a 
curvilinear 10-acre pebble plain, the exterior lines of the parcel conforming to the benchtop opening 
of the pebble plain, including Pinyon Pines and Jeffrey Pines within the general distribution of the 
pebble plain habitat. Hence, the delineation of the 10-acre parcel generally conforms to the actual 
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pebble plain configuration, such that the proposed 10-acre mitigation parcel conforms very closely 
to the distribution of pebble plains species on the ground.  

Response to SBVAS1-49 
The commenter claims that the analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 2 regarding potential impacts to 
the southern rubber boa are legally inadequate because the survey stops short of following 
recommended protocol. Moreover, the commenter asserts that the discussion and conclusions are 
based on out-of-date information. The RRDEIR No. 2 analyzes the Project’s potential impacts to the 
southern rubber boa, a federal species of concern and State-listed threatened species. As indicated 
in the RRDEIR No. 2, known locations for the species occur on the north-facing slopes immediately 
south of Big Bear Lake. Surveys for the species were conducted in the spring and summer of 2002, as 
well as 2007 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-27). No southern rubber boas were encountered during the 
surveys. Given the lack of historical records in the immediate vicinity of the Project site and the fact 
that the Project site is on the north side of Big Bear Lake on a south-facing slope, there is a low 
potential for the southern rubber boa to occur on the Project site (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-27). 
Accordingly, the RRDEIR No. 2 adequately analyzes the potential for the Project to have a significant 
impact on this species. 

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species. Furthermore, Dr. Stewart’s habitat assessment showed that the 
Moon Camp Tract is poor southern rubber boa habitat and is outside the area mapped as potential 
southern rubber boa habitat in the Forest Service habitat management guide (see Appendix J of this 
2020 Final EIR). There have been no southern rubber boa sightings in the area; therefore, there is no 
suitable habitat to map. 

Response to SBVAS1-50 
The commenter asserts that the mitigation for the southern rubber boa is ineffective at preserving 
habitat since the setbacks are in private lots and there is no mechanism to enforce their 
preservation. Initially, as indicated in Response to SBVAS1-49, numerous surveys for the southern 
rubber boa concluded that it has a low potential to occur on the Project site. The identified 
Mitigation Measure BR-2 is not specifically intended to mitigate potentially significant impacts to the 
southern rubber boa. However, Mitigation Measure BR-2 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-58) will further the 
preservation of any southern rubber boa to the extent they exist on the Project site in the future. 

Response to SBVAS1-51 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 is inadequate because it fails to analyze impacts to the 
California spotted owl and no mitigation has been implemented for a loss of suitable habitat. Page 2-
30 of the RRDEIR No. 2 includes an analysis of the potential impacts to the California spotted owl. As 
indicated therein, surveys were conducted for the species on the Project site and although one male 
spotted owl was detected approximately 1 mile to the northwest of the Project site, no nesting pairs 
or individuals were observed on the Project site. The San Bernardino National Forest has been 
conducting Focused Owl Surveys for the past several years and all the identified known breading 
owls and territories are located several miles north of the Project site in the dense conifer forest. 
Accordingly, no individual nesting pairs were found on the Project site. However, individuals do have 
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the high potential to forge on the Project site. As indicated in the Project Description, the Project will 
result in the disturbance of approximately 62 acres currently bounded by the lake and SR-38 to the 
south, community of Fawnskin to the west and the northwest, and other residential development to 
the southeast. Despite the development, there remains abundant California spotted owl habitat to 
the north and the northeast on property under the management of the USFS where surveys have 
identified California spotted owl presence. Based on the minimal acreage currently disturbed by the 
Project, the loss of approximately 62 acres of suitable habitat close to human habitation and existing 
development will not result in a significant impact to the California spotted owl. 

Response to SBVAS1-52 
The commenter provides a general comment regarding its opposition to the Project but no specific 
comment related to the adequacy of the EIR. Therefore, no formal written response is required. The 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers. 
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San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (2) (SBVAS2) 
Response to SBVAS2-1 
The commenter requests the County of San Bernardino to extend the close of the public review 
period for adequate review. The County of San Bernardino extended the public review period to 
February 7, 2012, for the RRDEIR No 2. No additional response is necessary.  
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Sierra Club (Ed Wallace, February 7, 2012) (SIERRA CLUB1) 
Response to SIERRA CLUB1-1 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the 10-acre Dixie Lee Lane property is approximately 10 
acres of actual pebble plain habitat. The Dixie Lee Lane property was originally surveyed by Hicks 
and Hartwick Engineering as a curvilinear 10-acre pebble plain, the exterior lines of the parcel 
conforming to the bench top opening of the pebble plain, including Pinyon Pines and Jeffrey Pines 
within the general distribution of the pebble plain habitat. Hence, the delineation of the 10-acre 
parcel generally conforms to the actual pebble plain configuration such that the proposed 10-acre 
parcel conforms very closely to the distribution of pebble plains species found on the ground. 
Additionally, the Dixie Lee Lane property has not been previously pledged as mitigation for another 
development project in the Big Bear area as mentioned by the commenter. First, the RRDEIR No. 2 
did not identify potentially significant impact to pebble plain habitat. The Supplemental Focused 
Sensitive Plant Survey, conducted by Dr. Krantz, identified an area approximately 0.69-acre where 
pebble plain soil conditions occur. However, Dr. Krantz concluded that prior biological surveys had 
mischaracterized the 0.69-acre portion of the Project site as true pebble plain due to lack of two 
indicator plant species. Therefore, the Dixie Lee Lane parcel is not technically mitigation for any 
impacts to pebble plain habitat. However, even if the 0.69-acre area were determined to be true 
pebble plain habitat, the Dixie Lee Lane parcel would adequately mitigate for those impacts. The 
Dixie Lee Lane parcel, as well as other Conservation Areas identified and set aside as part of the 
Project development will be placed under a conservation easement that will be held by a legitimate 
Conservation Entity that will be supported by a non-wasting endowment that will support the 
continued maintenance and conservation of the Conservation Areas consistent with Mitigation 
Measure BR-1 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57). 

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species. Specifically, page 4 includes a discussion of the Dixie Lee Land as 
mitigation. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-2 
The entire 10-acre Dixie Lee Lane parcel, as well as other Conservation Areas created as part of the 
Project development, will be encumbered by a formal conservation easement for the benefit of a 
Conservation Entity. A long-term non-wasting endowment providing funding for maintenance and 
preservation of the Conservation Areas will be established in favor of a designated 501(c)3 
conservation organization dedicated to that purpose. Cost for maintenance and monitoring of the 
preserved areas are estimated to be modest—sufficient for initial fencing, signage with continuing 
endowment to fund fence repair, replacement signage and other activities over time necessary for 
the continued maintenance and conservation of the Conservation Areas. It is anticipated that the 
Conservation Entity will be a member-organization that will proactively organize and lead natural 
history walks and provide interpreted materials as a means of fund-raising and member recruitment.  

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-3 
CC&Rs for the Project have not yet been formed. It is anticipated that the CC&Rs will be drafted and 
recorded prior to the first property sale within the Project site. As required by Mitigation Measure 
BR-1 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57), the CC&Rs will include language prohibiting residents and their 
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guests from accessing Conservation Areas or taking other action that would prohibit the perpetual 
preservation of Conservation Areas. Although CC&Rs generally can be amended by homeowners 
owning property subject thereto, because the provisions in the CC&Rs relating to preservation of the 
Conservation Areas and enforcement of violation of those provisions are explicitly included as 
mitigation measures in the EIR and project conditions of approval, those provisions must remain in 
perpetuity and the CC&Rs will provide for such. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-4 
The commenter expresses concern about homeowners destroying ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
located within designated rear-lot setbacks and why Conservation Easements within these areas 
have not been considered. An updated analysis (May 23, 2018) of the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
habitat provides an analysis of the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat (Appendix I of this 2020 Final 
EIR). The analysis indicates that occurrences of the federally endangered ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
occurred on developable Lots 1, 47, 49, and 50. The analysis concluded that the occurrence of ashy-
grey Indian paintbrush on the proposed developable lots were within the rear lot building setbacks, 
thereby increasing the chance that these species will be preserved. The commenter is correct that 
these areas are not within proposed Conservation Easement areas. The RRDEIR No. 2 did not assume 
that the plant species will be preserved due to their location within the identified building setbacks. 
The discussion of the occurrences within the setbacks was for informational purposes only. The 2018 
analysis identified approximately 672 plant occurrences within the identified lots, which accounts for 
roughly 12 percent of the occurrences identified in the Project site. Even without preservation of the 
ashy-grey Indian paintbrush occurrences on Lots 1, 47, 49, and 50, the design of the Project and 
creation of Open Space Conservation Easements will preserve approximately 88 percent of the ashy-
grey Indian paintbrush occurrences on-site, which results in mitigation at approximately a 7:1 ratio. 
Accordingly, the occurrences on Lots 1, 47, 49, and 50 do not need to be preserved in order for the 
Project to adequately mitigate impacts to the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. 

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR of the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species. Pages 2 through 4 address the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, and 
Table 1 shows the habitat numbers for ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-5 
The commenter is concerned that the proposed mitigation for impacts to the San Bernardino flying 
squirrel is inadequate and lacks enforcement mechanisms. The RRDEIR No. 2 included an analysis of 
the Project’s potential impacts on the San Bernardino flying squirrel, a federally recognized species of 
concern and State-recognized species of special concern. A focused survey for San Bernardino flying 
squirrels was conducted on the Project site in 2007 and the results were negative. However, an 
individual of the species was trapped in 1998 by the USFS, approximately 0.5 mile north of the 
northern boundary of the Project site (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-33). The analysis concluded that the 
Project site provided suitable foraging habitat for the species and the potential for occurrence is 
considered high despite the negative 2007 Focused Survey. Because marginal foraging habitat was 
found on-site, the following mitigation measures will be implemented in the lots with densely forested 
areas and snags. Based on the moderate potential for occurrence, the RRDEIR No. 2 proposed 
Mitigation Measure BR-3 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-58) has been edited to require the following: 
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BR-3 The project proponent shall have a biologist qualified with San Bernardino flying 
squirrel (SBFS) as a monitor during tree removal. Minimize the number of trees, snags, 
and downed wood removed for project implementation. Compensating the removal 
of snags containing cavities; this would be achieved by constructing and erecting two 
nest boxes and one aggregate box per snag removed. Appendix A of this Revised and 
Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 provides the specifications of the nest and aggregate 
boxes (Flying Squirrels 2007). These boxes should be located on the adjacent U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) land (with their permission) and the locations marked with a 
global positioning system. The locations of the boxes shall be provided to the USFS so 
that their biologists could monitor the boxes for occupation by SBFS. 

 Provide new homeowners with a flyer that would provide information on the biology 
of SBFS and how they are susceptible to depredation by cats. The flyer would also 
outline steps that homeowners could take to reduce their urban edge effects. 

 Given the negative results of on-site surveys and the available technical and peer 
reviewed literature, negative effects to the San Bernardino flying squirrel are not 
expected. However, because marginal foraging habitat was found on-site, the 
following mitigation measures will be implemented in the lots with densely forested 
areas and snags. These mitigation measures are to be implemented to avoid and 
minimize impacts to San Bernardino flying squirrels: 

• The Project Applicant shall have a qualified biologist as a monitor just prior to and 
during all tree removal on-site.  

• Minimize the removal of large coarse woody debris (>10cm diameter), which 
provide microhabitat for the growth of hypogeous fungi. 

• Limit removal of standing snags (>25cm dbh) and large trees (>25cm dbh), which 
provide both structural complexity and potential nesting habitat. 

• Prioritize the retention of large trees and snags with visible potential cavity 
nesting structures, which are associated with higher densities of northern flying 
squirrels. 

• Minimize the loss of continuous canopy closure, especially in the drainages, which 
provides protection from predators while foraging and may play an important role 
in maintaining habitat connectivity. 

• The Project Applicant must compensate for the removal of suitable habitat 
through construction and erection of two nest boxes and one aggregate box per 
snag removed.  

• The Project Applicant is required to provide homeowners with information on the 
biology of the San Bernardino flying squirrel and suggest steps that homeowners 
can take to reduce their urban-edge effects.  

• All subsequent home developers must comply with these provisions which shall 
be enforced by the County of San Bernardino through implementation of the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as mandated by CEQA. 

 



County of San Bernardino – Moon Camp 
Responses to Comments to the RRDEIR No.2 Final Environmental Impact Report 

 

 
3-210 FirstCarbon Solutions 

\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec03-00 Responses RDEIR No 2.docx 

 If the monitoring biologist observes a San Bernardino flying squirrel during pre-
construction and/or construction monitoring, the biologist will immediately halt 
work until the occupied tree can be vacated prior to felling the tree; however, if the 
work is during the nesting season (generally March through May), when baby 
squirrels could be present, the nest will not be vacated until after the nesting season 
ends (June 1st), as cleared by the monitoring biologist.  

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

Mitigation Measure BR-3 in the aggregate is adequate to mitigate impacts to the San Bernardino 
flying squirrel. The majority of impacts to the San Bernardino flying squirrel will occur through on-
site development activities and a removal of suitable habitat. Mitigation Measure BR-3 outlines 
specific enforceable provisions to reduce impacts to development which, as stated above, include 
limitation on removing trees and snags, creation of replacement habitat and on-site monitoring to 
ensure no direct impacts to the San Bernardino flying squirrel occur during development activities. 
All subsequent home developers must comply with these provisions which shall be enforced by the 
County of San Bernardino through implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program as mandated by CEQA. Impacts to the San Bernardino flying squirrel occurring after 
development of the Project are much less likely to occur. However, providing homeowners with 
information regarding ongoing impacts to the San Bernardino flying squirrel prepared by an expert in 
the field will provide an additional modicum of mitigation for potential impacts to the f San 
Bernardino lying squirrel.  

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-6 and -7 
The commenter expresses concern about the enforceability and feasibility of Mitigation Measures 
BR-4 and BR-5. Mitigation Measures BR-4 and BR-5 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59) require identification 
of bald eagle perch trees, as well as other large trees on-site and provide mitigation for impacts to 
those trees. Mitigation Measure BR-4 requires that all eagle perch trees identified in the 2002 Bald 
Eagle Survey be preserved in place upon Project completion. If any of the designated perch trees 
should become hazardous and need to be taken down, they must be replaced (or enhanced) at a 5:1 
ratio with artificial perch trees along the shoreline designated Open Space area. Additionally, 
development within the Project site must avoid trees larger than 24 inches dbh and if any non-perch 
trees larger than 24 inches dbh are removed, they must be replaced at a ratio of 2:1 with trees that 
are 24 inches dbh or larger. All large trees within 600 feet from the high water line shall be 
documented and tagged and such trees shall be avoided during development activities. These 
restrictions on development of individual lots will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring 
Reporting Program prepared and enforced by the County of San Bernardino through its Code 
Enforcement Division. Additionally, a copy of all Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures 
shall be provided to each homeowner upon purchase of an individual lot prior to its development. 
The restrictions on development will also be included in the Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions 
recorded against the property applicable to all development within the property and enforceable by 
the County of San Bernardino or each lot owner individually. CEQA requires that all Mitigation 
Measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding 
instruments (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4). Here, the Mitigation Measures identified include 
adequate enforcement mechanisms. The County h of San Bernardino as the authority to enforce 
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compliance with Mitigation Measures through a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
adopted by the County of San Bernardino as a condition of Project approval. Failure to comply with 
the Mitigation Measures will result in enforcement actions brought by the County of San Bernardino 
and may possibly result in other penalties, such as withholding of Certificates of Occupancy or other 
County of San Bernardino approvals necessary for development of the Project until the Project is 
brought into compliance with the Mitigation Measures. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-8 
See Responses to SIERRA CLUB1-5 through -7. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-9 
See Responses to SIERRA CLUB1-5 through -7. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-10 
See Responses to SIERRA CLUB1-5 through -7. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-11 
The Homeowner Association will notify all purchasers of lots within the development regarding the 
Mitigation Measures for outdoor lighting. All new purchasers of existing homes will also be notified 
by the Homeowner Association regarding the Mitigation Measures for outdoor lighting. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-12 
One-hundred-foot setbacks along wild lands are utilized by this development. The Homeowner 
Association will notify all purchasers of lots within the development that they should not hike/walk 
onto the pebble plains on USFS lands adjacent to the development. The Homeowner Association will 
respond to any complaints of violations. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-13 
The ashy-grey Indian paintbrush is a perennial plant, and is readily visible during the flowering 
season where it occurs, even in years with substandard rainfall. Furthermore, as a hemi-parasite on 
its host plants, ashy-grey Indian paintbrush does not readily disburse, dropping its seeds in the 
immediate vicinity of the host plants themselves. Thus, the actual occupied habitat for ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush does not generally change from year to year. The Supplement Focused Special 
Status Plant Survey conducted by Dr. Krantz in 2008 and 2010, revealed that there were no ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush occurrences on the southeastern portions of the Project site, as indicated by 
White in 2007. Mr. White’s survey was conducted in late July, during a drought year, when reliable 
plant identifications would be questionable for someone unfamiliar with the target species. Mr. 
White identified the existence of Wright’s matting buckwheat in portions of the Project site and 
assumed that, because Wright’s matting buckwheat is often a host species, ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush would otherwise occur in this area during years of normal or above-average 
precipitation. However, as mentioned, ashy-grey Indian paintbrush does not spread to areas just 
because the host plant species is found there. Occurrences are very limited in scope from year to 
year, which supports the assumption regarding potential occurrences of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
on the southeastern portion of the Project site was incorrect. 
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Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting or additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species. Specifically, ashy-grey Indian paintbrush is addressed on pages 2 
through 4 and in Table 1. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-14 
There are no trails from the Moon Camp property to the USFS pebble plain. The slope between the 
proposed lots and the USFS pebble plain are steep and brush-covered. These topographic barriers 
will discourage residents and their guests from climbing through the Project site to reach the pebble 
plain. Impacts to the USFS pebble plain today are from uncontrolled off-highway vehicle use by 
motorcycles and vehicles coming off Polique Canyon Road, and a designated USFS roadway, 
northeast of the pebble plain. It is much more likely that residents, should they desire to access the 
pebble plain habitat on the USFS property, would utilize these previously created accessways. 
Because of the location of these accessways, the County of San Bernardino does not have the legal 
capability to restrict such access. However, the County of San Bernardino will work with San 
Bernardino National Forest (SBNF) to find a reasonable solution to jointly controlling this potential 
problem should it arise. However, any impacts to the USFS pebble plain habitat resulting from 
residents on the Project site accessing USFS property are entirely speculative. 

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-15 
Please see Response to Sierra Club Comment No. 1. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the 10-
acre Dixie Lee Lane property is approximately 10 acres of actual pebble plain habitat. The Dixie Lee 
Lane property was originally surveyed by Hicks and Hartwick Engineering as a curb linear 10-acre 
pebble plain, the exterior lines of the parcel conforming to the bench top opening of the pebble 
plain, including Pinon Pines and Jeffrey Pines within the general distribution of the pebble plain 
habitat. Hence, the delineation of the 10-acre parcel generally conforms to the actual pebble plain 
configuration such that the proposed 10-acre parcel conforms very closely to the distribution of 
pebble plains species found on the ground. Additionally, the Dixie Lee Lane property has not been 
previously pledged as mitigation for another development project in the Big Bear area as mentioned 
by the commenter. First, the RRDEIR No. 2 did not identify potentially significant impact to pebble 
plain habitat. The Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Survey, conducted by Dr. Krantz, 
identified an area approximately 0.69-acre area where pebble plain soil conditions occur. However, 
Dr. Krantz concluded that prior biological surveys had mischaracterized the 0.69-acre portion of the 
Project site as true pebble plain due to lack of two indicator plant species. Therefore, the Dixie Lee 
Lane parcel is not technically mitigation for any impacts to pebble plain habitat. However, even if the 
0.69 acre area were determined to be true pebble plain habitat, the Dixie Lee Lane parcel would 
adequately mitigate for those impacts. The Dixie Lee Lane parcel, as well as other Conservation 
Areas identified and set aside as part of the Project development, will be placed under a 
conservation easement that will be held by a legitimate Conservation Entity that will be supported 
by a non-wasting endowment that will support the continued maintenance and conservation of the 
Conservation Areas consistent with Mitigation Measure BR-1 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-57 and 2-58). 

Response to SIERRA CLUB1-16 
The commenter expresses concern regarding wildfire hazards. As outlined within Section 4.7, Public 
Services, of the RRDEIR No. 1 (page 4.7-1), wildfire is the primary safety issue in mountainous areas. 
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Fire conditions in the San Bernardino National Forest are more dangerous than ever, according to the 
USDA (2006). The Butler II fire (September 2007) required the evacuation of the Fawnskin 
community for a short period. Many decades of fire suppression policy, which led to growth of the 
understory and bark beetle infestation, are partially to blame for this unprecedented fire hazard. 
Implementation of the San Bernardino National Forest Plan (2006) for mechanical thinning of under-
story trees and provision of fire-flow would reduce fire danger in the Project area.  

The Project site is located adjacent to the National Forest Service on the north and east. The Project 
is located within a FS1 designated area, and, therefore, the Project is required to comply with the 
FS1 100-foot fuel modification zone, which is required for any development project that abuts USDA 
land. Ten of the residential lots are affected by this requirement and must abide by the Fuel 
Modification Plan required to be prepared for the Project. The current version of the revised Tract 
Map accurately designates the Fuel Modification Zone.  

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

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

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

The fuel modification zone adjacent to the USDA boundary and areas within the site that would be 
required to maintain temporary fuel modification areas will be maintained by the prospective 
homeowners of these specific lots. Each homeowner will be required to pay property taxes and 
development impact fees based on then-current rates. The Project’s increase in demand for fire 
protection services would be offset through project-related fees and taxes.  
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Regular thinning of these buffer zones would lessen the fire hazard. A potential loss of habitat could 
result from the removal of trees required for fire control. However, the County of San Bernardino 
requires under Chapter 88.01, Plant Protection and Management, of the Development Code that 
development on all private and public lands within the unincorporated areas of the County of San 
Bernardino is subject to specific requirements. Removal of any native plant from unincorporated 
areas of San Bernardino requires the approval of a removal permit. The Proposed Alternative Project 
would comply with this Plant Protection and Management Ordinance and the design standards 
specific for high fire areas. 

This comment will be taken into consideration by County of San Bernardino decision-makers. No 
specific deficiencies in the environmental analysis are identified in the comment, and no further 
response is required (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 
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Sierra Club (Big Bear Group, January 10, 2012) (SIERRA CLUB2) 
Response to SIERRA CLUB2-1 
The commenter requests the County of San Bernardino to extend the close of the public review 
period for adequate review. The County of San Bernardino extended the public review period so that 
it covered the period December 12, 2011, to February 7, 2012, for the RRDEIR No. 2. No additional 
response is necessary.  
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Sierra Club (SIERRA CLUB3) 
Response to SIERRA CLUB3-1 through -16 
The commenter provides identical comments contained within the Sierra Club by Ed Wallace (SIERRA 
CLUB1) comment letter. See Responses to the SIERRA CLUB1 letter for responses to comments. No 
additional response is necessary.  
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3.2.9 - Individuals 

Donald and Claudia Eads (February 5, 2012) (EADS) 
Response to EADS-1 
The commenters’ remark about changing the zoning from 1 house per 40 acres to 1 house per 
20,000 square feet. The Project is included in the County of San Bernardino “Holding Zone” zoning 
that allows additional density if the appropriate services can be identified as being available to the 
Project. The DEIR has shown that those services are available, and, therefore, the additional density 
can be granted. 

Response to EADS-2 
General Comment about impacts to Rare Plants. 

The Project has been designed to conserve nearly 90 percent of Threatened ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush habitat and most of the “pebble plain” habitat on-site. The impact of the roads and 
sewer lines on the plant species has been identified, analyzed and mitigated. 
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Donald and Claudia Eads February 5, 2012 (EADS1) 
Response to EADS1-1 and -2 
The commenter provides identical comments contained within the Donald and Claudia Eads (EADS) 
comment letter. See Response to EADS-1 and -2, above, for responses to comments. No additional 
response is necessary.  
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Donald and Claudia Eads (EADS2) 
Response to EADS 2-1 
The commenter provides identical comments contained within the Donald and Claudia Eads (EADS) 
comment letter. See Response to EADS-1 and 2, above, for responses to comments. No additional 
response is necessary. 

 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



1

FELDMANN
Page 1 of 1



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



County of San Bernardino – Moon Camp 
Final Environmental Impact Report Responses to Comments to the RRDEIR No.2 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 3-243 
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec03-00 Responses RDEIR No 2.docx 

Drew Feldmann (FELDMANN) 
Response to FELDMANN-1 
The commenter acknowledges the County of San Bernardino’s extension of the close of the RRDEIR 
No. 2 public review. The County of San Bernardino extended the public review so that it covered the 
period of December 12, 2011, to February 7, 2012. No additional response is necessary. 
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Elain Lasnik-Broida (LASNIK-BROIDA) 
Response to LASNIK-BROIDA-1 
The commenter describes changes to the project and states that she believes the impacts of the re-
designed project are still understated. She does not refer to specific impacts of concern.  

Response to LASNIK-BROIDA-2 
The commenter discusses that the County of San Bernardino must make a finding of benefit to the 
public interest in order to approve the zone change. The commenter states that she believes the 
project would not be beneficial to the public interest. The commenter lists water availability, 
biological resources, traffic, aesthetics and “much more” as being her concerns. The 2020 Final EIR 
addresses all these areas and determines that only impacts to the bald eagle cannot be mitigated to 
a level of non-significance. 
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Gary Raskin and Mary Devlin (RASKIN) 
Response to RASKIN-1 
The commenters state that they believe there are adverse impacts to eagle habitat, plant life, and 
water quality. In addition they believe the quality of life will be impacted and that the project will 
decrease property values in their neighborhood. The 2020 Final EIR has analyzed the impacts to 
eagle habitat and determined that they cannot be mitigated to a level of non-significance. The 
analysis determined that plant life and water quality impacts can be mitigated to a level of non-
significance. 

 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



WEBSTER
Page 1 of 1

1



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



County of San Bernardino – Moon Camp 
Final Environmental Impact Report Responses to Comments to the RRDEIR No.2 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 3-255 
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec03-00 Responses RDEIR No 2.docx 

Glenda Webster (WEBSTER) 
Response to WEBSTER-1 
The commenters state that the Project will have too many homes for this area and that bald eagles 
and other wildlife that frequent the area will be impacted. The 2020 Final EIR analyzed these issues 
and determined that the impacts to bald eagles cannot be mitigated to a level of non-significance, 
but that the impacts to other wildlife can be mitigated to a level of non-significance. 
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James and Lola McGrew (MCGREW) 
Response to MCGREW-1 
The commenters state that it seems that significant impacts to the bald eagle are brushed aside by 
the report and that the development may deplete the perch trees and the population. The 2020 
Final EIR has determined that the impacts to the eagle cannot be mitigated to a level of non-
significance, even with the mitigation measures included with the project; see Response to CBD2-16. 

The commenters mention that RRDEIR No. 2 does not mention Marina Point and that it will also 
have impacts on the eagle. This FEIR document has added Marina Point to the Cumulative Impacts 
List. 

The commenters have stated that artificial perch trees are not used by the eagles. The 2020 Final EIR 
has found that artificial perch trees have been utilized by the eagles. 

Response to MCGREW-2 
The commenters state that their big concern is that the remediation of the impacts is addressed by 
the CC&Rs and are only as strong as the Homeowner Association and that Mitigation Measure BR-1C 
states that the Homeowner Association will enforce keeping people out of the Conservation Areas. 
The commenters questioned the former Supervisor and was told that the County of San Bernardino 
does not enforce CC&Rs. The commenters are concerned that the CC&Rs are only as strong as the 
Homeowner Association. 

Response to MCGREW-3 
The commenters’ opinion is that the Project will not benefit the people of Big Bear Valley and will 
only add to traffic congestion and strain the infrastructure, Sheriff, and Fire Departments. The 2020 
Final EIR has determined that other than impacts to the bald eagle, the impacts of the development 
can be mitigated to a level of non-significance. 
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Joseph and Barbara Francuz (FRANCUZ) 
Response to FRANCUZ-1 
The commenters remark on their opinion that there is no need for additional homes, but a need for 
open space. “With the glut of houses on the market and the decline in values, there is no public 
benefit from this development being built.” 

Response to FRANCUZ-2 
The commenters mention that Marina Point was not included in the DEIR. Marina Point has been 
added to the Cumulative Projects List. The commenters discuss the loss of habitat as not being 
adequately addressed, and that the DEIR does not provide mitigation for loss of habitat for each of 
the affected species. The 2020 Final EIR does address the habitat on the site.  

Response to FRANCUZ-3 
The commenters state that the marina will destroy wetlands. Contrary to the commenter’s 
assertions, the Project will not impact any identified wetlands on the part of the Project site located 
south of SR-38. The supplemental focus rare plant survey prepared by Dr. Krantz (June 2008), 
(included as Appendix A.11 to the RRDEIR No. 2) confirmed, through Project site visits, that the area 
located south of SR-38 does not contain any wetlands. The shoreline habitat consists of ruderal 
shoreline plant species that does not support any sensitive plan or wildlife species. 

Response to FRANCUZ-4 
The commenters state that the location of the marina is a concern on the curving road. The 2020 
Final EIR has concluded that the driveway to the marina meets Caltrans standards. 

Response to FRANCUZ-5 
The commenters state that previous developments have had a negative impact on the bald eagle 
and development could potentially wipe the bald eagle totally out of Big Bear Valley. The 2020 Final 
EIR has found that bald eagles are now hatching eagles in Grout Bay and that those new eagles are 
growing up healthy. The commenters stated that impacts on other wildlife have not been addressed. 
The 2020 Final EIR has addressed impacts on all wildlife that exist on the Project site. 

Response to FRANCUZ-6 
The commenters state that one of the roads and sewer lines goes through a Conservation Area that 
has not been analyzed. The 2020 Final EIR has analyzed the sensitive plants that occur in the 
proposed roadway/sewer area. The commenters state that the impacts of installing water lines on 
neighbors has not been analyzed. The 2020 Final EIR has analyzed those impacts and includes 
mitigation measures. 

Response to FRANCUZ-7 
The commenters ask that the zoning remain RL-40. 
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Lee Whitney (WHITNEY) 
Response to WHITNEY-1 
The commenter states that he has owned homes in Big Bear for 30 years and that he feels water 
supplies could become a severe problem in the future. The DWP has agreed to serve the Project, and 
the DWP Hydrogeologist, Tom Harder, has shown that there are adequate water supplies to serve 
the buildout of the Fawnskin area including the Project (Appendix F of this 2020 Final EIR).  

The commenter is concerned with climate change; see Response to CBD2-10. The commenter stated 
that as baby boomers retire to Big Bear the water use could double. He stated that in the past new 
water meters were limited to 250 meters a year. The DWP reports that currently less than 50 new 
water meters are installed each year. The commenter stated that there may be a conflict of interest 
in the policy makers. 
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MILTON 
Response to MILTON-1 
The commenter states his support for the Project and says it will beautify Fawnskin and bring 
revenue, business development, and tourists to his town. 
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Nancy Walker (WALKER) 
Response to WALKER-1 
The commenters state that their biggest objection is the rezoning from RL 40 to RS 20,000, believing 
that 50 lots is excessive. The 2020 Final EIR includes an Alternative Project that has reduced the 
number of lots from the original 92 to 50 lots with a minimum of 0.5 acre and average lot size of 
nearly 1 acre. Surrounding development is much more dense than what the Alternative Project 
includes. 

Response to WALKER-2 
The commenters state that homes along North Shore are on wells and at times experience 
inadequate water supply, and want to know what assurances are there that the 50 new homes will 
have adequate water. The DWP has agreed to be the water supplier, and its Hydrogeologist, Tom 
Harder, has shown that there is an adequate water supply for Fawnskin to build out including the 50 
lots (Appendix F of this 2020 Final EIR). 

Response to WALKER-3 
The commenters state that the Board of the Fawnskin Chamber voted to request an easement for an 
Alpine Pedal Path extension through the Project—Caltrans and County Roads were consulted about 
the Pedal Path extension and both stated that it was not safe to extend the Pedal Path along the 
State Highway. 
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Robin and Scott Eliason (ELIASON) 
Response to ELIASON-1 
The commenter focuses on the discrepancy between the White botanical survey results (2007) and 
Krantz’s findings in 2008. 

Mr. White mistakenly identified several areas as containing ashy-grey Indian paintbrush and they do 
not (the two polygons to the east in his original survey); and he overestimated the extent of ashy-
grey Indian paintbrush in the areas of Lots 47-50 based upon the extent of Wright’s matting 
buckwheat, not actual ashy-grey Indian paintbrush distribution. The 2010 survey by Dr. Krantz 
confirmed the general distribution of the 2008 survey and provided quantitative data concerning 
discrete and estimated ashy-grey Indian paintbrush numbers and densities. Additionally, an updated 
survey completed in 2016 by Dr. Krantz noted that there are essentially no changes in the 
distributions of rare plant species occurring on the Moon Camp Property in comparison with 
previous surveys and as described in the RRDEIR (Appendix K of this 2020 Final EIR). 

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species. Pages 2 through 4 address the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, and 
Table 1 shows the habitat numbers for ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. 

Response to ELIASON-2 
The commenter is correct that the Revised and Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(RRDEIR No. 2) does identify significant unavoidable impacts to the American bald eagle due to the 
potential for removal of perch trees on the Project site and/or construction of residential uses that 
will introduce human activity, light and noise into an area utilized by bald eagles (RRDEIR No. 2, page 
2-48). CEQA requires that a lead agency, prior to approval of the Project for which an EIR discloses a 
significant unavoidable impact, must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15093). The Statement of Overriding Considerations is a finding that economic, 
legal, social, technical, or other benefits of a Project outweigh its unavoidable environmentalists. The 
County of San Bernardino acknowledges that the commenter does not believe that the benefits of 
this Project outweigh its identified unavoidable significant impacts. The County of San Bernardino 
decision-makers will consider of all the information pertinent to this Project in deciding whether or 
not to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Response to ELIASON-3 
The commenter asserts that the development of the Project will place additional strain on the 
already struggling real estate economy and home values in the Fawnskin and greater Big Bear Valley 
area. This comment relates to the potential economic and not environmental impact to the Project. 
Accordingly, no formal responses are required. The comment shall be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 

Response to ELIASON-4 
The commenter raises concern regarding the availability of water supply to serve the Project. The 
RRDEIR No. 2 and RRDEIR No. 2 identified three potential sources of water supply for the Project. 
Subsequent to circulation of the RRDEIR No. 2 for public review and receipt of the comment letter 
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from commenter, the Project Applicant has secured the services of a water supply agency to provide 
potable water service. As discussed in the RRDEIR No. 2, County of San Bernardino CSA 53C has 
authority to provide water and wastewater services to the Project site. However, CSA 53C does not 
have potable water facilities in the Big Bear Valley and are unable to economically provide water 
service to the Project site. By way of an Outside Service Agreement for Potable Water Services dated 
November 17, 2015, between CSA 53C and DWP, DWP has agreed to be the water supplier to the 
Project. Consistent with the analysis in the RRDEIR No. 2, DWP will own the water distribution 
facility, as well as the on-site groundwater wells. Appropriate changes to the EIR text have been 
made and included in the Final EIR errata.  

Response to ELIASON-5 
The commenter is concerned that the Project will result in increased population grown in the 
Fawnskin community thereby increasing the difficulty of adequate and efficient evacuation in the 
event of forest fire. The RRDEIR No. 2 consisted of the recirculation of the Biological Resource 
section of the EIR. Therefore, comments regarding public safety are outside the scope of the RRDEIR 
No. 2. 

Response to ELIASON-6 
The commenter is concerned that development of the Project site would inhibit use of currently 
used bald eagle perch sites. The RRDEIR No. 2 includes a comprehensive analysis of the Project’s 
impacts to the American bald eagle. The analysis concludes that the Project would result in a 
potentially significant impact to the bald eagle. As mitigation, the EIR proposes a number of 
measures, including preservation of existing perch trees in place and replacement of downed perch 
trees with artificial perch trees at a 5:1 ratio. The commenter is concerned that despite preservation 
of the existing perch trees, bald eagles would not use such perch trees due to the proximity of the 
Project development and human habitation. This conclusion is speculative at this point. Although the 
RRDEIR No. 2 acknowledges the impact of approximate human habitation on bald eagle, there is no 
evidence to suggest that eagles would no longer use perch sites after project completion. 

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species. Specifically, the discussion of the bald eagle on pages 1 and 2 
address the commenter’s concerns. 

Response to ELIASON-7 
The commenter is concerned that development of the Project site would inhibit use of currently used 
bald eagle perch sites. The RRDEIR No. 2 includes a comprehensive analysis of the Project’s impacts to 
the American bald eagle. The analysis concludes that the Project would result in a potentially 
significant impact to the bald eagle. As mitigation, the EIR proposes a number of measures, including 
preservation of existing perch trees in place and replacement of downed perch trees with artificial 
perch trees at a 5:1 ratio. The commenter is concerned that despite preservation of the existing perch 
trees, bald eagles would not use such perch trees due to the proximity of the Project development and 
human habitation. This conclusion is speculative at this point. Although the RRDEIR No. 2 
acknowledges the impact of approximate human habitation on bald eagle, there is no evidence to 
suggest that eagles would no longer use perch sites after Project completion. 
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Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database for 
the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species, including bald eagle habitat and conservation discussion on pages 1 
and 2. 

Response to ELIASON-8 
The commenter indicates that development of the Project will result in inadequate protection for 
necessary bald eagle perch sites. As indicated, Mitigation Measure BR-4 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-59) 
requires preservation of all existing mapped bald eagle perch trees, as well as replacement of perch 
trees that must be removed due to hazardous conditions at a 5:1 ratio. It is true that the Project may 
result in the loss of smaller trees that had not been identified as important perch trees for the bald 
eagle. However, the requirement to preserve and protect existing known perch trees, as well as 
replace those which are lost because they become hazardous conditions are sufficient to preserve 
perching opportunities for the bald eagle in the future.  

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database for 
the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species, including bald eagle habitat and conservation discussion on pages 1 
and 2. 

Response to ELIASON-9 
The commenter asserts that the EIR should have included an alternative that looked at elimination of 
the marina, lots 38, 39 and 40 and access point Street B. Initially, Street B cannot be eliminated from 
the Project because, under County of San Bernardino requirements, the Project site must have two 
points of access to Highway 39. Elimination of access Street B would leave only one connection to 
SR-38. Additionally, there is no evidence to suggest that elimination of lots 38, 39, and 40, as well as 
the marina would result in elimination or reduction of an identified significant environmental 
impact. As indicated in the RRDEIR No. 2, the only significant unavoidable impact that will result 
from the Project is to the American bald eagle. An alternative configured as suggested by the 
commenter would not result in elimination or significant reduction of that impact and therefore 
need not be considered by the County of San Bernardino in this 2020 Final EIR. 

Refer to Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR for the recent Technical Review of the Biological Database 
for the Moon Camp Project Site prepared by ELMT Consulting for additional analysis of known and 
potential special-status species, including bald eagle habitat, and conservation discussion on pages 1 
and 2. 

Response to ELIASON-10 
The commenter makes a general comment that eliminating bald eagle habitat is not to the public’s 
or community’s benefit. This comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers. 

Response to ELIASON-11 and -12 
The commenter asserts that the RRDEIR No. 2 incorrectly assessed and analyzed the existence of, 
and project impacts to, pebble plain habitat on the project site. The commenter suggests that the 
RRDEIR No. 2 and Supplement Focused Special Status Plant Survey conducted by Dr. Krantz in 2010, 
utilized the incorrect definition of pebble plain in determining the extent of pebble plain habitat on 
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the project site. The author of the 2010 Supplement Focused Special Status Plant Survey, Dr. Krantz, 
the preeminent authority on pebble plain habitat and related plant species, concluded that true 
pebble plain habitat is characterized by the existence of clay soils with a vestiture of Saragossa 
quartzite pebbles and presence of indicator plant species (presence of Eriogonum kennedyi ssp. and 
Arenaria ursina together, as originally mapped by the author in 1983). The “pebble plain soil 
conditions” identified on the central knoll on-site was identified as such and has been included and 
preserved in large part by Letter Lot A. The 2010 Supplement Focused Special Status Plant Survey 
concluded that the 0.69-acre area that had been previously characterized as true pebble plain 
habitat, was in fact not true pebble plain habitat due to the lack of the existence of the two primary 
indicator species, Eriogonum kennedyi ssp. and ssp. and Arenaria ursine. The clay soils with a 
vestiture of Saragossa quartzite pebbles are the signature characteristic of the unique plant 
community that is called “pebble plains.” In fact, Dr. Krantz was the first to actually apply the term to 
this plant community (Krantz 1983). To suggest that all other areas “occupied by Castilleja cinerea, 
Ivesia argyrocoma, and Arabis parishii are, by definition, pebble plains” is inappropriate and would 
greatly expand the definition to include much of Big Bear Valley, including all of Sugarloaf Ridge, 
which has Arabis parishii and Castilleja cinerea, but is in fact a lodgepole pine forest without any 
similar soils. Ashy-grey Indian paintbrush or Ivesia argyrocoma are also known to occur in meadows; 
Arabis parishii is found on limestone, and Ivesia a. is also found in Baja California, none of which are 
even remotely considered pebble plain habitats.  

The comment cites the USFS Pebble Plain Habitat Management Guide (2002). Although the USFS 
Pebble Plain Habitat Management Guide purports to provide a points system for determining the 
existence of pebble plain habitat, according to Dr. Krantz, application of the Guide’s point system 
results in overly inclusive results and would lead to characterization of lands that are not truly 
pebble plain, as pebble plain habitat, even those areas that do not have clay soils. Even by these 
standards, the on-site occurrence of pebble plain-like soils on the Moon Camp property would be 
limited to the 0.69-acre Knoll area, largely contained within Lot A. It should be noted that the USFS 
definition of pebble plains describes five “strong indicators” (given 2 points each): clay soils 
(marginal on the Knoll), presence of Eriogonum kennedyi ssp. Kennedyi or ssp. austromontanum 
(neither on-site), Arenaria ursina (not on-site), and Ivesia argyrocoma (on site). The only good 
“strong indicator” on-site is the presence of pebble plain-like soils. The presence of Ivesia 
argyrocoma, which occurs on many non-pebble plain habitats in the San Bernardino Mountains and 
in Baja California, is not considered to be a “strong indicator” by Dr. Krantz. The other “weak 
indicators” are truly only weak indicators—all occurring in a wide range of non-pebble plain habitats 
throughout the Big Bear-Holcomb Valley areas. 

The commenter goes on to mention that the Dixie Lee Lane Conservation Area is high-quality pebble 
plain habitat that would adequately offset Project-related impacts to pebble plain habitat on-site, 
but would not be adequate mitigation for impacts to ashy-grey Indian paintbrush or other rare 
plants. The County of San Bernardino agrees that to the extent the Project has any impacts to pebble 
plain habitat, preservation of the Dixie Lee Lane parcel would be adequate to offset such impacts.  

Response to ELIASON-13 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the creation of conservation Lots A and H will effectively 
create the first of its kind ashy-grey Indian paintbrush preserve dedicated solely to protection of this 
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important population of that species. The County of San Bernardino disagrees with the commenter’s 
characterization of the Conservation Areas as small habitat fragments. An updated analysis of the 
ashy-grey Indian paintbrush dated May 23, 2018, from the 2010 Supplemental Focused Special 
Status Plan Survey performed by Dr. Krantz, is based on detailed Project site surveys of the extent of 
ashy-gray Indian paintbrush occurrences, and shows that the Project site contains approximately 
7.71 acres of occupied ashy-gray Indian paintbrush habitat (Appendix I) of this 2020 Final EIR. 
Conservation areas Lot A and Lot H will preserve 4.84 acres of that occupied habitat resulting in a 
mitigation ratio of greater than 1.68:1. In terms of individual plant occurrences, permanent 
preservation of the habitat within Lots A and H would conserve nearly 88 percent of ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush plants on-site within two large contiguous Conservation Areas; a ratio of 7:1 individual 
plants. The distribution of pebble plains is by natural circumstances, predating human occupation in 
the valley, fragmentary by nature—limited openings in the pine forest. Mitigation measure BR-1 
(RRDEIR No.2, page 2-57 and 2-58) requires the permanent preservation and maintenance of the 
Conservation Areas. Conservation areas will be controlled and managed by a qualified Conservation 
Entity that will receive property pursuant to a conservation easement. Mitigation Measure BR-1 also 
requires Conservation Areas to be fenced and for signage to be erected alerting residents and their 
guests of the sensitive nature of the Conservation Areas and prohibiting access thereto. The Project 
CC&Rs will also include enforcement mechanisms allowing the Homeowner Association, individual 
residents, the County of San Bernardino, as well as the chosen Conservation Entity to bring 
enforcement action where there is a violation of any provisions in the CC&Rs or project conditions of 
approval relating to the preservation and maintenance of the Conservation Areas. 

Response to ELIASON-14 
The County of San Bernardino agrees with the commenter that permanent preservation of the Dixie 
Lee Lane property would not, in and of itself, adequately mitigate for the Project’s impacts to the 
ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. As disclosed in RRDEIR No. 2 and the 2010 Supplemental Focused 
Special Status Plant Survey, although the Dixie Lee Lane property is comprised of high-quality pebble 
plain habitat and will require host species for the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, very few individual 
occurrences of ashy-grey Indian paintbrush were identified in the 2010 Survey. The Dixie Lee Lane 
property would be subject to a conservation easement in favor of a qualified Conservation Entity 
similar to Lot A and Lot H. The Conservation Entity would be provided with a non-waste endowment 
to allow for the perpetual maintenance and preservation of the Dixie Lee Lane property. The 
Conservation Entity will, pursuant to the terms of the conservation easement, be obligated to take 
such steps as required to ensure the continued viability of the Dixie Lee Lane property as high-
quality pebble plain habitat. Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, this property has not been 
previously pledged as mitigation for any other development project in the Big Bear Valley. The 
Project is currently fenced at the election of the property owner to preclude unauthorized access.  

Response to ELIASON-15 and -16 
The commenter questions the adequacy of the proposed mitigation for the ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush. An updated analysis of the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat, dated May 23, 2018, is 
included as Appendix I of this 2020 Final EIR. Within that analysis, Dr. Krantz concluded that based 
on careful examination of the Project site and documentation of individual occurrences of ashy-grey 
Indian paintbrush, there were 5,567 individual plant occurrences on the Project site; 4,895 of which 
are located within the identified Conservation Areas of Lot A and Lot H. The 2018 analysis also 
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concluded that there was approximately 7.71 acres of occupied ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat 
on the Project site; 4.84 acres of which is permanently preserved in the creation of Conservation 
Areas represented by Lot A and Lot H. Utilizing estimated counts of individual ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush plants, creation of Lot A and Lot H will result in preservation of approximately 90 percent 
of the rare plants, or mitigation at a ratio of 7:1. Although other portions of the Project site contain 
plant species that have been associated with ashy-grey Indian paintbrush, such as the Wright’s 
matting buckwheat, the lifecycle of the ashy-grey Indian paintbrush species is such that it is unlikely 
that these occurrences of Wright’s matting Buckwheat will ever host ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
occurrences. Ashy-grey Indian paintbrush is a hemi-parasite on its host plants, and does not readily 
disperse; dropping its seeds in the immediate vicinity of the host plants themselves. Thus, the actual 
occupied habitat for ashy-grey Indian paintbrush does not change much from year to year. 
Therefore, the mitigation proposed by the Project will exceed the 3:1 ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
mitigation requested by the commenter. 

Response to ELIASON-17 
The commenter suggests that the EIR should analyze an alternative that would adjust the 
developable lot layout in a manner that completely avoids occupied ashy-grey Indian paintbrush 
habitat. CEQA requires an EIR to describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, which 
would feasibly obtain most of the basic objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant effects of the Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). An EIR need not consider and 
analyze every conceivable alternative to the Project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). As indicated in Section 2 of the RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-17 
through 2-19, the Project will not have a significant unavoidable impact on the ashy-grey Indian 
paintbrush. Accordingly, the EIR is not required to analyze an alternative that would avoid or 
substantially lessen impacts to ashy-grey Indian paintbrush. 

Response to ELIASON-18 
Four other list 1B rare plants occur on-site: Arabis parishii, Ivesia argyrocoma, Mimulus purpureus, 
and Phlox dolichantha. All four of these species, although restricted or nearly restricted to the Big 
Bear area (the Mimulus and Ivesia both also occur in Baja California), are distributed rather widely 
throughout the area, occurring in a wide range of habitats other than pebble plains. All four of these 
species are found on the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain and adjacent black oak woodland (Phlox 
dolichantha). The Arabis parishii, Ivesia argyrocoma and Mimulus purpureus all occur on Lots A and 
H as well. Arabis parishii occurs primarily on the knoll pebble plain-like soils and several plants on 
the small openings on Lots 32 and 34. Ivesia argyrocoma occurs primarily on the knoll and rear swale 
of Lot 50. Mimulus purpureus occurs rather widely in forest openings, occurring in openings in the 
Jeffrey pine forest and on Lots A and H. Phlox dolichantha occurs widely on steeper, black oak-
wooded slopes, as below the USFS Polique Canyon pebble plain; and also under black oaks on edges 
of the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain. All four occur on and around the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain in 
greater densities than here. See also Response to CBD2-3 and CBD2-4 concerning distribution of 
these four List 1B species. “Mandatory Findings of Significance,” as cited under the CEQA, require 
that an Environmental Impact Report must be prepared to address these potential impacts to the 
environment. This has been done not once, but twice in the case of the Moon Camp Project—once 
for the initial 100-lot proposal and again, in response to the findings of the first DEIR, for the 50-lot 
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proposal; and then the DEIR has been recirculated yet again concerning the revised Lot 
configurations and Letter Lots proposed with the current revised Application.  

Response to ELIASON-19 
Lot A and H are not hydrologically “downstream” from other residential properties. Uphill lots from 
Lot A will drain to the primary access street, and Lots 1, 2 and 3 drain to the west and east of the 
Knoll, respectively. Lot H is not downstream from other lots.  

Response to ELIASON-20 
The pebble plain and ashy-grey Indian paintbrush habitat within the preserve parcels on-site will be 
protected in perpetuity. The Conservation Entity, together with informed local residents, will monitor 
and help maintain the preserve parcels in the long term.  

Response to ELIASON-21 
The commenter indicates that the marina parking lot is located in proximity with one of the favorite 
bald eagle perch sites. This comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers. 

Response to ELIASON-22 
The commenter asserts that development of the marina will degrade waterfowl habitat, thereby 
reducing bald eagle forging opportunities. There is no evidence to suggest that development of the 
marina will reduce bald eagle forging opportunities along the lake front. Moreover, as required by 
Mitigation Measure BR-8 (RRDEIR No. 2, page 2-60), the marina may not be utilized for motorized 
boating between December 1 and April 1, prime bald eagle nesting and forging season. Accordingly, 
the County of San Bernardino does not believe that development of the marina will result in an 
additional impact to the bald eagle from loss of forgoing opportunities. 

Response to ELIASON-23 
The commenter asserts that the location of the entry road to marina on SR-38 will increase risks to 
accidents. RRDEIR No. 2 consists of the recirculation of the Biological Resource section of Project EIR. 
As such, comments related to traffic and public safety are outside the scope of the EIR and therefore 
need not be formally addressed. 

Response to ELIASON-24 
RRDEIR No. 2 consists of the recirculation of the Biological Resources section of the Project EIR. 
Therefore, comments related to run-off and water quality are outside the scope of this EIR and 
therefore need not be addressed. 

Response to ELIASON-25 
The Project was designed to maintain natural drainage facilities to the extent feasible by 
incorporating culverts to transport the water from the uplands portion of the natural drainage swells 
under Project roadways where the flows would continue unimpeded through natural drainages. 
Allowing stormwater to continue to utilize the natural drainages that remain after Project 
development will help in maintaining free development conditions to the extent feasible and 
thereby preserve species within these areas. 

The Project will impact only 0.04 acre of the 1.5 acres of on-site waters of the U.S. The impacts are 
only to ephemeral drainages and will not result in impacts to jurisdictional wetlands.  
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Response to ELIASON-26 
The commenter raises concerns regarding the visual impacts of roadway development within the 
Project site. RRDEIR No. 2 represents the recirculation of the Biological Resource section of the 
Project EIR. As such, comments regarding visual impacts are outside the scope of the RRDEIR No. 2 
and therefore need not be addressed formally in writing. 

Response to ELIASON-27 
The commenter is concerned that the Project will result in the introduction of new light sources that 
will degrade night sky conditions in the Project vicinity. RRDEIR No. 2 represents the recirculation of 
the Biological Resources Section of the Project EIR and as such, comments regarding visual impacts 
are outside the scope of the document and need not be formally addressed in writing. However, the 
commenter is directed to mitigation measures included in RRDEIR No. 2 including Mitigation 
Measure BR-9 and BR-10 (RRDEIR No.2, page 2-60 and 2-61), which restrict the height of street 
lamps on the Project site to 20 feet and require them to be fully shielded to focus light onto the 
street service avoiding any light spillover. These mitigation measures also limit outdoor lighting for 
proposed homes to 1,000 lumens. Although these mitigation measures are intended to mitigate 
impacts to biological resources, they will also limit impacts to the night sky. 

Response to ELIASON-28 
The commenter has a general concern regarding construction noise. This comment does not raise 
any specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR. This comment will be forwarded to decision-
makers for consideration. 

Response to ELIASON-29 
The commenter raises concern regarding traffic safety on the Project site. The commenter asserts 
that the location of the entry road to marina on SR-38 will increase risks to accidents. RRDEIR No. 2 
consists of the recirculation of the Biological Resources section of Project EIR. As such, comments 
related to traffic and public safety are outside the scope of the EIR and therefore need not be 
formally addressed. 

Response to ELIASON-30 
The commenter makes a general comment regarding the need for more open space within the 
Project site to allow for additional recreational areas for residents of Project site. This comment does 
not identify a concern or deficiency concerning the adequacy of the analysis included in the RRDEIR 
No. 2. This comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration. 

Response to ELIASON-31 
The commenter makes a general comment regarding the proposed General Plan Amendment and 
zone change and urges the County of San Bernardino to not approve the request. This comment 
does not identify a deficiency concerning the analysis included in the RRDEIR No. 2. This comment 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration.  

Response to ELIASON-32 
The commenter makes a general comment regarding the Project not being in the public interest. This 
comment does not raise a concern regarding the adequacy of the RRDEIR No. 2. This comment will 
be forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration. 
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Ross Humphreys (HUMPHREYS) 
Response to HUMPHREYS-1 
The commenter states that he is very concerned about encroachment on the forest itself and is 
opposed to reducing the size of space for buildings. The 2020 Final EIR includes an Alternative 
Project that has increased the size of the lots from a minimum of 7,200 square feet to a minimum of 
20,000 square feet.  

Response to HUMPHREYS-2 
The commenter respectfully requests a no vote on the 20,000 square feet lot size. 
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Sandra Ellis (ELLIS) 
Response to ELLIS-1 
The commenter opposes the change in zoning as not beneficial to the public interest and states that 
an increase in houses has significant and unavoidable impacts to water, biology, traffic, and 
aesthetics. The commenter is concerned about the impact to the sensitive plants and eagles. The 
2020 Final EIR concludes that impacts to bald eagles will be significant but that all other impacts can 
be reduced to a level of non-significance. 
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Sandi Steers (STEERS) 
Response to STEERS-1 
The commenter thanks the County of San Bernardino for extending the deadline for comments. 
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SECTION 4: ERRATA 

The following are revisions to the Revised and Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Reports 
(RRDEIRs), referred to as RRDEIR No. 1 and RRDEIR No. 2. These revisions are minor modifications 
and clarifications and do not change the significance of any of the environmental issue conclusions 
within the RRDEIRs. The revisions are listed by page number. RRDEIR text that is shown is indented 
underneath explanatory information. All additions to the text are underlined (underlined) and all 
deletions from the text are stricken (stricken). 

4.1 - Revisions or Additions to the Text of RRDEIR No. 1 and RRDEIR No. 2 

4.1.1 - Revisions or Additions to RRDEIR No. 1 

Section 1.5 – Determination of the Lead Agency and Responsible Agencies 

Page 1-10 
Additional Responsible agency added to the bullet list provided: 

• California Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (CAL FIRE)—Timber 
Harvesting Plan approval. 

 
Section 4.2.12—Construction Mitigation 

Page 4.2-31 
Detail added to Mitigation Measure AQ-1. 

AQ-1 Prior to construction of the project, the project proponent will provide a 

Fugitive Dust Control Plan that will describe the application of standard best 
management practices (BMPs) to control dust during construction. The 

Fugitive Dust Control Plan shall be submitted to the County and SCAQMD for 
approval and approved prior to construction. Best management practices 
will include, but not be limited to: 

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

• For all disturbed surface areas (except completed grading areas), apply 
dust suppression in a sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a 
stabilized surface; any areas which cannot be stabilized, as evidenced by 
wind driven dust, must have an application of water at least twice per day 
to at least 80 percent of the unstabilized area. 

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

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

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

• Mass grading activities shall be limited to a maximum of 5 acres per day. 
 
Page 4.2-31, 4.2-32 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2 has been revised. 

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

• To the extent that equipment and technology is available and cost 
effective, the contractor shall uUse catalyst and filtration technologies on 
mobile construction equipment. 

• All diesel-fueled engines used in construction of the project shall use 
ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel containing no more than 15-ppm sulfur, or a 
suitable alternative fuel.  

• All construction diesel engines, which have a rating of 50 hp or more, 
shall meet the Tier II California Emission Standards for off-road 
compression ignition engines, unless certified by the contractor that such 
engine is not available for a particular use. In the event that a Tier II 
engine is not available, Tier I compliant or 1996 or newer engines will be 
used preferentially. Older engines will only be used if the contractor 
certifies that compliance is not feasible. 

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

 
Section 4.4, Hydrology 

Page 4.4-1 
A detail has been added.  

In addition, the discussion of groundwater and water supply is based on the 

Recommendations for Groundwater Monitoring, prepared by Geoscience Support 
Services, Inc., September 2004 (Appendix G.5), the Final Feasibility Study to Serve 

the Proposed Moon Camp Residential Development (TTM No. 16136), March 2007, 
Prepared by ALDA Engineering, Inc., as amended by 2011 update (Appendix G.2); 

the Moon Camp Well FP-Z Report, August 2008, prepared by California Collaborative 
Solutions, August 2008 (Appendix G.3); the “Water Supply Analysis,” February 2009, 
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prepared by California Collaborative Solutions (Appendix C.5); and the “Water 

Supply Report,” May 2009, prepared by California Collaborative Solutions (containing 
the Thomas Harder Groundwater Consulting Analysis and Big Bear DWP 
correspondence letter, May 2009) (Appendix C.6). 

Page 4.4-8 
A Water Quality Control Board Order number has been revised.  

WQMP Requirements 

The Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board Order Number R8-2002-0012 

R8-2010-0036, NPDES Permit No. CAS618036 (Permit) requires post-construction 
BMPs to be implemented for new development and significant redevelopment 
projects, for both private and public agencies. A WQMP is then used to guide the 

development and implementation of a program to minimize the detrimental effects 
of urbanization on the beneficial uses of receiving waters, including effects caused 

by increased pollutants loads and changes in hydrology. 

Page 4.4-9 
Text has been amended to reflect an update in project circumstances with regard to MS4 permit.  

The deadline for the Regional Board’s update to the MS4 permit is February 29, 

2008; however, as noted in Implementation Task 3.1, changes to the MS4 permit 
may not be necessary to address TMDL issues. 

On January 29, 2010, the Regional Board adopted Order No. R8-2010-0036 (NPDES 
Permit No. CA5618036) as the new MS4 permit for San Bernardino County and 

incorporated municipalities therein. This permit expired on January 29, 2015. On 
August 1, 2014, San Bernardino County submitted a Report of Waste Discharge in 

compliance with the terms of the MS4 permit. 

Page 4.4-10 
Detail added with regard to the project’s low impact design goals.  

Site Design 

Lots in the Proposed Alternative Project are proposed to be low density with stem 

wall construction, thereby reducing the area of construction. This criterion in 
planning reduces the overall footprint of construction and minimizes the 

imperviousness of each lot. The Proposed Project Alternative also proposes to 
include 5.73 acres of dedicated open space. Maximizing open space thereby 

minimizing impervious development will retain optimum on-site precipitation and 
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supplement natural recharge to the site’s two ground water basins. These are 

important concepts guiding the projects low impact design goals. 

Section 4.9, Utilities 

Page 4.9-2 
Text amended to describe update in circumstances with regard to water service provider.  

Although DWP has completed a Water Feasibility Study (Alda, 2007) and provided a 

conditional will serve letter to the Applicant. DWP will be the water provider to the 
project site. Because the majority of the project site, is outside of the DWP 

authorized service area as well as the City’s Sphere of Influence. As a result, DWP 
cannot provide water service without first complying with the provisions of 
Government Code Section 56133, which requires that cities receive Local Agency 

Formation Commission (LAFCO) annexation approval to provide new or extended 
services outside their jurisdictional boundaries, but within their spheres of 

influence, DWP and County CSA 53C entered into an Outside Service Agreement for 
Potable Water Service dated November 17, 2015, to allow DWP to serve the project. 

San Bernardino County LAFCO approved the Agreement at its November 18, 2015 
meeting. 

Page 4.9-4 through 4.9-6 
Text has been amended to reflect changes to water service alternatives.  

4.9.4 - Water Service Alternatives 
Although water service is not presently provided to the project site, the site is 

immediately adjacent to the jurisdiction of the 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 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 (SOI) 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 below 
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for details). existing DWP water distribution facilities currently providing potable water 

service to portions of the Fawnskin community. 

Water Service Alternative #2 (see below for details) 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 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). 

Water Service Alternative #3 (see below for details) 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. Alternative #3 would involve the developer 

constructing an independent water system completely within the project site. The 
developer would construct the same on-site water lines as in Water Alternatives #1 

and #2, and, in addition the required water reservoir and water booster station 
would be constructed by the developer on the project site (rather than constructing 

the off-site water facilities identified in the DWP’s Water Feasibility Study). CSA 53C 
would own and operate this independent water system. 

Water Service Alternative #1 

According to the Water Feasibility Study prepared by Alda Engineering Inc. 
(Appendix G.2), water service to the project site could be provided from the DWP’s 
Upper Fawnskin pressure zone (Water Feasibility Study, Appendix G.2, Alternative B). 

HoweverBecause the project site is located outside of the DWP Service area and 
sphere of influence, DWP and County CSA 53C entered into an Outside Service 

Agreement for Potable Water Service dated November 17, 2015, whereby DWP and 
CSA 53C agreed that, due to the lack of potable water facilities operated by CSA 53C 

in the Fawnskin area, it was not economical for CSA 53C to be the water provider for 
the Moon Camp property and that it was more appropriate for DWP to be the water 

purveyor. LAFCO approved the Agreement at its November 18, 2015 meeting. 
However, for DWP to serve the project, significant transmission improvements in the 

Fawnskin system would be needed to provide fire flow to the project site. The 
closest DWP pipeline within the Upper Fawnskin system is a single six-inch-diameter 

pipeline located near the intersection of Flicker Road and Chinook Road, 
approximately 2,000 feet from the westerly boundary of the project site. 
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The Upper Fawnskin pressure zone has an operating hydraulic grade of 7,113 feet 

set by the high water level of the existing 0.25-million gallon Raccoon Reservoir. 
Based on this hydraulic elevation, static pressures within the project site would 
range from a low of 71 psi at the highest point in Lot 18 to 157 psi near the lake. 

Therefore, individual pressure regulators would be required for all lots with static 
pressures exceeding 80 psi. The future homeowners would install and fund the 

individual pressure regulators as required for specific lots. 

The Water Feasibility Study provides two options (A and B) for expanding the 

existing Fawnskin Water System infrastructure. Option B has been chosen by DWP 
and the Applicant as the preferred Water Feasibility Study alternative for Water 

Service Alternative #1. In either case, 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 be constructed within 
the rights-of-way of existing or proposed paved roads. The water service 

infrastructure required is as follows: 

• 900 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Ridge Road from the intersection of Raccoon Drive 
south to tie to an existing 8-inch PVC pipeline on a private easement. 

 

• 200 ft of 12-inch pipeline along private easement to connect Fawnskin Drive and 
Canyon Road. 

 

• 650 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Canyon Road to Chinook Road. 
 

• 600 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Chinook Road to Flicker Road. 
 

• 500 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Flicker Road to Mesquite Drive. 
 

• 400 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Mesquite Road to North Shore Drive. 
 

• 250 ft of 12-inch pipeline along North Shore Drive to development westerly 
boundary. 

 

• Refurbishing existing Cline Miller pump station to augment pumping capacity to 
approximately 300 gmp. 

 

• 50 KW on-site emergency generators at the Cline Miller Reservoir. 
 
Page 4.9-7 through 4.9-8 
Text revisions with regard to the two options (Option A and B) have been provided in the Water 
Feasibility Study, and former Option 2 and Option 3 have been removed. 

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 As a 
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condition of obtaining water service to the project site, the project proponent will 

deed title to the wells FP2, FP3, and FP4 being deeded to the DWP at the time the 
tract map is recorded. 

The Water Feasibility Study provides two options (A and B) for expanding the 

existing Fawnskin Water System infrastructure. Option B has been chosen by DWP 
and the Applicant as the preferred Water Feasibility Study alternative for Water 

Service Alternative #1. In either case, 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. Nearby residents are not required to tie into the proposed DWP water 

system. The impacts related to the installation of the off-site and on-site water 
improvements would be temporary and are considered less than significant. See 

Exhibit 2-6 for the proposed water facilities and improvements. 

Water Service Alternative #2 

This Alternative assumes the City does not wish to expand its Sphere of Influence, or 

that LAFCO does not 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 (Water Service Alternative #1). The existing County Service Area 
53C (CSA 53C) is authorized to own and operate water systems, and currently CSA 53C 

encompasses the entire project site. No LAFCO action would be required for CSA 53C 
to own and operate the Proposed Alternative Project’s Water System. Alternative #2 
would include the developer constructing the on-site and off-site water facilities 

contained in the DWP’s Water Feasibility Study (Alda, 2007); CSA 53C owning and 
operating the Proposed Alternative Project’s On-site Water System (the three water 

wells and the water main lines); DWP owning and operating the water facilities 
constructed by the developer within the DWP’s Fawnskin Water System; and CSA 53C 

contracting with the DWP for a water interconnect between the DWP’s existing 
Fawnskin Water System and the Proposed Alternative Project’s On-site Water System. 

All of the water demand calculations for the Proposed Alternative Project, water 
system descriptions, and the Water Feasibility Study Option B described in Water 

Service Alternative #1, apply to Water Service Alternative #2. 

The water improvements for Water Service Alternative #2 would primarily occur 

within existing paved roads. The impacts related to the installation of the off-site 
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and on-site water improvements would be temporary and are considered less than 

significant. See Exhibit 2-6 for the proposed water facilities and improvements. 

Water Service Alternative #3 

Instead of constructing the off-site water facilities (within the Fawnskin Water 

System) identified in the DWP’s Water Feasibility Study Option B (Alda, 2007, which 
is the basis for Water Service Alternatives #1 and #2, above), 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 minute fire flow. The reservoir and booster 

station would be sized based upon the same demand calculations contained in the 
Water Feasibility Study and Water Service Alternatives #1 and #2:  

• Average Day Demand (ADD) = 8.68 gpm. 
• Maximum Day Demand (MDD) = 15.27 gpm; 
• Fire Flow = 1,750 gpm with a 2 hour duration; 
• Operational Storage = 30% of MDD (15.27 gpm) = 6,600 gallons; 
• Emergency Storage = 100% of MDD (15.27 gpm) = 22,000 gallons; 
• Fire Flow Storage for 1,750 gpm (2 hour duration) = 210,000 gallons; and 
• Total Storage Requirement per the Alda Water Feasibility Study = 238,600 gallons. 

 
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 produce the Average and Maximum Daily Demand flows (8.68 
gpm and 15.27 gpm) and the Fire Flow of 1,750 gpm for the 2-hour duration. The 
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 will 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. The impacts related to the 
installation of the on-site water improvements would be temporary and are 

considered less than significant. 
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Page 4.9-15 
Clarification has been provided on DWP as water purveyor in Mitigation Measure U-1b and U-1c.  

U-1b Pumping and extraction of groundwater shall be limited to 9 acre-feet per 

year for Well FP-2, 0 acre-feet per year for Well FP-3, and 5 acre-feet per 
year for Well FP-4. If the water purveyor DWP desires to extract 

groundwater from Well FP-2 in excess of 9 acre-feet per year, the purveyor 
shall conduct an independent environmental analysis and consider potential 
impacts at that time. 

U-1c The grant deeds transferring ownership of Wells FP-2, FP-3 and FP-4 shall 
include the pumping and extraction limitations included in Mitigation 

Measure U-1b. The grant deeds shall also state that the water purveyor 
DWP, on January 1st of each year, shall report the amount of the prior year’s 

annual groundwater production from Wells FP-2, FP-3 and FP-4 to the 
County Planning Department and the County Health Department. 

Section 5: Cumulative Impacts 

Page 5-2 
Table 5-1, Cumulative Project List was updated.  

Table 5-1: Cumulative Project List  

Project Type Name/Area Description Number of Units/Size Population 

County of San Bernardino 

Marina Point Okovita SFR 120 276 

TT 17670 Sobczyk/Fawn SFR 22 51 

TT 17217 
&TT17022 

Stinson, Lisa A 
Moonridge 

SFR 53 122 

TPM 19262 Musto/Baldwin SFR 4 9 

TT 18806 Burtner/Erwin SFR 18 41 

Conv Store/Gas 
Station/Residence 

Munem Maida Conv Store/Gas 
Station/Residence 

1 2 

Total (County of San Bernardino) 218 SFR 501 

City of Big Bear Lake 

CUP 2000-52 The Club Timeshare 61 140 

TT 16611 Shadow Mtn SFR 8 18 

TT 18580 Morgan Pines SFR 23 53 

CUP 2008-319 Bay Meadows Conf Center 11,500 s.f. — 
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Table 5-1 (cont.): Cumulative Project List  

Project Type Name/Area Description Number of Units/Size Population 

Relocation Moonridge Zoo Animal Park — — 

618 Pineknot N.P. Fudge 2 apartments 2 5 

Total (City of Big Bear Lake) 94 SFR 216 

TOTAL 312 SFR 717 
 

If approved and constructed, these projects could introduce an additional 866 
residents to the Big Bear area. This is down significantly from the 2,210 residents 

and transient population that would have been introduced to the area under the 
cumulative project list utilized for the environmental analysis of the Project. The 

cumulative impacts analysis in the Project EIR actually overstates cumulative impacts 
but was not revised despite the revised cumulative project list. 

4.1.2 - Revisions or Additions to RRDEIR No. 2 

Section 1: Project Description 

Page 1-10  
Additional information regarding Alternative Project Characteristics has been added. 

The 2011 Alternative Project proposes 6.2 acres of open 
space/conservation/Neighborhood Lake Access within the Project site. The 2011 

Alternative Project also includes a 55-slip marina. The marina parking lot also 
includes some open space for the preservation of existing trees; however, because 

of the development of the parking lot, the lot would not be considered Open Space. 
The main differences between the 2010 Alternative Project and the 2011 Alternative 

Project that is the subject of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 and are 
summarized below: 

• Redesigned Residential Lot Layout. The 2011 Alternative Project still reflects 
development of 50 residential lots on approximately 62.43 acres. The 2011 
Alternate Project does not increase development intensity but merely proposes a 
revised lot configuration. Lots 1-3, which were located north of Street A on the 
western-most portion of the Project site have been shifted east and will be 
located in an area previously occupied by a portion of Lot A which was designated 
as Open Space Conservation Easement. (Please see Exhibit 1-4) 

 

• Creation of Open Space Lot H. To compensate for the loss of a portion of Lot A, 
previously designated as Open Space Conservation Easement, and in response to 
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the Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (August 29, 2010) 
which identified significant occurrences of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush in the area 
previously designated for development, a 1.98 acre portion of the Project site 
previously occupied by Lots 1-3 will now become lettered Lot H which, like Lot A, 
is designated Open Space/Conservation Easement. Lot A and Lot H together 
comprise 4.84 acres of occupied Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush that will be 
preserved in perpetuity. 

 
Page 1-15 
Information with regard to water service options and infrastructure has been edited.  

Water Service Options and Infrastructure 

There are currently three (3) separate water service options for the 2011 Alternative 
Project. Under Alternative #1, significant improvements to Water Service for the 

Project site would be provided by the Big Bear Department of Water and Power 
(DWP). Although the project site is partially located outside of the DWP Service area 

and sphere of influence, the DWP and County CSA 53C entered into an Outside Service 
Agreement for Potable Water Service dated November 17, 2015, whereby the DWP 

and CSA 53C agreed that, because of the lack of potable water facilities operated by 
CSA 53C in the Fawnskin area, it was not economical for CSA 53C to be the water 

provider for the Moon Camp property and that it was more appropriate for the DWP 
to be the water purveyor. LAFCO approved the Agreement at its November 18, 2015 

meeting. For the DWP to provide potable water to the project site, significant 
improvements to the upper Fawnskin pressure zone are necessary. to provide water 

service to the site. The three ground water production wells located within the Project 
site would be deeded to the DWP at the time the tract map is recorded. Annexation to 
the DWP’s authorized service area is required for DWP to be the water service 

provider. 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 2011 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), as amended by the 2011 update, as discussed below. 
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Page 1-16 
Information with regard to water service options and infrastructure has been edited. 

Water Service Alternative #2 (see Section 4.9 of the Revised and Recirculated Draft 

EIR No. 1 for details) would not require LAFCO’s approval and would not create the 
need for 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 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 above. 

Under Water Service Alternative #3 (see Section 4.9 of the Revised and Recirculated 

Draft EIR No. 1 for details), instead of constructing the off-site water facilities (within 
the Fawnskin Water System) identified in the DWP’s Water Feasibility Study Option B 

(Alda, 2007, which is the basis for Water Service Alternatives #1 and #2, above), 
water service would be provided entirely from an onsite water supply, storage and 

distribution system. Water would be extracted from the onsite water wells; the 2011 
Alternative Project would require construction of an on-site aboveground water tank 

(238,600 gallons) and an on-site booster station capable of providing the daily water 
supply flow and the required 1,750 gallons per minute fire flow. The water tank and 

booster station would be sized based upon the same demand calculations contained 
in the Water Feasibility Study and Water Service Alternatives #1 and #2. Water 

Service Alternative #3 would not require LAFCO’s approval and would not require 
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 necessary to transmit water to the developed lots within the 2011 Alternative 

Project. 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 produce the Average and Maximum Daily Demand flows (8.68 
gpm and 15.27 gpm) and the Fire Flow of 1,750 gpm for the 2-hour duration. The 

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 will primarily occur within the 2011 Alternative Project’s paved roads 
and at the 2011 Alternative Project’s water tank site. The construction of the water 

tank would include grading of an approximately 75-foot-diameter pad for the 
reservoir. CSA 53C would own and operate this independent water system. 
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Section 2, Biological Resources 

Page 2-1 
Additional bullet point added: 

• Survey of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush Moon Camp Tentative Tract 16136, 
Timothy Krantz Environmental Consulting (2016) (2020 Final EIR Appendix K) 

Page 2-16 
A spelling error has been corrected.  

As outlined within Table 2-2, eighty-one (81) special status plant species are known 

to occur in the Project region, 30 of which occur or have a moderate or higher 
potential to occur on the Project site. In addition, six of these special status plant 

species have been observed on the Project site. A brief description of these special 
status plant species are described bellowbelow: 

Page 2-17 
Detail has been added with regard to ashy-gray Indian paintbrush habitat, conservation areas, and 
habitat preservation.  

Findings and conclusions of the Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species 
Survey Surveys conducted by Dr. Krantz (June 29, 2008) (August 29, 2010) as 

confirmed by his June 27, 2016 update (2020 Final EIR Appendix K) with respect to 
the Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush at the Project site are described below. Altogether, 

the 2010 Krantz Survey concluded there were 7.71 acres of Ashy-Gray Indian 
Paintbrush habitat located within the boundaries of the project site, 4.84 acres of 

which are located within the Lot A and Lot H Conservation Areas. 

Open Space Lot A 
Krantz conducted a discrete count of the Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush occurrences on 
Lot A by systematically walking the surrounding area of the knoll at this location. 

Altogether, a total of approximately 230 individual Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush 
occurrences were identified within the boundaries of Lot A, a 3.40-acre open space area. 

Open Space Lot H 
The newly-proposed Lot H Open Space Conservation Easement was created to protect 
the high densities of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush occurring in this area. Lot H is 

approximately 1.98 acres in area. The highest concentration of these plants extends in 
a broad opening in the Jeffrey pine woodland, in association with Wright’s matting 
buckwheat. A total of approximately 4,665 Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush occurrences 

were estimated to occur in this area based on a combination of discrete counts and a 
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belt transect through the middle of the highest density area. Altogether, a total of 

5,567 Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush plants were estimated to occur on the Moon Camp 
property. Permanent protection of Lot H results in preservation of 84 percent (4,665 
plants of 5,567 plants) of the total Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush plants on-site. 

Combined, Lot A and Lot H comprise a total of 4.84 acres of occupied Ashy-Gray Indian 
Paintbrush habitat that will be permanently preserved. 

Page 2-19 
Detail has been added with regard to ashy-gray Indian paintbrush habitat, conservation areas, and 
habitat preservation.  

Redesign of the lot layout, as reflected in the 2011 Alternative Project, results in a 

significant increase in Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush conservation. On an acreage basis, 
the project will impact approximately 2.87 acres of the 7.71 acres of habitat. Creation 
of Lot A and Lot H preserves 4.84 acres of habitat, resulting in an on-site mitigation 

ratio of 1.68:1. With permanent preservation of the 10-acre Dixie Lee Lane Property 
mitigation for impacts to Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush habitat is 5.04:1. Of the 5,567 

Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush plants determined to occur on site through the updated 
plant surveys, 4,895 plants will be permanently protected within Lot A and H, 

representing 88 percent of the total number of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush plants 
within the proposed Project site. Of the remaining Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush plants 

on private Lots, plants within Lots 1, 47, 49, and 50 are all within the rear Lot building 
setbacks, as well as 20 plants on Lot 4, for a total of 127 plants. 

Table 2-3 has been replaced as follows:  

Table 2-3: Summary of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush Occurrence on the Moon Camp Site 

Lot Number Total Plants 

Lot 1 45 

Lot 2 150 

Lot 3 175 

Lot 4 90 

Lot 5 30 

Lot 47 50 

Lot 49 9 

Lot 50 3 

Lot A 230 

Lot F 80 

  



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

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 4-15 
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Moon Camp FEIR\00520089 Sec04-00 Errata.docx 

Table 2-3 (cont.): Summary of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush Occurrence on the Moon Camp Site 

Lot Number Total Plants 

Road ROW* 40 

Lot H 4,665 

Total 5,567 

Source: Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (August 29, 2010). 
* ROW = Right of Way. 

 

Table 2-3: Summary of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush Occurrence, Impacts, and 
Conservation on the Moon Camp Site 

Lot Designation 
Habitat 
(acres) 

Number of 
Plants 

Impacts Conservation 

Acres 
Individual 

Plants Acres 
Individual 

Plants 

Lot H/A 4.84 4,895 - - 4.84 4,895 

Roadway 0.5 40 0.5 40   

Lot F 0.14 80 0.14 80   

Lots 1-5 2.00 490 2.00 490   

Lot 47/48 0.11 50 0.11 50   

Lot 49 0.01 9 0.01 9   

Lot 50 0.11 3 0.11 3   

Dixie Lee Lane - - - - 10.0 21 

Totals 7.71 5,567 2.87 672 14.48 4,916 

Source: ELMT.  2018.  Technical Review of the Biological Database for the Moon Camp Project Site.  May 23, 2018.  
Attachment A (2020 Final EIR Appendix I). 

 

Page 2-44, 2-45 
Detail about soil conditions has been added.  

Special Status Plant Species Known to Occur on the Project Site 

One Federally-listed Threatened and CNPS List 1B species, Ashy-Gray Indian 

Paintbrush; and five CNPS List 1B species, Parish’s rock cress, Big Bear Valley 
woollypod, silver-haired ivesia, purple monkeyflower, and Bear Valley phlox, were 

observed on the Project site during the 2002, 2007, 2008, and 2010 and 2016 (see 
2005 Final EIR Appendix 15.6; RRDEIR No. 1 Appendix B; RRDEIR No. 2 Appendix A; 

and 2020 Final EIR Appendix J, K) Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species 
Survey. The surveys identified an herbaceous layer of Wright’s matting buckwheat 
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(in the western half of the Project site) and found inclusions of Ashy-Gray Indian 

Paintbrush and Parish’s rock cress throughout an approximate 18.01-acre area of 
open Jeffrey pine forest. Silver haired ivesia was found to be concentrated entirely 
within the Project site’s mapped pebble plain habitat-like soil conditions. Bear Valley 

woollypod was found in patches scattered throughout Jeffrey pine forest habitat on 
the Project site. Purple monkeyflower was found to be widely distributed on the 

pebble plain-like soils conditions in the conservation area, with a small portion of 
the population extending down the draw to the east into the southern half of 

proposed Lot 50. Finally Bear Valley phlox was found to be distributed in the open 
black oak woodland and under Jeffrey pines.  

Development of the 2011 Alternative Project has the potential to significantly impact 
the aforementioned special status plant species. The majority of occurrences of these 

species exist in the western portion of the project site. In addition to protecting the 
most exemplary and best quality habitat on-site (located within Lot A and the newly-

proposed Lot H Open Space Conservation Easement), all five of the CNPS List 1B status 
species observed on-site will be protected through implementation of Mitigation 

Measures (MMs) BR-1b, BR-1d and BR-12, which provide for the establishment and 
management of a Conservation Area that encompasses the location of these plants. 
Additionally, the 10-acre Dixie Lee Lane parcel provides additional habitat for these 

species. 

Page 2-45 
Information about ashy-gray Indian paintbrush preservation with open space creation has been 
added. 

Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush 
As concluded within the Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey 
(August 29, 2010), there are approximately 7.71 acres of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush 
habitat on the project site, of which 4.84 acres would be permanently protected 

through the creation of open space Lot A and Lot H. On an occurrence basis, there are 
approximately 5,567 Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush occurrences are located within the 

proposed Project site. Of the 5,567 occurrences, 4,895 will be permanently protected 
within the Open Space Conservation Easement of Lot A and H, representing 88 

percent of the total occurrences of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush within the proposed 
Project site. Of the remaining Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush plants within the 

boundaries of private Lots, plants within Lots 1, 47, 49, and 50, are all within the rear 
Lot building setbacks, as well as 20 plants on Lot 4, for a total of 127 plants. 
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Page 2-45 
Detail with regard to Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush has been added.  

The new Lot 3 contains approximately 175 plants. Lot 4 contains approximately 70 

plants to the front-center of the Lot, and another 20 plants to rear of the Lot, within 
the required building setback, for a total of approximately 90 plants; and Lot 5 

contains approximately 30 plants and another approximately 40 Ashy-Gray Indian 
Paintbrush plants are in the road right-of-way across the front of Lot 5. Well Site Lot 
F and the associated access road contain approximately 80 plants. In total, the 2011 

Alternative Project will impact approximately 672 occurrences of Ashy-Gray Indian 
Paintbrush occupying approximately 2.87 acres. Based on the foregoing, the 

reconfiguration of the 2011 Alternative Project and creation of permanent 
conservation easements covering the areas designated as Lot H and Lot A will 

permanently conserve approximately 88 percent of the Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush 
occurrences on the Project site (4,895 occurrences conserved, compared to 672 

impacted occurrences). This onsite conservation of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush 
occurrences results in mitigation for 2011 Alternative project impacts at more than a 

7:1 ratio. On an acreage basis, the project will mitigate impacts to the Ashy-Gray 
Indian Paintbrush on-site at a 1.68:1 ratio. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measure BR-1a requires permanent conservation of the 10-
acre, off-site, Dixie Lee Lane parcel that acts as further mitigation for impacts to the 

ashy-gray Indian paintbrush. These 10 acres of pebble plain are private land located 
at the northern terminus of Dixie Lee Lane in the Sugarloaf area of Big Bear Valley. 
The 10 acres are fenced and exhibit very high densities of the two indicator species 

(Arenaria ursina and Eriogonum kennedyi austromontanum). Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BR-1a will conserve the high quality pebble plain that is one of 

the best remaining examples of pebble plain habitat in private ownership and will 
protect the high density of pebble plain soil conditions. As indicated in the 

Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (August 29, 2010) 
performed by Dr. Krantz, the 10-acre parcel comprises habitat that can support the 

Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush and, in fact, during the survey, multiple occurrences of 
this plant species were observed. Accordingly, in addition to formal conservation of 

88 percent of the Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush occurrences on the Project site, 
through conservation easements covering Lot H and Lot A, permanent preservation 

of the 10-acre Dixie Lee property will provide further mitigation for impacts to the 
Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush species. With the preservation of the Dixie Lee Lane 

property, the 2011 Alternative Project will permanently set aside 14.48acres of 
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Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush occupied habitat. On an acreage basis With the 

inclusion of the Dixie Lee Lane property, the 2011 Alternative Project is mitigating 
impacts on an approximately 10:1 5:1 basis. 

The on-site preservation of 88 percent of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush occurrences 

and over 60 percent of the habitat acreage as well as implementation of Mitigation 
Measures BR-1a through BR-1d will reduce impacts to the Ashy-Gray Indian 

Paintbrush to less than significant levels. 

Page 2-47 
Additional detail added for Special Status Plant Species occurring on the Project Site. 

According to the Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey 

conducted by Dr. Krantz (2008), no endangered threatened, or five special status 
plant species were identified on the Moon Camp property, and the potential for any 

occurrence of such species is considered to be extremely low. In addition, impacts to 
CNPS List 1B or 2 species special status plants, not listed as threatened or 

endangered (Section IV. B.4) do not meet the County’s CEQA threshold for a 
potentially significant impact. Special status plant species found by Dr. Krantz on the 

project site included: Parish’s rock cress, Bear Valley phlox, purple monkeyflower, 
and fuzzy rat-tail. The other potentially four occurring Pebble Plain special status 

plant species (Bear Valley sandwort, southern mountain buckwheat, San Bernardino 
Mountains dudleya, and Baldwin Lake linanthus) were not observed despite 

favorable conditions during both surveys and are presumably absent. 

None of the five listed or special status Montane meadow plant species were 
identified on-site. The shoreline habitat was determined to be highly disturbed and 

ruderal in nature. The area did not support a viable Montane meadow habitat 
capable of supporting listed or special status plant species.  

A search of the yellow pine habitat, particularly areas with rocky soils or outcrops, 
identified one of the three CNPS List 1B plant species (Bear Valley Woollypod) as 

occurring on the Project site. The other two potentially occurring special-status plant 
species (Big Bear Valley milkvetch and southern yellow jewelflower) were not 

observed and are presumed absent. 

The majority of special-status species observed on-site are confined to the western 

portion of the Project site. The creation of the Conservation Areas (Lot A and Lot H) 
provide conservation of occurrences and habitat for these species. Additionally, 
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implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-1a will permanently preserve an 

additional 10 acres of habitat for the special status species. Therefore, impacts in 
this regard will be less than significant. 

Page 2-47 
Additional detail added regarding Bald Eagles.  

Bald Eagle. The bald eagle was taken off the federal list of threatened species, but 
remains on the State endangered species list. Small wintering populations of bald 
eagle often occur in scattered mountain locations in the region. Big Bear Lake 

supports the largest wintering population of bald eagle in southern California and 
may include as many as 30 individuals in peak years. The bald eagle was observed 

using several trees on the Project site for perch and roost locations. A records search 
also demonstrated that some of the most utilized perch and roost trees on the north 

shore of the lake are located on the Project site. Seven of the identified perch trees 
are adjacent to the Big Bear Lake’s shoreline. Perch trees are used for resting, for 

monitoring their territories for predators or other eagles, and for hunting. Steenhof 
(1978) investigation into bald eagle perch determined that proximity to a food 

source is most important factor in diurnal perch selection by bald eagles. Optimal 
perch trees are typically tall with an open growth structure that provide line-of sight-

opportunities and that are near water (Steenhof, 1978 and Stalmaster and Newman 
1979). In their study they also found that bald eagles used artificial perch trees more 

than would be expected from occurrence alone. In their study, the artificial perch 
trees provided the closer proximity to water, were generally taller than the native 
trees and had a greater open growth structure for line-of-site opportunities. Given 

artificial and native trees that provided comparable characteristics, bald eagle, are 
using artificial and native trees similarly. The study’s conclusion was that artificial 

perch trees may be an effective tool as both a mitigation measure and a 
management strategy. For Moon Camp, the use of artificial perch trees that 

proximate the existing perch trees in terms of size, structure and proximity to the 
shoreline would compensate for the loss of native perch trees. It is recommended 

that the existing perch trees be surveyed for their overall health and expected 
longevity and that a plan for replacement be developed from this information. 

Replacement trees would be installed in advance to the projected loss of a perch 
tree to ensure there is no loss of perching opportunities.  

It is also important to note that bald eagle populations have expanded in recent 
years, even as increasing human presence and activity near nesting and perching 
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sites has increased. Bald eagle populations have increased in face of increasing 

human recreation and development along shorelines within prime eagle habitat. 
This combined growth in eagle populations and human populations have resulted in 
more frequent interactions with humans (Johnsgard 1990). Due to this increasing 

overlap with human populations and human activities, bald eagles have habituated 
to presence of humans. Observations of eagle populations suggest that many eagles 

are more accepting of eagle activities near nests and wintering sites (Watson et al. 
1999, Anthony 2001, and Millsap et al. 2004). A recent newspaper article in The 

Wash Post by Gregory Lee Sullivan (February 29, 2016) quoted Kevin McGowan of 
the Cornell Lab of Ornithology as saying “the main thing is that they (bald eagles) 

just don’t really care as much about people anymore” and are now found nesting in 
residential areas. He concluded that changes in the behavior of the bald eagle are 

the results of laws that protect the bird and have helped the species recover after 
nearly dying out in the early 1960s. The number of bald eagles breeding pairs in the 

lower 48 contiguous states has increased from a low of 487 in 1963 to 9,789 in 2006. 
As indicated above, the species was removed by USFWS from the endangered 

species list in 2007. Given that the Moon Camp area is not used by nesting pairs and 
only supports overwintering eagles and given the proposed mitigation measure for 
maintaining perch trees, the presence of 50 new homes in rural residential 

community of Fawnskin will not adversely affect foraging behavior or other roosting 
behavior of the overwintering bald eagles. Given the limited distribution of 

wintering populations of bald eagles in southern California, removal of these trees 
and/or construction of uses in proximity to trees are considered a significant impact. 

Therefore, However, any construction activities in proximity to the identified perch 
and most trees are considered by the County as a significant impact under CEQA. 

Two pair of bald eagles were documented nesting at Big Bear during Spring/Summer 
2007. As the bald eagle has recently nested at Big Bear, ongoing surveys of the 

Project site during breeding season is recommended to verify the continued absence 
of nesting bald eagles on the Project site.  

Mitigation measures BR-4, B-6 and B-7 will reduce identified impacts to the bald 
eagles potentially occurring on the Project site. Although Mitigation Measures BR-4, 

B-6 and B-7 will reduce impacts to the bald eagle, implementation of the 2011 
Alternative Project will directly impact eagle perch locations. Based on the County of 
San Bernardino criteria for determining impacts to bald eagles, any removal of perch 

trees or human activity resulting in light and/or noise impacts are considered a 
significant impact under CEQA. This threshold is so restrictive that there is no 

reasonable configuration to the 2011 Alternative Project that could avoid a 
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significant impact to the bald eagle. Therefore, further project modifications would 

not avoid or substantially reduce the identified impacts to bald eagles. Therefore, 
impacts in this regard will remain significant and unavoidable. 

Page 2-56 
Discussion of cumulative impacts to Special Status Plant Species is added.  

Six listed threatened or endangered species could potentially occur on the Project 
site. These include bird’s foot checkerbloom (endangered), San Bernardino bluegrass 
(endangered), California dandelion (endangered), Big Bear Valley sandwort 

(threatened), southern mountain buckwheat (endangered), Ashy-Gray Indian 
Paintbrush (threatened) and slender-petalled thelypodium (endangered). In 

addition, 26 CNPS List 1B or 2 species could potentially occur on the Project site. 
According to the Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey 

conducted by Dr. Krantz (2008), only the Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush was observed 
on-site. no endangered, threatened, or special-status plant species were identified 

on the Moon Camp property, and the potential for any occurrence of such species is 
considered to be extremely low. Special status plant species found by Dr. Krantz on 

the project site included: Parish’s rock cress, Bear Valley phlox, purple 
monkeyflower, and fuzzy rat-tail. The other potentially four occurring Pebble Plain 

special status plant species (Bear Valley sandwort, southern mountain buckwheat, 
San Bernardino Mountains dudleya, and Baldwin Lake linanthus) were not observed 

despite favorable conditions during both surveys and are presumably absent. 

None of the five listed or special status Montane meadow plant species were 
identified on-site. The shoreline habitat was determined to be highly disturbed and 

ruderal in nature. The area did not support a viable Montane meadow habitat 
capable of supporting listed or special status plant species.  

A search of the yellow pine habitat, particularly areas with rocky soils or outcrops, 
identified one of the three CNPS List 1B plant species (Bear Valley woollypod) as 

occurring on the Project site. The other two potentially occurring special-status plant 
species (Big Bear Valley milkvetch and southern yellow jewelflower) were not 

observed and are presumed absent. 

All but one, Bear Valley phlox, of the observed special-status species are confined to 

the western portion of the Project site. In addition, impacts to CNPS List 1B or 2 
species special status plants, not listed as threatened or end angered endangered 

(Section IV. B.4.) would generally not meet the CEQA threshold for mandatory 
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findings of significance. As indicated previously, on-site and off-site mitigation is 

sufficient to mitigate impacts to the Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush to less than 
significant levels both on a Project specific and cumulative basis. Impacts to other 
special status plant species is similarly reduced to less than significant levels. 

Therefore, impacts in this regard will be less than significant. When considered in 
connection with the development of the cumulative projects, the impacts of the 

2011 Alternative Project on special status plant species are less than significant. 

Page 2-57 
Additional detail for Mitigation Measure BR-1a (Special Status Plants and Plant Communities) has 
been added.  

Special Status Plants and Plant Communities 
BR-1a Prior to the initiation of clearing or grading activities on the Project site, a 

conservation easement shall be placed upon the 10-acre Dixie Lee Lane 
property. The conservation easement shall be in favor of a qualified 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife approved conservation entity and 
shall be recorded in the San Bernardino County Recorder’s Office. The 

easement shall provide for the continued protection and preservation of the 
property through development of a Long-Term Management Plan (LTMP). 

The LTMP shall provide for the preservation, restoration, and enforcement 
of the Conservation Areas so that each area is maintained, and restored 

where needed, to its natural condition. The LTMP will also include 
documentation of baseline conditions, any needed site preparation, 

anticipated restoration/enhancement activities, a biological monitoring 
program, the creation of a set of success criteria for managing the site, 

anticipated maintenance activities, an annual reporting process, and a set of 
contingency or adaptive management measures to be implemented in case 
success criteria are not being met; to ensure that the implementation of the 

LTMP is fully funded, a Property Action Report (PAR) will be prepared that 
will document costs for site security, maintenance activities, site 

preparation, restoration/enhancements activities, biological monitoring, 
contingency measure and annual reporting. The costs identified in the PAR 

will be used to develop a non-wasting endowment that will ensure all costs 
will be available to establish the site, conduct any needed restoration and 

enhancements, and to fund reoccurring annual cost needed to manage the 
site in perpetuity. The easement shall, at a minimum, restrict all use of the 

property that has the potential to impact the quality of pebble plain soils 
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and other valuable biological habitat, including the occurrences of the 

Federally Threatened Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush. The property shall be 
fenced and signs shall be placed on the fencing indicating the sensitive 
nature of the property habitat and warning that any entry would be 

prosecuted as a trespass. Project proponent shall also create a perpetual, 
non-wasting endowment for the management and preservation of the 

mitigation property. The management entity will be approved by the CDFG. 

Page 2-57 
Additional detail for Mitigation Measure BR-1b has been added.  

BR-1b Prior to the initiation of clearing or grading activities on the Project site, the 

9.1 5.38-acre on-site conservation easements covering Lots A, B, C, D and H 
(including Lot-A and Lot-H) shall be established. The conservation easement 

shall be in favor of a California Department of Fish and Wildlife approved 
qualified conservation entity and shall be recorded in the San Bernardino 

County Recorder’s Office. The easement shall provide for the continued 
protection and preservation of the property American Bald Eagle and Rare 

Plant habitat through development of a Long-Term Management Plan 
(LTMP). The LTMP shall provide for the preservation, restoration, and 

enforcement of the Conservation Areas so that each area is maintained, and 
restored where needed, to its natural condition. The LTMP will also include 

documentation of baseline conditions, any needed site preparation, 
anticipated restoration/enhancement activities, a biological monitoring 
program, the creation of a set of success criteria for managing the site, 

anticipated maintenance activities, an annual reporting process, and a set of 
contingency or adaptive management measures to be implemented in case 

success criteria are not being met; to ensure that the implementation of the 
LTMP is fully funded, a Property Action Report (PAR) will be prepared that 

will document costs for site security, maintenance activities, site 
preparation, restoration/enhancements activities, biological monitoring, 

contingency measure and annual reporting. The costs identified in the PAR 
will be used to develop a non-wasting endowment that will ensure all costs 

will be available to establish the site, conduct any needed restoration and 
enhancements, and to fund reoccurring annual cost needed to manage the 

site in perpetuity. The easement shall, at a minimum, restrict all use of the 
property that has the potential to impact Bald Eagle perch trees, the quality 

of pebble plain soils and other valuable biological habitat, including the 
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occurrences of the Federally Threatened ashy-gray Indian paintbrush. The 

property shall be fenced and signs shall be placed on the fencing indicating 
the sensitive nature of the property habitat and warning that any entry 
would be prosecuted as a trespass. The easement shall provide for the 

continued protection and preservation of the property. The easement shall, 
at a minimum, restrict all use of the property that has the potential to 

impact the occurrences of the Federally Threatened Ashy-Gray Indian 
Paintbrush. Project proponent shall also create a perpetual, non-wasting 

endowment for the management and preservation of the mitigation 
property. The management entity will be approved by the CDFG. 

Page 2-57 
Additional detail added to Mitigation Measure BR-1c.  

BR-1c The Project Applicant shall take the following actions to further ensure the 
permanent preservation of the Conservation Areas: (Lot A and Lot H): 

• Except for access by residents to Lot B & C between April 1 and December 
1, rRestrict access by pedestrians and motor vehicles to the Conservation 
Areas. The Conservation Areas shall be secured through installation of 
fencing or other barriers to prevent access to Conservation Areas. Barriers 
shall be installed prior to commencement of any construction activities 
on-site. The Project Applicant shall also include provisions in the CC&Rs 
for the Project instituting penalties to residents who violate the 
restrictions and cause any damage to the protected plant habitat. and 
Bald Eagle perch trees. 

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

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

• Prohibit use of invasive plant species in landscaping. Each lot owner shall 
be given a list of prohibited invasive plant species upon purchase of lot 
with the parcel. Landscape plans for individual parcels shall be approved 
by the County prior to development to ensure no inappropriate plant 
material is incorporated into the design of any individual lot or common 
area which may compromise the quality of the Conservation Areas. 
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• Development may not change the natural hydrologic conditions of the 
Conservation Areas. All grading plans shall be reviewed by the County to 
ensure hydrologic conditions of the conservation lands are not adversely 
changed by development. 

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

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

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

• The Conservation Entity shall conduct routine monitoring of rare plant 
resources on Lot A and H. The occurrence of non-native species 
outbreaks, or other examples of ecological disturbance as a result of 
indirect impacts of development in and around Lots A and H shall be 
reported in the annual biological monitoring reports and remedial action 
shall be recommended and implemented by the Conservation Entity. 

 

Page 2-58 
Mitigation Measure BR-3 has been updated. 

BR-3 The project proponent shall have a biologist qualified with San Bernardino 
flying squirrel (SBFS) as a monitor during tree removal. Minimize the number 

of trees, snags, and downed wood removed for project implementation. 
Compensating the removal of snags containing cavities; this would be 

achieved by constructing and erecting two nest boxes and one aggregate box 
per snag removed. Appendix A of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 
provides the specifications of the nest and aggregate boxes (Flying Squirrels 

2007). These boxes should be located on the adjacent U.S. Forest Service 
(USFS) land (with their permission) and the locations marked with a global 

positioning system. The locations of the boxes shall be provided to the USFS 
so that their biologists could monitor the boxes for occupation by SBFS. 

 Provide new homeowners with a flyer that would provide information on 
the biology of SBFS and how they are susceptible to depredation by cats. 

The flyer would also outline steps that homeowners could take to reduce 
their urban edge effects. 
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 Given the negative results of on-site surveys and the available technical and 

peer reviewed literature, negative effects to the San Bernardino flying 
squirrel are not expected. However, because marginal foraging habitat was 
found on-site, the following mitigation measures will be implemented in the 

lots with densely forested areas and snags. These mitigation measures are 
to be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts to San Bernardino flying 

squirrels: 

• The Project Applicant shall have a qualified biologist as a monitor just 
prior to and during all tree removal on-site.  

• Minimize the removal of large coarse woody debris (>10cm diameter), 
which provide microhabitat for the growth of hypogeous fungi. 

• Limit removal of standing snags (>25cm dbh) and large trees (>25cm dbh), 
which provide both structural complexity and potential nesting habitat. 

• Prioritize the retention of large trees and snags with visible potential 
cavity nesting structures, which are associated with higher densities of 
northern flying squirrels. 

• Minimize the loss of continuous canopy closure, especially in the 
drainages, which provides protection from predators while foraging and 
may play an important role in maintaining habitat connectivity. 

• The Project Applicant must compensate for the removal of suitable 
habitat through construction and erection of two nest boxes and one 
aggregate box per snag removed.  

• The Project Applicant is required to provide homeowners with 
information on the biology of the flying squirrel and suggest steps that 
homeowners can take to reduce their urban-edge effects.  

• All subsequent home developers must comply with these provisions 
which shall be enforced by the County of San Bernardino through 
implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as 
mandated by CEQA.  

 

If the monitoring biologist observes a flying squirrel during pre-construction 
and/or construction monitoring, the biologist will immediately halt work 

until the occupied tree can be vacated prior to felling the tree; however, if 
the work is during the nesting season (generally March through May), when 

baby squirrels could be present, the nest will not be vacated until after the 
nesting season ends (June 1st), as cleared by the monitoring biologist.  
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Page 2-59 
Detail added to Mitigation Measure BR-4 has been added. 

BR-4 Eagle perch trees identified in the 2002 Bonterra Consulting Bald Eagle Survey 

for Tentative Tract 16136, Moon Camp, Fawnskin, San Bernardino County, 
California, (see Appendix A of the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2) 

and the Long Term Management Plan shall be preserved in place upon project 
completion. If any of the designated perch trees should become hazardous 
and need to be taken down, replacement will be either (1) at a 5:1 ratio with 

the creation of artificial perch trees along shoreline designated open space. 
within the Conservation Areas or by enhancing other trees by trimming and 

limbing to make suitable for eagle perching. The exact method of perch tree 
replacement shall be made after consultation with a certified arborist. Prior to 

commencement of construction activity, the applicant shall have a qualified 
consultant survey all trees on-site to determine the location of all perch trees 

to be preserved. Any development that may occur within the Project site and 
in the individual lots must avoid impacts to trees larger than 24 inches dbh 

and their root structures to the maximum extent feasible. If any additional 
non-perch trees on-site larger than 24 inches dbh are removed, then a 

replacement ratio of 2:1 shall be required and replacement trees shall be 24-
inch box trees or larger. Whenever an eagle perch tree or other non-perch 

tree larger than 24 inches dbh is removed, the Homeowner’s Association shall 
retain a qualified consultant to oversee removal and compliance with the 
replacement requirement. All construction or landscaping improvements, 

including irrigation, will be prohibited on or around the exposed root 
structures or within the dripline of these trees. These restrictions on 

development of the individual lots must be clearly presented and explained to 
any potential prospective developers and/or homeowners prior to assumption 

of title and close of escrow. This measure shall be identified as a Note on the 
Composite Development Plan. 

Page 2-59 
Date range for Mitigation Measure BR-6 has been corrected.  

BR-6 Seven days prior to the onset of construction activities, a qualified biologist 
shall survey within the limits of project disturbance for the presence of any 

active raptor nests. Any nest found during survey efforts shall be mapped on 
the construction plans. If no active nests are found, no further mitigation 

would be required. Results of the surveys shall be provided to the CDFG CDFW. 
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 If nesting activity is present at any raptor nest site, the active site shall be 

protected until nesting activity has ended to ensure compliance with 
Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code. Nesting activity for 
raptors in the region of the Project site normally occurs from February 1 to 

June July 310. To protect any nest site, the following restrictions on 
construction are required between February 1 and June July 310 (or until 

nests are no longer active as determined by a qualified biologist): (1) clearing 
limits shall be established a minimum of 300 feet in any direction from any 

occupied nest and (2) access and surveying shall not be allowed within 200 
feet of any occupied nest. Any encroachment into the 300/200-foot buffer 

area around the known nest shall only be allowed if it is determined by a 
qualified biologist that the proposed activity shall not disturb the nest 

occupants. Construction during the nesting season can occur only at the sites 
if a qualified biologist has determined that fledglings have left the nest. 

Page 2-60 
Detail range for Mitigation Measure BR-7 has been corrected.  

Vegetation removal, clearing, and grading on the Project site should be performed 
outside of the breeding and nesting season (between February 1 and June 30July 

31), when feasible, to minimize the effects of these activities on breeding activities 
of migratory birds and other species. If clearing occurs during breeding season, a 30-

day clearance survey for nesting birds shall be conducted. Any nest found during 
survey efforts shall be mapped on the construction plans. If no active nests are 
found, no further mitigation would be required. Results of the surveys shall be 

provided to the CDFG CDFW. If nesting activity is present at any nest site, the active 
site shall be protected until nesting activity has ended to ensure compliance with 

Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code. 

Page 2-62 
Detail with regard to conservation of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush has been added.  

The Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (August 29, 2010) 

concluded that Project site contained 7.71 acres of habitat for the Ashy-Gray Indian 
Paintbrush, of which 4.84 acres will be permanently preserved on-site. This results in 

mitigation of project impacts on a 1.68:1 ratio (with inclusion of the Dixie Lane 
property it is 5.04:1). On an occurrence basis, the project site contains 5,567 

occurrences of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush with 84 percent, or 4,665 of the 
occurrences, located in the area now classified as Lot H. An additional 230 Ashy-Gray 
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Indian Paintbrush occurrences are located in the remainder portion of Lot A after 

redesign of the subdivision. In total, approximately 88 percent of the ashy gray 
Indian paintbrush occurrences on the Project site will be protected through 
permanent conservation easements burdening both lettered Lots A and H. 
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